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Introduction 

TV series – are they really worth studying? 
 

Picture the whole world dotted with hundreds of millions of homes glowing with the 

blue light of TV sets. Inside each home – your own home, for example – visitors tell 

stories about their dreams and problems, loves and rages, their thrills and their losses. 

You care about them, probably more than you admit; you even talk about them when 

they’re not around – after all, they come every week. Sometimes they’re broiling over 

issues in the news. Or sick and scared about that, or lying, or brave. At one time they 

were attacked and fought back and barely survived. But no matter what, they’ll be back 

next week, your same friends, there with you in your most vulnerable place, at home 

when you’re tired after work. Intimate. (Douglas, 2007: 7) 

The above quotation comes from a guidebook on how to write TV drama series 

and in a way it explains the great popularity of drama series nowadays. Different kinds 

of series are omnipresent on television. It is also rather hard to find someone who has 

never seen at least one episode of a TV series in their life. Some viewers identify 

themselves with characters of their favorite series and some even name their children 

after their favorite character. Some series have become so popular that they not only 

have been broadcast worldwide but they also influenced the language of the country in 

which they were made or culture in general. A good example of such a series is Friends, 

an American situation comedy premiered in 1994. Quaglio (2009, 12) gives an example 

of the series’ influence in the American English language: ‘the use of the adverbial 

intensifier so modifying an adjective split by the negator not (as in That is so not true) or 

followed by a clause (as in That is so not what it is!), often used by the characters, has 

become a regular feature of American English conversation, not only among younger 

groups.’ Another example mentioned by Quaglio (ibid.) is Rachel’s hairstyle, a haircut 

named after one of the main characters which was extremely popular in 1990’s around 

the world.  

Television series appear to be extremely interesting not only from the 

sociological perspective but also from the linguistic one. Quaglio (2009), one of the few 

researchers investigating the language of television series, concluded after analysis of 

the language of Friends that, despite the limited number of settings, topics discussed 

and age variability among the characters, the language of the series ‘is characterized by 
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the core linguistic features that typify conversation but without the natural variation 

that a more comprehensive corpus (as the Longman Corpus) is likely to present’ (ibid.: 

68). Moreover, even though close friends, need to share knowledge on a ‘local’ level, as 

do the characters of the series, the dialogues of the series also need to be 

comprehensible to a broad audience. Therefore, words of vague reference are used less 

frequently than in natural conversation. Screenwriters need to combine the ‘local’ and 

the ‘global’ domains of shared knowledge. Because the dialogues need to be 

understandable to a broad audience, there are hardly any interruptions, overlaps or 

incomplete utterances, even though those features usually do not hinder 

comprehension in natural conversations. Furthermore, because screenwriters aim at 

making the dialogues sound authentic and credible, they want to emphasize the close 

relationships between the characters and they want to create humor; therefore, they 

make characters overuse ‘features such as slang terms, vocatives, greetings and leave-

takings, some linguistic innovations’ (ibid.: 120) and some forms of expletives. Finally, 

the characters in the series do not use narrative language as much as it is normally used 

in natural conversations.  

Quaqlio’s research is interesting because it demonstrates that scripted dialogues 

are similar to naturally occurring conversation, whereas it also shows in what ways they 

are influenced by the televised medium making them sound less natural than intended. 

Since dialogues in TV series need to resemble the intimacy and shared knowledge of the 

characters and at the same time need to be easily understood by the viewers, they differ 

from ordinary conversation. We can say that dialogues in television series are multi-

layered because they are exchanged by the characters of a show but at the same time 

they are also directed at the viewers. As will be shown later in this thesis, this specific 

aspect of scripted dialogues is realised for example through the language use in which 

metaphor plays an important role. To my knowledge there are no publications 

concerning metaphor in television series and therefore in this thesis I will try to show 

that scripted conversation should gain more attention as they provide a rich linguistic 

material in which metaphor is one of the leading actors.  
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Metaphor in television series: a preliminary example 

 

A preliminary example will illustrate analytical potential, metaphorical richness 

and complexity of dialogues in television series. It will furthermore show how the 

function of metaphor can be analyzed on two separate levels, the level of fiction and the 

level of conversation. The example comes from an American series Gilmore Girls created 

by Amy Sherman-Palladino. The series can be classified as a family comedy-drama and 

was first broadcasted in 2000. The show concentrates around the lives of two main 

characters: a very colorful, 32-year-old single mother, Lorelai Gilmore and her ambitious 

and intelligent teenage daughter, Rory. The selected scene consists of 59 turns 

comprising 571 words. The main participants of the conversation in this scene are 

Lorelai, who has a crush on her daughter’s English teacher, and Sookie, a passionate 

cook working in a kitchen of a hotel run by Lorelai and at the same time Lorelai’s best 

friend. The conversation takes place in a diner owned by Luke who is Lorelai’s friend as 

well. He interrupts the conversation several times. Because of the length of the scene, 

we will not analyze the whole dialogue. Instead, we will concentrate on the conversation 

between Lorelai and Sookie only. The turns have been numbered for ease of reference. 

2 LORELAI: Life is a funny funny thing huh? 
3 SOOKIE: Yeah, I love that Jim Carey. 
4 LORELAI: What? 
5 SOOKIE: Jim Carey. He’s just - he’s just funny. 
6 LORELAI: He is funny, but I don’t mean funny funny, I’m being philosophical. 
7 SOOKIE: Oh, very serious face - Jean Paul Sartre [making a somber face] 

The conversation starts with Lorelai describing life as being funny. The basic 

meaning of the word ‘funny’ used in turn 2 is, according to Macmillan Dictionary 

(http://www.macmillandictionary.com/, MMD), ‘someone or something that is funny 

makes you laugh’. Lorelai uses the word funny in turn 2 metaphorically with the 

meaning closer to ‘strange or unusual’ (MMD); however, Sookie evokes only the basic 

meaning of the word and recalls Jim Carey, who is a famous comedian. This causes 

misunderstanding between the two friends. The word funny is used six times in the five 

turns and only in turn 2 is it used metaphorically. Because Lorelai sees that Sookie 

evokes only the literal meaning of the word, she first repeats it to make clear she did not 

http://www.macmillandictionary.com/
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use it in its basic meaning and then she gives her friend a hint that she should look 

further than the literal meaning of the word by stating that she is being philosophical. In 

turn 7 and also by making a somber face, Sookie shows that she has evoked the 

metaphorical meaning of the word funny. In turn 10 she repeats Lorelai’s metaphor to 

show that she understands that Lorelai wants to talk about serious matters. 

10 SOOKIE: So why is life such a funny thing? 
11 LORELAI: I met this amazing guy. 
12 SOOKIE: Goody. 
13 LORELAI: Yeah, there’s goody stuff about it and there’s baddy stuff too. He’s a 
teacher at Chilton, Max you met him at the bake sale. 

When Lorelai says it has something to do with a man she likes, Sookie reacts with an 

interjection goody. This particular word choice does not seem random because, 

according to MMD, goody ‘is used mainly by children or when speaking to children’. The 

word choice says something about the character using it. Even though Sookie is not a 

child, she seems quite childish in this scene and, perhaps therefore, she may not 

understand Lorelai’s metaphors. Lorelai repeats the word goody in turn 13 and creates 

the word baddy. By doing so she expresses her cooperation and understanding for her 

friend. At the same time, she shows her linguistic creativity which is one of her 

characteristic features in the show. Even though Sookie failed to notice the metaphor 

used by Lorelai in turn 2, the latter keeps using metaphors.  

19 LORELAI: I’m just so mixed up though. You know this is a real crossroads kind of 

situation. It’s like ‘to perm or not to perm.’ I’m really confused. 

20 SOOKIE: Oh for heaven sake. [gets up and goes around the counter]. Go ahead, I’m 

still listening. You were about to perm your hair. 

21 LORELAI: I just want to do the right thing. 

In turn 19 Lorelai says that she is mixed up and that her situation is of a real 

crossroads kind. Both expressions are used metaphorically. Further, to explain her 

feelings and the situation even better, she signals a metaphorical comparison and 

paraphrases Shakespeare’s famous phrase ‘to be or not to be’. Even though she signaled 

it by the use of the word like, Sookie does not seem to understand her, because in turn 

20 she answers ‘You were about to perm your hair.’ The reason for this is Sookie’s 
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obsession with food and cooking. In turn 18 Sookie asked Luke to get her onions and 

because he did not, she decided to get them herself.  

If we only looked at the transcript and ignored the context, the whole fragment 

would be rather difficult to analyze, because how could one explain why the 

conversation continues if both participants seem to be on two different tracks and the 

one using metaphors does not even try to correct the other and help her understand 

what she meant? The word choice does not seem felicitous and the conversation does 

not seem successful. However, when we move from the level of conversation to the 

level of fiction and take into account who the participants are and in what context the 

conversation takes place, we can account for its humor and the fact that it says 

something about the characters of the show. Lorelai knows Sookie’s passion for cooking 

and she knows that there is no need to explain anything because the only thing Sookie 

cares for at that moment are the onions. Therefore, instead of explaining what she 

meant by her Shakespeare’s paraphrase, she simply continues talking about her 

problem. Lorelai does not want her daughter to get attached to a man who may not stay 

in their lives for long.  

In the final part of the scene, in turn 50, Lorelai uses the words delicate and 

fragile metaphorically to explain why she has not told her daughter about the possibility 

of dating her teacher. Because during previous attempts at explaining her feelings and 

hesitations by means of metaphors, Sookie evoked only the literal meanings of the 

MRWs, Lorelai deliberately creates a metaphorical scenario concerning cooking and 

signals the comparison with the word like. She assumes Sookie will understand it better, 

because she is obsessed with cooking. The ‘very delicate, fragile situation’ is compared 

to soufflés, because ‘if you don’t do it right, it’s a disaster’. Sookie evokes only the literal 

meaning of soufflés, just as she did with the words funny and perm and replays with a 

statement that ‘you have to order it 45 minutes in advance’. When Lorelai does not see 

a connection between her metaphorical explanation and Sookie’s remark, Sookie 

repeats that she was talking about soufflés. Even when Lorelai uses a straightforward 

explanation by stating ‘I was speaking metaphorically’, Sookie still does not get the point 

and takes Lorelai’s remark as a comment that she does not like her soufflés.  
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46 LORELAI: He does at that. Alright, I’m just going to keep it simple. I’ll tell Rory that if 
there’s even an ounce of weirdness about it I’ll cancel. 
47 SOOKIE: You haven’t told Rory yet? 
48 LORELAI: No. 
49 SOOKIE: Oops. 
50 LORELAI: No, not oops. The timing hasn’t been right. This is a very delicate, fragile 
situation. It’s like one of your soufflés, if you don’t do it right, it’s a disaster. 
51 SOOKIE: And you have to order it 45 minutes in advance. 
52 LORELAI: Huh? 
53 SOOKIE: My soufflé. 
54 LORELAI: Right, but I wasn’t speaking directly about your soufflé, I was speaking 
metaphorically. 
55 SOOKIE: Oh, so you don’t like my soufflés? 
56 LORELAI: How do we work together? 

On the level of conversation, Lorelai’s choice of metaphors in the whole scene 

makes the communication between the two characters very difficult. Even though 

Lorelai signals the use of metaphors, Sookie evokes only literal meanings of 

metaphorically used words and created by Lorelai scenarios. We could say that the 

choice of metaphorical expressions was very unfortunate and the metaphors did not 

help to achieve the goal, which was to explain difficult situation and talk about Lorelai’s 

feelings. However, on the level of fiction, all goals are achieved. The word choice is 

funny and makes the audience of the show laugh. Furthermore, Sookie’s inability to 

evoke metaphorical meanings of words and scenarios gives the viewers a better picture 

of the character as does Lorelai’s creativity. The fact that both characters can 

communicate even in cases when communication actually fails, emphasizes Lorelai and 

Sookie’s friendship. It needs to be noticed that Lorelai knows Sookie so well that she 

does not get annoyed by her lack of understanding of what she is saying. Instead, Lorelai 

seems to understand Sookie’s literal reading of almost everything Lorelai says.  

The conversation in this scene shows that when we deal with a combination of 

two domains, fiction and conversation, the communicative function of metaphor can fail 

in one of them but will prevail in the other one. Even though Sookie understood almost 

every metaphor used by Lorelai literally, Lorelai did not start using literal language only. 

As mentioned before dialogues in television series need to resemble naturally occurring 

conversations. At least, this is the goal screenwriters should have if they want to make a 

series which will be easily understood by broad audience. Conversations should sound 
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familiar to the audience; the viewer should have the feeling that they would say 

something similar if they were in the same situation as the characters on the screen. 

However, resembling natural conversations is not the only function dialogues in 

television series have. The words the characters utter, say a lot about the characters 

themselves. Screenwriters, like writers, need to be able to characterize their characters, 

but they cannot do it in the form of a description, as in case of novels. The viewer can 

see the characters on the screen and so he or she knows what they look like and how 

they behave. The dialogues provide further important element of the characterization. 

Furthermore, dialogues can be meant to make the audience laugh, cry, angry or 

emotional.  

As could be seen in the example discussed above, analysis of television dialogues 

differs from analysis of transcripts of natural conversations because the researcher has 

more information at hand than only the general context of a conversation and some 

basic information about the participants. The recording of the episode can be consulted 

in order to establish the meaning of particular words or to clear the context. Therefore, 

the analysis can be deeper. Moreover, operating on two levels simultaneously, namely, 

the level of conversation and the level of fiction, shows interesting metaphorical 

patterns and in some cases provides explanation concerning the motivation of the use of 

metaphors by the characters. Finally, the complexity of metaphors used in scripted 

conversations may reveal interesting patterns. Television series seem to be a metaphor 

mine waiting to be explored.   

 

Aim and research questions 

 

Although metaphor studies include the register of conversation, they have so far 

neglected scripted conversations, unless these are part of the register of fiction. The aim 

of this thesis is to fill this gap and look at metaphor in scripted conversations from the 

perspective of conversation and fiction. According to Oostdijk (1990) dialogues in fiction 

are supposed to resemble genuine conversations, yet they are carefully planned, revised 

and edited, which makes them sometimes very different from ordinary talk. Quaglio 
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(2009) has shown what kind of differences can be expected in scripted dialogues from 

the linguistic point of view. The goal of this thesis is to extend these studies into an 

exploration of metaphor in scripted dialogue.  

My own preparatory research has suggested that metaphor analysis in scripted 

dialogues is much more complicated than in ordinary conversations. Therefore, a 

relatively small set of materials has been chosen to support a deep, qualitative analysis 

of the data. The materials comprise a transcript of one full-length episode of a popular 

American TV series Grey’s anatomy. The episode chosen is the third episode of the first 

season of the series entitled ‘Winning a Battle, Loosing a War’. It was written by Shonda 

Rhimes and directed by Tony Goldwyn. It was first aired on April 10, 2005 on ABC 

network. The episode lasts 43 minutes. The transcript consists of 413 turns comprising 

4470 lexical units. The scenes are of different length, the shortest consists of 3 turns, 

whereas the longest of as many as 31 turns. The turns are produced by 17 characters, 9 

of which belong to the regular cast and the other 8 characters appear only in this 

episode as patients, patients’ families or friends, and other medical staff. More 

information about the corpus and the show will be presented in chapter 2.  

Metaphor is expected to work differently in scripted conversation than in 

authentic conversations, which were analyzed by Kaal (2012). Furthermore, the 

metaphorical patterns in TV series can also differ from those found in talk in general 

(Cameron 2008) due to the dual function of metaphor in TV series, since, as could be 

seen in the preliminary example, metaphor there needs to work simultaneously on the 

level of fiction and on the level of conversation. Finally, the fictional aspect of the 

dialouges is expected to result in rich metahpor use associated with the register of 

fiction discussed by Dorst (2011).  

The collected data will be analyzed with the main research question in mind, 

namely: How does metaphor in scripted conversations work in comparison to metaphor 

in the registers of conversation and fiction. This question leads to other questions which 

will be answered in this thesis:  
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1. How is the nature of metaphor influenced by the discourse context? How does 

metaphor work on the level of conversation (immediate context) and on the level of 

fiction (broad context)? 

2. How is metaphor distributed in scripted conversations? Does the distribution of 

metaphor in scripted conversation resemble the distribution patterns of metaphor in 

conversation and in fiction?   

3. What are the different functions of metaphor in TV series on the level of fiction and 

on the level of conversation? 

Since the basic methodological tool used for metaphor analysis will be the MIPVU 

procedure (Steen et al. 2011), we will also look at its applicability to a register on which 

it has not yet been tested and discuss possible problems.  

 

Outline of the thesis 

 

Chapter 1 provides theoretical background and starts with an overview of 

modern approaches to metaphor analysis. Further, separate attention has been paid to 

the discussion of research on metaphor in conversation and in fiction. The final section 

of the chapter will present the research questions.  

In chapter 2 the rules of television will be discussed and illustration of how they 

influenced the structure of the episode to be analyzed and the dialogues will be offered. 

Furthermore, general information about the series and its characters will be provided in 

order to facilitate comprehension of the analysis later in the thesis. The chapter will be 

closed with an analysis of one scene taken from the corpus.  

Chapter 3 concentrates on the analysis of metaphor in the corpus on the level of 

conversation. It starts with a short description of the MIPVU procedure which has been 

used to identify metaphorically used words in the corpus. It will be followed a discussion 

of the results of annotation of the episode according to the MIPVU procedure. Further, 

it provides some examples of the application of the MIPVU procedure to the corpus. 
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Then, it explains how metaphor works on the level of fiction and what its functions in 

the dialogues are. Finally, it looks at the distribution of metaphor in conversations.  

Chapter 4 offers discussion of metaphor use on the level of fiction. Moreover, 

the distribution of metaphor in the episode will be analyzed. Then, metaphor use by 

different characters will be investigated. Finally, the function of metaphor on the level of 

fiction will be discussed.  

Chapter 5 provides a general discussion of the findings of this thesis. 

Furthermore, it summarizes the answers to the research questions and provides 

conclusions. Finally, it offers implications concerning further research.  
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Chapter 1 Contemporary Metaphor Theory 
 

This chapter provides an overview of modern research and theories concerning 

metaphor studies. In section 1.1 Conceptual Metaphor Theory, its development and 

critiques will be discussed. Section 1.2 presents research on metaphor in conversation. 

In section 1.3 theories concerning metaphor in fiction will be discussed. In section 1.4 

specific research questions concerning metaphor in scripted conversations will be 

presented.  

 

1.1 Metaphor in thought, language and communication 
 

This section provides an overview of main theories concerning metaphor analysis 

starting from Conceptual Metaphor Theory as it is associated with the starting point for 

the modern research on metaphor. Section 1.1.1 introduces the main claims of 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory. Section 1.1.2 presents behavioral responses to 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory. Section 1.1.3 is devoted to theories concerning metaphor 

in discourse. Section 1.1.4 concentrates on metaphor and its three dimensions. Even 

though not all of the theories presented in this section are crucial for the analysis to be 

conducted in this thesis, it seems important to name and briefly introduce them as they 

lay at the grounds of the approaches presented in sections 1.2 and 1.3 concerning 

metaphor in conversation and in fiction. 

