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Chapter 1
What this book says about metaphor, architects,
and the assessment of building design

1. Introduction

In his essay “An account of architects and architecture” introducing 4 Par-
allel of the Ancient Architecture with the Modern (the 1664 English transla-
tion of a book written in French by Roland Fréart), John Evelyn distin-
guished between four kinds of architect. The first of these, concerned with
designing buildings, was architectus ingenio. The architectus sumptuarius
was responsible for providing the financial means for their construction.
The type referred to as architectus manuarius comprised the artisans and
workers involved in the actual making of buildings. Last, but not least, the
architectus verborum was skilled in the art of language and, therefore, was
in charge of talking about buildings after their erection. This typology has,
of course, become obsolete: architects neither sustain their own projects
economically, nor are concerned with the manual side of building. How-
ever, by placing the task of architectus verborum on the same level of all
other aspects involved in architectural practice, Evelyn’s classification re-
mains useful in drawing attention to the importance of post-construction
assessment in the discipline. It also suggests that, although architects may
be seen as people who express themselves better through spatial artifacts
than through words, the ingenio and verborum facets are, in fact, the two
sides of the same coin.

This book explores the language and, more specifically, the figurative
language used by architectus verborum for assessing the work of his/her
peers in the building review, a genre that illustrates the evaluative textual
practices of architects and is, indeed, the prototypical context where their
verborum facet reveals itself. This programmatic statement raises two ques-
tions. The first and most obvious is, of all the devices that may contribute
to describing and evaluating buildings, why focus principally on meta-
phorical language? The second question is, why choose a single genre for
exploring metaphor in architectural discourse?

The answer to the first question is fairly simple: because architectural
discourse is highly figurative, and the saliency of this characteristic makes
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it worthy of note. The following examples may give an idea of how meta-
phors pervade architects’ linguistic interaction:

(1)  The worst part is to remove the paunch in this wall (oral interaction,
author’s data)

(2)  The quality of the material, its surface structure and line patterns can
only be appreciated at close range. Such intricate examination [of
masonry walls] reveals pores, veins, folds and minute hairs, just like
the human skin ... The structure of the masonry is as close to my
skin as the weave of my vest. (Krier 1988: 28)

(3) A building protects itself from water by wearing three garments. A
vapor barrier lining creates a rain-coat around all extremities and ap-
pendages of the space, a rubberlike membrane provides a boot
around the foot of the structure, and a variety of materials are
stitched together to make an umbrella of protection around the top.
Whether these garment-like layers begin as small units or as sheeting
materials, their end results must take the form of homogenous coat-
ings. (Centuori 1999: 2)

(4) Moneo claims to have created a building “content in its role as spec-
tator, without seeking the status of protagonist held by the cathedral
and the palace.” The building may have been cast as a supporting
player in the urban drama of its surroundings, but it has strong char-
acter and authority. ... Within a single flat plane, Moneo’s civic an-
nex becomes as affected and self-conscious as the baroque cathedral
— but never relinquishes its sense of order and rationality. ... Al-
though Moneo wanted his addition to defer to its historic setting, it’s
not as reverent as he claims. The building makes a clever game of
playing order against disorder to assert its own identity among its or-
namented neighbors. (Church and State, Architecture, October 1999)

In these passages, buildings and building elements are portrayed as living
or textile entities by using language more commonly associated with fields
other than architecture like, for instance, anatomy and textiles. In other
words, the examples illustrate that architects often draw upon activities and
objects other than their own for commenting upon their work.

This is precisely what metaphor is about: a transfer of meaning between
two disparate domains — the term metaphor being etymologically related to
the Greek term metapherein roughly meaning ‘transfer’, ‘carrying over’.
By means of this transfer or mapping, as the process is referred to in cogni-



Introduction 3

tive research after Lakoff and Johnson’s influential book Meraphors We
Live by (1980), some concepts, activities or things are figuratively under-
stood in terms of other concepts, activities and things which, although ap-
parently very different, lend some of their internal logic in the process. In
verbal interaction, such metaphorical mappings may be expressed or real-
ized by linguistic units of various sorts and ranks, all of which point to the
figurative quality of a large amount of our understanding of the world.

Indeed, an approach to architectural texts in terms of conceptual meta-
phors involves regarding metaphorical language as symptomatic of particu-
lar and systematic ways of thinking rather than being a decorative device
for stylistic purposes only. In this regard, [ fully embrace the definition of
metaphor as an essential cognitive tool helping us to conceptualize the
world, as sustained by the Lakoffian trend of metaphor research postulated
in Lakoff and Johnson (1980, 1999), Johnson (1987), Lakoff (1987a), La-
koff and Turner (1989), and Gibbs (1994) among others. Looking at the
figurative language used by architects will thus allow us to discover some
of the metaphorical models or schemas helping them in their intellectual or
ingenio facet. It will, for instance, reveal a community characterized by
what some design scholars call visual thinking, as attested by the critical
role played by the visually biased figurative language abundantly found in
architectural texts. In this regard, one of the aims of this book is to under-
line the important role of visual or image metaphors in architectural think-
ing and communication versus prevailing views on them as fleeting cases
of metaphor, prototypical of literary or advertising discourse, and neither
productive nor conventional in the way that metaphors conveying abstract,
conceptual knowledge are. In fact, architectural discourse appears to be one
of those contexts where the proverbial unconventionality of image meta-
phors may be questioned, as this book will attempt to demonstrate.

However, the ideational dimension of figurative language is not only an
intrinsic aspect of approaching metaphor from a cognitive perspective.
Rather, understanding the contribution of metaphor to architects’ thinking
is also the inevitable consequence of approaching metaphor from a dis-
course perspective, a task that involves examining the figurative language
found in real discourse contexts, the uses to which this may be put, the
factors determining such uses, and, of course, the topics or ideas thus ex-
pressed. A discourse approach to metaphor in architecture, then, entails
paying attention to the what, how, when and what for aspects involved, a
research agenda that may be formulated in the following questions:
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— Which are the metaphors that architects use most for discussing architec-
tural design?

— What are they like and where do they come from?

— Why do architects use these metaphors and not others?

— How are they used?

— Do such metaphors illustrate a conventional way of thinking and talking
about built space or, rather, are they ad-hoc devices exploited for par-
ticular purposes?

— Which are the purposes underlying the use of — ad-hoc or systematic —
metaphors?

As one would expect, answering the questions above implies choosing a
context that will ensure the validity of our results and, at the same time, be
of manageable proportions. In this book it is argued that a particular genre
within the discourse repertoire of architects supplies us with such a context
while, at the same time, helping the researcher to develop an analytical
framework for exploring metaphor in professional communication.

2. A genre approach to metaphor

Again in examining whether what has been said or done by someone is po-
etically right or not, we must not look merely to the particular act or saying,
and ask whether it is poetically good or bad. We must also consider by
whom it is said or done, to whom, when, by what means, or for what end.
(Aristotle, Poetics. Section 3 Part XXV)’

An important achievement of cognitive linguists has been to draw attention
to the poetic structure of mind as shown by the pervasiveness of figurative
language in all kinds of discourse. Yet, there are still few studies that inte-
grate insights from cognitive theory with discourse analytic procedures in
order to provide a comprehensive view on the role of metaphor in commus-
nication. In their zeal to replace former notions of metaphor as a deviant
and cosmetic use of language, many studies have been mainly concerned
with what is conceptualized in terms of something else and how this proc-
ess takes place at a conceptual level. In turn, the proliferation of definitions
and classifications of metaphor available in the literature have, unfortu-
nately, been too often substantiated by piecemeal evidence or illustrated by
the figurative data that fits the model under discussion. In short, although
common ground to cognitive scholars is that human reasoning is essentially
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figurative, the attempts to reestablish the conceptual status of metaphor
have, paradoxically, resulted in a diminished interest in its textual dimen-
sion — that is, metaphor’s actual realization in discourse contexts.

This mismatch between the communicative significance attributed to
figurative schemas and the number of metaphor approaches actually adopt-
ing a discourse vantage point is, nevertheless, being redressed. This is illus-
trated by the growing amount of work that focuses on the metaphors of
particular discourse communities, and often combines a cognitive approach
to figurative phenomena with discourse analysis tools and methods (e.g.,
Cameron 2003, Charteris-Black 2004, Koller 2004, Musolff 2004, to list
some of the most recent publications). The shared assumption is that meta-
phor needs to be approached from a situated, culturally bound perspective —
an assumption that, nevertheless, started as one of the claims explicitly
voiced in the late 1990s by both cognitive and applied linguists (Chilton
1996; Goatly 1997; Cameron 1999a; Gibbs and Steen 1999).’ In this regard,
many studies have set out to explain how particular communities use meta-
phor according to their specific rationales (cf. section 3.2. in Chapter 3).
For however commonsensical and long standing this research program may
actually be (it may, indeed, be traced back to Aristotle), it has too often
been forgotten by other approaches claiming to explore metaphor from a
discourse perspective, but which nevertheless discuss figurative language in
terms of what it would mean if it occurred in a hypothetical and largely
aseptic interaction between imaginary people.

The present discussion also starts from the assumption that the cognitive
and pragmatic relevance of figurative devices of any sort should be consid-
ered within a situated framework because this has direct consequences for
how people think and communicate through metaphor. Of course, the first
question that needs to be clarified is what we mean by situated, since it may
cover different - even if related — aspects of metaphor and, therefore, de-
termine the procedures chosen for exploring it. Thus, if situated is under-
stood broadly as ‘culturally specific’, the growing work on metaphor in
professional discourse has largely paved the way for avoiding the afore-
mentioned aseptic framework. If, in contrast, a situated approach is under-
stood as more than the selection of a particular community to explore how
certain metaphors articulate its worldview and are used in the communica-
tion among its members, analytical procedures need to be clearly estab-
lished from the very beginning. The first requirement is to choose the dis-
course situation within which this use will be examined.
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The proposal in this book is that genre provides an operative framework
for investigating metaphor in discourse, and, particularly, for exploring the
presence and role of metaphor in professional communication.’ In the first
place, a given genre within the range of discourse practices of a profes-
sional community constitutes a manageable research context, and one that
helps researchers delimit the scope of their findings within a particular con-
text or situation — therefore preventing them from making generalizations
that might not be valid for other contexts. Furthermore, knowing how the
chosen genre works would provide metaphor researchers with default as-
sumptions on the topics, relationship between authors and audiences, rhe-
torical goals and prototypical textual organization from which his/her re-
search may operate. This knowledge should then help analysts to build up a
reasonable set of research hypotheses on the reasons for the use and textual
instantiation of metaphor, and frame the results and ensuing discussion
within such a culturally situated scenario. For, together with embodying
fairly stable types of communicative interaction and yielding recognizable
classes of text, genres also imply “particular processes of producing, dis-
tributing and consuming texts” (Fairclough 1992: 126), which allows gen-
eralizations to be drawn about how metaphorical language may be pro-
duced, distributed and consumed in a concomitant way.

Of course, claims that the notion of genre may provide a useful stand-
point for approaching metaphor in discourse are far from new: they can be
found in the discussion in Crider and Cirillo (1991), Goatly (1997), or
Steen (1991, 1999a). However, it might also be the case that this notion
would prove more advantageous in certain contexts rather than others.
Among the diverse factors shaping genre activity, the type of audience
implicit in each genre is particularly important since it may further deter-
mine the optimal usability of a genre approach for examining the role of
metaphor in every possible discourse context. Take, for example, instances
of general discourse like informal chats or TV interviews, literary genres,
and advertising. The purposeful and patterned way in which all these activi-
ties take place may allow for a systematic approach to the metaphorical
expressions that occur. These expressions, however, may very well be more
varied and their interpretation more open, given the culturally heterogene-
ous nature of the participants involved (due to their diverse backgrounds,
and hence diverse concerns and expectations when engaging in these gen-
res). In contrast, a particular discourse community sharing professional
interests represents a subculture within a much broader cultural frame,
characterized by specific knowledge schemas, needs and interests. It seems
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reasonable to expect, then, that the ways in which these are articulated
through genre will help analysts reconstruct that specific worldview in a
more accurate (and, indeed, situated) fashion.

Moreover, a genre perspective not only helps us grasp how a given
community understands the world through metaphor, but also allows us to
shift focus from what is conceptualized in figurative terms towards why and
how this takes place. It therefore provides the means for going beyond the
level of lexis (the metaphorical motivation of professional jargon or fixed
linguistic chunks of different sorts) to placing the emphasis on how meta-
phor fulfils various rhetorical needs, and contributes to the unfolding of text
in compliance with a set of conventions. This encompassing framework of
analysis is ensured by the very nature of genre, defined by Devitt (1993:
580) in the following terms: “Genre is patterns and relationships, essen-
tially semiotic ones, that are constructed when writers and groups of writers
identify different writing tasks as being similar. Genre constructs and re-
sponds to recurring situations, becoming visible through perceived pattemns
in the syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic features of particular texts. Genre
is truly, therefore, a maker of meaning.”

Thus, together with sharing a particular worldview, the members of a
discourse (in our case, professional) community also share a particular way
of doing things through language when engaging in the genres regulating
and articulating their various communicative interactions. Just as partici-
pants use their (conscious or unconscious) knowledge of genres when en-
gaging in them, metaphor scholars may use this knowledge for two related
research purposes. On the one hand, as pointed out earlier they may build
up some hypotheses about the type of metaphorical expressions likely to
appear, or about the motivations underlying their presence as specified by
the genre’s rhetorical goals. On the other, analysts may check those hy-
potheses, and explain that presence and role in a more situated, informed
way. They can therefore discuss the relevance of metaphorical language by
relating it to the intentions underlying the author’s use of metaphor and the
audience’s expectations when dealing with the texts (both constrained at a
very basic, general level by the genre’s rationale).

