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PREFACE

In 1976, at the University of East Anglia, research began into what would
become inaugurated as Critical Linguistics with the publication of Language
and Control and Language as Ideology in 1979. Celebrating thirty years of
subsequent critical linguistic research, the University of East Anglia hosted the
first international conference Critical Approaches to Discourse Analysis Across
Disciplines 2006 (CADAAD’06).

In organising the conference, we set out two overarching goals, which we
hoped to achieve through cross-disciplinary communication: i) to assess the
state of the art; and ii) to offer new directions. As reflected particularly in the
two theme sessions, Critical Discourse Studies in Applied and Professional
Areas: Environment, Health, Education and Cognitive Orientations in Critical
Discourse Studies, the second of these goals was interpreted both in terms of
extending the areas toward which critical discourse analysis is directed and in
terms of expanding the methodological perspectives available to critical
discourse analysts.

The conference was a resounding success attracting an interdisciplinary and
international community of scholars, who met with enthusiasm our proposal to
build http://cadaad.org, a permanent online resource, which we conceive of as a
user-driven electronic space where researchers brought together by a critical
engagement with discourse can participate in an intellectual community. This
site hosts the journal Critical Approaches to Discourse Analysis across
Disciplines, the inaugural issue of which consists of selected proceedings from
CADAAD’06. This volume comprises further proceedings of CADAAD’06,
collated from papers delivered in the plenary and cognitive theme sessions. It
behoves us, then, to thank, first and foremost, those involved with the
conference. In particular, we must thank Paul Chilton for his support and
encouragement throughout the organisational process and the Centre for Staff
and Educational Development at the University of East Anglia for providing
necessary financial and administrative backing. We are also grateful to Christina
Schiffner and Gabriella Rundblad, as well as Paul Chilton again, for acting as
members of our advisory board.

With regard to this volume, we owe gratitude to Cambridge Scholars
Publishing for recognising the value of the contributions herein and especially
Amanda Millar there for her patience. In our personal lives, which are never
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really separable from an academic life, we are each, of course, indebted to too
many people for too many reasons to list here.



INTRODUCTION

COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS IN CRITICAL DISCOURSE
ANALYSIS

CHRISTOPHER HART AND DOMINIK LUKES

The label “Critical Discourse Analysis” or CDA has come to refer to a particular
branch of applied linguistics associated with scholars such as Roger Fowler,
Norman Fairclough, Teun van Dijk and Ruth Wodak. It is important the reader
recognise that the “critical discourse analysis” label in the title of this volume
does not refer to this specific paradigm, but rather more broadly to critically-
oriented discourse analysis across disciplines, which of course will include
CDA. According to Weiss and Wodak (2003: 12), “studies in CDA are
multifarious, derived from quite different theoretical backgrounds and orientated
toward very different data and methodologies”. The reader may ask, then, why
we are so keen to make this distinction. Whilst CDA is multifarious, it
nevertheless consists of a number of particular approaches, including most
prominently those developed by Roger Fowler (Fowler et al. 1979: Fowler
1991) and Norman Fairclough (1989, 1995), which have their own inherent
methodologies. Not all the contributions to this volume can necessarily be
located with respect to one or other of these particular models, although many
do focus on theoretical development within CDA. All contributions remain,
however, studies in critically-oriented discourse analysis.

Critical discourse analysis in this broader sense can be traced at least as far
back as the Aristotelian study of rhetoric. In contemporary philosophy, the
Marxist-influenced Critical Theory of the Frankfurt school, in particular that of
Adorno and Horkheimer, later followed by Habermas, and Foucault’s post-
structuralist discourse analysis, should also be considered critical discourse
analysis. Indeed, the work of both Habermas and Foucault has provided
important social theory for CDA (Fowler et al. 1979; Fairclough 1989, 1995;
Wodak 1996, 2001; Wodak and Meyer 2001). Of course, it was with the
inception of Critical Linguistics (Fowler et al. 1979; Fowler 1991; Kress and
Hodge 1979), which later became subsumed by CDA, that critical discourse
analysis developed a linguistic approach, where i) the focus of attention shifted
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from the abstract Foucauldian sense of discourse as “the general domain of all
statements” (1972: 80) to the concrete linguistic sense of discourse as
statements occurring in given contexts; and ii) linguistic theory came to be
applied in analysing concrete examples of discourse.