  

1.1.1 Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) 

 

Metaphor has gained an important place in the research agenda of many linguists 

since the publication of the revolutionary work by Lakoff and Johnson (1980) Metaphor 

we live by (developed further in Johnson 1987; Lakoff 1987, 1993; Lakoff & 

Johnson1999; Lakoff & Turner 1989). The authors provided a new definition of 

metaphor which gave rise to the development of Conceptual Metaphor Theory. 
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According to Lakoff and Johnson metaphor is not just a rhetorical tool used by poets, as 

it was seen for many centuries. Instead, it is present in our everyday life, not only in 

ordinary language but also in thought. Metaphorical expressions present in language are 

representations of conceptual metaphors which function in our minds and structure our 

conceptual systems. Conceptual metaphor defines how we perceive the world, how we 

think, and how we act. The main claim Lakoff and Johnson make is that “The essence of 

metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another” 

(1980: 5). In order to illustrate their point they provide the example of a conceptual 

metaphor: ARGUMENT IS WAR. The concept ARGUMENT is understood in terms of the 

concept WAR. There is a conceptual cross-domain mapping present in this metaphor. 

ARGUMENT is the target domain of the mapping and WAR is the source domain. The 

target domains are often abstract, whereas the source domains are usually concrete. 

The conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR functions in everyday language in 

expressions such as: 

(1) 

Your claims are indefensible. 

He attacked every weak point in my argument. 

His criticisms were right on target. 

I demolished his argument. 

I’ve never won an argument with him.    

You disagree? Okay, shoot! 

If you use that strategy, he’ll wipe you out. 

He shot down all of my arguments. 

(1980: 4; italics in original) 

All of the italicized expressions in (1) describe a verbal argument in terms of war. The 

point Lakoff and Johnson make with these examples is that we not only talk about 

argument in terms of war but we also think of them in this way and this way of thinking 

structures the actions we perform when we argue. As Lakoff and Johnson explain “We 

see the person we are arguing with as an opponent. We attack his positions and defend 

our own. We gain and lose ground. We plan and use strategies” (ibid.). Since the 

concept of ARGUMENT is metaphorically structured in terms of the concept of WAR, 

Lakoff and Johnson call this kind of metaphor a structural metaphor.  
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Another category form schematic metaphors which include orientational and 

ontological metaphors. Orientational metaphors have to do with spatial orientation: up 

– down, in – out etc. The authors claim that those metaphors have their basis in our 

physical and cultural experience. An example of such a metaphor is MORE IS UP which 

can be seen in expressions such as:  

(2) 

The number of books printed each year keeps going up. 

His draft number is high. 

My income rose last year. 

(1980: 15-16; italics in original) 

The metaphors in (2) have a physical basis since every time we add a substance 

to a container or an object to a pile we see the level going up. Ontological metaphors 

also have an experiential basis and they are used especially for referring or quantifying 

situations, events and ideas in terms of physical objects, such as for instance containers, 

and substances. An example of an ontological metaphor is THE MIND IS AN ENTITY. 

Through this metaphor MIND is usually seen as A MACHINE and realized in expressions 

such as those in (3) or as a BRITTLE OBJECTS in expressions in (4). 

(3) 

My mind isn’t operating today. 

I’m a little rusty today. 

He broke down. 

(4) 

Her ego is very fragile. 

He is easily crushed. 

He cracked up.  

(ibid.: 27-28; italics in original) 

Ontological metaphors seem so natural that they are hardly perceived as metaphorical 

by most language users but are seen as direct descriptions of mental phenomenon and 

as being directly true or false.  

Conceptual Metaphor Theory has been extremely powerful in linguistics not 

because it seems to provide answers to every question concerning metaphor, but 

because its weaknesses have been challenged by linguists from different fields which 

resulted in numerous studies and new theories. To mention just a few critics, cognitive 
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psychologists questioned the reasoning underlying the theory. If the main proof for the 

existence of conceptual metaphors is to be found in linguistic expressions and those are 

derived from the conceptual metaphors, something seems missing. Moreover, there is 

no proof that language users actually access and use conceptual metaphors. Those 

problems are caused by the fact that CMT was not tested in behavioral processing 

experiments (see Gibbs 1994, 2006; Steen 1994, 2007). From the discourse analytical 

point of view, Conceptual Metaphor Theory makes too much use of generalizations and 

the examples proposed by Lakoff and Johnson, even though present in language and 

broadly used, are theoretical and were not tested in real-world contexts (see Cameron & 

Low 1999; Gibbs 2008; Semino 2008). Simplifying, the interest in metaphor seen as a 

rhetoric device shifted to interest in metaphor in thought (CMT) and its processing, 

which resulted in interest in instances of metaphor use in real language (corpus analysis) 

and other modes of expression and the effect they can have on the receiver. The 

following sections provide a general overview of research concerning metaphor 

processing, metaphor in discourse and new contemporary theories on metaphor. 

 

1.1.2 Behavioral research on metaphor  

 

Lakoff and Johnson’s cognitive-linguistic approach to metaphor inspired 

psycholinguists whose behavioral studies aimed at explaining the factors influencing 

metaphor comprehension and the process of comprehension itself. The studies resulted 

in a number of important theories concerning on-line metaphor comprehension, 

including the Graded Salience Hypothesis (Giora: 1999), the Career of Metaphor Theory 

(Bowdle & Gentner 2005; Gentner & Bowdle 2008), and the class-inclusion model 

(Glucksberg & Keysar 1990). This section will discuss all three of them.  

According to the class-inclusion model metaphor comprehension does not 

require comparison, as Lakoff and Johnson claimed, but in some cases it requires the 

process of categorization. This means that the connection between the source and 

target domains of a metaphor is not one of a symmetrical alignment, but the target is 

seen as a member of an abstract mental category formed by abstraction from the base 
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concept. The point made in the class-inclusion model can be illustrated with an example 

My lawyer is a shark discussed by Glucksberg & Haught (2006). The concepts of lawyer 

and shark cannot be compared with each other. Instead, one needs to look for a 

category which encompasses properties of both concepts, such as aggressiveness, 

viciousness etc. in order to understand the metaphorical meaning of it.  

Bowdle & Gentner (2005) combined comparison and categorization in metaphor 

processing when they suggested that ‘whether figurative statements are processed as 

comparisons or as categorizations will depend critically on two factors: the 

conventionality of the base term and – in case of conventional expressions – the 

grammatical form of the statement’ (2005: 208). They developed a model called the 

Career of Metaphor Theory which holds that there is a computational distinction 

between novel and conventional metaphors. Novel metaphors can be interpreted as 

comparisons whereas conventional metaphors can be interpreted either as comparisons 

or as categorizations, which means that the latter can be processed either as horizontal 

alignments (‘mappings between representations at roughly the same level of 

abstraction’) or as vertical alignments (‘mappings between representations at different 

level of abstraction’) (2005: 199). When a novel metaphor becomes conventional a 

change in processing from comparison to categorization occurs. This can eventually lead 

to the death of metaphor and it can be noticed when people do not see the link 

between the conventionally related target and source any more. An example of such a 

metaphor is blockbuster in a sentence The movie Star Wars was a blockbuster (ibid.: 

209). There is only one meaning of the word in MMD (MacMillan Dictionary): something 

that is very successful, especially a film, show or novel; however this used to be the 

metaphorical meaning of the word. The literal meaning, which is unknown to most 

speakers ‘referred to a very large bomb that could demolish an entire block’ (Bowdle & 

Gentner, 2005: 209). The second factor mentioned by Gentner and Bowdle is the 

grammatical form of the statement. They claim that if conventional metaphors are 

presented as similes, which means that they include the word like, for instance, an 

opportunity is like a doorway, they are processed by comparison. Whereas, if novel 

figurative sentences are presented as metaphors, for instance friendship is wine, the 

processing will involve categorization. (ibid.: 201).  
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Giora (1997) developed and later tested (Giora & Fein, 1999) the Graded 

Salience Hypothesis which proposed that metaphor processing depends on the meaning 

salience. ‘A linguistic expression is considered salient when its interpretation can be 

computed directly form the lexical meanings automatically associated with entries, 

before any extra inferences based on contextual assumptions have been derived’ (Giora 

& Fein, 1999: 1602). In other words, salient expressions are those the meaning of which 

comes to our mind first and does not require additional contextual clues. Familiar 

metaphors are claimed to have two salient interpretations, the literal and the 

metaphoric; whereas less familiar metaphors evoke only the literal meaning, which is 

the salient meaning. In the process of comprehension of familiar metaphors both literal 

and figurative meanings are evoked regardless of the context. Even if one uses the 

expression with its literal meaning, the figurative meaning is evoked at the same time; 

for instance for the expression step on somebody’s toes both the literal meaning foot 

and the figurative meaning offend are evoked when the expression is used literally and 

when it is used figuratively. Since both meanings are activated at the same time, there is 

no difference between the processing time of an expression used metaphorically or 

literally. The situation is different in case of less familiar metaphors, because they 

activate only the literal meaning in both contexts. Giora and Fein conclude their findings 

by claiming that ‘deriving the metaphorical meaning (in the metaphorically biased 

context) involves retention of the literal meaning. Processing the literal meaning (in the 

literally biased context), we propose, inloves suppression of the metaphoric meaning’ 

(ibid.: 1616).  

To sum up, conventionality, form of metaphor and context seem to be the key 

factors influencing metaphor comprehension. Even though possible cross-domain 

mappings in online processing are not excluded in the Graded Salience Hypothesis and 

the Career of Metaphor Theory, both theories hold that conventional metaphorical 

expressions may be processed by categorization or via lexical disambiguation in case of 

polysemous words. More on behavioral research on metaphor can be found in Gibbs 

(1994, 2008) and Steen (2007).   
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1.1.3 Metaphor in discourse 

 

One of the critics of the Conceptual Metaphor Theory addresses the problem of 

data collection (i.e. Deignan 1998, 2005). Lakoff and Johnson based their theory on 

observation and introspection and not on a thorough analysis of a corpus. Deignan 

claims that a ‘linguistic theory developed without reference to naturally-occurring 

language data may be elegant and internally consistent, but is simply irrelevant to the 

task of finding out how language works, because it ignores factual evidence’ (2005: 88). 

Linguists may come up with many examples of linguistic realizations of particular 

conceptual metaphor which they investigate; however, some may be so rare that they 

should not be seen as significant (see Deignan 1998). Furthermore, Deignan shows that 

corpus analysis can bring the researchers new, unexpected insights into the language 

since even highly skilled language users will not know all meanings and usages of all 

words in a language. Moreover, even though intuition is very useful in any kind of 

research, corpus data help a researcher conduct more objective analysis. The use of 

corpus in metaphor analysis seems to be extremely useful; therefore, it is not surprising 

that corpus analysis has gained researchers’ interest in the last decennia.  

Corpus analysis often concentrates on metaphorical expressions and 

metaphorically used words on the sentence level; however, analysis of whole texts 

reveals how metaphor functions in broader context. Examples of metaphorical patterns 

found in texts are restatement, explication, repetition and relexicalization (see Cameron 

2003, 2007, 2008; Semino 2008). Metaphors are often found in clusters (Cameron and 

Low 2004) and they are often signaled by ‘turning devices’ (Cameron & Deignan 2003). 

Different types of discourse reveal different types of metaphorical patterns. 

Analysis of metaphor within texts made researchers look for the reasons for 

which it was used and the effect it has on the text. The original assumption about the 

function of metaphor was that it helps explain difficult and complex concept by means 

of easier and familiar ones; however, research shows that metaphor can do much more. 

Cameron (2003) shows that metaphor plays an important role in classroom interaction 

as it helps organize the structure of a lecture or create intimacy. Semino (2008) in her 

studies of metaphor use in different kinds of discourse shows that metaphor ‘can be 
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used to persuade, reason, evaluate, explain, theorize, offer new conceptualizations of 

reality and so on’ (ibid.: 31). It can also structure a text when used as a ‘meta-metaphor’ 

which ‘provides the backbone of the article as a whole’ (ibid.: 32). Furthermore, 

metaphor can play an important role in creating and maintaining of interpersonal 

relationships, since it can be used to ‘express attitudes and emotions, entertain or 

involve, reinforce intimacy, convey humor, maintain or attack others’ “faces”, manage 

the transition form one topic to the next in interaction and so on’ (ibid.).  

Discussion of functions of metaphors in discourse would not be complete 

without mentioning the approach proposed by Charteris-Black (2004) and named 

Critical Metaphor Analysis. Charteris-Black claims that metaphor has different roles, 

namely ‘a semantic role in creating new meanings for words, a cognitive role in 

developing our understanding on the basis of analogy and a pragmatic role that aims to 

provide evaluations’ (ibid.: 23-24). The pragmatic role is the core point here since it has 

to do with the rhetorical goals behind the choice of metaphor in particular 

communicative contexts. Critical Metaphor Analysis ‘aims to reveal the covert (and 

possibly unconscious) intentions of language users’ (ibid.: 34) stressing at the same time 

that language users can also use metaphor consciously and deliberately. Deliberateness 

in metaphor use is a very important aspect in theories to be described in the next 

section.  

Discourse studies have thrown a new light on metaphor analysis and have drawn 

attention to different forms of metaphorical expressions, patterns in which they occur 

and their various functions. Approaches proposed within the discourse studies and 

behavioral research inspired new general theories one of which will be discussed in the 

next section.  

 

1.1.4 Three dimensions of metaphor analysis 

 

The way in which metaphor is processed depends on different factors, for 

instance, the lexical form of metaphorical expression, the type of metaphor or the 

context. Steen notices that ‘a lot of metaphor may not be processed metaphorically, 
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that is, with language users activating two comparable or parallel domains and 

retrieving or (re)constructing a mapping between them’ (2008: 220). He calls this “the 

Paradox of Metaphor” and claims that it occurs when researchers use the conceptual 

structure of metaphor as a model for processing.  

According to Steen there is one more dimension which needs to be taken into 

account for metaphor analysis. He asks a crucial question: ‘when conventional or novel 

metaphors – in which linguistic forms, metaphor or simile – are used for which 

communicative purpose’ (ibid.: 219). He proposes a three-dimensional theoretical 

framework which includes linguistic form of metaphor, its conceptual structure and its 

communicative function. In other words, the three-dimensional model encompasses 

language, thought and communication. The framework can be best defined as 

discourse-analytical, as opposed to cognitive-linguistic (mentioned above Lakoff & 

Johnson) or psycholinguistic (mentioned above Gentner and Bowdle).  

The communicative dimension proposed by Steen involves the deliberate versus 

nondeliberate use of metaphor, in other words when people use metaphor on purpose 

to achieve certain goals and when the deliberate use of metaphor is noticed by the 

receiver as deliberate. Steen defines deliberateness of metaphor use as follows: ‘I 

propose that a metaphor is used deliberately when it is expressly meant to change the 

addressee’s perspective on the referent or topic that is the target of the metaphor, by 

making the addressee look at it from a different conceptual domain or space, which 

functions as a conceptual source’ (ibid.: 222). Further he also states that ‘Deliberate 

metaphors are those cross-domain mappings that involve the express use, in production 

and/or reception, of another domain as a source domain for re-viewing the target 

domain’ (ibid.: 223). A speaker or a writer may use metaphor deliberately to elicit 

particular rhetorical effects. Deliberate metaphor does not necessarily need to be a 

novel one. One can use a conventional metaphor deliberately as well in such a way that 

the receiver will recognize that it has been used as a rhetorical device. An example Steen 

gives to illustrate this point is the use of the word hit in the following sentences (ibid.: 

229): 

(1) We hit Amsterdam in the early evening. 
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(2) We hit Amsterdam like a bulldozer. 

The word hit is in both cases a conventional linguistic metaphor at the level of metaphor 

in language. The conceptual mapping between motion and force underlies both usages 

of the word hit at the level of metaphor in thought. The difference between the two 

metaphorically used words is visible at the level of communication. The word hit is used 

potentially deliberately in (2) because it is followed by a marked metaphorical 

comparison like a bulldozer which invites the addressee to ‘set up a comparison 

between the action of a bulldozer hitting something and the target domain of the local 

discourse referent and topic, us hitting Amsterdam’ (ibid.). Sentence (1) does not seem 

to involve deliberateness in the choice of metaphor and could be processed either by 

categorization or lexical disambiguation. Those types of processing would not be 

possible in case of sentence (2) which explicitly requires comparison. 

The three-dimensional approach to metaphor helps to establish three basic 

functions of metaphors which Steen calls: naming, framing and changing. The first one 

operates on the level of language and its aim is to fill lexical gaps in language, which 

typically results in polysemy. The second one ‘is to offer conceptual frameworks for 

concepts that require at least partial indirect understanding’ (ibid.: 231) and is to be 

seen in the category of thought. Changing has to do with communication and serves to 

change the receiver’s perspective on a referent or topic in a message. Steen (2011) 

suggests also the three-dimensional taxonomy for metaphor properties in which each of 

the two communicative values – deliberate versus nondeliberate includes two 

conceptual values – conventional versus novel, each of those then includes linguistic 

values, in other words linguistic realizations of figurative expressions as either a 

metaphor or a simile. There are two cases which are left without examples, 

nondeliberate novel metaphor and nondeliberate novel simile. There are two main 

reasons for this. First of all, when people use novel metaphors they do it rather 

consciously and for purpose. Secondly, a metaphor can be novel for one person and 

already conventional for another. The third dimension in metaphor analysis proposed by 

Steen seems to make the analysis of metaphor in discourse complete and helps capture 

the real picture of the nature of metaphor.  
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1.2 Metaphor in conversation 
 

‘When people talk to each other, they make widespread use of metaphor’ states 

Cameron (2008: 197). Metaphor has been studied in many different types of talk such 

as, for instance, healthcare communication (Gibbs & Franks 2002), classroom interaction 

(Cameron 2003), political speeches (Charteris-Black 2004) or reconciliation talk 

(Cameron 2007). Most of the studies on metaphor in conversation concentrate on the 

qualitative analysis of the nature of metaphor in this type of discourse. Recently Kaal 

(2012) presented a quantitative study, the aim of which was comparing the form, 

function and distribution of metaphor in conversation with three written registers. In 

this section Cameron’s discourse dynamic approach and Kaal’s results will be discussed 

since they serve as a point of reference for my analysis.  

Cameron based her research mainly on two types of interaction, namely, classroom 

talk (2003) and reconciliation talk (2007). The data of the first type was gathered at an 

elementary school in the United Kingdom and analyzed with the goal of finding out 

‘more about how metaphor is used in classrooms, how students understand the 

metaphors they encounter and how metaphor can contribute to learning’ (2003: 2). The 

data of the second type formed recordings of reconciliation talk between Pat Magee, an 

IRA bomber, and Jo Berry, the daughter of Pat Magee’s victim. The main aim of the 

research was investigating metaphorical patterns in the conversations.  