Another question that needs to be addressed when dealing with meta-
phor from a situated perspective concerns the way(s) in which researchers
can identify the communicative function of metaphorical language in a
systematic fashion. Here again genre may prove a workable framework of
analysis, for the systematic way in which genre activity takes place usually
results in a recognizable and patterned kind of text, comprising both a par-
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ticular use of those linguistic resources — metaphor included — best suited
for achieving communicative purposes, and a specific way of shaping them
into textual form. Nevertheless, of all aspects involved in metaphor, its
textual dimension appears to be most commonly overlooked. This neglect
is especially noticeable in those cases that attempt to explore the import of
figurative language in professional communication, and usually do so by
analyzing a large number of texts (i.e., a corpus) which, more often than
not, fall into a particular genre within those articulating the discourse of the
community at issue. Given that the main assumption in genre research into
professional communication is that the textual patterning of generic exem-
plars is constrained by and reflects ideational (topic) and interpersonal fac-
tors (audience and rhetorical goals), it seems odd that the interest in how
metaphor fulfils both aspects in specific genres has not also provoked some
reflection upon how it actually appears within their rhetorical structure.

In other words, the discourse management function of metaphor needs
to be addressed in any research aimed at gaining some insights into its role
in human communication. This is a central concern of this book, which
describes how architects conceptualize and verbalize their particular ex-
perience(s) in the world through metaphor, paying due attention to all other
factors that shape a specific instance of their discourse interaction. This
requires noting the grammatical form, location, and density of metaphor in
texts, relating the way these appear in their rhetorical structure to the spe-
cific goals of the participants in the interaction under analysis. This view of
metaphor as functionally constrained both at conceptual and discourse lev-
els contrasts with a view of metaphor as an independent mechanism reflect-
ing subjective authorial choices, which would make it unpredictable and
textually unconstrained.

In sum, the present work aims to show that genre offers a number of ad-
vantages for applied research on metaphor. In the first place, it allows the
researcher to shift the focus from an idealized speaker to a concrete, albeit
prototypical, user belonging to a disciplinary community and, therefore,
reflecting a shared way of doing things through metaphor. The social con-
text defined by genre therefore helps us to frame our discussion of the use
of figurative language of different sorts in a fairly accurate, predictable,
indeed situated way. The comprehensive nature of genre finally permits an
exploration of the experiential, interpersonal, and textual functions of
metaphor by relating these to a specific communicative situation as pre-
dicted by the requirements of the genre’s rationale. The present discussion
of how figurative language is used in architectural assessment, then, com-



A genre approach to metaphor 9

bines theoretical and analytical tools from genre studies (while also draw-
ing insights from related approaches within current trends of discourse
analysis) and metaphor theory within cognitive linguistics. Metaphor is
described according to how it is used to discuss certain architectural topics
in a real communicative situation involving concrete participants, clear
rhetorical goals, and recognizable textual artifacts. In this respect, the book
aims at bringing together a genre approach to texts and a cognitive ap-
proach to metaphor in order to benefit from the insights of both, while, at
the same time restoring as the centre of attention the linguistic and textual
aspects of metaphor as an instrument of both cognition and communication.

The book is organized in two parts. The first part provides an introduc-
tion to architectural discourse (Chapter 2); a survey of research on meta-
phor, paying special attention to the experientialist trend of research fol-
lowed in this book (Chapter 3); and a methodological chapter explaining
the procedure followed to explore the figurative language used by English-
speaking architects/reviewers in the genre chosen for analysis (Chapter 4).
In the second part of the book we will see how architects use metaphorical
language for assessing design solutions in building reviews, starting from
an introduction of the metaphorical schemas articulating their worldview
(Chapter 5), followed by a description of how these are linguistically real-
ized in patterns of diverse sorts (Chapter 6), and a discussion of the role of
metaphorical language in the texts in the corpus as determined by their
generic ascription (Chapter 7). Chapter 8 provides a brief summary of the
aspects of metaphor dwelt on in the previous chapters.



Chapter 2
Architectus Verborum. An introduction to
architectural discourse

Architects, like many other professionals, make use of linguistic resources
developed over time for the purpose of reflecting, in speech and writing, on
the phenomena which are their distinctive concerns. ... Professional regis-
ters are often criticized as mystifying jargon whose main purpose is to ex-
clude outsiders; but while that may indeed be one of their functions, they
also allow a professional community’s accumulated knowledge to be codi-
fied and transmitted in precise detail. In architecture as in medicine or law,
‘learning the language’ is inseparable from mastering the craft as a whole.
(Markus and Cameron 2002: 2-3)

“Build — don’t talk,” a dictum attributed to Mies van der Rohe, encapsu-
lates the main concern of architecture in the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury, and also represents popular views of the discipline as a non-verbal
affair. However, although buildings may be the medium through which
architects (architecti ingenio) best express themselves, their work cannot be
understood without the texts written both within and outside the realm of
architecture. In the first place, more than one architect and scholar inter-
ested in the field has proved particularly productive in his/her written re-
flections on architectural design. This is illustrated by the prolific output of
architectus verborum, both in the past and in the present. In the second
place, the writings from disciplines such as philosophy, linguistics, sociol-
ogy, or biology have had a considerable impact on contemporary architec-
tural aesthetics. Moreover, as is well known, the architectural canon in-
cludes some seminal buildings that no longer exist as three-dimensional,
actually built artifacts. A notable example is the Barcelona Pavilion. De-
signed by Mies van der Rohe in 1929 for the World Exposition at Barce-
lona, it only lasted in extant form for six months before disappearing on its
return journey to Germany. Therefore, its status as one of the masterpieces
of modem architecture rests solely on the many written and pictorial ac-
counts of the building.

Among the texts written by and about architects and their work can be
found a broad array of types (i.e., genres) that may be crudely divided into
two groups. On the one hand, there exist theoretical texts in classical and
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more updated versions, such as Vitruvius’s De Architectura, or the con-
struction and design manuals studied in modern polytechnics. On the other,
there are the more applied or practical texts like design programs, technical
reports, or building reviews, among others. These texts differ in their rhe-
torical purpose(s), in their intended audience(s), and, hence, in their textual
organization. Nevertheless, these distinct genres share a number of traits
that reflect the idiosyncrasy of the practice they help articulate. This is so
whether their acknowledged aim is to furnish real or prospective architects
with theoretical foundations and practical guidelines or whether they are
concerned with critically assessing design practices.

One of these traits is that, in general, architectural texts are complex,
modally heterogeneous artifacts aimed at a multi-literate audience trained
to read both images and words. This combination of graphic and verbal
representations has attracted a great deal of attention by scholars interested
in the interaction between the visual and verbal modes in architectural
communication (Ackerman and Oates 1996; Medway 1996, 2000; Forty
2000; Markus and Cameron 2002).

Imagery in architectural texts is, furthermore, not simply a property of
graphic representation but also of the language used. For, as pointed out in
the introduction to this book, figurative language is another outstanding
characteristic of architectural discourse. Consider, for instance, professional
terminology such as bowels, cladding or skin, which, as happens with many
other terms conventionally used for referring to diverse parts of buildings,
are unmistakably metaphorical. If, as linguists claim, professional vocabu-
lary reflects how a given community of practice codes reality (Halliday and
Martin 1993; Markus and Cameron 2002), then the figurative quality of a
large amount of architectural jargon suggests that metaphor plays an impor-
tant role in architects’ thinking.

Indeed, metaphor has not only been an important heuristic tool at differ-
ent stages of theory formation (Collins 1970; Forty 2000), but also plays an
important role in the process of thinking a building, as has been stressed by
scholars dealing with architectural design (Lawson and Ming Loke 1997;
Casakin and Goldschmidt 1999; Medway and Clark 2003). They have
drawn attention to the contribution of metaphor as a first-order design re-
source, one that is particularly useful in mediating the first, most creative
and personal stage of design, as well as the successive reworkings of the
preliminary design sketches.

Finally, a particularly important characteristic of much architectural dis-
course is its evaluative stance. The task of architectus ingenio suggests a
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compromise between art and craft, personal inclinations, choices and inter-
pretations of spatial form, as well as disciplinary conventions and social,
functional, and technical requirements. Likewise, many genres and, specifi-
cally, those concerned with design assessment (the main activity of archi-
tectus verborum) reveal a tension between informativeness and interpreta-
tion that finds expression in the same visual-plus-verbal mixture and figura-
tive means involved in the design process. A look at post-construction gen-
res reveals the difficulties of distinguishing between objective descriptions
of buildings and subjective views, an issue discussed in detail in Chapter 7.

This brief characterization of architectural discourse is fully explored in
the following sections.

1. Rendering space:
The multimodal quality of architectural texts

I have no need whatsoever to draw my designs. Good architecture, how
something is to be built, can be written. One can write the Parthenon. (Loos
1924: 139)

Not surprisingly, visual representations of spatial arrangements are crucial
components of contemporary architectural texts, given the graphic nature of
a large amount of architects’ work. A design project usually starts with
architects translating the wishes of their clients into drawn form by means
of sketches which may be reworked as new ideas and requirements are
discussed in the meeting(s) prior to signing a contract. These preliminary
drawings are then successively elaborated after further discussion with both
clients and the members of the architectural team. The ultimate version
finally comprises a number of plans and, sometimes, three-dimensional
models, the former supplying builders with construction guidelines. Should
the building prove noteworthy, the photographs later published in maga-
zines devoted to architectural design exemplify another type of visual rep-
resentation.

As suggested by this schematic characterization of the design process,
visuals in architecture comprise graphic representations of diverse sorts.
They nevertheless may be explained as falling into two broad categories.
First, we have discipline-specific images like sketches, scale drawings,
diagrams, or perspectives. These can be freehand or computer generated,
and may involve flat projections of built artifacts (plans, sections, or eleva-
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tions) or may attempt to capture the three dimensions of spatial volumes
(isometric and axonometric projections).” Such images are a sophisticated
coding system whereby architects represent space in a highly schematic
way, and are a characteristic component of the most technical genres in the
discipline (e.g. technical reports and construction projects). These visuals
are also the best exponents of architects’ idiosyncratic “orientation toward
the world, a work-relevant way of seeing ... embedded within webs of so-
cially organized, situated practices” (Goodwin 2001: 169). Moreover, pic-
torial devices of this kind not only capture the physical properties of built
artifacts (that is, what they look or will look like, even if in a highly sche-
matic form), but also, and most importantly, articulate the complex knowl-
edge structure involved in their design (Larkin and Simon 1987; Tversky
1995; Suwa and Tversky 1997). The second broad type of visuals consists
of photographs showing buildings in varying degrees of detail. Instead of
schematically decomposing spatial artifacts into their underlying structural
systems, these (non-specific) graphic representations capture what they
look like after construction. Accordingly, they are a frequent adjunct of
post-construction genres, particularly those driven by aesthetic concerns
like building reviews, where photographs are as important quantitatively
and qualitatively as technical drawings.

Despite their differences, discipline-specific images and photographs
share a similar representational concern. Both offer a view of buildings that
rests upon their qualities, class inclusion and compositionality or spatial
relationships, a representation that allows viewers to define, analyze and/or
classify the reality thus schematized in concomitant ways." Nevertheless,
they involve different epistemic stances to the reality they encode or, as
scholars dealing with visual design and communication describe it, realize
two different kinds of visual modality (Kress and van Leeuwen 1996; Jewitt
and Oyama 2001). On the one hand, technical images illustrate scientific
modality, that is, they display a conventionalized way of configuring reality
prototypical of science and technology in general. On the other, photo-
graphs are characterized by naturalistic modality since, in principle, they
are more true to life. Such different epistemologies may explain the high
percentage of photographs in aesthetically driven genres versus the prefer-
ence of technical genres for highly schematic, drawn representations.

However, the fact that pictorial devices can capture both the visual and
non-visual properties of buildings does not mean that architects’ work is a
non-verbal affair. For one thing, images are generally accompanied by
some sort of verbal labeling or commentary, such as captions, which sug-
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gests that they are not self-explanatory devices. Moreover, as pointed out
earlier, architects not only draw their ideas, but also, and most importantly,
discuss them throughout the design process.

This going back and forth from words to pictures is described by Ac-
kerman and Oates (1996: 83) as follows:

For the architect, the design problem is both rhetorical and semiotic. The
practicing architects that we studied were hired to translate the needs and
routines of a client into a plan for a building. But their professional chal-
lenge was to read an audience and situation and to produce a design concept
that fits their agenda as well as that of their client. This persuasive, rhetori-
cal process involves working with and across a range of graphic and verbal
signs. ... Architects begin with a lived or natural site and work back and
forth, from image to text, from sketch to verbal description, until they nego-
tiate a reconfiguration of that site.

In other words, although architects are specifically trained for graphic rea-
soning and communication, and in spite of views on drawing as the only
medium in architecture, the discipline is also heavily dependent on verbal
communication. In the first place, it should be noted that graphic represen-
tation is a fairly recent component of a craft transmitted in verbal form for
most of its existence. At the same time, a great deal of architects’ work
involves interacting with people outside the community who, as Ackerman
and Qates (1996: 92) put it, “don’t see ... don’t think visually.” Indeed,
design scholars have drawn attention to the potential of linguistic descrip-
tions for conveying “shades of meaning not allowed by the drawing” (Law-
son and Ming Loke 1997: 175). Likewise, Medway (1996: 36-37) explains
the semiotic mixture characteristic of architectural discourse as a way of
compensating for images’ lack of illocutionary force when compared to
linguistic utterances:

drawings just are; they do not say. ... Drawings cannot ... perform speech
acts. Except for drawings that act in highly specific and conventionalised
contexts as signs for words or categories ... drawings cannot warn, promise,
instruct, suggest or assert. ... Just because drawings cannot perform speech
acts, however, does not mean that they are devoid of rhetorical force. Cer-
tain ways of representing may persuade us to view a planned city square as
light and airy, a public building as solid and dignified or a house in its land-
scape as dramatic. ... But language has a particular ability to convey mood
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and meaning through the associations that words bring with them, and this
seductive potentiality is particularly important in oral and written presenta-
tions of schemes to potential or actual clients. There are thus plenty of rea-
sons why drawing will not on its own do the job architects require to be
done and why they have recourse also to writing.