At first, Critical Linguistics drew upon Chomsky’s transformational
grammar (Fowler et al. 1979; Hodge and Kress 1979) but eventually replaced
this with Halliday’s systemic functional linguistics (Fowler 1991), a more
obvious choice given that for Halliday “language is as it is because of its
function in the social structure” (1973: 65)." Following Fowler (1991: 5)
“Chomsky is not interested in the role of language in real use (and indeed will
not allow such matters to be a valid concern of linguistics). Halliday’s systemic-
functional linguistics, on the other hand, is specifically geared to relating
structure to communicative function”. Similarly, Fairclough (1989: 11) “would
find ‘functionalist’ approaches (such as that of the systemic functional
linguistics associated particularly with Michael Halliday) more helpful than
‘formalist’ approaches (such as that of Noam Chomsky and his associates)".
Indeed then, as Wodak (2001: 8) affirms, “an understanding of the basic claims
of Halliday’s grammar and his approach to linguistic understanding is essential
for a proper understanding of CDA”. Due to the influence of CDA (including
Critical Linguistics), Hallidayan systemic functional grammar has become
synonymous with linguistic approaches to critical discourse analysis. It is only
much more recently that the merits of Cognitive Linguistics in providing a
theory of language for critical discourse analysis have been seriously discussed.

We must make a distinction here similar to that which we made between
CDA and a broader critically-oriented discourse analysis. After Taylor (2002),
we may differentiate between “small ¢” and “capital C” cognitive linguistics,
where “small ¢” cognitive linguistics refers to linguistics which is generally
cognitive in orientation. However, in this case, the “Cognitive Linguistics” label
in the title of this volume refers to a particular branch of linguistics associated
with scholars such as George Lakoff, Ronald Langacker, Charles Fillmore, and
Gilles Fauconnier. Following van Hoek (1999: 134):

Cognitive Linguistics is not a single theory but is rather best characterised as a
paradigm within linguistics, subsuming a number of distinct theories and
research programs. It is characterised by an emphasis on explicating the intimate
interrelationship between language and other cognitive faculties.

Cognitive Linguistics, then, comprises a number of theories which attend to
various aspects of linguistic/conceptual structure, including conceptual
metaphor theory, mental space theory, frame semantics and cognitive grammar.
It may essentially be defined as inquiry into the conceptual structures behind
language. And it is this which provides the motivation for compiling this
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volume. The editors believe that critical discourse analysis must account for the
cognitive realities involved in language use, discourse.

For critical discourse analysis, Cognitive Linguistics is at the same time an
obvious and a strange choice. Cognitive Linguistics’ engagement with linguistic
structure has been limited almost exclusively to the sentence; only relatively few
attempts have been made to provide a Cognitive Linguistic account of extended
text or discourse, foremost among these being Werth’s (1999) text world
theory.”> On the other hand, in its pervasive concept of construal, Cognitive
Linguistics seems to offer something like a conceptual account of Halliday's
ideational function of language, where our experience of “reality” is structured
by a variety of construal operations (Croft and Cruse 2004), which include
conceptual metaphor, conceptual blending, conceptual framing, and profiling as
described in cognitive grammar. Surprisingly enough, although lacking the
theory and terminology, we find Hodge and Kress (1993: 8) alluding to such an
account:

We regard language as consisting of a related set of categories and processes.
The fundamental categories are a set of ‘models’ which describe the interrelation
of objects and events. These models are basic schemata which derive in their turn
from the visual perceptual processes of human beings. These schemata serve to
classify events in the world, in simple but crucial ways.