Cameron claims that ‘(i)n talk, metaphor is a shifting, dynamic phenomenon that 

spreads, connects, and disconnects with other thoughts and other speakers, starts and 

restarts, flows through talk developing, extending, changing’ (2008: 197). This dynamic 

nature of metaphor in talk is a result of the interaction of different systems. The 

discourse system is based on the contributions of the discourse participants who 

operate in line with their individual dynamic language system, physical and cognitive 

system. Those systems are influenced by the type of discourse the participants are 

involved in. On the top of that, there are also social and cultural systems which may be 

influenced by the smaller systems. A discourse event has different dimensions which 

influence metaphor use, metaphor processing and metaphor analysis. Cameron sees 
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metaphor on four levels: linguistic, cognitive, affective and socio-cultural. Her analysis 

starts with linguistic expressions and is followed by looking for conceptual metaphors 

underlying the particular linguistic metaphor in order to investigate how the metaphor 

works within the conversation. She notices certain patterns of metaphor use in 

discourse and the on-line negotiation of metaphors between the speakers. She argues 

that the sets of connected metaphors found in the actual discourse event do not always 

fit into the ‘conceptual metaphors’ as defined in the cognitive theory and for this reason 

she labels the sets ‘systematic metaphors.’ Systematic metaphors may, for instance in 

case of reconciliation talk, ‘provide insights into how the speakers foreground certain 

aspects of topics while backgrounding other aspects, and how they construct coherent 

explanations and narratives around the topic of reconciliation and their experiences of 

coming to understand each other’ (2007:201).  

Based on her studies, Cameron makes some generalizations concerning the nature 

of metaphor in talk. Regarding the distribution of metaphors in talk she notices that they 

usually occur in clusters, which means that the speakers do not use metaphors evenly 

frequent throughout the whole conversation. She mentions three main reasons for 

clustering. First of all, when a difficult topic needs explanation, the speakers may choose 

for one or several connected metaphors. Secondly, metaphors can be repeated and 

reformulated in order to facilitate processing. Thirdly, the use of metaphor by one 

speaker often results in the other speaker becoming metaphorical in response. Cameron 

investigated also metaphor density in three types of talk (reconciliation talk, doctor-

patient interview and classroom talk) and noticed that it varies and depends on the kind 

of speech event and its topic.  Reconciliation talk is claimed to have the highest 

metaphor density (10% of words used metaphorically). In the doctor-patient interaction 

linguistic metaphor was identified in only about 5,5% of all the words.  

Regarding the function of metaphor in talk, Cameron discusses various examples. 

First of all, through the use of metaphors speakers can express their attitudes and 

values. This affective potential of metaphor has three dimensions: alignment-distancing, 

positive-negative evaluation and  emphasis-de-emphasis. Through the use of metaphor 

speakers can, for instance, distance themselves from an uncomfortable topic of 

conversation.  Furthermore, metaphor in talk is used by the speakers to summarize what 
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has been said and to switch the topic. Therefore, Cameron says, it shapes the talk. 

Moreover, metaphor offers the possibility of creating a shared discourse space in which 

the speakers can discuss difficult topics. In order to express understanding and stress 

alignment, a speaker can adopt the other’s metaphor over a longer period of talk. The 

topic reference of the vehicle used by one of the speakers can be shifted and extended 

and in this way a shared space with reduced distance between the speakers is created. 

Metaphor can also have an ideational role in talk when it is used with the goal of 

explaining technical language to nonexperts. In some cases, for instance when a doctor 

explains a medical term to a patient, his choice of metaphor can also have affective 

function, through empathy and personification.  

Kaal (2012) reports on the study she carried out as part of a NWO ‘Vici’ 

programme – ‘Metaphor in discourse: linguistic forms, conceptual structures and 

cognitive representations’. She conducted a quantitative analysis of linguistic 

manifestations of metaphor in casual conversational discourse. In her research Kaal 

concentrates on the distribution, form, variation and function of metaphor in 

conversation in order to relate her findings to the findings of her colleagues researching 

metaphor in other registers, namely: fiction (Dorst 2011), news texts (Krennmayr 2011) 

and academic discourse (Herrmann 2013). Next to analysis of metaphor in different 

registers the group of researchers has worked on the MIPVU procedure – a method for 

linguistic metaphor identification (Steen et. al 2010) which will be discussed in chapter 

3. The corpus analyzed by Kaal comprises approximately 48,000 words from the BNC-

Baby (British National Corpus) and consists of 24 randomly selected conversations 

classified as face-to-face casual conversations. The type of data differs from the type 

analyzed by Cameron because it does not consist of complete conversations as was the 

case in Cameron’s studies. Instead, Kaal chose samples from beginnings, middles and 

ends of the complete files randomly. Therefore, Kaal could not discuss ‘the position and 

development of a metaphor within the structure of a complete conversation’ (Kaal 

2012:84). Nevertheless, the cross-register variation approach to metaphor analysis 

applied by Kaal and her colleagues did offer insight into the nature of metaphor in 

conversation (and other registers). The results with respect to conversation will be 

summarized below. 
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Conversation, compared to the other three registers, appeared to contain the 

least metaphor-related lexical units. Only 6,8 % of all the words in the corpus were 

annotated as clear metaphor-related words (as opposed to 17,5% found in academic 

discourse). The number of metaphor-related words in different conversations varied 

from 2.9 % to 10.1% and ‘seems influenced by the fact that some are more focused on 

the action at hand whereas other involve more interactional and involved purposes’ 

(ibid.: 262). Kaal noted that, just as in other registers, metaphors in conversation are 

usually realized through verbs and prepositions; however, verbs belong mostly to the 

group of low content verbs (e.g. have, make, take, give) because these are easier to 

process. Metaphorical use of determiners is typical for conversation. Due to the on-line 

interactive nature of conversation speech partners talk about their immediate context, 

comment on what was previously said or elaborate on it. An example can be the 

demonstrative pronoun that by means of which speakers can summarize previous topics 

or express their feelings and thoughts concerning the topic ‘(e.g. “That’s terrible!”)’ 

(ibid.: 263).  

Another typical feature of conversation is that it does not show a lot of variation 

in metaphor use, which means that the speakers make frequent use of the same 

metaphors. Other registers appeared to show more diversity in metaphor use. 

Moreover, metaphorical lexical units in conversation are used in both the metaphorical 

and non-metaphorical ways. Conversation differs from other types of discourse also 

with respect to the use of direct metaphors. Metaphors in conversation are usually short 

and signaled by the word like. In terms of the three dimensional model of metaphor 

analysis proposed by Steen (2008), metaphors in conversation are mostly non-

deliberate, conventional, and indirect. Kaal notices that this feature of metaphor differs 

from observations concerning metaphor in casual conversation made by Carter (2004) 

who notices more creative instances of metaphor use by the speakers.   

Studies presented in this section represent different approaches taken by the 

researchers as Cameron made her observations mostly on qualitative research, whereas 

Kaal concentrated on quantitative analysis. Both types of studies reveal the nature of 

metaphor in conversation to some extent. Cameron & Deignan (2009) propose 

combining both approaches and studying small and large corpora together. Analysis of a 
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small corpus can reveal interesting metaphorical patterns which later can be checked in 

a large corpus in order to allow generalizations concerning particular feature.  

The studies discussed in this section were an inspiration for the study to which 

this thesis is devoted. The results presented by Kaal suggest metaphor poverty in 

conversation. However, Cameron has shown that despite low density, metaphor in 

conversation needs attention because it is an important tool facilitating communication. 

Moreover, the studies by Cameron and Kaal suggest that metaphor use in talk is strongly 

influenced by the type of interaction. In chapter 3 the theory presented in this section 

will be related to the data analyzed in this thesis. Since the conversations in our corpus 

are not natural, but are first scripted and then acted a general look on metaphor in 

fiction seems in place. Therefore, next section provides an overview of research 

concerning metaphor in fiction.   

 

1.3 Metaphor in fiction 
 

The term ‘fiction’ is usually associated with literature and especially with ‘the 

novel’ and ‘narrative’ (for discussion see e.g. Dorst 2011). Since research in this thesis 

concerns metaphor in dialogues, separate attention to fiction may seem redundant. 

However, dialogues in television series have a lot in common with fiction as they first 

come into existence in the written form and later are performed by actors. Dorst’s 

(2011: 76) description of fiction in terms of Steen’s model of genre (2011b) is related to 

television dialogue in Table 1 below. 

 

 Fiction Television dialogue 

Th
e 

co
n

te
xt

 m
o

d
el

 participants - a single author and a mass of readership; 

- no interaction  

- (usually) separated geographically and 

temporally 

- a single author (a group of authors – 

screenwriters) and a mass of viewers 

- no interaction  

- (usually) separated geographically and 
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 temporally 

the medium - printed text - originally printed text later filmed and 

distributed as moving images 

the goal - divertive, belonging to arts and entertainment - entertainment with some elements of arts 

Th
e 

te
xt

 m
o

d
el

 

content - fictional events and characters - fictional events and characters 

type of text - narrative  

- temporally ordered form 

- divided into chapters 

- dialogue 

- temporally ordered form 

- divided into scenes and episodes 

Th
e 

co
d

e 
m

o
d

el
 

style - individual styles (‘relatively unconscious personal 

style of the author in relation to more general 

register patterns’)  

- individual style 

rhetoric - individual rhetoric (‘the author’s deliberate 

linguistic design of the text to achieve particular 

communicative effects’) 

- individual rhetoric 

Table 1 – Fiction vs. Television dialogue 

Table 1 shows that television dialogue shares many features of fiction even 

though it may seem a totally different pair of shoes. Because research on metaphor in 

fiction is very broad, this section provides only those examples of findings concerning 

forms and functions of metaphor in fiction which seem most relevant to my research.   

Semino and Steen (2008: 233) note that ‘(m)ost scholars seem to agree that the 

metaphorical expressions typically found in literature are more creative, novel, original, 

striking, rich, interesting, complex, difficult, and interpretable than those we are likely to 

come across in non-literary texts’; in other words metaphor in literature is different than 

metaphor in other registers. The question dividing researchers dealing with metaphor in 

literature is how it differs from metaphor in other registers. Semino and Steen discuss 

different approaches to metaphor in literature which they divided into two groups; one 

emphasizing the discontinuity between metaphor in and outside literature, and the 

other focusing on the continuity between metaphor in literary and non-literary 

language. The authors stress that both approaches are useful as what needs to be taken 
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into account in metaphor studies are ‘both the unique characteristics of particular uses 

in context, and the way in which particular uses relate to conventional patterns, that 

may reflect shared cognitive structures and processes’ (ibid.: 244). An example of a 

study following both approaches is Dorst (2011) in which she discusses form, function 

and distribution of metaphor in fiction in relation to three other registers (conversation, 

news texts and academic discourse) (see also Steen et. al 2010; Kaal 2012; Krennmayr 

2011; Herrmann 2013).  

According to the study by Dorst literature does not appear to be the most 

metaphorical register because the proportion of metaphor-related words was only 

10.8%, whereas the proportion in academic texts was 17.5% and in news text 15.3%. 

Only conversation contained less metaphor-related words (6,8%). Moreover, Dorst has 

made an important finding concerning narrative and dialogue in fiction. The difference 

between the proportion of metaphor-related words in both types of text was only 0,2% 

(12% in dialogues against 11.8% in narratives). This finding shows that since metaphor 

use in dialogue in fiction is less similar to metaphor use in face-to-face conversation, but 

it is more similar to metaphor use in narrative, the dialogue in fiction ‘is not an accurate 

or faithful representation of spoken conversation’ (ibid.: 354). Metaphor use in 

dialogues was also more diverse than metaphor use in conversation. Dorst (ibid.) 

concludes in line with Biber and Finegan (1989, 1992, 2001) that literary dialogue differs 

from face-to-face conversation as it is more informational because it carries the story 

line. Since metaphor use is more frequent in informational production, as opposed to 

involved production typically associated with conversation, ‘it makes sense that the 

dialogues thus also contain more metaphor-related words than the conversation’ (ibid.).  

Dorst’s study was quantitative and offered new insights into the distribution and 

form of metaphor in fiction. Another approach is represented by Semino (2008), who 

discusses the problem of conventionality and creativity in literature. She recalls Lakoff 

and Turner’s work (1989) on metaphor in literature where they state that literary 

metaphors are based on the conceptual metaphors used by people in everyday life and 

the only factor differentiating a writer from an ordinary language user is the element of 

creativity in using the conceptual metaphors. They recognize, however, that, among 

other types of texts, the literary texts contain more novel and creative metaphors than 



31 
 

other kinds of texts. Semino emphasizes that Lakoff and Turner were interested in the 

conceptual and not linguistic metaphorical creativity. The conceptual creativity can be 

realized by the poets by means of extension, elaboration, combination (which Lakoff and 

Turner claim to be the most powerful tool) and ‘questioning’ of conventional conceptual 

metaphors. Metaphors which do not fall into this categorization are ‘image metaphors’. 

Semino criticizes Lakoff and Turner’s approach to novel metaphors for their negligence 

of ‘novelty in the choice of source and target domain combinations, and the linguistic 

and textual dimensions of metaphorical creativity’ (ibid.: 49). Metaphorical creativity 

can be a characteristic feature of different genres, authors and texts.   

Moreover, Semino claims that textual manifestations of metaphor can have 

different patterns which can ‘convey the world-views and characteristic mental habits of 

individual characters.’ (ibid.: 63). The pattern in which particular metaphorical 

expression is repeated throughout a text is called repetition. When different expressions 

in a text relate to the same source domain, we are dealing with metaphor recurrence. 

Clustering, occurs when metaphorical expressions based on different source domains 

are used with high density in particular stretches of the text. Extension can be seen 

‘when at least two metaphorically used words belonging to different phrases describe 

the same target domain/scenario in terms of the same source domain/scenario’ (ibid.: 

25). When metaphorical expressions based on different source domains occur in close 

proximity and are compatible with one another, metaphor combination is involved and 

can result in creation of metaphorical scenario. The pattern in which these kinds of 

metaphorical expressions are incompatible is called mixing. Literal-metaphorical 

opposition can be seen when both the literal and the metaphorical meanings are evoked 

simultaneously. Finally, if the author/speaker wants to draw the reader’s/listener’s 

attention to a metaphorical expression, they can use signaling. Semino emphasizes that 

all those patterns ‘do not have clear-cut boundaries, but often overlap and co-occur 

with one another’ (ibid.: 22). 

The studies presented in this section are important for my research because 

they tackle different aspects of metaphor. Dorst’s analysis revealed that dialouges in 

fiction are not faithful representations of natural conversations and therefore, metaphor 

use in them differes from metaphor use in talk. This allows us to expect that scripted 
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dialouges from our data will also be different than natural conversations and if they 

share the features of the register of fiction we can expect metaphor diversity and 

creativity which is not typical for the register of conversation.  

 

1.4 Conclusions 
 

This chapter has discussed the major modern theories concerning metaphor 

analysis. It started with Conceptual Metaphor Theory on the basis of which other 

theories were formed. It was shown how behavioral research provided some answers 

concerning the nature of metaphor processing. Furthermore, examples of discourse 

research were presented as this kind of research will be conducted for the purpose of 

this thesis. Moreover, the three dimensional model for metaphor analysis proposed by 

Steen (2008) introduced the third dimension of metaphor analysis, namely, the problem 

of deliberateness and the function of metaphor. In sections 1.2 and 1.3 specific cases of 

application of discourse approach to the analysis of metaphor in conversation and in 

fiction were discussed. The results of the studies presented in those two sections will 

serve as background to the analysis of the data in this thesis.   

Dorst’s research (2011) proved that fiction is not the most metaphorical register 

as it contains more metaphors than conversation but less than news and academic 

discourse. Moreover, Dorst showed that dialogues in fiction are as metaphorical as 

narratives and more metaphorical than casual conversations analyzed by Kaal (2012) 

because they need to tell the story. The aim of this thesis is a qualitative analysis of 

metaphor in scripted conversation. The analysis takes into account three dimensions of 

metaphor, namely linguistic forms, conceptual structures underlying the linguistic forms, 

and the function metaphor has in scripted conversations. Since conversations in 

television series are not natural but scripted, they are expected to be more 

metaphorical than face-to-face conversations. The corpus comprising a transcript of one 

full length episode of an American television series Grey’s anatomy  will be analyzed in 

order to show how metaphor works in scripted conversations. The research is expected 

to provide answers to the following questions:  
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1. How is the nature of metaphor influenced by the discourse context? How does 

metaphor work on the level of conversation (immediate context) and on the 

level of fiction (broad context)? 

2. What forms does metaphor in scripted conversations take? 

3. How is metaphor distributed in scripted conversations? Does the distribution of 

metaphor in scripted conversation resemble the distribution patterns of 

metaphor in conversation and in fiction?   

4. What are the different functions of metaphor in TV series on the level of fiction 

and on the level of conversation? 

The next chapter provides an overview of theories concerning television series 

and discusses the corpus in detail. Moreover, information concerning the show Grey’s 

anatomy  and its characters will be provided in order to facilitate comprehension of the 

discussion in chapters three and four for those unfamiliar with the show.  
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Chapter 2 Scripted conversations in television series 
 

This chapter consists of five sections and concentrates on television series in 

general, the series to be analyzed in this thesis and the description of the data. Section 

2.1 discusses the rules concerning the making of television series and their influence on 

the shape of series episodes. Section 2.2 provides general information concerning the 

series Grey’s anatomy. The main characters are presented in section 2.3. Section 2.4 

provides a description of the data to be analyzed in this thesis. The chapter closes with a 

short summary in section 2.5. 

 

2.1 The rules of television 

 

Before moving on to the analysis of metaphor in a TV series it seems useful to 

define what exactly is going to be understood by television series. For the purpose of 

this thesis we will use the definition proposed by Douglas (2007), who differentiates 

between three main types of TV series: anthologies, which she compares to short 

movies, because each episode is a closed story with different characters; series with 

closure, in which each episode is a closed story, but the main cast is the same through all 

the episodes; serials, which can be divided into soap operas and prime time serials, the 

latter being ‘any drama whose stories continue across many episodes in which the main 

cast develops over time. It’s called the “long narrative,” the epitome of what episodic 

television can offer: not one tale that ties up in an hour or two but lives that play out 

over hundreds of hours’ (ibid.: 11). In this thesis the term TV series refers to the third 

type defined by Douglas, namely serials and within this group the prime time serials.  

Script writing is a collaborative process which means that it is hardly ever done 

by one person. Usually there is a group of writers deciding about what is going to 

happen with the characters and particular episodes or arcs are written separately by 

different writers. The scripts are then revised and polished. The research by Quaglio has 

shown that the rules of television influence the dialogues of TV series in many ways. 
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Since scripted dialogues of a TV series are going to be investigated in this thesis let us 

have a look at the rules series makers need to follow. The most important feature of TV 

series influencing its shape and its dialogues is the required structure of the episodes. 

Douglas (ibid.) explains how exactly an episode is built. 