In short, the association between words and pictures characterizing archi-
tectural discourse in general has been explained both as a means of facili-
tating communication between architects and lay people, and as a way of
compensating for the pragmatic weakness of graphic representations. How-
ever, the differing level of expertise of addresser and addressees is not the
only factor contributing to the understanding of the use of images in archi-
tectural communication. Rather, the balance between words and pictures is
also largely determined by genre. The specific rhetorical goals of any one
genre are particularly important in this respect. Thus, those technical and
academic texts produced before actual building design and construction,
and driven by informative, explanatory concerns (e.g. manuals, treatises,
and textbooks), tend to be more linguistically articulated than others. In
contrast, post-construction texts with commercial or evaluative goals are
profusely illustrated, the building review being a case in point. Academic
and technical texts also favor discipline-specific images in contrast to the
more artistic graphic representations (mostly photographs) of post-
construction genres.

If word-image combinations do not constitute a single, unified semiotic
construct, the ways they interact in textual contexts do not display a unique
relational pattern either. Captions are particularly illustrative of this point,
since their length and degree of elaboration appear to depend on the quality
of their accompanying images. Thus, whereas plans and sections are
scarcely explicated or verbally described (their captions mainly consisting
of labels for the different elements schematized), sketches, scale drawings
and, above all, photographs are usually lengthily commented upon in cap-
tions. In other words, the different ways in which information is linguisti-
cally conveyed in captions suggest that the more scientific the image’s mo-
dality, the more self-sufficient it is.

Unlike captions, verbal accounts of spatial artifacts in the main text may
relate to any image, irrespective of the type of visual representation it ex-
emplifies. Of course, the length of whole texts when compared to captions
allows authors to fully develop their views, yet also opens the door for
communicative risks. This is particularly the case of evaluative genres like
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the building review under discussion in this book. Here, the authorial com-
mentary is often accompanied by such a profusion of graphic data that
scholars dealing with such texts have asked, “Are these images read as
illustrations of the linguistic text, or is the text a commentary on the im-
ages? ... do words and images converge towards similar meanings ... or
diverge?” (Markus and Cameron 2002: 151).

Indeed, the highly pictorial — even glossy — quality of contemporary re-
views implies that words may become subservient to pictures, rather than
the other way round. This becomes more salient if we compare them to
reviews dated before the late 1950s, all of which barely include two or
three images consisting of free-hand drawings and, less frequently, black-
and-white photographs of the building.” Thus, although all in all the argu-
mentative thrust in the genre may still be largely dependent upon verbal
commentary, this commentary must refer readers to the images in the texts
(carefully chosen by reviewers to back up their claims) given the visual
bias of the discipline. This complex relationship between text and image
may give rise to informative inconsistencies or problems of interpretation
and, accordingly, needs to be taken into account both by writers and by
analysts of building reviews, as will be discussed in later chapters.

2. Thinking and talking about space:
Metaphors architects live by

Much of the interest of [architecture’s] critical vocabulary goes into the
choice of particular metaphors to structure thought and experience. [The
question is] why have some metaphors succeeded better than others? (Forty
2000: 43)

Architects have always made use of concepts and entities outside the realm
of architecture in order to discuss space, a basic yet abstract and highly
complex concept. It is by means of such borrowings from other domains of
knowledge that architecture has, largely, reached its current wealth and
complexity, and architects have met their rhetorical and practical needs,
gradually building a discourse of their own.

A brief look at architectural texts from different periods also reveals
that, as happens in other professional communities and disciplines, the figu-
rative apparatus of contemporary architects is, to a large extent, the result
of a long intertextual process. For instance, the still pervasive analogies
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between architectural proportions and those of the human body, or prevail-
ing views of architecture as a language in its own right, are largely indebted
to classical and medieval treatises and texts, as well as to their further re-
working by Renaissance scholars. As is well known, the ascription of hu-
man form and attributes to buildings characterizing certain architectural
schools can be traced back to Vitruvius (first century BC), whose views
were further strengthened in the Renaissance formula of ‘man-as-a-
measure’ found, for example, in Alberti’s De Re Aedificatoria or in
Michelangelo’s drawings. Likewise, the discourse on the Western cathedral
of medieval texts such as De gemma animae (by Honorius Augustodunen-
sis) or Mirrale (by Sicardo de Cremona) also echoed that classical anthro-
pomorphism — even if this anthropomorphic schema was subservient to
other transcendental, symbolic concerns. In turn, early views of architecture
as a language drew heavily upon the work of Renaissance scholar Giambat-
tista Vico, whose ideas on the imaginative and embodied basis of logos
(that is, of human thought, language, and art) expounded in Scienza Nuova,
were also to influence the cognitive approach to metaphor in the last quar-
ter of the twentieth century.

All these views were slowly refined because of influences from different
disciplines. Indeed, architectural discourse has always echoed the advances
and discussion in fields other than its own, and borrowed those ideas that
could suit its particular concerns. Consequently, other domains of knowl-
edge have enriched the theoretical legacy of architects, which, in turn, has
been adapted to new circumstances as well as to the changing needs of the
discipline. For, before the late eighteenth century architectural practice was
basically a matter of skilled craftsmanship regulated by guilds and transmit-
ted through family ties. As reflected by the ingenio, sumptuarius and
manuarius types of architect in Evelyn’s (1664) classification, architects’
work subsumed all the elements and steps in the making of a building: the
theoretical work before construction, the combinatory principles and con-
struction conventions, and the actual labor practices.

Matching and, at the same time, marking the shift of architecture from a
skilled craft into a science in its own right we find the borrowing of models
and images from other scientific domains. Forty (2000: 92) explains this
process as responding to architecture’s concern to present itself as capable
of following scientific methods which would allow for “isolat[ing] and
abstract[ing] specific features or properties from the complex phenomenal
reality of the built work, and to subject those abstractions to independent
analysis.” Among the domains able to provide a set of working models and
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their corresponding lexis, the natural sciences, linguistic description, and
spatial mechanics have furnished the theoretical and critical apparatus of
architecture.

2.1. Metaphors from the natural sciences

Drawing insights from the natural sciences and, particularly, from biology
and botany architects further enriched their anthropomorphic views, invest-
ing them with interests other than external appearance or religious tran-
scendence. This revised anthropomorphism was largely influenced by
works such as Linneus’s Species Plantarum and Buffon’s Histoire
Naturelle, and by the evolution theories postulated by Lamarck, Darwin,
and Cuvier.

The new biological analogies stressed the fact that buildings result from
an assemblage of disparate elements organized hierarchically, as happens
with the different limbs and organs making up the bodies of animals and
plants. Views on the correlation of organs drew heavily on the biological
principles postulated by Vicq d’ Azyr and Cuvier, which shifted from a sole
description of bodily organs in terms of their physical appearance and posi-
tion in the body, to focus on the functions performed by those organs
within the whole. Thus, organic metaphors rested upon a view of structure
and form as functionally determined, to the extent that describing the struc-
ture of organisms started from identifying the functional properties of the
different limbs and organs. Since living organisms were seen as hierarchi-
cally structured systems, those functions were always related to the ways in
which the parts were connected to each other and the functional and struc-
tural properties of the whole.

The application of such organic principles to architectural order and to
the relationship of the diverse elements within a building became a constant
concern thereafter (consider, for instance, the work of architect Charles-
Alain Josselyn-D’Ouvrage or that of Jiri Karopjin, author of the omphalos
or ‘spatial navel’ theory). Organic metaphors motivated some of the lexis
used by architects to name different parts and elements in buildings. For
instance, among the lexical items in contemporary discourse derived from
biology we find the term bowels referring to the internal, often underground
spaces of buildings, the term skin providing a generic label for the internal
and/or external protective layers of spatial volumes, and terms such as
skeleton, spine or rib. Likewise, the nineteenth-century architect and critic
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Viollet-le-Duc popularized the noun circulation for describing the different
ventilation and heating systems buried within the walls of buildings, draw-
ing an analogy with the body’s cardiovascular system.

Finally, theories of evolution also influenced the architectural preoccu-
pation with the relationship between buildings and their environment, a
major issue in the discipline. These environmentalist concerns were par-
ticularly salient in the 1960s and have sometimes given rise to a portrayal
of the relationship established among architects, buildings, and contexts in
terms of violence. The prevalence of the cultural fopos of nature versus
civilization is explicitly addressed in the following commentary from one
of the reviews in the corpus:

(1) But the dilemma remains that architecture is always concerned with
artefact and must struggle with nature. (Contoursions. Architecture
Australia 1999, vol. 88/2).

The label green architecture applied to a constructive trend interfering least
with the environment shows how these views are still current in contempo-
rary practice.

2.2. Metaphors from linguistic description

Language metaphors underlie such conventional expressions in architec-
tural discourse as vernacular architecture or architectural genre(s), syntax,
vocabulary or rhetoric. This is also pointed out in Forty (2000: 84-85)
where it is stated, “for certain aspects of architecture, language provides a
workable, and indeed possibly the best, metaphor.” The usefulness of lan-
guage analogies may be illustrated by definitions of the design process as
the architect conversing with his/her design or drawing (Lawson 1980;
Schon 1983), or by the following passage, extracted from a scholarly-
refereed journal discussing the first step in the design process:

(2) Ambiguity is the condition whereby the syntactic and semantic con-
tent of shapes can be legible in diverse ways. ... Syntactical emer-
gence deals with the syntax of shapes, the syntactical properties, their
legibility, and transformations in the sequential evolutionary process
of emergence. (Oxman 2002: 140)
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Comparisons of architecture to language have been exploited throughout
time in response to different disciplinary needs (Collins 1970; Forty 2000).
Thus, their use in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries attempted to
redress views of architecture as a mechanical profession by portraying it as
a liberal art like literature and, therefore, susceptible to being classified into
genres or to evoking moods and emotions. In a similar vein, the evolution
of different architectural styles in time was frequently equated with the
evolution of literary genres. These early analogies were further developed
in the nineteenth century, where views of architecture as a medium of
communication were fully expounded in Durand’s Précis des Legons
d’Architecture, and disseminated by periodical publications such as The
Builder or the Revue Générale de I’ Architecture.

Saussure’s work in linguistics and his description of language as a sys-
tem of signs whose meaning is derived from the relationship among them-
selves within the whole also had an impact on language metaphors. The
analogies particularly highlighted the lexical and syntactic aspects of archi-
tects’ work: constructive elements were regarded as vocabulary items, and
the rules to combine them into a coherent and cohesive whole were referred
to as syntax or grammar, as can be seen in the titles of works such as
Grammaire des Arts du Dessin by Charles Blanc, and Grammar of Orna-
ments by Owen Jones, or in the work of an architect such as Philibert Ber-
cenaux. Consequently, buildings could be described as meaningful and
readable texts resulting from the correct combination of lexical devices in
accordance with grammatical rules. In the same way, the concept of struc-
ture as the element that endowed buildings with intelligibility (also present
in the biological analogy seen earlier) was further reinforced through the
influence of linguistics.

2.3. Metaphors from spatial mechanics

The nineteenth century also saw rapid advances in engineering because of
the Industrial Revolution and Newtonian mechanics, which resulted in the
application of mechanical principles to architecture. Thus, as Collins (1970)
points out, the century saw the beginning of analogies between buildings
and artifacts such as ships, trains and machines, as reflected in the work and
writings of architects such as Horace Greenough, James Fergusson, Viollet-
le-Duc and Le Corbusier (the latter responsible for the well-known slogan
“a house is a machine for living”). Views of buildings as machines, like
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biology metaphors, highlighted their functional aspects yet drew upon quite
different sources. These metaphors are frequent in today’s architectural
texts, where elements in a building are often referred to as its mechanisms
or mechanics, and spatial volumes are qualified by means of adjectives
such as operational or functional, among others.

Collins (1970) criticizes mechanical analogies pointing to the fact that in
machines form and motion are the two sides of the same coin: machines
only become meaningful and/or useful when in motion, that is, they em-
body the physical expression of a process in time. The implication is that
since buildings are inherently static artifacts, comparing them to entities
that always involve motion is, at the least, unfortunate. Yet, one of the most
outstanding characteristics of architectural discourse is, precisely, the recur-
rent use of motion terms for describing objects that do not move. This issue
is also noted by Forty (2000: 57), who points out that “the notion that archi-
tecture represents implied movement within forms that are not themselves
in motion has been a conventional part of modernist thinking, and still
seems to be widely taken for granted.” What exactly is signified by motion
terms when applied to buildings is, nevertheless, a knotty question. For
instance, Forty explains how circulation originally meant ‘distribution’,
referring to both the arrangement of volumes within the overall plan of the
building and the communication among different spaces within the whole.
At the same time, we have already seen that the term was borrowed from
physiology in the nineteenth century to designate the ventilation and heat-
ing systems of buildings. In addition, it may also refer to human movement
within or around a building. These different senses create an ambiguity
characteristic of other motion terms in contemporary architectural dis-
course, as will be seen in Chapter 5.

Similarly, the term movement itself can refer either to the human experi-
ence of space involving the motion suggested by spatial forms, or to the
routes traced by human activity within the building. This distinction ulti-
mately concerns the well-known difference between two different, yet re-
lated concepts. The first of these is the concept of space, which, simply put,
means the continuum within which objects exist in the world. The second
concept is spatiality, which refers to the space-perceiving faculty of the
human mind arising from, but also responsible for, our experience and con-
ceptualization of space. Indeed, a common assumption in contemporary
architecture is that perception and understanding of three-dimensional
space can only be achieved through motion, either of the eye or of the body
in space. In other words, space is indissolubly linked to motion: by moving
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in space, we understand and create space. At the same time, we may imag-
ine motion even if we do not actually move. For instance, description of
spatial entities such as roads, which allow actual, physical movement along
them, often consists of statements such as “The road climbs up the moun-
tain.” Thus, something that is static is construed in dynamic terms, suggest-
ing (indeed, even effecting) the same movement as the bodies moving along
it (for instance, cars or people). As will be seen in Chapters 5 and 6, this is
consistent with what Talmy (1996: 213) calls our “cognitive bias toward
dynamism” in agreement with the recurrent construal of our experience in
the world in dynamic terms, whether the description of spatial scenes or
problem-solving activities.