So far, the application of Cognitive Linguistics in critical discourse analysis has
in the main been restricted to conceptual metaphor theory (Beer and De
Landtsheer 2004; Charteris-Black 2004; Chilton 1988, 1994, 1996; Chilton and
Lakoff 1995; Dirven 1994; Lakoff 1991, 2003; Musolff 2004; Santa Ana
2002).* Whilst we recognise the importance of conceptual metaphor theory in
critical discourse analysis, and indeed many of the chapters herein reflect this
commitment, its appropriation is also challenged. Reflecting the rich and varied
theoretical world of Cognitive Linguistics, one single integrated model is not
presented, but rather, a number of methodologies are developed and assessed
across the chapters. The application of established Cognitive Linguistic
theories, including conceptual metaphor theory, conceptual blending theory and
frame semantics, are discussed, as well as developing theories, such as metaphor
power theory and discourse space theory. As such, we aim to extend the impact
on critical discourse analysis of Cognitive Linguistics. The present volume
represents only tentative steps in this direction and the individual contributions
each tread their own path toward this common goal.
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Notes

! Cited by Caldas-Coulthard and Couthard (1996: xi) as “[o]ne of the paradoxes of
modern linguistics”, it should be noted that Chomsky, himself a frequent commentator on
the language of power, never saw fit to apply his linguistic theories in critical analysis.

2 More recently, however, a number of similar endeavors have been undertaken, for
example, Chilton’s (2004) discourse space theory.

3 For applications of frame semantics see Lakoff (1996, 2004) and of conceptual
blending theory see Chilton (2005).
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CHAPTER ONE

IS THERE SUCH A THING AS DISCOURSE
HISTORY? THE CASE OF METAPHOR

ANDREAS MUSOLFF

1. Introduction

“Discourse history” can be can be conceived of as a sub- or sister-discipline of
historical linguistics that focuses on socio- and pragmalinguistically motivated
changes. How far does such theory construction help us to establish a coherent
set of objects and methods for the historical dimension of Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA)? And how can such a research perspective be integrated with
approaches of related disciplines such as the history of ideas/conceptual history,
rhetoric, historical pragmatics and sociolinguistics? The present chapter
investigates these questions with reference to the diachronic account of
metaphor, with special regard to the conceptualization of state/society as a
(human) body. Aspects of this metaphorical mapping have become lexicalized
as set phrases (body politic, head of government, etc.) that are still in use today;
however, we can trace their use back to and beyond medieval times. Does such
a tradition of use constitute a discourse history in an empirically testable sense?
Or are we just dealing with repeated instances of what is fundamentally an
“ahistorical” cognitive operation? In conclusion, I shall propose a multi-
disciplinary approach that aims to reconcile the cognitive analysis of metaphors
and the historical modelling of their development in discourse traditions.
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2. Language history, conceptual evolution and discourse
traditions

The historical investigation of language has a long tradition: in the 19™ century,
it almost became a paradigm of “scientific” linguistics, with the ideal of
assimilating or emulating biological models of evolution (Robins 1979: 178-
184; Mopurgo Davies 1987: 83-97; Nerlich 1989). In the past two decades,
there has been a renaissance for “evolutionist” approaches that depict language
change as a process that is guided by an “invisible hand” and can be explained
as a result of selection and variation, which are conceived of as being
structurally similar to natural evolution (Keller 1990; Sperber 1996; Croft
2000). The historical analysis of discourse, even though it has not quite achieved
the status of a sub-discipline of linguistics, can also look back at a long and
distinguished tradition of philological, philosophical and rhetorical research and,
within linguistics in the narrower sense, in historical pragmatics, sociolinguistics
and in critical discourse studies.