An episode needs to take less than 50 minutes.  Furthermore, drama series have 

a structure including from four up to six acts. This is caused by the commercial breaks 

which take place at least every 13 to 15 minutes. The breaks influence the structure of 

the episode because the tension is built towards them. If an act ends with a cliffhanger 

or a twist the viewer is more likely to come back to the show after the break because 

they will want to know what happens next.  

Furthermore, the acts of a serial are not of equal length. This is not random but 

it is dictated by the act structure of the serials. Most of the commercial television 

stations require episodes consisting of six acts. The first three acts take approximately 8 

minutes, act 4 must take less than 8 minutes, act 5 lasts for 6 to 8 minutes and act 6 can 

be only about 5 minutes long. A typical episode consists of 20 up to 24 scenes that take 

no longer than 2 minutes each. The strict rules concerning the length of the acts result in 

scene overlaps.  

When we look at conversations in each scene we note that there may be more 

than one conversation in the same setting in the same scene. At the beginning of the 

scene character A can talk to character B who will then leave the room and will be 

replaced by character C or D, or both. Such a division seems to be clear from the 

perspective of a show maker, but it causes problems for an analyst interested in 

conversation because the conversations do not always have clear boundaries. The 

problem will be illustrated at the end of this chapter with an analysis of a scene taken 

from the series Grey’s anatomy.  

It may hence be concluded that the time limit and commercial breaks influence 

the structure of an episode of a series and indirectly also the dialogues. We will now 

look at the rules concerning the process of writing of dialogues. Blum (2001), in his 

manual on how to write for television, presents a list of ten problems screenwriters can 

face while writing dialogues and solutions to them.  
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The first point Blum makes is that dialogues must not be too literal and 

‘embarrassingly obvious’. He gives an example in which a character says that he was 

glad to see the other character, that he missed her and that he loved her. Blum claims 

that the scene would be much better if the character did not say anything but made his 

feelings clear by showing he was so emotional he could not speak or by grabbing the girl 

and saying something opposite which would provide a counterpoint to the action.  

The second problem is when the dialogue is too choppy. The solution to this is 

motivating the dialogue by actions of the character. An example of a choppy dialogue 

can be a conversation in which character A states he or she is hungry. Character B reacts 

to this with a statement like “Me too.” This can be followed by character A suggesting to 

go out to eat something which is followed by a simple line, such as “Okay” produced by 

character B. A choppy dialogue is based on very simple adjacency pairs such as for 

instance an offer and a simple acceptance, a question and a yes/no answer etc. Blum 

(ibid.: 83) states that ‘the dialogue is the building block for moment to moment realities 

in the scene. It should spark behavioral action and reaction to be most effective.’ A 

conversation such as mentioned above should, according to him, start with one of the 

characters checking the refrigerator and initiating an exchange such as: 

A: Hey, there’s nothing in here. Wanna go out? 

B: Mmm. I’m famished. 

A: How does the deli sound? 

B: Like chicken soup heaven.  

The conversation could be closed by the characters chasing each other to the door.  

Other rules include that the characters should not repeat themselves, that 

dialogues should not be too long or too preachy, and that they should be consistent with 

personalities which have been created. If the lines of different characters sound too 

similar, the characters lose their individuality. The last important tip Blum gives to future 

screenwriters is that their dialogues should sound real: ‘You can test the credibility of 

dialogue by speaking it aloud to judge whether or not it rings true. It should sound like a 

real person responding to the immediate circumstances we’ve just seen.’ (ibid.: 90).  
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Richardson (2010), in his study on perception of scripted dialogue, emphasizes 

the role of the viewer in the creation of dialogues. He stresses that viewers are not only 

expected to watch programs but they are also expected to be listeners who ‘engage 

with the various mixes of sound, speech, and music that the medium has to offer, in 

combination with its visual images’ (ibid.: 3). The audience hear speech that was first 

produced by screenwriters and then ‘embodied and en-voiced’ (ibid.) by actors who 

become the characters of the show. Richardson claims that ‘this embodiment 

accommodates well any inclination we may have to hear the characters as people, and 

their talk as the kind of thing that such people could say, in the ordinary or extraordinary 

circumstances that the dramatized situations present with them.’ (ibid.) Further, 

Richardson states that, although such speech is not authentic, which means that it is not 

created by real people talking for themselves but performed by actors acting a fictional 

character, it is meant to be an imitation of naturally occurring talk. Researchers 

interested in television dialogue should, according to Richardson, ‘think of that dialogue 

as talk designed to create the impression that it has delivered up its meaning without 

effort on the hearer’s part.’(ibid.: 5). 

Richardson continues to makes some important observations concerning the 

nature of scripted dialogue. He claims that ‘TV dialogue is talk that is both mediated and 

representational. It can therefore be compared not only with the kinds of talk it claims 

to represent, but also with other representations of talk found in other media and other 

genres’ (ibid.: 42). Moreover, since television dialogue does not always have to have a 

representational function, it can also be related to naturally occurring conversations, to 

other instances of talk, like dialogues in novels, and also to other kinds of mediated talk 

on television. Richardson emphasizes that television dialogue is a special kind of speech 

since it is first written and then performed, which results in the occurrence of a written-

spoken language created in line with the social conditions of production in the television 

industry. 

Summarizing, dialogue should not be too literal, too obvious, motivated and 

avoid repetitions but at the same time it must imitate naturally occurring conversations 

and bring out the individuality of particular characters of the show. Even though 

screenwriters aim at making dialogues that are as close to naturally occurring 
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conversations as is possible, the result of their work differs from genuine conversations 

because they need to follow the rules dictated by the television industry and meet the 

expectations of the viewers who, on the one hand want the characters to sound 

naturally so that they can identify themselves with the characters, but on the other hand 

are not willing to make much effort in following the dialogues.  

All those restrictions and expectations make analysis of scripted dialogue 

interesting and at the same time very difficult since there do not seem to be clear 

methodological tools a researcher can use and there are many factors which need to be 

taken into account during analysis. For instance, since the dialogues are very closely 

related to the images a viewer can see on the screen which makes it hardly possible to 

base the analysis on the transcripts of the dialogues only. Furthermore, as will be shown 

further in this chapter, the viewers are seldom offered conversations with a clear 

beginning and end. Taking all these factors into account, we can expect that the 

dialogues in television series will be in some ways very different from naturally occurring 

conversations. Therefore, analysis of metaphor in scripted dialogues requires attention 

which it has not been given so far.  

 

2.2 The show Grey’s anatomy 

 

The American television series Grey’s anatomy was first broadcasted on March 

27, 2005 on the American Broadcasting Company (ABC). The show was created by 

Shonda Rhimes who among other serves as an executive producer. After nine seasons 

the show is expected to be renewed in autumn 2013 with season ten. The show is an 

extremely popular drama in the key 18-49 demographic. It has received numerous 

awards. All seasons are available on DVD.  

The series concentrates around the lives of a group of surgical interns and 

residents who in the course of time evolve into seasoned doctors. The action of the 

series takes place in and around a fictional hospital, Seattle Grace Hospital, in the main 

characters’ homes and in a bar. In each episode the characters deal with some medical 

cases and their personal problems which usually concern complicated personal and 
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professional relations with other interns, nurses and supervisors. The first season 

consists of 9 episodes, season four of 17 episodes and all the other seasons contain 

between 22 and 27 episodes. One season usually represents one academic year.  

Each episode of the series takes about 43 minutes. They all start with the main 

character, Meredith Grey, introducing the episode’s theme in the voice-over and they 

close in the same way by Meredith following up or contrasting on the initial voice-over. 

At the beginning of each episode we usually see the interns starting a new day at the 

hospital with new patients whom they are going to take care of throughout the episode. 

Most of the medical cases lead to surgeries which the interns are dying to perform. The 

patients often influence the surgeons’ behavior since by dealing with the medical case 

and the patient the doctors frequently relate what the patient tells them or the situation 

the patient is in to their personal lives which makes them aware of something important 

results in them finding a solution to a personal problem they have been struggling with.  

It needs to be stressed that the medical cases shown in the show are not the 

main theme of it. They are only a background to the private matters of the group of 

surgeons. At the beginning of the first season the interns get to know one another and 

their supervisors at the hospital and in the course of the first season they develop 

friendly or sexual relationships. Since some of the interns have relationships with their 

supervisors, the personal and professional matters often clash.  

 

2.3 The main characters 

 

More than twenty characters have belonged to the main cast of the show; 

however, not all of them have appeared at the same time. The first season started with 

nine main characters, only six of whom were still present in season nine. Each season 

brings new characters and usually ends with some characters dying or disappearing. 

Since the analysis in this thesis is based on episode 3 from the first season of the series, 

only nine main characters appearing in the first season will be discussed here. The first 

season of Grey’s anatomy introduces a group of surgical interns: Meredith Grey (Ellen 

Pompeo), Cristina Yang (Sandra Oh), Izzie Stevens (Katherine Heigl), George O’Malley (T. 
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R. Knight) and Alex Karev (Justin Chambers). The interns are supervised by Miranda 

Bailey (Chandra Wilson), Preston Burke (Isaiah Washington), Derek Shepherd (Patrick 

Dempsey) and Richard Webber (James Pickens Jr.).  

 

2.3.1 The individual characters 

  

This section provides a brief description of some of the main characters of Grey’s 

anatomy. It is not meant to be a profound psychological analysis of the characters. The 

aim of this section is to provide those who do not know the series with a general picture 

of the main characters and the relationships shared by them.  

a) Meredith Grey is the title character of the show. She is also the main narrator of the 

show and its focal point, since almost each episode starts and ends with her voice-over. 

She is introduced as one of the surgical interns. The world of medicine is in a way a 

natural environment for Meredith because her mother, Ellis Gray, used to be a well 

known surgeon who also worked in Seattle Grace Hospital before she started suffering 

from Alzheimer’s disease and moved to a nursing center. Meredith also knows the chief 

of surgery, Richard Webber, who, at the beginning of the show is introduced as Ellis’s 

friend and ex-colleague, and who treats Meredith as his own daughter. The night before 

Meredith starts her internship she has a one-night-stand with a man she meets in the 

bar. The man, Derek Shepherd, appears to be one of the attendants in the hospital 

Meredith starts to work at. Later in the show the two become a couple, split, get back 

together again and eventually get married and have children. Meredith is very intelligent 

and skillful. She quickly makes friends with Cristina, who becomes “her person” and with 

the other interns. She lives in her mother’s house and agrees to rent rooms to Izzie and 

George.  

b) Cristina Yang is also one of the interns. Her profile on the official website of the show 

mentions her strengths: ‘competitive, ambitious, intelligent, always speaks her mind’ 

and her weaknesses: ‘bossy, aggressive, questionable bedside manner, tactless.’ 

(http://abc.go.com/shows/greys-anatomy/bios/cristina-yang). Career is extremely 

http://abc.go.com/shows/greys-anatomy/bios/cristina-yang
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important for her. She grew up in Beverly Hills and graduated from the best universities. 

In the first season of the show, just as Meredith, Cristina begins a relationship with an 

attending, Preston Burke. She becomes Meredith’s best friend. This friendship is one of 

the few constant elements of the show.  

c) Izzie Stevens is the third intern. She is very different than Cristina or Meredith. She 

does not have rich parents. She had a daughter when she was sixteen whom she gave 

away. In order to pay for her studies, she worked as a lingerie model. At the beginning of 

the first season Izzie moves in with Meredith and George. She is cheerful and friendly. 

She loves baking and cares a lot about her friends. She is also compassionate and treats 

her patients very personally. She falls in love with one of the patients. George becomes 

her best friend. At the beginning of the show she treats him as if he was her girlfriend 

but later they have a romance. After many break ups and come backs Izzie marries Alex 

Karev. She leaves the show in season six.  

d) George O’Malley lives with Izzie and Meredith. At the beginning of the show he is in 

love with Meredith who treats him more like a brother than a man. The two have a one-

night-stand which Meredith regrets. Later, George marries Callie Torres, orthopedic 

surgeon, but the two get divorced when Torres finds out that George has feelings for 

Izzie and that he cheated on her. During his first day of internship George is chosen by 

Burk to perform a surgery. Because he freezes in the operating room, he gets mocked by 

other interns. Later he also gets a nickname “007” because several of his patients died. 

O’Malley dies in the first episode of season six as result of injuries after being hit by a 

bus. 

e) Alex Karev makes a poor impression on his fellow interns at the beginning of the 

show. He is often rude, arrogant and has a big mouth. Because of difficult childhood he 

has problems forming normal relationships. He makes friends with Izzie, whom he 

marries after a rather complicated on-off relationship. After initial disagreements he 

becomes friends with other interns as well. In later seasons he also moves in to 

Meredith’s house. Alex is handsome and therefore many girls have interest in him. He 

becomes a pediatric surgeon and is very dedicated to his patients.  
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f) Miranda Bailey is a resident in general surgery in charge of the interns. The interns call 

her “The Nazi” because she is tough and blunt. Even some of her colleagues fear her. 

She has rules which the interns need to follow at all times. At the same time she is 

compassionate and cares for her interns trying to make them to very good doctors. She 

is dedicated to her patients. She is married and she becomes a mother in season two.  

g) Derek Shepherd is a neurosurgeon who moved to Seattle from New York. He is very 

handsome, caring and compassionate and therefore is called McDreamy by Meredith 

and her friends. When he discovers the women he had a one night stand with, 

Meredith, is an intern, he tries to convince her to date him. She, however, initially 

rejects his advances. When the two start dating Derek’s wife comes to Seattle. Meredith 

learns Derek was married but he left his wife when he found out she was cheating on 

him with his best friend. Later in the series Derek gets divorced, he and Meredith get 

back together, split again and eventually they get married and have children. Since the 

“Mer-Der” (Meredith and Derek) theme is central in the show, the two often go through 

rough patches.   

This section provided a brief description of the main characters. Since the 

analysis will be based on the third episode of the series and there have already been 196 

episodes aired the description has been limited to some very general information which 

will help those unfamiliar with the show follow the analysis. A detailed description of the 

show, the characters and plot can be found on the official website of the ABC Television 

Network (http://abc.go.com/shows/greys-anatomy) and for instance on the Wikipedia 

site (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grey's_Anatomy) and its numerous subpages. 

 

2.4 The data 

 

The data to be analyzed in this thesis comprises a transcript of one full-length 

episode of a popular American TV series Grey’s anatomy. The episode was first aired on 

April 10, 2005 on ABC network. It was written by Shonda Rhimes and directed by Tony 

Goldwyn. It is a typical episode and lasts 43 minutes. It comes from the first season of 

http://abc.go.com/shows/greys-anatomy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grey's_Anatomy
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the series and is entitled ‘Winning a Battle, Loosing a War’. The reasons for which this 

episode has been chosen and not a different episode out of 196 episodes aired so far is 

that it is the third episode and the story lines are not very complicated yet because the 

characters have just met one another. Furthermore, there are only nine characters 

belonging to the main cast at this point and when the story lines evolve, more 

characters appear.  

Grey’s anatomy is extremely popular around the world. Entering the phrase “grey’s 

anatomy” into a search engine, for instance Google, results in about 63.000.000 hits. 

The show has fans who provide recaps of every episode, discuss how the story lines are 

going to develop and even transcribe the whole episodes and then publish the 

transcripts on their websites. The transcript which is the basis for the data to be 

analyzed has also been found on one of such websites 

(http://greysanatomy.wikia.com/wiki/Transcript_s:Winning_a_Battle,_Losing_the_War). The 

transcript (not the script) was then compared with the images on DVD and corrected 

where necessary. After that it was divided into scenes and conversations and the turns 

were counted. In the next step, topics of each conversation and the participants were 

noted down. When the material was prepared, detailed analysis was done. The results 

of the detailed analysis will be presented in chapters three and four.  

 

2.4.1 The composition of the corpus 

 

The transcript consists of 411 turns comprising 4470 lexical units. It has been 

divided into 35 scenes and 50 conversations. The division into scenes has been based on 

the setting. This means that the scenes may be divided in a different way than it was 

intended by the screenwriters. Some scenes contain more than one conversation. The 

participants and topics were taken into account when marking the conversations.  

The turns are produced by 17 characters. In this thesis the characters will be 

referred to in the same way as they are usually referred to in the series: Izzie (Izzie 

Stevens), George (George O’Malley), Meredith (Meredith Grey), Bailey (Miranda Bailey), 

http://greysanatomy.wikia.com/wiki/Transcript_s:Winning_a_Battle,_Losing_the_War
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Derek (Derek Shepherd), Alex (Alex Karev), the Chief (Richard Webber), Burke (Preston 

Burke). Other characters appearing in the episode are: Mr. Mackie, a patient and the 

Chief’s friend, Viper - a patient who participates in the bike race, a patient’s suffering 

from brain dead wife, hospital workers and Viper’s friends.  

The scenes and conversations are of different length. Some conversation consist 

of only two turns, others are more developed. There are also silent participants who as 

will be seen later are important for the conversation because they influence the content 

of the turns made by the active participants. An overview of the distribution of 

conversations in scenes, the participants of the conversations and the number of turns 

exchanged in each conversation have been presented in Table 2 in Appendix 1. 

 

2.4.2 Settings and interactions in the corpus 

 

Comprehension of the dialogues forming the corpus would be difficult without 

knowledge of their settings. Since the aim of this thesis is a qualitative analysis of 

metaphor in one complete episode of a television series, it seems important to 

disambiguate the content-dependent fragments of the dialogues. Hence, the primary 

analysis considered identification of the setting, topic and the participants of the 

conversation. Knowledge of the plot facilitates comprehension; therefore, a short recap 

of the episode seems in place.  

The corpus comprises the dialogues of the episode Loosing a battle, winning a 

war in which the interns deal with three medical cases: Meredith and Alex take care of 

Viper, a patient who suffered injuries while taking part in a bike race; Cristina and Izzie 

deal with a patient diagnosed with brain dead and classified as a potential organ donor; 

George takes care of Mr. Macke, Chief’s patient and friend who has liver cancer and 

finally gets a liver transplant after he got a liver from Izzie and Cristina’s patient. All of 

the interns have problems with their patients. Izzie and Cristina need to keep the patient 

alive and find his family to give consent to organ donation. Meredith and Alex’s patient 

returns to hospital after having some superficial wounds sewn because instead of 
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resting he continued the bike race. Moreover, during his first visit to the hospital, Viper 

is flirting with Meredith. Also George’s patient is flirting with his doctor, which makes 

George uncomfortable because he is not gay. George is trying to find his patient a new 

liver. Furthermore, after their one night stand in the first episode, Derek is trying to 

convince Meredith to go out with him. She rejects his advances because he is her boss. 

Meredith is also having problems with her flat mates because they seem to be too 

present in her house.  

The episode starts and closes in Meredith’s house. Scene 23 also takes place in 

Meredith’s house. This setting marks the beginnings and/or ends of the working days; in 

this case the viewer can conclude that the action covers two days. The action takes 

place mainly in the hospital, and to be precise in: hospital halls, operation rooms (OR), 

patients’ rooms, the pit and exam rooms. Table 3 in Appendix 2 provides an overview of 

the settings in particular scenes.  