3. This building is a fridge:
The thinking eye of architects

One of the things that happens in design is that, by means of metaphor in
language and formal and other associations in the visual mode, things that
are not buildings (e.g. fridges) get into the design for buildings. (Medway
and Clark 2003: 267)

As the foregoing overview has suggested, metaphor is an intrinsic compo-
nent of architects’ theoretical legacy, underpinning the complex knowledge
schemas to be acquired in their long training. Notions of built space articu-
lated by language, biology or mechanistic metaphors are, then, part and
parcel of architects’ disciplinary acculturation and, therefore, conventional
and automatic within the discipline.

In this respect, the fact that architects often use figurative language
drawing upon such metaphorical schemas does not necessarily mean that
they are aware of this, or that those metaphors are triggered or activated
each time an architect uses a figurative expression motivated by these do-
mains. Consider, for instance, the reference to a protruding bulge in a wall
as its “paunch” cited earlier. When meeting the expression, a metaphor
analyst might regard it as an instance of a biological metaphor, whereby a
wall is equated to a living organism with this body part among others. In
other words, since “paunch” is a term commonly used to designate a char-
acteristic part of animals, the analyst encountering the expression might
interpret it as instantiating a broad metaphorical frame equating buildings
with animals, together with everything this involves. Alternatively, she/he
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may regard the expression as merely comparing one aspect of the wall (the
protruding bulge) with something to which it bears some kind of resem-
blance (a paunch), an option which does not imply that the whole building
need be conceptualized as a living organism. In fact, “paunch” referred to
an endemic constructive problem involving uneven walls, that is, walls that
do not present a smooth surface but look like paunches and therefore may,
literally, become paunches after recurrent reference to them in such terms.
This expression is, of course, figurative, yet appeared to be used by the
architect cited in a conventional, completely automatic way.

A different question is whether non-architectural concepts and artifacts
may be also explicitly invoked in order to generate particular design solu-
tions. In fact, metaphor is also consciously used in the discipline, particu-
larly when thinking up a building; it not only supplies architects with a set
of ready-made, theoretical models, but also, and most importantly, meets
their more practical needs. Metaphor thus becomes what Darke (1979) calls
a design trigger or primary generator. This is because architectural design
is an intrinsically analogical process whereby things (fridges or any other
such object) which, in principle, have nothing to do with spatial artifacts,
are consistently invoked in their design (Goldschmidt 1994, 1995; Lawson
and Ming Loke 1997; Casakin and Goldschmidt 1999; Medway and Clark
2003). Such analogies, and particularly those used in the early stages of
design, are mostly visually informed. That is, they draw upon the external
similarity of the object used as the generator of a given design and the ap-
pearance of the eventual outcome.

In this regard, although a common assumption of design scholars is that
architects’ craft involves a blend of both perceptual and conceptual mecha-
nisms, the former appear to be particularly important. Nevertheless, this
does not imply a clear-cut distinction between visual and non-visual
knowledge, as suggested by the phrase visual thinking often used to refer to
architects’ cognitive style (Arnheim 1969; Oxman 1995; 2002). Rather,
visual thinking is described as a process that “exploits the perceptual event
in order to initiate reasoning with the perceived stimuli of visual objects”
(Oxman 2002: 147). In other words, architects are characterized by having
a thinking eye (Oxman 2002), an expression that captures the complex,
multiform knowledge structures involved in their work.

The thinking eye of architects may be appreciated in everything they do,
and, of course, in the metaphors employed in both their verbal and graphic
endeavors. For verbal expression is not the only means by which metaphors
may be formally realized: sketches and plans also reveal architects’ use of
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non-architectural entities when designing a building. In fact, it is often the
case that the metaphor informing a particular design is articulated both
verbally and pictorially in architectural texts, as illustrated by the following
example:

(3) [The building] needed to be
curved for stability, and the
curve chosen prompted the
development of a tadpole-like
plan with entrance and social
centre in the head. ... The
combination of radial and
linear principles in the plan
allows transition between.
centrality in the head and a
route distributing to either
side in the tail. ... The thick,
solid brick wall is visibly the
spine of the whole, emerging
naked externally in the tail.
(Lyrical Geometry, Architec- AN
tural Review 1998, vol. 1214)' IR (T

Here, the verbal description of a creche in Bremen is faithful to the physical
resemblance of its graphic representation to a tadpole, as explicitly ac-
knowledged in the qualification of the building’s plan as “tadpole-like.”
Parts of this particular tadpole such as its “head” and “tail” are also used for
commenting upon the arrangement of the different volumes making up the
built whole. The metaphor that may well have generated the design of this
creche is thus discernible in both the graphic and the verbal appreciation of
the building.

The tadpole analogy above is, in this respect, visually oriented, as is also
the case with a large amount of the figurative language in architectural
texts, be it conventional lexis or jargon terms such as bowstring truss, bull-
nose, ring beam, curtain wall(ing) or more innovative descriptions of spa-
tial structures as three-sided doughnut(s], pod{s] or gargantuan blanc-
mange[s]. The visual bias of architectural metaphors is nevertheless a ques-
tion of degree. The use of an image such as a “tadpole” may also involve
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abstract knowledge of its relational and functional properties. In other
words, a visual metaphor in architectural discourse may invoke both an
image and a conceptual frame. Indeed, the complex and multimodal nature
of architects’ work and the lack of clear boundaries between the types of
knowledge involved is reflected in the metaphorical language found in
architectural discourse, which often exhibits a similar complexity, as will
be described throughout this book.

Moreover, it may also be the case that image metaphors, although al-
ways present in the discipline, have lately gathered strength. An examina-
tion of architectural texts dated before the 1950s’ reveals that such meta-
phors are less salient than expressions of other sorts, like, for instance,
those concerned with the functional properties of the buildings under dis-
cussion rather than their aesthetic qualities (as happens with the biological
or mechanistic analogies previously commented on). The discreet presence
of graphic metaphors in earlier texts appears to be related to an issue al-
ready raised in this chapter, namely that architecture has not always been as
visually biased as it appears to be nowadays. In fact, the graphic weight in
the discipline has, largely, run parallel with the development of tools for
designing and representing built space — the latest versions of which are
today’s sophisticated Computer Assisted Drawing or CAD programs.
Likewise, the growingly visual quality of many of the metaphors involved
in contemporary architectural practice and texts may be explained as re-
flecting, even responding to the importance that graphic representation and
tools have acquired in the discipline. If we consider such technical ad-
vances alongside changes in the mass media and, particularly, the quality
and level of sophistication reached by architectural publications, the current
high incidence of visually motivated metaphorical language may not be that
surprising after all.

Finally, the metaphors informing architects’ work — ingenio, verborum
or otherwise — are far from being neutral. In the first place, as design gen-
erators they are highly determinant of architect ingenio’s shaping of space
into a coherent whole, the functional possibilities of such an arrangement,
and its future usability. In turn, a review of the resulting building will in-
volve an evaluation of it. In this sense, as will be seen, metaphor may also
play a role in signaling the evaluative stance of the reviewer. In other
words, although metaphor partly reflects a conventional way of thinking
and may be discussed as furnishing reviewers with the heuristic means to
accomplish working tasks of diverse types, its actual instantiation in texts
suggests that it also conforms part of the strategies deployed by architects
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in order to control their discourse. One of the contexts where this twofold
purpose and complex dimension of metaphorical language may be best
explored is the building review genre, which, as described in Chapter 4, is
particularly concerned with post-construction assessment.



Chapter 3
The cognitive and rhetorical dimensions of
metaphor

Dealing with metaphor from a situated, discourse perspective imposes
some methodological constraints on the way one approaches the research
issue. In the first place, it asks for framing the research within one of the
many trends subsumed under the somewhat elusive or too comprehensive
term discourse analysis. As noted earlier, and further described in Chapter
4, the approach adopted here illustrates the main assumptions and method-
ology in genre studies, particularly those focusing on the discourse of spe-
cific, professional communities (Dudley-Evans 1987; Swales 1990; Bhatia
1993; Devitt 1993; Flowerdew 1993; Berkenkotter and Huckin 1995),
many of them working from the main premises in the functional systemic
paradigm after Halliday’s pioneering work (1984, 1985).

In the second place, it requires choosing a theoretical framework that
helps explore the intricacies of metaphor in the most comprehensive way.
In this regard, the approach chosen follows the guidelines set by Lakoffian
research, although it has also drawn useful insights from more applied ap-
proaches to figurative language (Goatly 1997; Cameron 1999a; Steen
1999a). Insights have also been drawn from the work of cognitive linguists
dealing with grammatical issues rather than with metaphor solely, as will
be seen when discussing the ways in which architectural metaphors are
linguistically instantiated in the corpus under analysis (cf. Chapter 6).

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce some of the notions and
metalanguage used for discussing metaphor in the ensuing chapters. The
first broad section provides a quick survey of the basic postulates in the
three paradigms which have influenced the cognitive research on metaphor
in the last twenty five years, namely: Interaction views, Comparison views,
and Experientialist views."” The second section outlines several attempts to
approach metaphor in real discourse contexts. These are organized accord-
ing to whether emphasis is placed on identifying the ideas metaphorically
conveyed (what I have labeled ideational approaches following the lan-
guage metafunctions in Halliday’s functional grammar), on the pragmatic
or interpersonal purposes underlying that use of metaphor (interpersonal
approaches) or on the locus of occurrence and distribution of metaphorical
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language within text structure (textual approaches). This survey will pro-
vide the backdrop for building a more comprehensive framework capable
of accounting for the role of metaphor in discourse contexts, hence suitable
for applied cognitive metaphor research, as described in Chapter 4.

1. What is metaphor? Defining metaphor

In 1984, Umberto Eco wrote that in spite of the vast amount of literature on
metaphor its essentials still rested upon Aristotle’s postulates. However
dramatic this claim may sound, most contemporary approaches to metaphor
may well be defined according to how they incorporate, rework, or contest
that classical account. Thus, ever since Aristotle described metaphor as
“giving names to nameless things,”" his views have been directly or indi-
rectly readdressed in nearly every discussion on figurative language, schol-
ars either arguing against them (e.g. most research after Lakoff) or rehabili-
tating them (Ricoeur 1975; Eco 1984; Kittay 1987; Mahon 1999). More-
over, three metaphor basics expounded in his Poetics and, above all, in his
Rhetoric have, to a large extent, drawn the line between two main stand-
points in metaphor research:

— The linguistic standpoint, which regards metaphor and other tropes as
exclusively linguistic matters (Bickerton 1969; Davidson 1979; Searle
1979; Cooper 1986; Rorty 1989).

— The cognitive standpoint, which sustains that figurative devices play a
crucial role in organizing human thought, and is variously represented in
such classical works as Black (1962), some of the papers in Ortony
(1979), Honeck and Hoffman (1980), and Lakoff and Johnson (1980).

The first element of disagreement pivots on the status of metaphor with
regard to ordinary language. Discussion focuses on literal meaning versus
metaphorical meaning or deviation versus norm, which some authors have
tried to solve from pragmatic or semantic vantage points within the two
positions outlined above (Sadock 1979; Searle 1979; Davidson 1979; Kit-
tay 1987). The second controversial issue concerns whether a pre-existing
similarity between concepts lies at the basis of metaphor or, rather, is cre-
ated by it. This can be summarized in the opposition between non-
constructivist views on metaphor grounded in logical positivism (Quine
1981; Davidson 1984) and constructivist, hence cognitive approaches pos-
tulating the close relation between thought and language. The latter are
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illustrated by Interaction views on metaphor (variously represented in the
work of Richards 1936; Beardsley 1962; Black 1962, 1979; Mooij 1976;
Ricoeur 1975; Kittay 1987; Indurkhya 1992), Comparison views (Ortony
1979/1993; Miller 1979; Gentner 1982, 1983; Goatly 1997), and what was
originally known as Experientialism after the pioneering work in Lakoff
and Johnson (1980, 1999), Johnson (1987), Lakoff (1987a, 1990, 1993),
Lakoff and Turner (1989) and Gibbs (1994).” A final issue relates to the
question of how the transfer of meaning in metaphor takes place, and repre-
sents the main point of divergence between various constructivist ap-
proaches.

Metaphor is broadly defined in the three constructivist paradigms listed
above as a transfer of meaning across two entities or ideas holding no ap-
parent relationship, a projection process itself metaphorically referred to as
a mapping in the experientialist paradigm. This conceptual-level mapping
may be formally expressed or realized by linguistic units of different sorts
and ranks, whose figurative quality may also show diverse degrees of sali-
ency, unconventionality or metaphoricity as specified by different research
trends. These also use distinct labels to refer to the two elements involved
in metaphor. Thus, the idea or concept expressed by a metaphor may be
variously referred to as tenor, primary subject or topic in Interaction and
Comparison views or as target in Experientialist views. On the other hand,
the idea or concept used to figuratively understand and express that topic or
target is labeled secondary or subsidiary subject, focus or vehicle in Inter-
action and Comparison views, and as source in Experientialism. For in-
stance, in the metaphorical statement “the building is a supporting player in
the urban drama of its surroundings” (cf. Chapter 1), “the building” is the
tenor, primary subject, topic or target in the metaphor, and “supporting
player” is the secondary subject, vehicle or source. The terms used in this
book are source and target in compliance with the experientialist approach
adopted to explore metaphor in architectural discourse."”

The differences among the constructivist paradigms, however, do not
stop at such terminological quibbles. In fact, Interaction, Comparison, and
experientialist approaches illustrate different research agendas and, there-
fore, different assumptions and concerns with regard to the quality and
amount of knowledge involved in metaphor, and to the way(s) in which the
transfer of meaning takes place. Nevertheless, a detailed analysis of their
basic postulates reveals that they do not hold irreconcilable views on figu-
rative phenomena. Indeed, as described in the following sections these
three trends may be regarded as illustrating different degrees of commit-
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ment to the power of metaphor to create reality, and to the existence of a
certain resemblance or isomorphism between the entities metaphorically
related.