In the analysis of metaphors, we can find a similar bifurcation. On one side,
there are approaches that liken diachronic changes in metaphor use to biological
developments. Croft and Cruse (2004), for instance, speak of the “life cycle” of
a metaphor that runs from its first coinage, as an instance of semantic innovation
of a meaning unit (which they compare to a mutation or “altered replication” of
genetic information), through a “process of semantic drift” to the end point
where “the expression’s metaphorical nature fades and eventually disappears”
(Croft and Cruse 2004: 204-05)." In some strands of cognitive metaphor theory,
naturalist reductionism leads away from historical analysis altogether, as
conceptual metaphors are explained either as epiphenomena of neurological
structures or as mere extensions of a small set of primary metaphors based on
universal experiential scenes.” These perspectives find some corroboration in
the evidence of bodily experiences as metaphoric sources for idioms in various
languages, e.g. emotion concepts (Kdvecses 1990, 2000), as well as for the
spatial organisation of parts of the lexicon, argumentation and modality (Lakoff
1987; Sweetser 1990; Niemeier 2000). However, these data are far from
conclusive. It has been pointed out, for instance, that concepts of the body and
of bodily experience are in themselves socio-culturally “situated” (Zlatev 1997,
2003) and therefore can not be presumed to be simply primordial: rather, they
represent constructs that are, and have been for a long time, targets for
metaphors in their turn (Goschler 2005: 43-47). The origin of metaphorical
emotion concepts thus seems to depend as much on cultural traditions as on
experiential and physiological grounding.’

On the historical side, metaphors have been investigated by Historians of
Ideas or Concepts as well as in Cultural and Political History and in Critical
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Discourse Analysis." The challenge for the historical research of discourse
phenomena lies in the question of what constitutes a “discourse tradition”,
beyond a merely a chronologically ordered account of uses of what looks to be
the same or similar linguistic and conceptual unit, e.g. a metaphorical term or
phrase. For instance, we can identify the fixed expression body politic in
modern English usage, as in the following examples.

(1) The American body politic 1aid low. [...] Washington (DC) leads the way
in crises and scandals. (The Observer, 13 November 2005; italics of
relevant metaphorical passages here and in the following examples by AM)

(2) The moment is arriving when Europe could cease to be the cyanide in the
British body politic. (The Guardian, 18 January 1996)

(3) Disembowelling the body politic. [Headline from a review of Noam
Chomsky’s political writings by Alex Danchev] (The Times Higher
Education Supplement, 22 November 1996)

(4) 1am a mere toenail in the body politic. (Boris Johnson, MP, quoted in The
Independent on Sunday, 20 November 2005)

The highlighted parts of these quotations contain expressions that can be
grouped in the “domain” of body-related concepts: body, sick, disembowel,
toenail. The referents of these terms are clearly not physical entities but
politically relevant persons, entities or states of affairs. We can therefore
characterise these passages as metaphorical because, in the terminology
established by Lakoff and Johnson (1980), corporeal ‘source” concepts are
mapped onto aspects of the political “target” domain. The correspondences
between the two domains are indicated in Table 1-1:

Table 1-1.
source domain target domain
Body Political entity (GB, US)
Toenail Politician
Health/sickness State of affairs in political entity (power vs. lack of
power or cohesion)
Agent of disease: cyanide “Europe”
Disembowelling Analysis of (non-functioning?) political entity

In addition, we can associate the fixed expression body politic with its historical
uses in political philosophy, and we can hypothesize about traditions of specific
sub-concepts such as Boris Johnson’s self-deprecating foenail-comparison,
which may have been based on his literary knowledge of an insulting reference
to a rebellious citizen as a big toe in Shakespeare’s Coriolanus, in a debate
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following a rendition of the so-called “fable of the belly” (given by the character
Menenius Agrippa who defends the senate against the citizens’ accusations):

(5) Menenius: There was a time when all the body’s members
Rebell’d against the belly; thus accused it:
That only like a gulf it did remain
I’ the midst o’ the body, idle and unactive,
Still cupboarding the viand, never bearing
Like labour with the rest, [...]
The belly answered [...]
“True is it, my incorporate friends”, quoth he,
“That I receive the general food at first,
Which you do live upon; and fit it is;
Because I am the store-house and the shop
Of the whole body: but if you do remember,
I send it through the rivers of your blood,
Even to the court, the heart, to the seat o’ the brain; [...]
Menenius: The senators of Rome are this good belly,
And you the mutinous members; [...]
What do you think,
You, the great toe of this assembly?
First Citizen: [ the great toe? Why the great toe?
Menenius: For that, being one o’ the lowest, basest, poorest,
Of this most wise rebellion, thou go st foremost [ ...]
(Shakespeare, Coriolanus, Act 1, Scene 1: 101-169)

The “lesson” of this tale, which has been traced to classical editions of Aesop’s
fables,” is obvious: the authority of the central organ, i.e. the belly/senate, must
be accepted by the other body members/parts of the state, otherwise the whole
organism/state will die. The characterisation of the leader of the rebellion as the
big toe in (5) puts him “in his place” as a lowly and at the same time
provocative and offensive part of the body politic. The toe metaphor thus
implies, as a presupposition, a conceptual hierarchy of more and less important
body members, both at the literal and at the figurative level.