The topics covered in the episode concern either the medical cases the interns 

deal with or their personal lives. In some cases the patient’s actions influence the interns 

on the personal ground. Table 4 in Appendix 3 provides an overview of the types of 

interactions present in the episode.  

The interactions in the episode are work related, personal and both work related 

and personal at the same time. The types of interaction and the topics of the 

conversations influence the langue use. This point will be made clear and illustrated 

later in this thesis.  

 

2.5 Conclusions 
 

Dialogues in television series are produced according to very strict rules. The 

main point is to make the dialogues sound as naturally as possible so that viewers do not 

have to make too much effort during comprehension and so that they can identify 

themselves with the characters on the screen (Richardson 2010). At the same time the 

dialogues must not be too choppy, too literal, too obvious and avoid repetitions (Blum 
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2001). Moreover, the dialogues need to fulfill the commercial requirements as well, as 

they need to fit into short scenes and commercial breaks. As so many elements are 

taken into account during making of the series, it seems impossible that the dialogues 

will be faithful copies of naturally occurring conversations.  

All the rules governing television series resulted in an interesting and difficult 

composition of the corpus for the analysis in this thesis. The initial analysis revealed that 

the conversations in the corpus are seldom complete; they are produced by different 

number of characters; they are closely related to what can be seen in the screen; they 

concern different types of interaction between the characters, and they are of very 

different length. Moreover, comprehension of the dialogues in the data is very difficult 

without at least basic knowledge of the characters and the plot of the episode. 

Description of those has been presented in this chapter as well in order to facilitate 

comprehension of the discussion of the data which will be the core of the following 

three chapters.  
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Chapter 3 Metaphor on the level of conversation 
 

3.1 Metaphor identification in conversation 
 

Since the publication of Metaphor we live by (Lakoff & Johnson 1980) and an 

increasing interest in metaphor, researchers had to face a serious problem, which was 

the absence of a reliable and consistent method for metaphor identification. A group of 

metaphor researchers (Lynne Cameron, Alan Cienki, Peter Crisp, Alice Deignan, Ray 

Gibbs, Joe Grady, Zoltan Kövecses, Graham Low, Elena Semino and Gerard Steen) 

working under the name of the Pragglejaz Group (2007) introduced the Metaphor 

Identification Procedure (MIP) which is a tool for linguistic metaphor identification in 

discourse.   

The procedure aims at the identification of potentially metaphorical words and 

it operates according to a number of rules. Briefly, the contextual meaning of a word 

needs to be compared to the basic meaning of this word. The contextual meaning is one 

with which the word has been used in discourse, whereas the basic meaning is a 

meaning in other contexts that are more concrete, more precise, historically older or 

relate to bodily actions. If there is a contrast between the contextual and the basic 

meaning, but the contextual meaning can be understood in comparison with the basic 

meaning, the lexical unit can be marked as potentially metaphorical.  

MIP was further refined by a group of PhD students (Aletta Dorst, Berenike 

Herrmann, Anna Kaal, Tina Krennmayr and Trijntje Pasma) and their supervisor (Gerard 

Steen) at VU University in Amsterdam (Steen et al. 2010). The improved procedure is 

called MIPVU and has been used for metaphor identification in this thesis. The next 

section provides an overview of the main rules of MIPVU.   
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3.1.1 The rules of MIPVU 

 

In the first steps MIPVU follows the rules of MIP (Steen et al. 2010: 33):  

1. Identify the contextual meaning of the lexical unit. 

2. Check if there is a more basic meaning of the lexical unit. If there is, establish its identity. 

3. Determine whether the more basic meaning of the lexical unit is sufficiently distinct 

from the contextual meaning.  

4. Examine whether the contextual meaning of the lexical unit can be related to the more 

basic meaning by some form of similarity.  

 

If steps 2, 3 and 4 can be positively applied to a word, it should be assigned the tag 

‘MRW, indirect’. 

The more extended and refined,  complete set of guidelines which form MIPVU can 

be found below (ibid.: 25-26): 

1. Find metaphor related words (MRWs) by examining the text on a word-by-word basis. 

2. When a word is used indirectly and that use may potentially be explained by some form 

of cross-domain mapping from a more basic meaning of that word, mark the word as 

metaphorically used (MRW).  

3. When a word is used directly and its use may potentially be explained by some form of 

cross-domain mapping to a more basic referent or topic in the text, mark the word as 

direct metaphor (MRW, direct).  

4. When words are used for the purpose of lexico-grammatical substitution, such as third 

person personal pronouns, or when ellipsis occurs where words may be seen as missing, 

as in some forms of co-ordintaion, and when a direct or indirect meaning is conveyed by 

those substitutions or ellipses that may potentially be explained by some form of cross 

domain mapping from a more basic meaning, referent, or topic, insert a code for implicit 

metaphor (MRW, implicit). 

5. When a word functions as a signal that a cross-domain mapping may be at play, mark it 

as a metaphor flag (Mflag). 

6. When a word is a new-formation coined, examine the distinct words that are its 

independent parts according to steps 2 through 5.  

 

Each of the 6 steps has more details in separate sections. 

Apart from the tags mentioned above (MRW-direct, MRW-indirect, MRW-implicit and 

Mflag) MIPVU uses three more tags: MRW-PP (Possible Personification), WIDLII ‘When 

In Doubt, Leave It In’, which is used for unclear cases, and DMFA (Discard For Metaphor 
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Analysis) which is used for words the contextual meaning of which is impossible to 

determine.  

MIPVU procedure is a good starting point for every kind of research on 

metaphor, because it points out all metaphor-related words in any kind of discourse. It 

also allows analyzing by what kind of word classes metaphors are usually realized. The 

following example illustrates how the MIPVU procedure works in practice and how it 

was applied to the data discussed in this thesis.  

(1)  

S19.C26.1 Cristina: I seriously hate that guy.  

S19.C26.2 Meredith: Alex is vermin. That surgery is ours.  

 

If we apply the steps of MIPVU named above to the word vermin in (1), we obtain the 

following analysis (sense descriptions have been taken from the online version of the 

Macmillan dictionary which is recommended by the method):  

VERMIN (noun) 

a) Contextual meaning: ‘extremely unpleasant, annoying, or dangerous people’ 
(Macmillan sense 2) 

b) Basic meaning: ‘small animals or insects that cause damage or disease’ (Macmillan 
sense 1) 

c) Contrast: Yes, the basic meaning involves an animal whereas the contextual meaning 
concerns a person resembling particular qualities. 
Comparison: Yes, we can understand being unpleasant and annoying in terms of being 
an insect that causes damage or disease. 

 

This analysis shows that the word vermin has not been used in its basic meaning and 

that there is a contrast between the basic and the contextual meaning. Therefore, the 

word should be marked as metaphorically used and should be assigned the code MRW-

indirect. Application of MIPVU in this case was straightforward; however, further in this 

thesis we will see that, in the case of television series, it is often more complicated.  
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3.1.2 Linguistic metaphor in the data 

 

Conversation has been claimed to be one of the least metaphorical registers. It 

is difficult to report exact numbers because the methods for metaphor identification 

differ per researcher. MIPVU, which seems to be the most advanced and complete 

method up to date, has been tested on a relatively large corpus comprising casual 

conversations. Kaal (2012) stated that the corpus contained 6.8% cases of clear 

metaphor-related words. Metaphor density within the conversations varied from 2.9% 

to 10.1%. Before MIPVU was developed, Cameron (2007) stated that 10% of the words 

in reconciliation talk were used metaphorically, whereas in doctor-patient interaction 

metaphor density was only 5.5%.  

The data in this thesis has been annotated according to the rules of MIPVU. 736 

lexical units out of 4470 units were marked as metaphor-related, which comprises 

approximately 16%. The data has been annotated by the author of this thesis. Some 

difficult cases were consulted with the supervisor. During the process of annotation 

some difficulties were met. They will be discussed and illustrated with examples later in 

this thesis.  

It also needs to be mentioned, that the data differs quite significantly from the 

data analyzed in previously mentioned studies. First of all, the transcript hardly ever 

contains complete conversations from the moment the speakers meet until they round 

the conversation and part. Television series often present scratches of conversations 

which are most interesting and appealing to the viewers. This means that many 

conversations lack a typical opening and/or closing as the conversation must fit into the 

quick pace of action of the series. Secondly, analysis of the conversations in a series is 

based on utterances produced by a small group of characters interacting with one 

another and with some external characters who appear only in one or a limited number 

of episodes. Thirdly, in the case of Grace Anatomy, the characters are involved both in 

professional and personal interactions, which means that some conversations are casual 

and some are formal. Finally, the corpus is not as representative as Kaal’s corpus 

because it is much smaller. Since the aim of this thesis is to explore the topic of 

metaphor in fictional conversations by means of a qualitative and not quantitative 
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analysis, we will not pay much attention to the numbers. Instead, we will provide only 

some basic statistics the aim of which is to give an impression of the possibilities for 

further analysis of scripted dialogue and we will discuss some examples of problematic 

cases.  

 

3.1.3 Problems with annotation 

 

Steen et al. (2010) discuss different challenges they had to face while developing 

the method. One of them was the unclear context in which conversations took place. 

This does not seem to be a key issue in case of scripted conversations if the researcher 

can use the visuals to disambiguate unclear cases. Example (2) illustrates this point.  

(2) 

S22.C30.1 Alex: God, I smell good. You know what it is? It's the smell of open heart 

surgery. It's awesome. It is awesome. You gotta smell me  

S22.C30.2 Meredith: I don't want to smell you.  

S22.C30.3 Alex: Oh, yes you do.  

S22.C30.4 Meredith: You have got to be kidding me! Okay. I have more important things 

to deal with than you. I have roommates, and boy problems, and family problems. You 

want to act like a little frat boy bitch, that's fine. You want to take credit for your saves, 

and everybody else's? That's fine too. Just stay out of my face. And for the record, you 

smell like crap.  

S22.C30.5 Alex: She attacked me.  

S22.C30.6 Derek: Meredith, Meredith, Meredith! You know, you might want to leave. 

Before I change my mind and let her beat you to a pulp with her tiny ineffectual fists.  

In this conversation Alex is having an argument with Meredith. In turn 5 Alex says that 

Meredith attacked him. At first glance it seems that as result of the following analysis 

the word attacked should be marked as metaphor-related with the tag MRW-indirect: 

ATTACK (verb) 

a) Contextual meaning: ‘to strongly criticize someone for their ideas or actions’ (Macmillan 
sense 2) 

b) Basic meaning: ‘to use violence to harm a person, animal or place’ (Macmillan sense 1) 
c) Contrast: Yes, the basic meaning involves physical action whereas the contextual 

meaning concerns verbal action. 
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Comparison: Yes, we can understand criticizing someone strongly in terms of using 
violence. 

 

Meredith attacked Alex verbally in turn 4, therefore the use of the word attack in its 

metaphorical sense in turn 5 seems obvious. However, if we consult the images, we will 

see that Meredith literally attacks Alex as she produces turn 4. Derek enters the room in 

which Meredith and Alex are having their argument the moment Meredith is pushing 

Alex against the lockers, holding him by his shirt with one hand and grabbing him by his 

neck with anger with the other hand. When she stops talking, she walks away to her 

locker. When Derek looks at Alex disapprovingly, Alex says that he got attacked. When 

Meredith hears that, she rushes to Alex again with her fists ready to beat him, but Derek 

grabs her before she reaches Alex and advises him to leave the room. In this case, the 

contextual meaning of the word attack is the same as its basic meaning and the word 

should not be marked as metaphor-related. The visual context and the verbal context 

seem to justify both marking and leaving the word attack unmarked.  

The question arises, which context should be taken into account?  One solution 

to this problem is marking the word with the tag WIDLII because according to the rules 

of MIPVU it is better to mark a word as potentially metaphorical when there is doubt 

whether the decision is right in order not to lose any potential metaphors. Another 

possibility could involve a close analysis of the pictures in order to determine speaker’s 

motivation of this particular word choice. In this case the problem of possible 

deliberateness should be taken into account. We may assume that Alex would use the 

word attacked in its metaphorical meaning deliberately if Derek saw him having a verbal 

argument with Meredith and heard him talking to her in a way Alex would know Derek 

disapproves. However, Derek is surprised because he sees Meredith holding Alex by his 

neck and shirt, which implies that physical violence was involved. Since Alex addresses 

his utterance to Derek and aims at explaining to him the unusual situation Derek 

witnesses, it seems most probable that Alex does not mean the verbal fight he was 

having with Meredith, but her physical attack. Therefore, the word attacked was not 

marked as metaphor related in the corpus. This example shows that analysis of this kind 

of data is more complicated than it could be expected as the researcher has more 
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information concerning the context at hand, which, if the analysis is to be thorough, 

should not be neglected. 

The annotation problems illustrated above do not concern just one word. The 

complexity of the data can also be seen in the case of the phrase right in front of my face 

in turn 6 of example (3) below. This conversation is a casual one between two 

colleagues.  

(3) 

S2.C3.1 Derek: Morning Dr. Bailey.  

S2.C3.2 Bailey: Shut up.  

S2.C3.3 Derek: You realize that I'm an attending and you're only a resident? So you work 

for me, right?  

S2.C3.4 Bailey: I know I've forgotten something, something is happening today, I know I 

should know what it is, but I just can't...  

S2.C3.5 Derek: All right, nice talking to you Dr. Bailey.  

S2.C3.6 Bailey: Something...right in front of my face...   

S2.C3.7 Bailey: Doctor!  

S2.C3.8 Bailey: Now I remember! Doctor Shepherd, watch out. 

The conversation is not a typical one because the basic rules of conversation are flouted 

here. In order to analyze the conversation, more information concerning setting and the 

characters is needed. Since we have the visuals at our disposal, we know that at the 

beginning of the scene Bailey is standing at the sidewalk looking around as if in 

anticipation and pondering. Derek joins her, smiles and starts a conversation politely by 

greeting the colleague. Instead of greeting Derek back, Bailey raises her hand and tells 

him to shut up. Derek has not expected such a reaction and is surprised. When his 

attempts to continue the conversation fail, Derek rounds it up in turn 5, but Bailey 

continues and uses the phrase right in front of my face in turn 6. Annotation of this turn 

can be problematic if one does not see the scene, because apart from the word right all 

the other words could be used literally if there was something in front of the character’s 

face. However, the image of Bailey staring and thinking out loud makes it clear that 

there is no specific object in front of her and assures us that we can mark the whole 

phrase as metaphorical. According to the rules of MIPVU, each lexical unit in the phrase 

should be marked as metaphor-related.  
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However, if we continue watching the images, we can conclude that just a few 

seconds after the phrase was uttered and the viewer could process the phrase as 

metaphorical, it loses its metaphoricity. Turn 6 is followed by a short pause. The 

moment Bailey turns her head after producing the turn, she sees bike riders racing 

towards Derek who is about to cross the street. Bailey pulls him back saving him from 

being run over by a group of bike riders and when she says Now I remember in turn 8 

the viewer can imply she meant a bike race by something in turns 4 and 6. The phrase 

something right in front of my face loses its metaphorical character because something 

became concrete – a bike race and the bike racers are literally in front of the speaker’s 

face. The idea of the race bothering Bailey is explained by the interns in the next scene. 

The change of meaning of the phrase right in front of my face from metaphorical into 

literal seems a witty trick made by the screenwriters which, together with other factors, 

causes humorous effect. For the researcher it seems less funny, because he needs to 

decide whether to mark the phrase as metaphorical or not. Since at the moment the 

phrase was uttered there was nothing in front of the speaker’s face, the four lexical 

units composing this phrase were marked as metaphor-related in the corpus.  

This example is in a way similar to example (2) because it shows that in order to 

analyze the words of the conversation the researcher needs to take into account 

possible intention of the speaker and the exact physical setting in which the turns are 

produced. Again, it could be seen that analysis of this kind of data is very complicated 

and relying on written dialogue only does not reveal the real and complete nature of 

scripted dialogue.   

 

3.1.4 Metaphor density in conversations 

 

The conversations in the analyzed data are of different kinds. There are for 

instance formal interactions between a doctor and a patient’s family, semi-formal 

doctor-patient interactions, informal conversations between friends, informal 

conversations between colleagues and even very private male/female conversations. 

The conversations are of different length. For example, conversation 13 from scene 11 is 
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between two characters, Alex and George. It consists of 7 turns and 44 words. On the 

other hand, in scene 12 Izzie talks to a patient who is in a coma. She produces one turn 

consisting of 85 words. The longest conversation between two characters involves a 

doctor-patient interaction in which the patient is flirting with the doctor (S9C10). It 

consists of 19 turns and 223 lexical units. Metaphor density in those three conversations 

varies from 17.4% in the longest one to 27.2% in conversation between Alex and George 

and 29.4% in Izzie’s speech. We will now look at two conversations in detail in order to 

illustrate the difference in metaphor density. 

In conversation S25C34, example (4), Cristina asks her patient’s family their 

consent for organ donation. There are four characters present in the room, but only 

Cristina and her patient’s wife take active part in it. Both participants ask questions, give 

answers to them and explain their requests and decisions. The conversation is formal 

and its topic is painful and difficult for one of the participants. Cristina is very formal and 

polite but cold until emotional reaction to her request by her patient’s wife in the last 

turn, after which Cristina leaves the room. The scene shows only a short excerpt of the 

conversation. There is no clear beginning and no end. The conversation is suspended 

when Cristina leaves the room after turn 8. Even though she comes back to the room 

after a short conversation with her supervisor and continues the conversation with her 

patient’s wife, the viewers do not hear it because the shot has been made from outside 

the room.  

(4) 

S25.C34.1 Cristina: Now (MRW-indirect), Mrs. Davidson, this form simply says (MRW-
PP) that you consent to the donation of your husband's major organs - heart, lungs, liver 
and kidneys. Now I need to ask you a few questions. Are you willing to donate his 
corneas?  
S25.C34.2 Mrs. Davidson: You want his eyes?  
S25.C34.3 Cristina: Um, corneal transplants can give someone back (MRW-PP) their 
sight.  
S25.C34.4 Mrs. Davidson: I suppose that's okay.  
S25.C34.5 Cristina: What about his skin?  
S25.C34.6 Mrs. Davidson: What?  
S25.C34.7 Cristina: It's used to help burn victims.  
S25.C34.8 Mrs. Davidson: You want to cut off his skin? What about the funeral? You 
want me to have (MRW-indirect) a funeral, and have (MRW-indirect) people look at 
him, have his daughter look at her father and he doesn't have any skin? It's his skin. 
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The conversation consists of 8 turns comprising 111 words only 5 of which have been 

marked as metaphor-related. This means that metaphor density in this conversation 

comes to 4.5%.  