1.1. Interaction views

The definition of metaphor in Interaction views rests upon the one origi-
nally expounded in Black (1962), where metaphor is described as resulting
from the interaction between two entities or concepts called primary and
subsidiary subject respectively, which must share a number of traits or
metaphorical grounds for the interaction to take place. This involves the
projection of knowledge or set of associated commonplaces (also referred
to as implicative complex) of the secondary subject upon the primary sub-
ject, a projection that is regarded as bi-directional, that is, as affecting our
views of both (the two subjects being, in this sense, created anew via the
metaphorical process). For instance, in the metaphorical expression “the
building is a supporting player in the urban drama of its surroundings” the
associations triggered by “supporting player” are projected upon the build-
ing thus predicated. Moreover, according to this theory the process would
also change our views of both “building” and “supporting player” by em-
phasizing, suppressing or selecting some of their characteristic features at
the expense of others.

This early description, nevertheless, left unexplained the criteria for de-
termining which implications and predicates of the secondary subject are
significant in the interpretation of a metaphorical expression, as well as
how these are projected onto the metaphor’s primary subject (see also
Gibbs 1994; Veale 1995; Ruthrof 1997). Furthermore, it did not specify
how metaphorical statements should be distinguished from non-
metaphorical ones. Kittay’s (1987) Perspectival Theory represents an at-
tempt to redress these controversial points. She starts by proposing the se-
mantic or pragmatic incongruity of utterances as a criterion for metaphor
identification in text. Accordingly, metaphor is defined as “any unit of dis-
course in which some conceptual or conversational incongruity emerges”
(Kittay 1987: 24). She also reformulates Black’s system of associated
commonplaces or implications, defining these as semantic fields, thus
stressing that metaphorical projections do not involve isolated features but,
rather, a systematically related set of properties. Underlying Kittay’s views
of metaphor, we find a relational theory of meaning whereby the specific
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sense of a given word results from the way it relates to other words in the
linguistic system as a whole and in a given context. These relations provide
the background against which Kittay explains the metaphorical transfer of
knowledge across semantic fields, the apparent incongruity of which trig-
gers the interpretation of a given utterance as metaphorical. Finally, she
relates metaphor to what she calls the second-order meaning of utterances,
defined as the meaning obtained when features of the utterance and its con-
text indicate that the semantic and syntactic information encapsulated in the
elements of the utterance (referred to as first-order meaning) is either un-
available or inappropriate, that is, points to an incongruity to be pragmati-
cally solved.

1.2. Comparison views

Comparison approaches to metaphor represent an attempt to implement
metaphor research with the empirical methods of psychology — the disci-
pline from which many Comparison scholars originally come. These regard
metaphor as a non-literal analogical mapping or knowledge transfer be-
tween two given entities, and, as a result, the exploration of the role of
analogy and similarity in the way people process metaphorical expressions
is paramount in the approach. The main postulate is that metaphor is
grounded in the similarity between the concepts compared in a metaphori-
cal statement. Accordingly, reconstructing that similarity is considered
crucial for understanding metaphorical expressions. Comparison views are
consequently often regarded as drawing upon the classical, Aristotelian
view of metaphor as a condensed comparison statement or simile, yet one
that lacks the explicit comparison marker /ike. This, however, does little
justice to their attempts to provide a more thorough account of both the
relationships and differences between simile and metaphor without aban-
doning the similarity grounds essential for the existence of both. Thus, in
Ortony (1979: 188) we find the following caveat:

It is often claimed that metaphors are merely implicit comparisons, to be
contrasted with similes, which are explicit ones. I have very little faith in
this view: first, because I do not think that it is true of all metaphors; and
second, because even if it were, it would be totally unilluminating. The fact
that metaphors are frequently used to make comparisons ... does not mean
that metaphors are comparisons. A metaphor is a kind of use of language,
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whereas a comparison is a kind of psychological process, which ... is not the
same thing as such a use.

In other words, metaphors are grounded in similarity and the cognitive
process at work is one of comparison but, as pointed out in this approach,
we must distinguish between different kinds of comparison in order to ad-
dress the relationships among these and metaphor (Ortony 1979; Miller
1979). In general, metaphoricity is described in terms of a cline built upon a
literal/non-literal opposition whereby metaphors would stand close to non-
literal comparisons and similes. Likewise, metaphors may be discussed and
classified according to diverse degrees of creative potential which, as will
be seen in Chapter 4, is signaled by the innovative or unconventional nature
of the metaphorical expression.

1.3. Experientialist views

The description of the projection of knowledge in metaphor provided in
Interaction and Comparison approaches has drawn the attention of scholars
from the Experientialist paradigm. These have argued against the interac-
tionist postulates about the bi-directionality of the metaphorical projection
and the resulting reciprocal changes in the meaning of the two subjects
involved (Gibbs 1994). Instead, they claim that it is the subsidiary subject
(now labeled source) that plays a crucial role in providing both recall of
metaphors and better comprehension of the primary subject or rarget, and
in effecting more significant changes in it. Indeed, in a sentence like “the
building is a simple two-storey box” it is difficult to argue how the concept
of “building” (the target) may change our knowledge of what a “box” (the
source) is, whereas the latter does make us conceptualize or, in this case,
see, the building from a particular perspective. Experientialist scholars have
also criticized the similarity grounds upon which all metaphorical projec-
tions rest according to Comparison views. Rather, only a subset of meta-
phors is explained as playing upon the resemblance of the entities involved
(a case in point being image metaphors like the one cited above) whereas
most metaphors not only do not rest upon similarity but, most important of
all, create it anew. In other words, the similarity, if any, only exists through
metaphor and not the other way round. In this connection, Experientialism
represents the most extreme position on both the creative potential and
cognitive nature of metaphor.
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Conceming creativity, in defining metaphor as “understanding and ex-
periencing one kind of thing in terms of another” (Lakoff and Johnson
1980: 5) it follows that such understanding and experiencing is intrinsically
new, that is, reality is created in the metaphorical process. For instance, by
thinking of love in terms of a journey, a new concept of love is construed
irrespective of how conventionalized it may become in time. One of the
misunderstandings concerning Experientialism’s proverbial lack of interest
in so-called creative metaphors may then derive from equating creativeness
with unconventionality. Thus, Interaction and Comparison scholars have
focused most of their attention on saliently metaphorical language, so that
metaphors are usually classified with regard to their degree of innovation.
In contrast, experientialist scholars have usually concentrated on those con-
ventional metaphors responsible for our way of thinking and communicat-
ing in normal, everyday situations, even if these may be further exploited in
more innovative or markedly figurative ways. Given the importance of the
creativity-conventionality opposition for discussing metaphor in profes-
sional communication, [ will return to it in the next chapter.

In compliance with its strong cognitive stance, Experientialism set out
to provide a thorough explanation of the figurative workings of mind, pick-
ing up long-standing philosophical concerns on the imaginative and anthro-
pomorphic basis of logos, that is, of human thought and language (already
expounded in Giambattista Vico’s Scienza Nuova [1725] even if in an em-
bryonic form). The starting assumption in the paradigm is that we organize
our understanding of the world by classifying and categorizing reality ac-
cording to our primary experiences. Two of the most basic categorization
operations rely on basic-level concepts comprising physical objects (chair,
book), actions (eat, sleep) and properties (hard, hot) related to our daily
experience, and kinesthetic image-schematic structures (Johnson 1987)."
The latter are grounded in the configuration of our bodies and the associ-
ated locomotive functions, and help us make sense of space and those ob-
jects in it (e.g. UP-DOWN, IN-OUT, PATH, or CONTAINER image schemas).
Both may be described as providing the pre-conceptual blocks for meaning
which are combined into the more complex conceptual structures responsi-
ble for the organization of knowledge in our brains.

Metaphor is one of such structures or devices imaginatively organizing
knowledge in our minds, and is technically defined as a cross-domain map-
ping from one domain of experience (the source) onto another domain (the
target) which is conceptualized in terms of the former (Lakoff 1987a,
1993)." The process involves mapping knowledge and, most importantly,
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the inference patterns inherent to that knowledge. Thus, Lakoff and John-
son (1999: 128) claim that “the fundamental role of metaphor is to project
inference patterns from the source domain to the target domain.” Accord-
ingly, as described in Ungerer and Schmid (1996: 120), “what is trans-
ferred, then, by a metaphor is the structure, the internal relations or the
logic of a cognitive model.” It is this inference-projection property of
metaphor that lies at the core of the experientialist claim that human rea-
soning cannot do without metaphor.

Experientialist scholars have also striven to differentiate metaphor as a
general cognitive mechanism from metaphorical expressions, that is, the
specific words instantiating one or more conceptual metaphors. However,
this strong cognitive bias has also often led to neglect of the linguistic di-
mension of metaphor. Likewise, although starting from linguistic evidence,
the description and classification of figurative phenomena are done at a
cognitive level; that is, focus on deep-level cognitive mappings irrespective
of the diverse ways in which these may be linguistically instantiated, a
mode of operation criticized by several scholars from diverse persuasions
(MacCormac 1990; Goatly 1997; Cameron 1999a). Thus, as Goatly (1997:
42) puts it “although Lakoff and his followers see metaphor as primarily a
cognitive phenomenon, ... [ stress its linguistic and textual nature. Cogni-
tive metaphors have to find expression in some medium, and when the me-
dium is language the form of the expression will have important conse-
quences for their recognition and interpretation.”

Nevertheless, all in all the experientialist approach represents the most
comprehensive way of explaining why people speak metaphorically, pro-
viding a sensible account of how knowledge is transferred from one domain
of experience to another, and describing how large metaphorical systems
help structure our mind. In clear contrast with Interaction views, experien-
tialist scholars regard metaphorical processes as unidirectional, and have
attempted a more refined explanation of how the set of correspondences
between domains (roughly corresponding to Black’s implicative complex)
takes place, as specified by what is known as the Invariance Principle
(Turner 1990, 1993; Lakoff 1993). According to this principle, “metaphori-
cal mappings preserve the cognitive topology (that is, the image-schema
structure) of the source domain, in a way consistent with the inherent struc-
ture of the target domain” (Lakoff 1993: 215). In other words, the Invari-
ance Principle posits that for a metaphorical mapping to take place the
source and target must share at least certain traits, or to put it in Lakoff’s
terms, the most abstract level of their image-schematic structure.”
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This, as can be seen, is not so radically different from the postulate in
Interaction and Comparison views that there must be some degree of iso-
morphism between topic and vehicle in metaphor, yet represents a more
elaborate account of this prerequisite. As an example of this structural
match, let us consider some of the metaphors found in architectural texts.

Buildings are first and foremost huge containers used for sheltering
people and things. They are characterized by having an interior, an exterior,
and a boundary delimiting both, three basic elements present in the logic of
the cognitive device referred to as the CONTAINER image schema described
by cognitive linguists and psychologists (Johnson 1987; Lakoff 1987a,
1990; Lakoff and Johnson 1999). This containment aspect of buildings,
however commonsensical, is explicitly invoked in architectural discourse:
“Normally, an interior space has for its bounds walls, piers, ceiling and
floor, being the traditional elements. Windows and doors serve as connec-
tions with the exterior. By these, the technical elements of a space are de-
termined.” (Krier 1988: 72) [emphasis mine]

The structural elements of the CONTAINER image schema that are usu-
ally realized in descriptions of buildings are the interior and the boundary.
These are often articulated by means of anatomical metaphors, as suggested
by terms such as skin or shell used to refer to the outer coverings of built
artifacts, and reference to the interior of a building as its guts or bowels. By
way of illustration, consider the following passage from the corpus:

(1)  While Cracknell, Lonergan, MacMahon and Nicholas have skilfully
layered the geometry of the existing building, Richard Goodwin,
metaphorically, has dumped the guts on the footpath. But what is ...
[3PARAS~1.TXT]

Here, the equation of a building’s interior with its “guts” may be seen as
partially motivated by a CONTAINER image schema whereby both buildings
and living organisms are seen as containers and, accordingly, as having an
interior. The logic of the metaphor is ensured by the mapping of the interior
element in the schematic structure of the source domain (i.e., the guts of the
living organism) onto the interior of the building rather than onto any other
part. Likewise, many metaphors in architectural texts drawing upon visual
knowledge (for instance, the description of a building plan as “tadpole-like”
discussed earlier) appear to be motivated by shared image-schematic struc-
ture between source and target (in this case, a similar contour or boundary,
as will be seen in Chapter 5). The Invariance Principle ensures the non-
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arbitrary nature of metaphorical mappings like these by constraining the
choice of both source and target domains and those sub-domains within
them involved in the mapping, as well as the unidirectional nature of the
process, all of which results in the internal coherence of metaphor.

This first formulation of the Invariance Principle, however, did not fully
explain how and why different metaphors relate among themselves, as hap-
pens when we conceptualize a single aspect of experience by drawing upon
diverse domains of experience as evoked by linguistic expression (for in-
stance, arguments can be conceptualized in terms of such different entities
as journeys and buildings). Various explanations have been provided in this
respect.

One possible explanation is provided in Grady’s (1997) theory of meta-
phor decomposability, which posits the existence of a hierarchy where a
restricted number of metaphors are susceptible to being broken down into
more specific ones. Grady discusses the existence of complex or compound
metaphors which are decomposable into smaller ones referred to as primary
metaphors. These are defined as basic metaphorical correspondences char-
acterized by their self-contained and non-decomposable nature, and by the
fact that they arise directly from our sensorimotor experience — their bodily
grounding ensuring the grounding of the complex whole. By way of illus-
tration he describes how the compound metaphor THEORIES ARE BUILDINGS
belongs to “a system of related mappings, a many-to-many correspondence
network, which also includes THEORIES ARE TEXTILES, SOCIETY IS A TEX-
TILE, SOCIETY 1S A BUILDING, and so forth” (Grady 1997: 272). The co-
existence of these metaphors is explained as partly resulting from the map-
ping of the physical structure characterizing both buildings and textiles
onto the concept of organization underlying such abstract entities as theo-
ries or society. In other words, our perception of physical structure helps
conceptualize abstract structure via the primary metaphor ORGANIZATION IS
PHYSICAL [PART-WHOLE] STRUCTURE, which is an example of metaphori-
cal correspondence arising directly from experience. According to Grady
(1997), the existence of primary metaphors ensures the non-arbitrary nature
of metaphor formation, and helps us predict the amount of knowledge
mapped across domains as well as explain the relationships among meta-
phors in our conceptual system.”