Johnson’s use of the foenail image in (4) — whether truly a sign of modesty
(as the toenail, strictly speaking, is even less than a foe) or an indication of how
well he knows his Shakespeare — demonstrates that the political body metaphor
is as “alive” today as in the days of Shakespeare. Not only has it survived in the
form of isolated expressions such as body politic but its extensions to particular
body parts are also still readily available in English-speaking discourse
communities. We still have in lexicalised form, the head of state (or
government), the military arm or wing and the organ or mouthpiece of political
groups, etc. (Deignan 1995: 2; Brewer’s Dictionary of Phrase and Fable 1999:
149, 713). We can probably, on an ad hoc basis, assign political topic notions
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without much effort to other body-based concepts such as eyes, or feet or
fingers. How do we account for this accessibility of mappings between
corporeal and political/social concepts? Should we indeed posit the existence of
a conceptual tradition spanning several centuries? This proposition would imply
the existence of a continuous discourse tradition connecting “participants” as far
apart as William Shakespeare and Boris Johnson. How might such a discourse
tradition or history be modelled theoretically and how might it be empirically
validated?

3. Historical memory and traditions of language use

Just as we remember individually and collectively the history of some political
actions, we have a memory of political discourse. Specific terms, idioms and
phrases “carry” with them, so to speak, a historical baggage that can make them
more or less problematic to use. The designation of a particular group of people
as a cancer in the body politic, for instance, is considered to be ethically and
politically unacceptable today on account of its use in German National
Socialist propaganda and ideology, for, as Susan Sontag pointed out in her
famous essay Illness and Metaphor-

to treat a cancer one must cut out much of the healthy tissue around it. The
imagery of cancer for the Nazis prescribes ‘radical’ treatment [...] it could be
argued that the cancer metaphors are in themselves implicitly genocidal. (Sontag
1978: 81)

The cultural memory of atrocities that followed from the Nazi conceptualisation
of “the Jew” as a cancer and the resulting stigma of the cancer metaphor has not
prevented it from continuing to be used: after naming the usual suspects
(Stalinist and Trotskyite sources as well as US politicians during the Cold War),
Sontag had the courage to admit that she “once wrote, in the heat of despair over
America’s war on Vietnam, that ‘the white race is the cancer of human history’”
(1978: 82).°

Sontag also formulated a strong hypothesis about the historical development
of body-illness imagery in political discourse which so far has rarely been
tested, i.e. that there is a qualitative difference between “modern” and
“classical” uses: the latter, “which analogize a political disorder to an illness —
from Plato to, say, Hobbes — presuppose the classical medical (and political)
idea of balance”; the “prognosis is always, in principle, optimistic” (1978: 75).
By contrast, since the Enlightenment and especially in the 19" and 20"
centuries, Western culture, so Sontag contended, has seen the emergence of
fatalistic diagnoses of diseases in the body politic, which culminated in
totalitarian ideologies that favoured images of all-powerful “master illnesses”,
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such as cancer, that require matching radical cures (1978: 78, 81-84). This
interpretation of modern use as a perversion of classical traditions chimes with
assertions by earlier historians of ideas such as Arthur O. Lovejoy and EEM.W.
Tillyard who, in their studies of Neo-Platonic concept traditions, including those
of the Body Politic and the Great Chain of Being, had spoken in the 1930s and
early 1940s of these traditions coming “full circle” in the “the policy of great
states and the enthusiasms of their populations” (Lovejoy 1936: 313), or
resembling “certain trends of thought in central Europe, the ignoring of which
by our scientifically minded intellectuals has helped not a little to bring the
world into its present conflicts and distresses” (Tillyard 1982: 117).