The conversation in (4) concerned an interaction between a doctor and her 

patient’s family. As we could see it contained very few metaphor related words. The 

interaction in example (2) concerns a complete conversation between two doctors and a 

group of their patient’s friends. The doctors, Bailey and Meredith, meet the group in the 

hall to inform them about the health condition of their patient. Even though the 

conversation has been presented from the moment the participants see one another 

until the moment they part, it does not contain usual greetings. One of the doctors, 

Bailey, does not follow any standard patterns of conversation appropriate for doctor – 

patient/his family interaction. From the beginning of the episode she made her negative 

attitude towards the race the patient took part in very clear in for instance S3.C4.1(Fools 

on bikes killing themselves. Natural selection is what it is.). Furthermore, she silently 

participated in the conversation in scene 25 (S25.C34) concerning organ donation. The 

patient whose organs were asked was a pedestrian who suffered injuries as result of 

being hit by one of the participants of the race. In conversation S31.C47 Bailey informs 

some of the participants of the race about the condition of their friend who also took 

part in the race. Under these circumstances, the conversation is not a formal and 

objective one. Bailey is emotional and reveals her attitude towards the idea of the race 

and its participants. Meredith, tries not to be judgmental and provides the group with 

information in an objective way. The situation is rather different than the one discussed 

above; yet, it still concerns an interaction between the doctors and their patient’s 

friends/family.  

(5) 

S31.C47.1 Bailey: This lovely (MRW-indirect) group's his friends. Uh, you all belong 
(MRW-indirect) to - what's his name?  
S31.C47.2 Meredith: Viper.  
S31.C47.3 Bailey: Viper?  
S31.C47.4 Man: Yeah, we were in (MRW-indirect) the race.  
S31.C47.5 Girl: How is he, is he okay?  
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S31.C47.6 Is he okay? No. No, he is not okay, at all. He hurled (MRW-indirect) his body 
down (WIDLII) a concrete (MRW-indirect) mountain (MRW-indirect) at (MRW-indirect)   
full (MRW-indirect) speed for (MRW-indirect) no good reason. Yeah, I know you all 
pierce yourselves and smoke up (MRW-indirect) and generally treat (MRW-indirect) 
your bodies like (MFLAG) your grungy (MRW-direct) asses (MRW-direct) can't break 
(MRW-direct) down (MRW-direct) to A (MRW-direct), you want to kill yourselves, flying 
(MRW-indirect) down (MRW-indirect) a concrete (MRW-indirect) mountain (MRW-
indirect), go (MRW-indirect) to (MRW-indirect) it (MRW-implicit), but there are other 
people walking, people driving, people trying to live their lives on (MRW-indirect) that 
(MRW-implicit) concrete (MRW-indirect) mountain (MRW-indirect), and one of them 
got his brains scrambled (MRW-indirect) today because one of you little (MRW-
indirect) sniffling (MRW-indirect) no-good (MRW-indirect) snot-rag (MRW-indirect)- 

S31.C47.7 Meredith: Doctor Bailey -  
S31.C47.8 Bailey: Yeah, yeah so okay no, your friend Viper, as far (MRW-indirect) as I'm 
concerned, is not okay.  
S31.C47.9 Meredith: She's, um, really tired, but, uh, Viper's going to make (MRW-
indirect) it (MRW-implicit). He's gonna live.  
S31.C47.10 Group: Cool (MRW-indirect). Thanks. 

Due to Bailey’s emotional tone, 24,4% of the words in the conversation can be marked 

as metaphor-related. The conversation has been dominated by one character Bailey 

who produces 4 turns comprising 129 out of 162 words in all 10 turns. The first turn is 

addressed to different receivers. The first part of it is uttered to Meredith, whereas the 

receivers of the second part are the people waiting in the hall of the hospital for 

information about their friend.  

This turn consists of 100 words 27 of which have been used metaphorically. 

Apart from purely linguistic metaphors such as the prepositions, there is also one 

extended direct metaphor ( I know you all pierce yourselves and smoke up (MRW-

indirect) and generally treat (MRW-indirect) your bodies like (MFLAG) your grungy 

(MRW-direct) asses (MRW-direct) can't break (MRW-direct) down (MRW-direct) to A 

(MRW-direct)), one metaphorical image in which the city is referred to in terms of a 

concrete mountain, and at the end a metaphorical cluster (you little (MRW-indirect) 

sniffling (MRW-indirect) no-good (MRW-indirect) snot-rag (MRW-indirect)) which 

refers to the members of the group Bailey talks to and to participants of the bike race in 

general.  The whole turn 6 produced by Bailey is a perfect example of metaphor 

clustering. Moreover, the metaphor concrete mountain is repeated three times. 
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These two examples show that metaphor density in different conversations in 

the data varies enormously even if we look at conversations of similar type, such as in 

this case interactions with patient’s families. Metaphor density in example (4) was 4.5% 

and we can say that it is in line with metaphor density in doctor-patient interactions 

discussed by Cameron (2007), which was 5.5%. The same variation can be seen in 

informal conversations. For instance, in scene 23 (S23C31) Meredith comes home and 

sees Izzie and George watching her mother’s surgical tapes and socializing. She gets 

angry and reveals her anger. The conversation consists of 10 turns covering 110 words. 

Only 9 words have been marked as metaphor-related which accounts for 8.2%. This 

conversation is commented on in scene 24 in conversation (S24C32) between Meredith 

and Cristina. Meredith tells Cristina that she finds her flat mates annoying and Cristina 

advises her to kick them out. The conversation consists of 86 words uttered in 6 turns. 

15 words have been marked as metaphor-related, which means that metaphor density 

in this conversation was 17.4%. Again, metaphor density in the second example is 

significantly higher than metaphor density in casual conversations reported by Kaal 

(2012) which varied from 2.9% to 10.1%.  

Metaphor density might be one of the features differentiating conversations in 

television series from natural conversations. Since the analysis in this thesis concerns 

only one episode of one series, we are not going to make any generalizations about the 

nature of metaphor density in television series. However, as it is clear that metaphor is 

present in the data and the number of metaphor-related words is higher than it might 

have been expected we are now going to discuss the function it has in this type of 

discourse.  

 

3.2 Metaphorical patterns on the conversation level 
 

Semino (2008) discussed metaphorical patterns in which textual manifestations 

of metaphor can occur. The most common patterns are: clustering, repetition, 

recurrence, extension, combination and mixing. With respect to conversations Cameron 

(2007) states that clustering is the most common pattern. Discussion of metaphorical 
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patterns in all conversations in this corpus is difficult as the conversations are seldom 

complete. Yet, metaphor clustering is a striking feature of a large number of 

interactions. In some cases it seems that only the parts containing metaphorical clusters 

have been used in the script of the series and the standard parts of conversations such 

as greetings and basic small talks, or in case of interactions between the doctors and 

doctors and their patients, instruction giving or medical jargon have been either limited 

or totally neglected.  

Example (5) in previous section is one of the examples of metaphor clustering. 

The reason for the clustering in this case is emotional attitude of the doctor. Bailey 

expresses her negative attitude towards the group and participants of the bike race in 

general, and motivates it by recalling her other patient who died because he had been 

hit by a bike racer. Moreover, the clustering is also caused by repetition. In one turn 

Bailey uses the metaphor concrete mountain three times.  

In some cases clustering is caused by repetition and extension of a conceptual 

metaphor as for example in conversation 24 in scene 18 in which Meredith, Cristina and 

Izzie observe George telling the chief they found the chief’s patient a new liver. The 

organ is to be taken from a potential donor who was neglected by Burke, one of the 

attendings.  

(6) 

S18.C24.1 Meredith: We are so going to hell. Burke is sending us straight to hell.  

S18.C24.2 Cristina: On an express train.  

S18.C24.3 Izzie: If it works.  

S18.C24.4 Alex: What're you doing?  

S18.C24.5 Izzie, Meredith and Cristina (in unison): Nothing.  

In the first turn Meredith says that they are ‘going to hell’ because they are acting 

against their supervisor and she repeats the metaphor by specifying that they will be 

sent to hell by their supervisor. Cristina picks up the metaphor and extends it by 

specifying how they will be sent to hell (On an express train). Izzie also responds using 

linguistic metaphors it (MRW-implicit) and work (MRW-indirect), which even though 

they do not contribute to the development of the metaphor started by Meredith, can 
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still be marked as metaphor-related. The first three turns contain metaphors and the 

whole conversation ends with the arrival of Alex. His question in turn 4 results in closing 

the conversation by the female participants.  

Frequent repetitions in the dialogues are partly responsible for the high number 

of metaphors in the analyzed data. In example (6) we saw that a character can repeat 

the metaphor even in one sentence, but there are also numerous examples of 

interactions in which the metaphor is repeated by the other participant in a next turn as 

for instance in conversation 33 in (7). 

(7) 

S25.C33.1 Alex: Why is the Nazi making us stay in the Pit two days in a row?  

S25.C33.2 Meredith: Leftovers.  

S25.C33.3 Alex: Leftovers?  

S25.C33.5 Meredith: Gotta get the cyclists who were too drunk or too stupid or too 

scared to get themselves to a hospital yesterday.  

S25.C33.6 Alex: While meanwhile, she gets to do a freakin' organ harvest.  

S25.C33.7 Cristina: Oh, that kills you, doesn't it?  

S25.C33.8  Alex: What?  

S25.C33.9 Cristina: That two women got the harvest.  

S25.C33.10 Alex: No, it kills me that anyone got the harvest but me. Boobs do not factor 

into this equation. Unless you want to show me yours.  

S25.C33.11 Meredith: I'm going to become a lesbian.  

S25.C33.12  Cristina: Me too. 

This conversation starts the moment Alex joins already talking Meredith and Cristina. He 

joins their conversation by asking why they need to work in the Pit again. Meredith 

answers Alex’s question using the metaphor leftovers. Alex does not understand the 

metaphor and therefore he repeats it with the raising tone of voice. In the next turn 

Meredith explains what she meant by leftovers. Then in turn 6 Alex uses the word 

harvest metaphorically and the word is repeated two more times, in turn 9 by Cristina 

and in turn 10 by Alex. One more repetition in this conversation concerns the word kills 

in turn 7 and in turn 10.  

The three examples discussed here show that despite the fact that the 

conversations are not complete, some metaphorical patterns defined by Semino (2008) 

and Cameron (2007) can still be found. The patterns are in some cases interrelated, as 
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for example clustering which can be a consequence of repetition. In the analyzed data 

clustering was the most frequent pattern and it was only in some cases caused by 

repetitions. Clustering was used especially in emotional scenes. Metaphor clustering as a 

way of expressing difficult emotions was also discussed by Cameron (2007) in case of 

reconciliation talk.  Since different fragments of conversations present in the data are 

connected with one another not only by the same participants but also by topics, it is 

interesting to look at the patterns present in the episode as a whole. An episode as a 

unit of analysis, contrary to a conversation as a unit, will be discussed in the next 

chapter.  

 

3.3 Function of metaphor in conversations 
 

Cameron (2007) states that speakers typically use metaphor in talk when they 

want to express their attitudes and values, summarize what has been said so far, for 

instance, in order to switch to a new topic, or explain technical language to nonexperts. 

Moreover, through metaphor speakers can create a shared discourse space in which 

they can discuss sensitive or difficult topics. Conversations analyzed by Cameron were 

different then the conversations in our data. The reconciliation talk concerned a very 

long conversation between two people only. As mentioned before, the analyzed 

material contains either very short conversations or only certain parts of presumably 

long(er) conversations. Therefore, despite the fact that we can identify some 

conversational functions of metaphor in our data, the analysis seems rather superficial 

as the metaphors very often have a more important function on the level of fiction. We 

will elaborate on the function of metaphor on the level of fiction in the next chapter. 

Now, let us look at some examples of functions of metaphor on the level of 

conversation.  

In example (5) above, Bailey produced an extended turn (S31.C47.6) in which 

approximately one fourth of all the words were metaphor-related. Through the 

metaphors Bailey expressed her attitude towards the participants of the dead baby bike 

race. She does not approve the idea of the race and she finds the participants 
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irresponsible and stupid. She is emotional because she saw a pedestrian hit by a 

participant of the race die that day. Metaphor helps her express her feelings and relieve 

her anger.  

Another function have metaphors in interaction in (8) which in the data directly 

precedes conversation discussed in (7): 

(8) 

S24.C32.1 Meredith: They're everywhere. All the time. Izzie's all perky, and George does 

this thing where he's helpful and considerate, they share food and they say things and 

they move things, and they breathe. They're like happy.  

S24.C32.2 Cristina: Kick them out.  

S24.C32.3 Meredith: I can't kick them out. They just moved in. I asked them to move in.  

S24.C32.4 Cristina: So what, you're just going to repress everything into some deep 

dark twisted place until one day you snap and kill them?  

S24.C32.5 Meredith: Yup.  

S24.C32.6 Cristina: This is why we are friends.  

In this conversation Meredith tells Cristina about her irritation caused by her flat mates 

Izzie and George. In turn 4 Cristina creates a metaphorical scenario by means of which 

she describes how Meredith is going to deal with the problem bothering her. In the 

scenario Meredith is said to be repressing her irritation and frustration (everything) into 

some deep dark twisted place instead of dealing with the problem. This will result in her 

snapping and killing her flat mats. What Cristina actually does by means of this 

metaphorical scenario is describing Meredith’s attitude and in a way proposing a 

solution which Meredith is likely to accept as the solution offered in turn 2 (Kick them 

out) was not accepted by her. The solution is obviously not a serious one, instead it 

should be seen as irony. Meredith’s acceptance of the ironical solution in turn 5 gives 

Cristina the possibility to close the topic which she does in turn 6 by the use of implicit 

metaphor this. It is interesting to mention that by the use of the scenario and concluding 

the conversation in turn 6 Cristina not only shows that she understands Meredith’s 

feelings but also that she accepts her and her attitude. Moreover, turn 6 closes the topic 

and the conversation because what follows is a new conversation (discussed in (7)) 

initiated by Alex who joins the girls after Cristina’s turn.  



63 
 

Metaphor in the data on the level of conversation is also frequently used in 

order to conclude/comment on something the participants see or are part of. An 

example of such a metaphor can be found in conversation 19 in which Meredith, Cristina 

and Izzie discuss their brain-dead patient’s case. Izzie still believes the patient is going to 

wake up and other doctors think that the patient would be a good candidate for organ 

donation.  In turn 7 Izzie is very emotional and tries to convince her colleagues to help 

her save the patient.  

(9) 

S14.C19.7 Izzie: No! I'm not giving up on him. He has the surgery, he lives longer, that's 

the point. So I'm going to help find the family, you guys find a way to get him into 

surgery.  

S14.C19.8 Cristina: She's vice-president of fantasyland.  

In turn 8 Cristina names Izzie vice-president of fantasyland. With this phrase she makes 

clear what her attitude towards Izzie’s ideas is but she also comments on Izzie’s rather 

irrational behavior. 

 The examples discussed so far show that the conversations in the data have a 

range of functions which are also typical for naturally occurring conversations as 

specified by for instance Cameron (2007). Frequent functions of metaphor in the data 

concern expressing attitudes and values and closing a topic, sometimes in order to 

switch to a new one. Moreover, metaphor is used by the characters in order to talk 

about emotional and difficult topics, as in example (5) or in some turns produced by a 

patient, Mr. Mackie who suffers from liver cancer and realizes he will die without a new 

liver. Even though the data contained fragments of technical, in this case medical 

language, no metaphors used in order to explain technical language to non-experts were 

found. This, however, does not mean that there are no metaphors with this function in 

other episodes of the series. There were no clear conversations in the data in which for 

instance the doctors would explain to their patients or the patient’s families some 

complicated medical issues. This kind of scenes are present in other episodes, but they 

are beyond the scope of this thesis.  

As mentioned before, metaphor in the analyzed data works simultaneously on 

the level of fiction and on the level on conversation. In many cases the use of metaphor 
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in particular conversations does not seem to bring any particular communicative value 

to the interaction. In some cases it may even sound unnatural as the characters 

frequently use novel metaphors or even metaphorical scenarios on which the 

participants of the conversations do not always react. However, if we take into account 

the broader context of the conversation, we can see that the use of metaphor is 

perfectly justified on the level of fiction. That other aspect will be discussed in the next 

chapter.  

 

3.4 Conclusions 
 

In this chapter metaphor on the level of conversation was discussed. The 

annotation of the data reveals that approximately 16% of all the lexical units in the data 

are metaphor-related. This result might be surprising because previous research on 

metaphor in conversation reported on metaphor density ranging between 6.8% for 

casual conversations (Kaal 2012) to 10% for reconciliation talk (Cameron 2007). Apart 

from conventional metaphors, for instance metaphor-related prepositions, the 

participants of the analyzed conversations make frequent use of extended metaphors, 

metaphorical scenarios and novel metaphors. These findings are not in line with the 

expectations concerning metaphor in natural conversations because instead of low 

metaphor density, we can talk about a relatively high metaphor density in the data. 

Moreover, instead of minor metaphor variation, the dialogues appeared to present 

broad metaphor variation. Finally, there were relatively many examples of novel 

metaphor use in the analyzed data whereas natural conversations are characterized by a 

high level of conventionality in metaphor use.   

Distribution of metaphors in the data reveals patterns typical for conversations, 

such as: clustering and repetitions. An interesting feature found in the data is the fact 

that in some cases extended metaphors are not responded to in the next turns as would 

probably be the case in natural conversations. The reason for this is the fact that the 

conversations are not complete. Some scenes end even though the conversations are 

not always closed. The most frequently occurring functions metaphors in the data have 
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are: expressing attitudes and values, closing a topic, and talking about difficult and 

emotional topics, such as in this case death of a patient or terminal illness.  

The analyzed data appeared to be problematic because the conversations are 

rarely complete from the moment the characters meet until the moment they part. 

They seldom contain typical greetings even if the characters see one another for the first 

time that day (see example 3). It seems that only the interesting fragments of 

conversations are part of the corpus. Annotation was in some cases problematic due to 

double context. As we saw in example (2), some words seem clearly metaphorical if we 

consider the transcript only but if the context is extended to the images accompanying 

the dialogue, the meaning of the word loses its metaphoricity and becomes literal. 

According to the rules of MIPVU one should mark a lexical unit with the code WIDLII 

when one hesitates about the metaphorical character of a word; however in many cases 

disambiguation of a word is possible if one consults the images. The researcher needs to 

decide what he takes into consideration during context specification. 

In the next chapter we will see how metaphor works on the level of fiction and 

whether such a high metaphor density can be justified by the dimension of fiction.  
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Chapter 4 Metaphor on the level of fiction 
 

Research on metaphor in conversation as discussed in chapter 1 allowed us to 

expect low metaphor density, minor metaphor variation and high level of 

conventionality in metaphor use in our data. Yet, the analysis discussed in chapter 3 

revealed high density of metaphor, broad metaphor variation and many instances of 

novel metaphor use. As those factors do not belong to the characteristic features of 

conversation and cannot be motivated by the nature of this register, we are now going 

to investigate how metaphor use in our data relates to the register of fiction and in 

particular how the nature of television series influences the language use in the 

dialogues. Section 4.1 discusses some general points concerning metaphor in television 

series. Section 4.2 provides an analysis of metaphor and its function in the structure of 

the episode. Section 4.3 discusses the relation between metaphor use and the main 

characters of the show. The chapter will be closed with conclusions.  