Another explanation may be seen as coming by the hand of what is
popularly known as Blending theory, which, although not concerned with
compound or primary metaphors per se, posits the existence of diverse
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sources in any figurative (metaphorical or otherwise) mapping and, in this
sense, could also explain the cases cited earlier.

1.3.1 Blending theory

As happens with cognitive approaches to metaphor and other related phe-
nomena, what is alternatively known as conceptual blending, conceptual
integration, the many-space model, and the network theory set out as an
exploration of how people integrate information in their brains in under-
standing not only figurative language, but also diverse discourse phenom-
ena (e.g., counterfactuals, hypotheticals, narrative tenses, deixis, and so
forth). A mental space is a knowledge packet, derived from our long-term
knowledge store, and constructed ad-hoc to perform certain cognitive op-
erations (e.g. understanding others in verbal interaction), one of them be-
ing, precisely, processing metaphorical language. However, while metaphor
researchers see the latter as consisting in a two-domain mapping (i.e., map-
ping knowledge from a source domain onto a target domain), Blending
theory posits the existence of as many source domains or spaces as needed
to understand the linguistic data at issue (Fauconnier 1985, 1994, 1997;
Fauconnier and Turner 1994, 1996, 1998; Turner and Fauconnier, 1995,
2000; Coulson and Oakley 2000). In other words, blending involves pro-
jecting knowledge from two or more input mental spaces into a new space
called the blended space or blend.

As described in Fauconnier (1997), the different types of mapping
across spaces may include projection mappings such as metaphor and anal-
ogy, pragmatic mappings such as metonymy and synecdoche, and schema
mappings roughly corresponding to the frames and scripts described by
Schemata Theory and Artificial Intelligence research (Bartlett 1932; Min-
sky 1975; Winograd 1975; Mandler and Johnson 1977; Schank and Abel-
son 1977; Rumelhart 1980). This has led some scholars to regard the theory
as providing “a unifying umbrella framework for a range of cognitive ‘sib-
lings’ that have been studied with relative independence” (Veale and
O’Donoghue 2000: 253). Put in another way, to some extent mental space
theory takes the level of abstraction one step further in the sense that those
mappings across or within domains characterizing, for instance, metaphor
and metonymy can be considered as specific types of blends.”

Indeed, blends may not only subsume a variety of models of metaphori-
cal mappings, but their very basic operations can be seen as similar to those
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in metaphor. For one thing, both consist of integrating knowledge from the
conceptual domains involved (that is, using our knowledge of journeys or
war to understand other domains such as life or arguments according to the
well-known metaphors LIFE IS A JOURNEY and ARGUMENT IS WAR). In
metaphor, these domains have a very basic structure of entities and rela-
tions which, as has been seen, gets partially mapped onto the entity or con-
cept metaphorically construed. Likewise, blending “consists in integrating
partial structures from two separate domains into a single structure with
emergent properties within a third domain” (Fauconnier 1997: 22).

As may be discerned from this definition, a conspicuous difference be-
tween blends and metaphor is that whereas research dealing with the latter
explains it as consisting of a direct mapping across two domains, in mental
space theory this mapping is seen as indirect; that is, mappings take place at
a very schematic or abstract level in a third space referred to as generic
space which contains what source and target have in common (i.e., sche-
matic or structural information). This description of generic spaces brings
to mind the Invariance Principle expounded in Turner (1990, 1993) and
Lakoff (1993), which posits the preservation of the cognitive topology or
image-schematic structure between source and target in metaphor. This
appears to be also claimed in Fauconnier and Turner (1994: 25), where we
find that image schemas in the sense of Lakoff, Johnson, and Turner define
generic spaces at a very high level, with extremely partial and skeletal
structure with multiple projection possibilities.” This third space together
with the source and target input spaces give rise to the actual integration of
knowledge or blend, the fourth space in the theory. However, the basic
postulate in Blending theory that blends create a structure of their own
which may be inconsistent with the structure of some of the input spaces
appears to be at odds with the Invariance Principle (see also Ruiz de Men-
doza [1998] and Ruiz de Mendoza and Pefia [2002] in this respect).

Another difference is that whereas in metaphor the source domain may
be seen as providing the input for construing the target entity or concept in
a figurative way, in Blending theory both source and target are regarded as
input spaces themselves, giving rise to the new blend construct. In this re-
gard, a final difference, as alleged in the quote above, is that this blend has
emergent properties of its own, that is, results from, yet is different from
the sum of the information bits provided by the input spaces (which com-
prises both information from the two input spaces as well as structure from
the generic space). In other words, “generic spaces provide abstract scenar-
ios for source and target, while blends provide in a sense richer, more de-
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veloped scenarios into which source, target, and generic can all project”
(Fauconnier and Turner 1994: 24).

In order to illustrate the differences between metaphor and blend ap-
proaches, consider the following passage from the corpus:

(2)  The glass slashes are the ends of full-height slots that run right across
the building. Using these as the major public volumes, Fuksas
weaves off a surprising variety of spaces. [2MONTA~1.TXT]

This example instantiates a textile metaphor that may be referred to as AR-
CHITECTURAL PRACTICE IS CLOTH-MAKING (in this particular case by
WEAVING), from which we may also infer the more specific metaphors
ARCHITECTS ARE CLOTH MAKERS and BUILDING ELEMENTS ARE PIECES OF
CLOTH/CLOTHING. From an experientialist perspective, ARCHITECTURAL
PRACTICE IS WEAVING above illustrates what is known as structural meta-
phor, that is, the projection of a rich set of elements across spaces that al-
lows for the structuring of a concept in terms of another (cf. section 4.4. in
Chapter 4). This metaphor may be further decomposed into various other
more specific metaphors such as ARCHITECTS ARE WEAVERS or BUILDINGS
ARE CLOTH — all of them exemplifying what is known as ontological meta-
phor, whereby events, activities, emotions, ideas, etc. are seen as concrete
entities and substances. Our knowledge of cloth making in general and
weaving in particular and the roles and relations in this cognitive frame get
mapped onto architects’ practice: both involve technical skill, the following
of a number of conventional rules and steps to combine different elements
into a unified whole, and respond to certain aesthetic concerns.

The metaphor is, then, different from other metaphors in which spatial
knowledge is mapped onto non-spatial entities and concepts (e.g., MORE IS
UP) and which are ruled by the logic of an image schema (i.e., a spatial
concept). However, the logic inherent to the Invariance Principle is pre-
served in the sense that actors are mapped onto actors (i.e., the weaver is
mapped onto the architect), combinatory rules from weaving practice are
presumably mapped onto the combinatory rules in building, and the final
textile product is mapped onto the built artifact. Moreover, since what is
emphasized in the expression is the combinatory process in architectural
practice (i.e., the combination or arrangement of several parts into a whole),
we may well argue that the metaphor is related to the primary metaphor
ORGANIZATION IS PHYSICAL [PART WHOLE] STRUCTURE (even if in the case
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of the architectural example above both source and target are physical enti-
ties themselves).

In turn, Blending theory would explain both views of weaving and of
building as providing input for the metaphor BUILDING IS WEAVING in the
particular expression illustrated in passage 2 (i.e., as being two input spaces
for the final blend). These would project their shared structural properties
(mentioned above) onto the generic space. The final blend would then re-
cruit structural information from this and specific details from the source
and target input spaces — in our case, the combinatory aspect shared by both
weaving and building as well as the inferred view of architects as weavers
and the built artifact as a piece of cloth. The resulting metaphorical schema
would thus use partial information from all other three spaces, yet would
provide a richer view than the one(s) provided by each of those spaces.
That is, the construal of building practice as weaving would be richer than
our common views of both activities taken in isolation.

As may be discerned from this brief explanation, and has been pointed
out by Forceville (2004: 86), “in essence the basic mechanisms of the
many-space model was, with different names, already largely familiar from
metaphor theory.” He also claims that the views of blends as characterized
by emergent structure and features can actually be traced back to interac-
tion scholars such as Black (1977/1979), Richards (1936) or Ricoeur (1975,
1986), all of whom saw metaphor as changing the views of both source and
target and, therefore, of being more than the sum of their components (a
bi-directionality rejected by experientialist scholars, as discussed earlier).

Moreover, although Blending theory may be valid for explaining an ex-
ample like the one illustrated in (2), it may be less useful for exploring
other architectural metaphors where only one very specific trait from the
source is mapped onto the architectural target. A case in point is the vast
number of imagistic mappings that result in reference to a building as a
pod, a tadpole or a zeppelin given its physical resemblance with these enti-
ties. As will be seen later, in many such cases the mapping only concerns a
very concrete trait shared by the entities metaphorically related, which may
be explained in more simple terms (e.g., by alluding to the metonymic mo-
tivation of such image metaphors, as will be seen in Chapter 5). In other
words, Blending theory can, of course, explain the mechanisms whereby a
metaphor like A BUILDING IS A ZEPPELIN is understood or processed; how-
ever, in many such cases classical metaphor theory is equally useful and
explanatory.
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Indeed, Fauconnier and Turner (1998) themselves appear to acknowl-
edge the validity of experientialist approaches in the analysis of what they
call simple or one-sided networks or blends:

In a simple metaphoric blend ... projection from inputs to blend is highly
asymmetric: one of the inputs but not the other supplies the organizing
frame and therefore frame-topology. This is why it seems appropriate to call
that input the source input. The projection of the source frame to the blend
carries with it linguistic constructions (e.g. vocabulary) used to evoke the
source frame. (Faucconier and Turner 1998: 166)

It seems then that in these cases, the conventional analysis carried out
within the Lakoffian paradigm may be not only valid but, to some extent,
simpler (i.e., necessitates less diagrammatic paraphernalia), which may
well be a strong argument for its adoption instead of the more complex
analysis involved in blends. This is also suggested by Harder (2003: 92)
when proposing “adherence to a basic principle of conservatism that ulti-
mately goes back to Ockham, i.e., that complexities in theoretical assump-
tions must be motivated by complexities in the data. If there is a theory that
can account for the same data with less heavy theoretical artillery, that the-
ory should be preferred until further notice.”

Of course, not all figurative expressions can be neatly explained as re-
sulting from a one-sided, simple mapping, particularly when the expres-
sions co-occur in the same textual context. This is the case of architectural
texts where buildings may be simultaneously referred to and described as a
“bubble”, “a gargantuan blancmange”, and a “giant jellyfish”, as shown
below:

(3) MAGIC BUBBLE. Hovering like a gargantuan blancmange above
the Greenwich Peninsula, the Millennium Dome is now an inescap-
able part of the London skyline ... Engineered by Buro Happold, it is
the world’s largest membrane structure ... The hemispherical struc-
ture is clad in 80 000 sqm of Teflon coated glass-fibre panels. The
smooth fabric surface is alternately hermetically opaque during the
day and eerily translucent after dark; ar night the entire structure
glows and pulsates like a giant jellyfish. [2MAGIC~1.TXT]

Given the number of source domains susceptible to being mapped onto the
building above, one may consider the benefits of analyzing such cases fol-
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lowing the guidelines proposed by Blending theory for, as already seen, one
of the main tenets (and advantages in relation to other approaches) in the
theory is that linguistic expressions may evoke as many input spaces or
domains as necessary for their understanding. In other words, the useful-
ness of this theory may lie in the fact that, in certain cases, the interpreta-
tion of the metaphorical language in a particular textual stretch may require
invoking knowledge from more than one domain (i.e., source domain or
input space). However, invoking the presence of various input spaces in a
given metaphorical passage (i.c., what may be called the co-mapping of
different sources onto a single target) does not imply rejecting insights from
metaphor theory. In this respect, it should be noted that the co-mapping of
several metaphorical sources onto a single target has also been accounted
for by metaphor scholars: see, for instance, the phenomenon referred to as
metaphor composing in Lakoff and Turner (1989) or what Goatly (1997)
calls metaphor diversification (cf. section 2.3. in this chapter). A different
issue is whether the co-instantiation of metaphorical language — simply —
responds to some of the rhetorical — discourse — constraints conflating in a
particular text or parts of it. The question to answer here does not only con-
cern the processes involved in understanding the different expressions, but
also the reasons why these co-occur in a given context. In such cases, no-
tions handled by discourse analysts of different persuasions such as co-
reference, anaphora, lexical cohesion, theme and rheme, etc. may provide a
more useful, yet less process- or conceptually-biased explanation than the
one derived from approaching the issue from a cognitive-only perspective.

In sum, Interaction, Comparison, and Experientialism researchers have
approached figurative phenomena from different perspectives and de-
scribed them in varying degrees of detail, yet share common ground in
some respects. For one thing, all of them depart from previous cosmetic
views on metaphor as a mere surrogate for literal language, stressing its
cognitive status and its potential to create reality. They also illustrate vari-
ous degrees of commitment to the similarity basis of metaphorical transfers
however differently this may be technically explicated (e.g. the Invariance
Principle). The three approaches here outlined, nevertheless, differ in their
greater or lesser detail of explanation of the intricacies of metaphor and of
its role in the figurative construal of our experience in the world, Experien-
tialism providing the most comprehensive account of the poetic workings
of mind.

As has been pointed out, the views on metaphor sustained in this book
follow the main guidelines proposed by Experientialism. That is, figurative
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expressions are regarded as the surface phenomena of the general cognitive
mechanism known as metaphor. This is seen as usually involving an
asymmetrical mapping across two domains” although, as also suggested
throughout the previous discussion and described within the theory itself,
linguistic expressions may actually invoke more than one metaphor or,
better put, a compiex array of metaphors related among themselves via
higher-order and/or primary metaphorical schemas such as ORGANIZATION
IS PHYSICAL STRUCTURE or the EVENT STRUCTURE metaphor.