Tillyard also formulated the general hypothesis that in the Renaissance the
notion of a metaphysical “order of things”, which had been believed in a quasi-
literal sense in the Middle Ages, became available as an inventory of rhetorical
and poetic metaphors: the Elizabethans, he asserted, gave:

the correspondence between macrocosm, body politic, and microcosm [...] a
double function — it still served [...] to express the idea of a cosmic order, but
they no longer allowed the details to take the form of minute mathematical
equivalences: they made the imagination use these for its own ends; equivalences
shaded off into resemblances. (Tillyard 1982: 107)

Modern versions of the classical conceptual metaphors, including their
presumptive 20™ century distortions, would thus have an epistemologically
different status from those of pre-modern times. They became more flexible and
could be adapted to various rhetorical and poetic registers. Sontag’s above-cited
interpretation of the contrast between classical and modern i/lness metaphors
could be seen as providing a specification of this hypothesis to the effect that in
political discourse body/illness metaphors have increasingly become separated
from their classical target focus of maintaining or restoring social and political
order, and have instead been redeployed to express evaluations of whether
certain socio-political entities deserve to exist at all.

These historical hypotheses deserve renewed consideration from the
viewpoint of critical discourse studies. They suggest that a whole conceptual
complex has changed its cognitive and epistemological status, e.g. from an
entrenched belief system into a set of freely adaptable rhetorical and poetic
figures of speech, and from a system of metaphors directed at justifying an
existing political order into a perspective denouncing it absolutely and
advocating radical therapeutic measures. Whilst these hypotheses are
meaningful and testable, they suffer from the methodological problem that they
rely almost exclusively on explicit inter-textual references, i.e. quotations,
translations, comments or allusions from one text to another in order to posit the
historical continuity of use. Often, the research also just skims the top layer of
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famous poetic, scientific or philosophical formulations. Beyond this narrow
band of prominent texts that build explicitly one upon the other, however, the
evidence for a continuous conceptual chain is relatively thin and does not
necessarily prove a link between the historical concept and present-day folk-
theories and “ordinary” use. On the other hand, such a link can not be ruled out
a priori either, and it would be useful in many ways to find out how currently
popular metaphors are related to past conceptual traditions, how they build new
traditions, and whether cognitive-evolutionist and the discourse-historical
approaches can be combined to elucidate these developments.

4. Religion, politics and ideology: The life and adventures
of the Body Politic

One practical — though, in the age of electronic databases not insurmountable —
problem for a reconstruction of the history of a conceptual metaphor as a
discourse tradition is the sheer quantity of data. Hale’s (1971) survey of the
body politic metaphor in English Renaissance Literature, names more than 160
authors — and this excludes popular media, pamphlets, newspapers, the bulk of
the post-1700 texts and disregards to a large extent the international and
intercultural dimension. Many of the authors that he includes have produced a
number of relevant texts, and some world-famous ones such as Shakespeare
have generated a whole tradition of further allusions to their use of biological or
medical concepts and metaphors.”

There is the additional methodological problem that a traditional, lexicon-
based concordance and collocation search of such a database — were it to be
assembled — is not sufficient to analyse continuities and discontinuities of use.
What matters for such an analysis are the argumentative patterns and long-term
trends that would allow us to test historical hypotheses such as those put
forward by Sontag and Tillyard. A summary of source-target correspondences
as the one in Table 1-1 above is not adequate to analyze the argumentative and
ideological bias of metaphor usage, let alone trends or major changes. In order
to represent the communicatively and historically significant mappings, we shall
employ the method of summarizing the argumentative and inferential bias of
body/illness metaphors in the form of “metaphor scenarios”, which consist of
mini-narratives based on source domain input and include participants, their
intentions and courses of action, as well as the explicit or implicit “lessons” to
be learnt from them (Musolff 2006: 27-36). The categorial correspondences
depicted in table 1-1 can, for instance, be represented in a scenario table (=
Table 1-2 below):






