 

4.1 Metaphor in relation to television series 
 

Dialogues in television series have a lot in common with fiction as they are not 

spontaneous and natural; instead, they are carefully planned, revised and performed in 

order to resemble the natural conversations. The fact that they first come to existence 

in the written form and are produced for entertainment of a broad audience makes 

them fit into the category of fiction too. In chapter 2 we reported the research 

conducted by Dorst (2011) in which she concludes that dialogues in narratives are not a 

faithful representation of natural conversation due to a different type of metaphor use. 

Low metaphor density and limited variation are typical for naturally occurring 

conversations but appeared not to characterize dialogue in fiction. The same seems to 

be the case with dialogues in television series. As discussed in chapter 3, metaphor 

density in the data is much higher than in conversations discussed by Kaal (2012) or 

Cameron (2007). Moreover, the characters in the series make frequent use of novel and 

extended metaphors which results in great diversity which is also typical for fiction and 



67 
 

unusual for conversation. Dorst (2011) explains high density of metaphor use in 

dialogues in fiction by the informational character of the dialogues. Since the dialogues 

also need to carry the story line, they lose some of their involved character which is 

typical for conversation.  

Metaphor richness in our data seems to be motivated by the requirements 

concerning television series production. There are numerous strict rules concerning the 

structure of a television series and its particular episodes. Chapter 2 discussed the rules 

screenwriters need to follow in order to make a series successful for both the viewers 

and the television stations. The latter need to make money on the show and one of the 

ways of doing that are commercial brakes which influence the structure of the episodes. 

Moreover, the viewers need to identify themselves with the characters and enjoy the 

show so that they watch it every week/day. Dialogues form probably the most 

important element of television series. Some rules concerning dialogue writing include 

that they should neither be too obvious and literal, nor too long or too choppy, and they 

should be consistent with personalities of the characters created in the show so that the 

characters do not lose their individuality (Blum 2001). Metaphor use appears to be a 

very important tool for differentiating the language of the main characters of the show. 

At the same time, the use of metaphor resembles the characters’ personalities. Another 

feature of metaphor found in the data which could not be explained on the level of 

conversation is that is shapes the episode and in a way carries its story line. In the next 

two sections these two aspects of metaphor use in the data will be discussed. 

 

4.2 Metaphor and episode structure 
 

The first scene of the episode may not seem particularly interesting if one 

concentrates on annotating metaphor related words according to the MIPVU rules. It 

contains 21 turns produced by three participants. It lasts for 1 minute 16 seconds. There 

are only two participants actively taking part in the conversation, namely Izzie and 

George. The third participant, Meredith is a silent participant of the conversation, even 

though most of the utterances the other two characters produce are addressed to her. 



68 
 

Even though Meredith does not take active part in the conversation she is an important 

element of the scene because the viewer hears her voice as voice-over.  

In the first shots of the episode we hear the first turn of voice-over and we see 

Meredith being woken up by Izzie. Izzie is standing next to Meredith’s bed with a cup of 

coffee in her hand and instead of saying hallo she states that George’s room is bigger 

then hers. Meredith gets up, followed by Izzie goes to the hall where she sees George 

joining the conversation about the rooms. The conversation continues as Meredith goes 

to the laundry room to find cloths she could wear to work. As she goes downstairs we 

see boxes Izzie and George are talking about. After finding cloths Meredith goes upstairs 

again. George and Izzie still follow her and continue the conversation. Suddenly 

Meredith takes Izzie’s coffee, goes into the bathroom, closes the door and sits on the 

floor. George and Izzie stand at the bathroom door in the hall and George asks if 

Meredith wants privacy. The sixth turn is made by the voice-over and closes the scene. 

The scene contains 20 metaphor-related words which accounts for 10.9% of all 

the words uttered in this scene. The utterances made by Izzie and George are mostly 

literal and concern physical objects and things in the house. Looking only at differences 

between the basic meaning of the words and their contextual meanings, we do not find 

many metaphor related words in the voice-over turns either. However, if we look 

carefully at the structure of the scene and the order of utterances made by Izzie and 

George on the one hand and the voice over on the other hand, we notice something 

more. Let us have a close look at the order of the utterances. As the turns of 

conversations 1 and 2 in the example below interlace, the turns belonging to 

conversation 1 (the voice-over) have been marked bold in order to maintain easy view.  

(1) 

S1.C1.1 Meredith VO: We live out our lives on the surgical unit. Seven days a week, 

fourteen hours a day. We're together more than we're apart - aaah!  

S1.C2.1.Izzie: George's room is bigger than mine.  

S1.C1.2 Meredith VO: After a while -  

S1.C2.2Izzie: I have more clothes, I should have the bigger room.  

S1.C1.3 Meredith VO: the ways of residency -  

S1.C2.3 George: I got here first.  

S1.C2.4 Izzie: It's Meredith's house, she should decide.  
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S1.C1.4 Meredith VO: become the ways of life.  

S1.C2.5George: My room is like, two inches bigger than yours!  

S1.C2.6 Izzie: You have a bigger closet!  

S1.C2.7 George: So? Why is everything always a competition? I -  

S1.C1.5 Meredith VO: Number one: always keep score. Number two: do whatever you 

can to outsmart the other guy.  

S1.C2.8 George: ...put your clothes somewhere else!  

S1.C2.9 Izzie: Everywhere else is filled with Meredith's mom's boxes.  

S1.C2.10 George: Meredith? When is your mom coming back to town anyway? Because 

maybe we can put her boxes in storage.  

S1.C2.11 Izzie: Or unpack a few things, make this place a little more homey. Maybe some 

throw pillows and lamps, a few paintings.  

S1.C2.12 George: Oh, paintings would be nice.  

S1.C2.13 Izzie: Yeah! You have all this amazing stuff just packed away. In the back hall, I 

found this box with like a hundred tapes of your mother performing these amazing 

medical procedures.  

S1.C2.14 George: Really? We should watch them. Meredith, you want to watch –  

S1.C2.15 George: Meredith, do you want some privacy?  

S1.C1.6 Meredith VO: Number three? Don't make friends with the enemy.  

 

Voice-over starts the scene with a short description of the current situation of 

her and her flat mates. Even though she does not specify that we relates to her and her 

flat mates we can assume it does because we see all three characters in the scene and 

we know she is not the only intern in the series. This turn consists of three sentences. 

The fourth sentence has been divided into three turns. Between the end of the first turn 

produced by the voice-over and the fourth turn which closes voice-over’s fourth 

sentence, there are 4 turns, three of which are made by Izzie and one by George. In the 

first turn Izzie states the problem, in her second turn, she elaborates on it and proposes 

a solution. Further George objects to Izzie’s solution and motivates his objection, and in 

turn 4 Izzie comes with a different solution, which affects Meredith because she is put 

responsible for solving the problem and making decision. 

At this point we notice that the sentences produced by voice-over have some 

deeper meaning, but we do not know yet what it exactly is. In turn 5 George tries to 

defend his right to the room but Izzie immediately comes with a counter argument. The 

argument between the characters continues. Turn S1.C2.7 seems to provide the missing 

piece of the puzzle which allows us to infer the meaning of the last sentence made by 
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voice-over which was divided into three turns. In response to Izzie’s counter argument 

George uses the word competition. According to Macmillan Dictionary (MMD) 

competition has the following meanings:  

1. the activities of companies that are trying to be more successful than others 

a. the activities of people who are trying to get something that other people also want 

b. the efforts of people who are trying to win prizes 

2. an organized event in which people try to win prizes by being better than other people 

 

The first three meanings refer to competition as uncountable noun, the last one to the 

countable noun. There is not enough difference between the contextual meaning of the 

word competition as used in turn S1.C2.7 and the basic meaning of the word in a to 

mark this word as potentially metaphorical. When we look at George’s question: Why is 

everything always a competition? we can assume that the sentence is not literal, 

because how should we understand everything? According to MMD everything has two 

meanings:  

1. all the things, activities etc. that are involved in a situation 

2. life in general, or a particular situation 

 

The first meaning is then basic and the second meaning can be seen as metaphorical. 

This means that we should understand George’s question as Why is life in general 

always a competition? If we do so we could mark the word everything as MRW-indirect 

and treat the word competition as the source mapped onto the target life. If we assume 

that turn S1.C2.7 is based on the conceptual metaphor LIFE IS A COMPETITION we can 

understand turn S1.C1.5 in which voice-over starts enumerating rules.  

This causes more problems if we aim at annotating the dialogue for metaphor 

related words. If taken out of context, turn S1.C1.5 could be understood as referring to 

sports, since the meanings of the phrase keep score are 

1. to keep a record of the score in a game 

2. to count the number of times that something happens. 

 

If we read the rules named in turn S1.C1.5 and we keep in mind the conceptual 

metaphor we established in turn S1.C2.7, we infer that the whole turn refers to the 

target life and is an extension of the source competition. MIPVU does not provide us 
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with an answer how to mark such a phenomenon. If we mark the key words only, which 

in this case would be keep, score, outsmart and guy, we miss a lot of meaning. 

Furthermore, marking those 4 words is also actually against the rules of MIPVU because 

as we established before, there is not enough difference between the basic and 

contextual meanings of all the words to mark them as MRW-indirect. Only guy could be 

read as the opponent and marked as MRW-indirect, but only provided we operate 

within the conceptual metaphor LIFE IS A COMPETITION introduced by George in 

S1.C2.7. Despite being complicated already, the analysis is not complete if we do not 

broaden the context. 

The analysis provided above has been based on the transcript of the first scene 

of the episode. However, if we watch the scene, we will find more interesting elements. 

First of all, the notion of competition in S1.C2.7 is clear when we concentrate on the 

transcript, but it is not that clear for the viewer watching the fragment because the 

turns 5, 6 and 7 made by Izzie and George follow one another very quickly and turn 7 

actually fades into turn 5 produced by the voice-over. The argument between Izzie and 

George continues as we hear turn 8, but it is hardly possible to follow because it is in the 

background. Assuming the viewer does not get a chance to infer that competition should 

be linked to the rules voice-over enumerates in her next lines, the rules could be difficult 

to understand. However, competition has not only been mentioned by George in turn 7, 

but it is also visible in the argument Izzie and George have. The first rule, always keep 

score could be seen as addressed to George because Izzie wants to take his room and he 

keeps score of Izzie’s actions in order not to let it happen. The second rule, do whatever 

you can to outsmart the other guy, relates to the actions of both Izzie and George as 

they provide counter arguments to each other’s arguments in order to achieve their 

goals. Furthermore, voice-over continues in scene 3 with one more rule: 

(2) 

S3.C2.7 Meredith VO: Oh and yeah, number four: everything, everything is a 

competition.  
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The metaphor LIFE IS A COMPETITION is stated directly by the voice-over. It is preceded 

by a dialogue in which the interns discuss a bike race, which could seem as related to the 

first three rules discussed above. However, right before turn 8 made by the voice-over is 

produced we see the interns trying to get chosen by their supervisor who says: 

(3) 

S3.C4.20 Bailey: I need someone to get up to the OR floor, the Chief needs a right hand.  

Competition on the work floor has been visualized by the image of a group of interns 

raising their hands with excitement and anticipation in order to get chosen. Turn S3.C2.7 

can then be seen as conclusion to what we saw in scene 1 and scene 3. After Bailey 

chooses George, the competition is also verbalized: 

(4) 

S3.C4.25 Cristina: Mine!  

S3.C4.26 Izzie: I saw him first!  

S3.C4.27 Meredith: Ooh. I'll take that guy.  

S3.C4.28 Alex: No, you'll have to beat me to him first. 

Voice-over appears once more at the end of the episode. Even though the two 

turns made by the voice-over are made in scenes 34 and 35 they could be seen as direct 

continuations of the turns made in scenes 1 and 2. If put together they all form one 

whole.  

(5) 

S34.C50.1 Meredith VO: There's another way to survive this competition. A way that no 

one ever seems to tell you about. One you have to learn for yourself. Number five: it's 

not about the race at all. There are no winners or losers. Victories are counted by the 

number of lives saved.  

S35.C50.2 Meredith VO: And once in a while, if you're smart, the life you save could be 

your own.  

Again, as in case of the first part of the voice-over turns, there are not many metaphor-

related words. If taken out of context, the meaning of the fifth rule and the two turns is 
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unclear. In order to understand the turns, one needs to know the episode in which the 

doctors competed against one another in order to be assigned to interesting cases and 

after that in order to solve them. However, if we take the context and the events of the 

episode into account, the metaphor identified as LIFE IS A COMPETITION seems too 

broad. The word everything which was said to refer to the concept of LIFE seems to refer 

more to LIFE OF A SURGEON/SURGICAL INTERN. The metaphor would then be LIFE OF A 

SURGEON/SURGICAL INTERN IS A COMPETITION. Turn S34.C50.1 refers to the 

competition between the interns on the work floor. Turn S35.C50.2 is also about saving 

lives, however, in a different way than when the surgeons save their patients’ lives. We 

hear the turn when Meredith enters her house and sees her friends sitting in the living 

room and enjoying watching her mother’s surgical tapes. Earlier in the episode she was 

very irritated by her flat mates who wanted to socialize with her. This time, she joins 

them and in this way she saves her life because she starts seeing them not as opponents 

but as friends.  

 The metaphor LIFE OF A SURGEON/SURGICAL INTERN IS A COMPETITION, 

frames the whole episode. It is established in the first scene of the episode, it is subtly 

present in different scenes throughout the episode, and finally it closes the episode in 

the last scene. Not only is it realized verbally, but it is also visible in the actions of the 

characters in the episode. This kind of episode framing is typical for the series Grey’s 

anatomy because every episode begins with voice-over who introduces the episode’s 

topic and it ends with the voice-over concluding the episode. Even though not many 

lexical units have been marked as metaphor-related in the turns made by the voice-

over, the conceptual metaphor identified in them can be seen as a megametaphor (the 

term used after Werth 1999: 323 in: Semino 2008) which motivates the actions and 

attitudes of the characters in this episode. Moreover, the metaphor functions on 

different levels. First, it can be seen as related to competition on the work floor and 

competition between the participants of the bike race who expose themselves to danger 

and risk their lives in order to win the race. Later, the metaphor extends to other aspects 

of life, such as love, for instance in case of Meredith and Derek. Since there are so many 

conversations and scenes in the episode, it seems justified that something that can join 

all the pieces together is needed. This is exactly what the conceptual megametaphors do 
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in every episode. In the next section we will discuss the second major function of 

metaphor in the data.  

 

4.3 Metaphor and characters 
 

Blum (2001) states that dialogues in a television series should be consistent with 

the personalities of its main characters. Language is then one of the factors influencing 

character individualization. Metaphor seems to be one of the tools used by the 

screenwriters in order to differentiate the characters. Analysis of metaphor in the data 

confirms this thesis. Some characters use metaphor-related words more frequently than 

others. Moreover, the characters use different types of metaphors in different ways. 

This section provides several examples illustrating this point.  

Miranda Bailey has been created as a character with two faces. On the one 

hand, she is “the Nazi” feared by the interns and the surgeons and known for her rules. 

On the other hand, she is very compassionate and cares not only for her patients but 

also for her interns. In example (5) in the previous chapter we discussed a turn produced 

by her and addressed to her patient’s friends in which she expresses her attitude 

towards the participants of the bike race. The turn was long and contained repetitions 

and clusters of metaphor-related words as well as metaphorical scenarios. It was also 

very emotional for Bailey because another patient who was hit by one of the bike racers 

died. The concentration of metaphors in this turn reveals Bailey’s both faces because 

the metaphors emphasize her anger at the bike racers and her compassion for the 

family of the patient who died. This example is not the only case in which Bailey 

produces a turn containing metaphorical clusters. In scene three, the use of metaphors 

emphasizes her bossy nature when she presents the rules to her interns.  

(6) 

S3.C4.22 Bailey: Okay people, the rules of trauma (MRW-indirect). Don't mingle (MRW-

indirect) with the ER interns, they [don't know (MRW-indirect) their ass from (MRW-

indirect) their oesophagus] (MRW-indirect). Sew fast, discharge fast, take bodies (MRW-

indirect) up (MRW-indirect) to the OR yesterday (MRW-indirect). Don't let me catch 



75 
 

(MRW-indirect) you fighting (MRW-indirect) over (MRW-indirect) patients. Got (MRW-

indirect) it (MRW-implicit)? Come on (MRW-indirect), let's go.  

Apart from single metaphor-related words, Bailey uses also a complex metaphor by 

which she describes the ER interns (they don't know their ass from their oesophagus). As 

MIPVU does not specify how such metaphors should be marked, double marking was 

applied here. The square brackets mark the boundaries of the extended metaphor 

which is followed by the MRW-indirect tag (however, a separate tag, not present in the 

MIPVU procedure, which would allow marking of such cases, would be more 

appropriate) and within the scenario, words which are used indirectly have been 

assigned the standard MRW-indirect tags. The combination of short directives and 

metaphors in this case has, apart from being typical for the character, one more 

function. The use of metaphors in this turn, especially the extended metaphor 

describing the ER interns, has a humorous effect. Bailey has been created as a character 

who is liked by the viewers because her bossy nature causes humorous situations and at 

the same time her care for the patients and her interns is touching.  

  Cristina is another character who makes frequent use of metaphors in her turns. 

However, unlike Bailey, she does not produce very long turns with metaphorical 

clusters. Instead, Cristina uses metaphors in short, sharp remarks which often serve as 

conclusion to topics discussed in the conversations or describe her attitude towards 

something. As mentioned in chapter 2, on the official website of the show, she is 

described as someone who always speaks her mind, is intelligent and can be tactless. 

Her remarks seem to fit the description of her character perfectly as they are often 

intelligent but bold. As in case of Bailey’s bossy turns, Cristina’s turns are also often 

humorous for the audience. In example (7) she talks about a patient who is in coma and 

has been diagnosed as brain-dead.  

(7) 

S8.C9.10 Cristina: Wish he'd just [go to the light already] (MRW-indirect), so I can get on 

(MRW-indirect) another case (MRW-indirect).  

S8.C9.11 Cristina: Oh, I'm the devil (MRW-indirect) because I'd rather be in (MRW-

indirect) surgery, instead of standing watch over (MRW-indirect) the death (MRW-

indirect) squad (MRW-indirect)? It (MRW-implicit)'s depressing.  
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The participants of this scene, Izzie and Cristina, contrast each other. Izzie is very 

compassionate and takes her patient’s case very personally. Cristina on the other hand 

cares for interesting medical cases. In this conversation she uses metaphor in order to 

express her dissatisfaction with the case she was assigned to because instead of 

operating she needs to wait in order to declare the patient dead. Even though the 

transcript used for the analysis comes from episode 3 of the first season of the series it 

is already possible to state that these kinds of utterances are typical for this character. 