The explanation of the reasons underlying the co-instantiation of several
metaphorical expressions in textual contexts is, nevertheless, a different
matter. For, although this co-occurrence may help us gain some insights as
to the figurative workings of mind (in our case, the collective mind of ar-
chitects so to speak), it also appears to respond to the various discourse
factors that converge and show up in texts, and, therefore, needs to be ex-
plained accordingly (i.e., using discourse analysis tools). A caveat is in
order in this regard. As stated in Chapter 1, my main aim in this book is to
describe the role of metaphorical language in a very specific instance of
architectural communication and, as a result, the role of metaphor in archi-
tectural thinking — as suggested by linguistic expressions, that is, the prod-
ucts of metaphorical thinking. The explanation of these as instantiating
metaphorical mappings or diverse combinations of these is, in this sense,
the result of the analyst’s appreciation, rather than an analysis of how archi-
tects actually understand (i.e., process) the expressions and the cognitive
mechanisms that may be involved in such understanding, even if the analy-
sis may well provide some insights in this direction. In contrast, metaphor
theory in general and the experientialist paradigm and Blending theory in
particular aim at gaining more knowledge on the latter, that is, are more
psychologically biased than the approach adopted in the present work.

2. What are metaphors for? The rhetorical dimension of metaphor

Claiming that human reasoning is largely metaphorical and imaginative not
only involves attempting to determine the role of metaphor in our cogni-
tion, but also how we use metaphor to communicate. Emphasis needs there-
fore to be placed on the social dimension of figurative phenomena integrat-
ing the conceptual, formal, and contextual aspects involved, even if the
former has often been granted with the lion’s share in metaphor research.
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Within current approaches to metaphor, one that explicitly adopts an
applied, discourse stance is that of Goatly (1997). He describes the role of
metaphor in discourse following Halliday’s (1984, 1985) ideational, inter-
personal and textual metafunctions of language while noting, “metaphors
fulfill more than one function simultaneously” (Goatly 1997: 149). Al-
though in general his description may be discussed as a systematization of
previous views on metaphor’s communicative role (e.g. the three functions
are implicit in the discussion in Ortony [1975], Gerrig and Gibbs [1988],
Crider and Cirillo [1991] or Albritton [1995]), his threefold functional
grouping of metaphor’s role in texts may provide a starting point to devise
an analytical procedure along which applied cognitive metaphor research
might operate, as [ shall attemnpt to outline in the following chapter. In the
meantime, Halliday’s metafunctions may well be used to briefly survey
how metaphor’s functional role has been explored and/or discussed. This
grouping nevertheless responds to expository needs rather than illustrating
a unitary research focus.

2.1. Ideational focus

Of the three general language functions covered by metaphor, the ideational
function has deserved the lion’s share in metaphor research. The domain
where metaphor’s epistemic potential has been most frequently acknowl-
edged is that of science (Boyd 1979; Kuhn 1979; Gentner 1982), to the
extent that Boyd (1979) singles out a special type he calls theory-
constitutive metaphor as playing a crucial role in the development and ar-
ticulation of theories in science by both providing new insight into scien-
tific phenomena and creating “theoretical terminology where none previ-
ously existed” (Boyd 1979: 357). This is contrasted to what he calls exe-
getical or pedagogical metaphors, whose main role is to teach or explain
theories even if these may also be well formulated in non-metaphorical
ways. In this sense, although attention is particularly devoted to constitutive
metaphor, the interpersonal needs covered by metaphor are also addressed
as intrinsic to its use as an explanatory device.

Boyd’s views will be incorporated in different — general or specific —
accounts of metaphor and, thus, we find both types in Indurkhya (1992)
under the names of comparative and projective metaphors respectively, and
in Ungerer and Schmid (1996) where a functional distinction is drawn be-
tween constitutive and explanatory metaphor. Both roles are also indirectly
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present in studies devoted to architectural discourse (Ackerman and Oates
1996; Medway 1996, 2000; Forty 2000), where metaphorical language has
been often explained as meeting disciplinary needs at critical moments of
theory formation (Forty 2000), as well as fulfilling the needs of architects
when interacting with people outside the community. Finally, research on
metaphor in educational settings basically hinges upon its explanatory po-
tential (Petrie 1979; Sticht 1979; Lindstromberg 1991; Mayer 1993; Petrie
and Oshlag 1993) as derived from views on metaphor as a “bridge from the
known to the unknown” (Petrie and Oshlag 1993: 584). In this respect,
Mayer (1993) accounts for a type of metaphor (instructive metaphor) which
helps learners to direct their attention towards key information about new
concepts, connect new events into a coherent structure, and integrate old
and new knowledge.

It is experientialist scholars who have paid greatest attention to meta-
phor’s ideational dimension because of their strong conceptual approach to
the subject. Thus, despite Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980: 153) views on
metaphor as “a matter of thought and action” with social consequences, it is
the matter-of-thought aspect that has been mainly cherished within the
paradigm. Likewise, attempts to explore metaphor in discourse contexts
along experientialist guidelines have tended to concentrate on metaphor’s
contribution to building up a certain world view, be it that of a particular
literary work (Tsur 1992; Simon 1994; Jahn 1997), or that of a cultural,
professional community or domain (Dirven 1994; Koller 2004; Musolff
2004). Discussion of the latter has usually centered on the figurative moti-
vation of professional jargon, often considering further application to the
LSP classroom (Lindstromberg 1991; Henderson 1986, 1994, 1998; Boers
and Demecheleer 1997; Boers 1999, 2000).

2.2. Interpersonal focus

A classical attempt to clarify the general communicative function(s) of
metaphor is illustrated by Ortony’s (1975) three hypotheses, where meta-
phor is regarded as a tool for overcoming language ‘limitations’. In the first
place, metaphors provide a way of expressing ideas difficult to convey
otherwise, as specified by his inexpressibility hypothesis. Secondly, the
compactness hypothesis explains metaphor as a shorthand device in order
to convey a great deal of information succinctly. Finally, the vividness hy-
pothesis draws upon one the classical uses of metaphor, i.e., that of convey-
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ing information in a vivid and memorable way. The implicit assumption in
all three hypotheses is that metaphor is a resource we consciously seek
when everything else fails, rather than actually underlying a great deal of
conventionally used language. Nevertheless, although metaphor may be
indirectly portrayed as a surrogate for literal language, Ortony’s views have
powerfully influenced further discussion on the role of metaphor to cover
interpersonal needs.

Later work has made explicit the pragmatic bias in Ortony’s hypotheses
(e.g. Gerrig and Gibbs 1988; Albritton 1995). Thus, Gibbs (1994) offers an
overview of the communicative potential of metaphor, describing figurative
talk as often presupposing and reinforcing intimacy between interlocutors,
informing others about one’s own attitudes and beliefs, and providing sig-
nals of the nature of a given interaction (e.g. intimacy, formality, hostility,
membership, etc.). In this respect, together with fulfilling an informational,
ideational function, metaphors are essentially pragmatic devices often used
as “reasons to support claims and to emphasize, concretize, or personalize
particular issues ... metaphor can indeed significantly change people’s atti-
tudes toward various political and social topics ... Metaphor by itself
doesn’t necessarily change people’s attitudes, but when used in conjunction
with other prose material, it is useful for highlighting arguments that are
consistent with its entailments” (Gibbs 1994: 145).

Research on more specific discourse contexts has further discussed
metaphor’s contribution to persuasive discourse practices, as illustrated in
research on political discourse (Lerman 1984; Howe 1988; Winter 1989;
Voss et al 1992; Chilton 1996; Musolff 2004) and advertising discourse
(Loffler-Laurian 1994; Forceville 1996; Piller 1999), two types of dis-
course epitomizing the extensive use of metaphor to promote the accep-
tance of certain beliefs or ideas, and guide consumption practices. For in-
stance, in Howe (1988) and Voss et al (1992) we find metaphors described
as devices deployed for creating common ground between political orators
and their audiences, as well as providing the former with a foundation on
which to build up their arguments, highlight and downplay political issues
at their own convenience and, in certain cases, indirectly exclude certain
segments of the electorate — as appears to be the case with the male-
centered sports metaphors described in Howe (1988).” Similarly, Loffler-
Laurian (1994) and Piller (1999) point out that metaphor helps make the
mass-media discourse accessible to non-expert audiences by erasing the
technical description of certain topics and/or products (e.g. cars), and de-
scribe how this is used to monitor their consumption habits. However, al-
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though much of metaphor’s persuasive potential relies upon its textual ren-
dering, the scarce discussion on such rendering seems, at the very least,
odd.

2.3. Textual focus

A first provision of metaphorical patterns in texts may be found in Lakoff
and Turner (1989: 69-72) even if their acknowledged purpose is not to ex-
amine the managerial, or textual, role of metaphor but, rather, describe four
“mode(s] of poetic thought”, whereby poets may extend, elaborate, ques-
tion, and compose conventionally used metaphors for literary, aesthetic
purposes. Poets, for instance, can extend a conventional metaphor by in-
cluding those parts of it that are not normally used in everyday thinking.
This is the case with “To sleep? Perchance to dream! Ay, there’s the rub;
For in that sleep of death what dreams may come?” — a frequently quoted
example from Hamlet where Shakespeare includes the dream element im-
plicit, yet seldom used in the metaphor DEATH IS SLEEP." Literary authors
may also elaborate some of the conventionally used parts of a metaphor in
a novel, unexpected way, as illustrated by Emily Dickinson’s elaboration of
death’s destination in the metaphor DEATH IS DEPARTURE: “Of whom am [
afraid? Not Death, for who is He? The porter of my father’s lodge.” Poets
can also question the validity of well entrenched metaphors to make sense
of our lives, as happens with Catullus questioning of the metaphor LIFE-
TIME IS A DAY by portraying death as “perpetual night to be slept through”
contrary to what happens in the day-night cyclic succession. Finally, meta-
phors may involve the same target in metaphor composing, thus producing
richer effects upon readers.

Some of these metaphorical patterns are incorporated in Goatly’s (1997)
survey of seven patterns of metaphor interplay, described within both se-
mantic and textual parameters: that is, how sources help understand targets
and how this is lexically realized in text (both ultimately ensuring textual
coherence and cohesion). The first type is repetition, and concerns the con-
sistent repetition of a source term referring to the same target throughout a
text or textual chunk. When a repeated source term refers to different tar-
gets each time we have multivalency. Diversification involves the use of
different sources to talk about or refer to the same target, each source term
highlighting different aspects of it. This roughly corresponds to composing
in Lakoff and Turner (1989). Metaphor compounding occurs when the
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source of a metaphor previously established becomes the target in a new
metaphor. Modification requires that the source terms mapped onto the
same target are related among themselves through lexical relations such as
synonymy and the like, or by their belonging to the same lexical set. Fxten-
sion involves a number of semantically related sources being mapped onto
semantically related targets, and draws heavily upon both extension and
elaboration in Lakoff and Turner (1989). This pattern stands in clear con-
trast with metaphorical mixing, where sources are related syntactically but
not semantically. These patterns will be amply illustrated when discussing
examples from the architectural corpus here analyzed in Chapter 6 (cf. sec-
tion 5.).

The managerial role of metaphor in non-literary discourse and, more
specifically, in conversation is explored in Drew and Holt (1988, 1995,
1998), whose work represents a truly discursive approach to the role of
figurative language in conversation, and has influenced later applied-
linguistics research on metaphor. Their main finding is that “the use of
figurative expressions in conversation is a property of the design of turns at
talk” (Drew and Holt 1998: 497). Thus, after identifying the distribution
patterns of figurative language in a corpus of telephone calls, Drew and
Holt explain their use as associated with topic termination and with transi-
tions to a new/next topic. Concerning the first aspect, they indicate that
figurative expressions usually function as summary assessments of what
has been previously reported — a summary function often combined with an
evaluative role. Figurative language may also allow the participants in a
conversation to become “empirically disengaged” from their topic(s) and
ready to give the floor to their interlocutors, who may also use a figurative
expression to introduce the new topic. Moreover, figurative language also
helps create topical frames within the texts, which contributes to their co-
herence and cohesion, and hence comprehension.

Low (1997) explores the role of metaphor in an assortment of academic
texts paying close attention to the location and density of figurative lan-
guage in the texts under analysis, the reasons for their presence, and the
way metaphor works in conjunction with other rhetorical techniques to help
structure topics and texts. His main assumption is that metaphor is a strat-
egy insofar as it serves a given purpose and, therefore, should be learnt by
anyone aiming at mastering a given language:

What the writer needs to know ... in order to construct an appropriate and
effective text, is when, where, how often and in what form to use the ‘argu-
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ment is a building’ metaphor, or indeed, any metaphor at all. ... What we
need is some indication of how writers use metaphor, or related figurative
devices, to help organise and ‘manage’ academic text. (Low 1997: 1)

He also relates the locus of occurrence of metaphor to topic closures and
transitions, and to face and politeness constraints. Among the functions
signaled by metaphor’s textual distribution, he accounts for (a) negotiating
the end of, disengaging or summarizing a topic, (b) positioning the reader
with regard to a given topic, (c) continuing to write about problematic top-
ics, (d) marking out an important section, (¢) marking a jump to/from seri-
ousness, (f) simplifying an explanation, (g) refusing to take responsibility
for action, (h) making a coded aside, and (i) being ironic. His conclusion is
that “metaphor use is central to discourse, is principled, is describable and
lastly, relates to contexts and activities or skills that language learners
might reasonably be expected to develop control over ... metaphor use is an
extremely important part of pragmatic functioning, and as such should be
involved in language training” (Low 1997: 10-11).