Putting Cristina and Izzie in one scene emphasizes the contrast between them. Cristina’s 

reaction to Izzie’s surprised and disapproving look after Cristina’s first turn emphasizes 

her bold character and causes humorous effect despite the fact that the scene concerns 

a serious and sad medical case of a patient who is dying. Metaphors used by Cristina in 

these turns can also have a different function on the level of fiction. The humorous 

effect caused by the use of metaphor in this case makes a conversation concerning a 

very difficult medical topic less serious and difficult for the viewers.  

 Another example of a metaphorical expression defining Cristina’s character and 

providing a humorous effect can be seen in (8). It refers to the picture of injured 

participants of the bike race waiting in the pit to be taken care of.  

(8) 

 S3.C4.23 Cristina: Oh, it's like candy, but with blood, which is so much better.  

The turn contains a direct metaphor in which Cristina compares interesting medical 

cases to candy. The comparison is striking and becomes even more so when she extends 

the metaphor with but with blood. The metaphor is novel and humorous. The humorous 

effect is caused by the use of the word candy which is associated with something 

children are crazy about. Cristina is a serious character but when it comes to surgeries 

and difficult medical cases she is as excited as a child who gets candies.  

Some characters in the episode form duos which make several different 

conversations on the same or similar topics. One of the duos is formed by Cristina and 

Izzie – two contrasting characters. Another example is Mr. Mackie, a patient, and 

George. In this case, Mr. Mackie uses metaphors in order to talk about his illness and 
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George is very literal. Only 9% of all the words uttered by George in the episode are 

metaphor-related (as opposed to nearly 19% of the words produced by Mr. Mackie). Mr. 

Mackie makes frequent use of personifications, for example when he talks about his 

liver as if it was a person who can be taken out as in (9). Moreover, metaphors produced 

by Mr. Mackie are often based on metaphorical scenarios as in example (10) in which he 

compares his situation (being on a donor list and waiting for a new liver) to a situation in 

baseball. In conversations between Mr. Mackie and George, it is not only the use of 

metaphor that causes the humorous effect. Metaphor poverty in George’s turns 

contrasted with the metaphorical turns produced by Mr. Mackie make the scenes funny 

for the audience.  

(9) 

S26.C36.1 Mackie: I owe you George.  

S26.C36.2 George: No, you don't owe me anything. I'm just happy we found a liver.  

S26.C36.3 Mackie: Well, when I get out of here, how about I take you and my new liver 

out for a night on the town? What do you say?  

S26.C36.4 George: Uh, Mr. Mackie, no offence or anything, um, you're, very handsome, 

but I, um, I'm not - I mean, you're not my type, because...you're a man.  

 

 (10) 

S7.C8.6 Mr. Mackie: Liver cancer will kill me. Smoking will just speed up the process.  

S7.C8.7 George: You're at the top of the donor list for a new liver. There's hope.  

S7.C8.8 Mr. Mackie: Sweetheart, I've been at the top of the list for eight months. I'm not 

in the batter's cage. I'm in a dugout, about to be traded.  

Mr. Mackie uses different kinds of metaphors in order to talk about his liver, which is 

the reason of his illness and about organ donation. Because his use of metaphors and 

George’s reactions to them cause humorous effect, the difficult topics discussed by 

them are more pleasant for the viewers to watch.  

Another type of metaphor use can be seen in the interactions between Derek 

and Meredith. In order to describe what is happening between them, they both use one 

metaphor introduced by Meredith and they modify it. Derek tries to convince Meredith 

to go out with him. She refuses and compares his motivation to the chase (11). Because 

she is not clear at first as what she refers to, she explains exactly what she means.  
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(11) 

S9.C11.8 Derek: No, seriously, I mean come on, go out with me.  

S9.C11.9 Meredith: No.  

S9.C11.10 Derek: You know, I almost died today. Yeah, I came like this close. How would 

you feel if I died? And you didn't get a chance to go out with me?  

S9.C11.11 Meredith: Get over yourself already.  

S9.C11.12 Derek: Come on.  

S9.C11.13 Meredith: It's the chase, isn't it?  

S9.C11.14 Derek: What?  

S9.C11.15 Meredith: The thrill of the chase. I've been wondering to myself, why are you 

so hell bent on getting me to go out with you? You know you're my boss, you know it's 

against the rules, you know I keep saying no. It's the chase.  

 

Derek picks the metaphor up in two different conversations. In the first one (12) he uses 

the word chase metaphorically in order to tease Meredith. In the second one (13), he 

refers to the chase again, but this time seriously in order to convince Meredith to go out 

with him. This time Meredith seems not to understand what he actually refers to and 

therefore he elaborates on his metaphor as did Meredith when she introduced the 

metaphor in previous conversation.  

(12) 

S16.C21.1 Derek: You're asking my advice?  

S16.C21.2 Meredith: Yes.  

S16.C21.3 Derek: Now who's chasing?  

S16.C21.4 Meredith: Not funny. This is important.  

(13) 

S32.C48.1 Derek: It's not the chase.  

S32.C48.2 Meredith: What?  

S32.C48.3 Derek: You and me. It is not the thrill of the chase. It's not a game. It's...it's 

your tiny ineffectual fists. And your hair.  

The metaphor describes the state of their relationship. They have had sex before they 

knew they would work together. Now Derek wants to date Meredith but she does not 

want to agree to this and she is trying to avoid him because she knows that he is her 

boss. The metaphor connects the three conversations and defines the relationship of 

the two characters in this episode. It appears at the beginning, in the middle and at the 

end of the episode.  
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 All the examples discussed in this section reveal something about the 

characters. Each character uses metaphor in a different way. Metaphor is then a tool 

used by the screenwriters in order to differentiate the characters’ language use. 

Moreover, the characters use metaphor to talk about difficult topics such as illness, 

complicated relations, or death. Because in some cases the use of metaphor causes a 

humorous effect, the difficult topics discussed by the characters seem less unpleasant 

for the viewers. Even though there are many examples of novel metaphors, they are 

quite easy to follow for the viewers because they are put in context and accompanied by 

the images.  

 

4.4 Conclusions 
 

This chapter discussed metaphor use in the data on the level of fiction. The 

specific nature of conversations in the data does not allow capturing all of the 

interesting aspects of metaphor use. When analyzed as one whole instead of as a 

collection of short interactions, the episode reveals more metaphorical patterns and 

their functions.  

Section 4.2 discussed the conceptual metaphor LIFE (OF A SURGEON/SURGICAL 

INTERN) IS A COMPETITION. The metaphor is important because it frames the episode. 

As COMPETITION is the theme of the episode, it is not only verbalized but also visualized 

in character’s behavior. The combination of the verbal and the visual facilitates the 

viewer’s processing.  

 Section 4.3 discussed the relation between the characters and metaphors. 

Requirements concerning the making of television series result in differentiated use of 

metaphor. We have shown that the type of metaphor use can be characteristic for some 

characters. Moreover, metaphor is put in the characters’ mouths when they need to 

discuss difficult topics. In such cases the use of metaphor can have humorous effect and 

makes the topic less unpleasant or more heartwarming for the viewers. Another 

function of metaphor is that it connects short conversations made by some characters 

across the episode, as for example in case of Derek and Meredith.  
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Another feature of metaphor in relation to the characters is varied density of 

metaphor use. The dialogues of some characters, for example Bailey, contained more 

than 20% of metaphor-related words, whereas for instance the turns produced by 

George contained only approximately 9% of metaphor-related words. Even relative 

metaphor poverty, especially in combination with rich metaphor use by another 

character seems motivated because it defines the character’s personality.  

The analysis supports the claims that metaphor in the data works both on the 

level of fiction and on the level of conversations. The specific nature of conversations in 

the data requires taking the aspect of fiction into consideration in order to capture the 

real nature of metaphor in a television series.  
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Chapter 5 Final discussion 
 

The aim of this thesis is finding the answers to four main research questions 

concerning the nature of metaphor in television series. As the questions have been 

answered in chapters 3 and 4 where the results of the analysis of the data have been 

discussed, we will now only briefly summarize the findings with respect to each 

question.  

1. How is the nature of metaphor influenced by the discourse context? How does 

metaphor work on the level of conversation (immediate context) and on the 

level of fiction (broad context)? 

The analysis revealed that even though the dialogues of television series are 

supposed to resemble the natural conversations, metaphor use in them is different than 

in naturally occurring conversations. Not only are the scripted dialogues more 

metaphorical than natural conversation, but they also contain more instances of novel 

metaphor use, whereas real speakers prefer to use conventional metaphors (Kaal 2012, 

Cameron 2007). The use of metaphor in scripted conversations is more similar to the use 

of metaphor in fiction (e.g. Dorst 2011). In both types of discourse dialogues need to 

carry the story lines which results in the change of their character from involved to 

informational. Metaphor is more typical for the informational types of discourse. 

Moreover, high metaphor density in the data can be explained by the fact that the 

conversations are not complete. They hardly ever begin and end with greetings and 

small talks. Instead, only the parts contributing to the plot are used because they are 

more interesting for the viewers. Finally, it seems that all the differences between 

natural conversations and scripted dialogues are caused by the specific requirements 

the series makers need to follow in order to make their series successful and in order to 

satisfy the commercial needs of the network which will broadcast the series.    

 

2. What forms does metaphor in scripted conversations take? 

As it was discussed in chapters 3 and 4, next to conventional metaphors, the 

data contained many instances of novel metaphors. Moreover, some characters made 

frequent use of metaphorical scenarios and extended metaphors. Apart from that, the 
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data contained an important conceptual metaphor which is not expressed by many 

linguistic expressions, yet it is extremely important as it frames the whole episode.  

 

3. How is metaphor distributed in scripted conversations? Does the distribution of 

metaphor in scripted conversation resemble the distribution patterns of 

metaphor in conversation and in fiction?   

The first part of the question cannot be fully answered because the type of 

conversation in the data is different from the conversations discussed by Semino, 

Cameron or Kaal. The corpus contains very few complete conversations. This seems a 

typical feature of this series and probably of television series in general. We can 

conclude that the patterns of metaphor distribution which were discussed by Semino 

(2008) or Cameron (2007), such as repetition and clustering seem typical for our data as 

well. However, it was impossible to analyze how the metaphors are distributed 

throughout a long conversation as did e.g. Cameron in case of the reconciliation talk 

because the conversations in the data were neither long nor complete. On the level of 

fiction, apart from the patterns discussed on the level of conversation, there are two 

more aspects of metaphor distribution. First of all, in chapter 4 a thorough analysis of a 

conceptual metaphor which frames the episode was discussed. Secondly, distribution of 

metaphor is related to the characters. Some characters make very frequent use of 

metaphor-related words and metaphorical scenarios, whereas others are very literal. 

Finally, certain metaphors were used by only one set of characters (e.g. the chase 

metaphor in the scenes with Meredith and Derek) in different conversations throughout 

the episode.  

 

4. What are the different functions of metaphor in TV series on the level of fiction 

and on the level of conversation? 

Metaphor in the data functions on the level of conversation as it is used to 

express attitudes of the characters, to talk about difficult topics or to close topics, but it 

seems that the functions on the level of fiction are more important. In chapter 4 we 

discussed how the conceptual metaphor LIFE (OF A SURGEON/SURGICAL INTERN) IS A 

COMPETITION structures the episode. Moreover, metaphor has been used in order to 

differentiate the language use of particular characters. Some characters use metaphor 
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very frequently, others use it rather seldom. The characters differ also in the type of 

metaphor and the way in which they use it. For example, we showed that in case of 

Cristina, metaphor use seems to resemble her character. Furthermore, metaphors are 

used in turns concerning difficult topics not only because this is a typical function they 

have in conversations but because the topics are easier to deal with for the viewers. 

Often, metaphor use causes humorous effects which make the series and its characters 

more enjoyable.   

Since the research is innovative, as to my knowledge there are no publications 

devoted to the study of metaphor in television series, some problems had to be solved. 

First of all, annotation of the data was difficult because the transcript did not contain 

complete conversations but only parts relevant to the plot of the series. In many cases 

disambiguation of the words was possible only with reference to the images or the 

broad context of the whole episode. In some cases, if the images were taken into 

account, the metaphorical character of some words noticed in the transcript could not 

be motivated and in other cases appeared to be missed. Moreover, the data contained 

frequent instances of extended metaphors and metaphorical scenarios. Because the 

MIPVU procedure does not include a separate tag by means of which marking of 

metaphorical scenarios could be possible, in some cases double marking was applied. 

The boundaries of the scenarios or extended metaphors were marked by square 

brackets and marked with the code MRW-indirect; however, a more specific code would 

be more useful. The tags referring to metaphors in square brackets were not counted 

separately. MRW-indirect was the most frequent type of metaphor in the data. Direct 

comparisons were rare. Secondly, as the analysis is based on one single episode of one 

series, no generalizations concerning the nature of metaphor in the genre can be made. 

Thirdly, lack of publications on metaphor in television series makes it impossible to 

relate the findings to other studies.  

Despite some limitations, the results of my analysis seem valuable because it can 

be a point of reference for further studies of metaphor in television series and the 

language of television series. Moreover, I have shown that scripted dialogues exist on 

two levels, namely, on the level of fiction and on the level of conversation. A study of 

television series should involve analysis of the material on both levels because only then 
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one can get a complete picture of the complexity of metaphor. Apart from that, 

annotation of the data showed some limitations in the applicability of the MIPVU 

procedure, as for instance problems with marking of a scenario or extended metaphors. 

Further studies on metaphor in the dialogues of television series should be conducted 

because they have a great analytical potential. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Table 2 – The composition of the corpus 

The abbreviations used in the table are: I (Izzie), G (George), M (Meredith), B (Bailey), D (Derek), W (Chief 

Webber), C (Cristina), PB (Preston Burke), A (Alex), P1V (patient – Viper), P2M (patient – Mr. Mackie), FM1 

(patient’s family member), HW (hospital worker), MVO (Meredith voice-over). 

 

scene 
nr. 

convers.nr. 
turns 

nr. 
active participants silent participants 

S1 C1 15 I, G M 

S1 C2 6 MVO  

S2 C3 8 D, B  

S3 C4 28 B, A, G, W, M, I, C,  D, PB 

S3 C2 3 MVO  

S4 C5 15 M, A, P1V  

S5 C6 11 C, I, PB, D  

S6 C7 7 W, G  

S7 C8 14 G, P2M  

S8 C9 15 C, I, D  

S9 C10 19 M, P1V  

S9 C11 17 D, M  

S10 C12 11 I, C, B  

S11 C13 7 A, G  

S11 C14 4 C, G  

S11 C15 7 I, HW1, C, G  

S12 C16 1 I unconscious patient 

S12 C17 8 I, M  

S13 C18 11 G, P2M  

S14 C19 10 I, C, M  

S15 C20 13 M, C, PB  

S16 C21 5 M, D  

S17 C22 9 G, M, I, C  

S18 C23 5 G, W  

S18 C24 8 M, I, C, A  

S19 C25 3 A, PB  

S19 C26 4 C, M, I, G  

S19 C27 1 HW2  

S20 C28 7 D, FM1, I  
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S21 C29 3 W, P2M G 

S22 C30 8 A, M, D  

S23 C31 10 I, G, M  

S24 C32 6 M, C   

S24 C33 11 A, M, C  

S25 C34 8 C, FM1,  FM2, B 

S25 C35 9 C, B  

S26 C36 14 G, P2M  

S27 C37 6 C, B, I unconscious patient 

S28 C38 4 M, A  

S28 C39 1 M P1V 

S28 C40 7 M, Nurse, A  

S28 C41 3 B, A M, HWs 

S29 C42 4 HW3, P1M, W  

S30 C43 4 I, C  

S30 C44 3 W, PB C, I 

S30 C45 2 I, C  

S31 C46 4 I, C FM1 

S31 C47 10 M, B, Girl other group members 

S32 C48 7 D, M  

S33 C49 4 P2M, W G 

S34 C50 1 MVO  

S35 C51 9 I, G, M, C  

S35 C50 1 MVO  
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Appendix 2 
 

Table 3 – The settings 

Scene Number Setting 

S1 Meredith's house 

S2 the street 

S3 hospital hall 

S4 the pit 

S5 exam room 1 

S6 OR 

S7 patient’s room 1 

S8 exam room 1 

S9 exam room 2 

S10 OR 

S11 hospital hall 

S12 exam room 1 

S13 patient’s room 1 

S14 staircase 

S15 men's room 

S16 hospital hall 

S17 hospital canteen 

S18 hospital hall 

S19 OR + OR gallery 

S20 exam room 1 

S21 patient’s room 1 

S22 interns' room 

S23 Meredith's house 

S24 outside the hospital + hall 

S25 conference room + hall next to conference room 

S26 patient’s room 1 

S27 exam room 1 

S28 the pit, elevator, OR 

S29 OR 1 

S30 OR 2 

S31 hospital hall 

S32 interns' room 

S33 patient’s room 1 

S34 hospital hall 

S35 Meredith's house 
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Appendix 3 
 

Table 4 – Types of interaction 

convers.nr. Type of interaction 

C1 flat mates discussing living conditions 

C2 introducing the episode's topic: competition 

C3 D tries to make a small talk with B 

C4 interns discussing the race, B commanding what to do, W talking about the board 

C5 M&A arguing who is taking care of the patient, patient asking for help 

C6 discussing patient's case 

C7 W asks G to take care of a patient 

C8 G talking to a patient about smoking and life 

C9 discussing patient's chances of waking up 

C10 patient flirting with M 

C11 D flirting with M 

C12 discussing harvesting organs 

C13 G complaining about a patient, A thinks G is gay 

C14 G asks C if she thinks he is gay 

C15 Looking for John Doe's family 

C16 I talking to a patient in coma 

C17 trying to save the patient's life 

C18 G examining P2M, P2M flirting with G 

C19 discussing a patient's case 

C20 discussing a patient's case 

C21 M asking D for advice 

C22 making a plan how to make PB operate 

C23 G tells W they have a liver for his patient 

C24 interns commenting on what they see 

C25 A complements B during an operation 

C26 interns expressing their feelings about A 

C27 a nurse announces John Doe's family is found 

C28 patient's wife recognizes John Doe 

C29 W tells P2M they have found a liver for him 

C30 A and M having an argument 

C31 flat mates argument 

C32 M complaining about her flat mates 

C33 organ harvesting and male/female issues 

C34 C talking to patient's wife about organ donation 

C35 conversation about the patient 
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C36 patient thanking G 

C37 getting a patient ready for organ harvesting 

C38 M asking about a patient waiting in the waiting room 

C39 M calling the patient 

C40 M trying to save the patient 

C41 B sending Alex away from the OR 

C42 getting ready for an operation 

C43 I does not want to go into the OR 

C44 entering the OR 

C45 finishing the harvesting 

C46 informing the family they can see the dead patient 

C47 informing a group about the patient's condition 

C48 D flirting with M 

C49 patient waking up after an operation 

C50 concluding the theme 

C51 getting ready to watch a video from operations 

 

 