A final insightful contribution to the study of figurative language in dis-
course is Moon’s (1998) research on fixed expressions and idioms (hence-
forth, FEIs), many of which are metaphorically grounded. Working from
the lexicographical and corpus-linguistics trend of research within Halli-
dayan functional grammar, Moon offers both a quantitative and qualitative
study of the textual occurrence and role of FEIs, classifying them according
to word class and text function, and discussing the latter with regard to the
informational, evaluative, situational, modalizing, and organizational roles
of FEIs.

Together with encoding both the writer’s worldview and his/her attitude
towards topics in texts, Moon (1998: 259-260) argues that FEIs “operate as
discourse devices ... Metaphorical FEIs and proverbs represent cultural
schemas, with entailed evaluations, and they are marked selections within
the paradigm available at a given point in text”.” Consequently, the evalua-
tion encoded in these linguistic chunks also has an important structural role
within the texts in which they occur, an issue that Moon links to the generic
ascription of the texts where they may occur. More specifically, Moon
stresses that

the importance of FEIs in relation to discourse and text: in particular, in
terms of cohesion, evaluation and politeness. It is significant that FEIs pro-
vide cohesive ties within texts, and that metaphorical FEIs function as indi-
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ces of intertextuality. It is significant that many FEIs have strong evaluative
content ... Finally, it is appropriate to re-emphasize here that FEIs have roles
as enabling devices in discourse: they are not redundant, nor necessarily
casual or meaningless lexical choices.... FEIs are a phenomenon of dis-
course as well as the lexicon. (Moon 1998: 310-311)

In sum, Moon stresses the role of FEIs, and, among these, metaphors, in
creating grammatical, lexical and semantic cohesive networks within texts
(especially, extended metaphor), and in marking topic boundaries at the
beginning and end of texts and paragraphs, calling attention to their role as
evaluative and politeness devices.

In the previous sections, I have outlined some of the research on the
heuristic role of metaphor in communication, organizing this overview
according to whether the main concern is to gain access to the epistemic
dimension of metaphor, to determine its role in fulfilling interpersonal
needs, or to explore how it helps manage discourse interactions. [ have also
organized the different works into three groups, as a way to stress that,
although all of them provide useful insights into some aspects of meta-
phor’s role in discourse, research integrating all three is still scarce. The
next chapter is devoted to discussing one possible procedure for such an
endeavor.



Chapter 4
Exploring metaphor in the building review genre

The proposal in this book is that genre provides an operative framework for
investigating metaphor in discourse, and, particularly, for exploring the
presence and role of metaphor in professional communication. As pointed
out in Chapter 1, approaching metaphor from a genre vantage may be a
way to go beyond the level of lexis (i.e. metaphor’s contribution to disci-
plinary jargon) to place the emphasis on how metaphor may reveal the
worldview of a community, fulfil several rhetorical purposes, and contrib-
ute to the unfolding of text according to the genre’s conventions. The ensu-
ing sections describe the genre under exploration and the procedure fol-
lowed in the analysis of the metaphorical language found in the texts as-
cribed to it.

1. The building review

Building reviews are relatively short texts whose purpose is to describe and
evaluate the work of architectus ingenio irrespective of whether this is ac-
tually erected or is still in project form. They fall into those evaluative prac-
tices that, together with more theoretically driven genres, have contributed
to shaping architecture’s rationale, along with fostering particular architec-
tural trends at different periods. In this regard, the genre has largely con-
tributed to building up the prestige of certain architects, as well as the so-
cial acceptance of and consequent demand for specific building aesthetics.
Part of this persuasive potential lies in the fact that reviews are widely
read by architects because of the comprehensive nature of the topics cov-
ered in the texts. For although reviews may be essentially devoted to de-
scribing and evaluating buildings regarded as noteworthy, they often ad-
dress a large number of issues related to the artifacts under focus as well.
For instance, reviews may discuss the current state of the art in the disci-
pline, outline architectural careers or trends, and link all these to broader
social concerns (e.g. housing policies). The genre’s wide scope and infor-
mative potential may therefore explain why it is read by both practicing
architects who want to keep up with the latest information in the field, and
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by architecture students as part of their training, especially in the middle
and final years.

The building reviews used in the research described in this book are
specifically aimed at a professional audience, whether architects dealing
with building design and/or urban planning or other professionals involved
in construction. I chose reviews written in English first because English
Philology is my field of study and second, and most importantly, because
English is indeed the most widely used language in architectural publica-
tions (for instance, Japanese magazines are basically written in English, and
well-known Spanish ones such as EI Croquis provide texts both in Spanish
and English). These texts are usually written by architects, and published in
specialized periodical magazines concerned with architectural design.
However, although the genre may have been originally designed by and for
professional architects, it also displays influences from discourses and texts
outside the architectural realm, particularly journalistic texts. In fact, archi-
tectural reviews written by journalists rather than architects have recently
become a regular section in broadsheets and quality magazines aimed at
non-specialized audiences. The increasingly popular (as opposed to techni-
cal) flavor of some professional building reviews may thus be due to the
influence exerted by the all-pervading media discourse. This is particularly
salient in the use of catchy titles and leads to attract the readers’ interest or
in the recurrent presence of intertextual allusions and puns with the same
purpose, both characteristic of other review types like, for instance, book
reviews in non-academic publications. The following examples may give
the gist of the playful, even tongue-in-cheek, use of language exhibited by
some reviews in professional publications:

(1)  WINDOW SHOPPING. In image-conscious Miami Beach, custom-
ers are the commodity in a new supermarket by Wood and Zapata.
[WINDOW.TXT)]

(2) WALL GAMES. After last year’s Robin Boyd win, Durbach Block
deliver another lesson in freestyle radial geometry, perspective ma-
nipulation and the spatial potential of the sweeping wall
[WALL.TXT]

(3) Like the transformative process of winemaking, Herzog & de Meu-
ron have elevated the most unassuming of raw materials into an ar-
chitecture which is both functional and beautiful, robust and delicate,
tactile and highly abstract. This building, like the wine it houses, is a
refined blend of science and art. While highly rational, efficient and
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intelligent, Dominus Winery is also a sensuous fusion of nature and
the man-made. [3STEEL.TXT]

As shown in example 3, building assessment is also often conveyed by
means of language reminiscent of reviews prototypical of disciplines that
share aesthetic concerns with architecture, namely painting or sculpture. In
this regard, although highly idiosyncratic, building reviews are also closely
related to textual practices driven by similar evaluative concerns. In the
following sections, we will see how these aspects impinge upon the func-
tional and formal traits of this particular type of review. The first section
describes how the genre’s rhetorical goals show up in its prototypical struc-
ture, and the second section deals with the aspects that differentiate build-
ing reviews from other reviews.

1.1. The rhetorical organization of building reviews

The textual organization of building reviews is determined by the descrip-
tive and evaluative aims of the genre. Thus, the texts prototypically show
three distinct sections: Introduction, Description, and Closing Evaluation.
Each of these is further structured in recognizable textual sequences or
moves which, in turn, are organized in a number of steps and sub-steps
representing the diverse ways chosen by authors for accomplishing rhetori-
cal goals (Swales 1990). Finally, two other typical components of the genre
are the visuals co-occurring with the verbal commentary, and the Technical
Specifications Card providing information on the people participating in the
project and its budget. The genre’s rhetorical organization is schematized in
Table 1 on the next page.
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Table 1. Rhetorical structure of the building review

TITLE + LEAD
(Topic introduction and evaluation summary)

INTRODUCTION

Move 1: Creating Context Step 1: Building a situation
— Generalizations and/or
— Background information
and/or
— Description and/or
— Other (narrative, anecdote)
Step 2: Evaluating the situation

— Problem spotting and/or
— Claiming importance
Move 2: Introducing Step 1: Positioning the building in the previous
building context and/or
Step 2: Highlighting a specific trait of the build-
ing and/or

Step 3: Introducing the building
Move 3: Providing first evaluation of building

DESCRIPTION
Move 1: Providing techni- Step 1: Siting details
cal details of building Step 2: Information on budget and/or construc-

tion phases
Move 2: Outlining the general organization and/or appearance of building
(overall plan)
Move 3: Describing the parts/components of building
Move 4: Highlighting parts of the building

CLOSING EVALUATION

Move 1: Providing closing evaluation of building
TECHNICAL CARD
VISUAL DATA + CAPTIONS

Titles and Leads are the places where we find buildings first introduced and
evaluated in reviews. The rhetorical importance of these textual loci lies in
that they function as frame builders for the subsequent text (van Dijk 1988;
Bell, 1996), providing concise summaries of the topic(s) developed in it
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and, at the same time, anticipating the assessment provided in the moves
and steps specifically focusing on evaluation.

Introductions usually comprise three moves. The first of these often
functions as a backdrop for the ensuing description and evaluation of the
building(s) at issue. In fact, it is here where reviewers usually establish the
criteria followed in their assessment, as well as the issues, problems or
constraints faced by the building (steps 1 and 2). This is introduced as such
in Move 2, which, as shown in Table 1, may be done in various ways.
Thus, reviewers may choose among inserting the building within the con-
text previously commented on (Step 1), explaining what makes it worth
evaluating (Step 2), or, simply, providing a sketchy (and usually technical)
outline of the points further developed in the ensuing description (Step 3).
Of these three options, the first two are essentially evaluative. Finally,
Move 3 is concerned with providing the first evaluation of the building.
This evaluation often anticipates the reviewer’s final appreciation of the
building in the Closing Evaluation. The following passage belongs to the
review “25 Floors of Glamour” (published in the March 2000 issue of Ar-
chitecture), and provides illustration of the Introduction:

25 FLOORS OF GLAMOUR. Christian de Portzamparc fashions a new
look for New York skyscrapers and the LVMH luxury-goods empire. [1]
New York City didn’t invent the skyscraper, but it certainly perfected it. [2]
Peering out above Manhattan’s crowded streets are the icons of the high-
rise era, some topped with gilded crowns, others with hushed, dark slabs,
but all designed to convey power above all else. [3] These days, there are
few high-rises going up in New York, and those that are being built are
more concerned with efficiency and speedy construction than creating a
lasting, attractive presence on the skyline and the street. [4] Just visit Times
Square to see what skyscraper building has been reduced to. [5] The two
new towers soaring above 42nd Street are little more than expensive scaf-
folds for enormous billboards and building-sized electronica; the new
Reuters tower is being built so quickly that the curtain wall is going up on
the lower floors before the entire steel skeleton is even erected. [6] So
whenever a new high-rise goes up in Manhattan, expectations are high that
it might break the mold of developer-driven dross and join the pantheon of
great Gotham towers. [7] The new U.S. headquarters of Parisian luxury-
goods empire LVMH (Moét Hennessy Louis Vuitton) may not qualify as a
skyscraper — it’s only 25 stories tall — but it does weigh in as one of the
most serious and significant structures in the city in recent years. {8] And it
took a French client, the glambitious billionaire Bernard Arnault, and a
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French architect, Pritzker-laureate Christian de Portzamparc, to teach New
York how to do a skyscraper right.

The organization of this passage may be roughly explained as follows: sen-
tences 1 and 2 generalize about the building practice involving skyscrapers
(Step 1 in Move 1), sentences 3 to 6 evaluate its present state as a problem
for a number of reasons (Step 2 in Move 1), sentence 7 introduces the
building by positioning it against the previous situation (Step 1 in Move 2),
and sentence 8 provides a first evaluation of the building (Move 3).
Descriptions are the most technical sections of building reviews. They
are concerned with describing the general organization of the building un-
der focus (covering external appearance and arrangement, and internal or-
ganization), which is often followed by a more detailed account of its dif-
ferent components. Here readers can also find siting details together with
information about the legal and financial constraints on the project. How-
ever, since sites are among the building constraints that architects must face
in their work, they may also be introduced as problems in Introductions
(Move 1, Step 2). The last move in the Description section is the most
evaluative, and it is found in reviews dealing with buildings characterized
by an outstanding feature worth mentioning (e.g. a fagade, a courtyard,
etc.). Whenever this is the case, Move 4 is the textual operation chosen by
authors to articulate a focused description plus evaluation of that particular
trait. Let us now turn to the Description section in “25 Floors of Glamour”:

[1] The LVMH Tower fills a narrow, 60-by-100-foot sliver on tiny East
57th Street tucked between the 17-story headquarters of rival Chanel and a
beaux-arts brick office block. [2] As if squeezing 25 floors of corporate of-
fices and retail space weren’t difficult enough on this tiny plot, de Portzam-
parc had to face the stringent, if somewhat vague, setback requirements that
created the familiar stepped profile of New York City’s most famous build-
ings, including the mighty Chrysler and Empire State Buildings. [3] This
tangle of regulations forced him to maintain a strong street edge along the
ground and then pull back from the street on upper floors. [4] De Portzam-
parc and architect-of-record Hillier Group pushed and pulled the tower’s
massing to meet the letter of the law, if not quite the spirit. [5] Instead of
stacking the building blocks wedding cake-style, de Portzamparc chamfered
them, pinched them, skewed them, and sloped them, discovering a few
tricks along the way. [6] “We learned that once you meet a setback, the zon-
ing law doesn’t say you can’t come back out toward the street,” explains
Hillier’s project architect, John Mulliken. [7] But no architect had ever tried
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this loophole. [8] So de Portzamparc pulled the surface of the tower’s tallest
volume outward from its 11th-floor setback to the 18th floor and then
pushed it in again up to the roof level, giving the volume an angular profile.
[9] This prismatic shape “looked sharper and more Manhattan” to de Port-
zamparc than his earlier schemes of stacked cylinders, “which were more
mannerist and unlike New York.” [10] The architect also learned that he
could leave a percentage of the building volume open, so he created a void
in the lower parts of the facade. [11] De Portzamparc dressed the tower’s
faceted facade in a sexy ensemble of green and white glass. [12] To the east
of the angled line that clefts the tower in two, the architect draped a veil of
pure white glass sandblasted with shadowbox patterns; to the west of the
seam he switched to a gauzy green glass specked with an almost invisible
grid of fritted dots. [13] The glass skin, aside from softening reflections of
the ominous monolith of Edward Larrabee Bames’s 1983 IBM Building
across the street, becomes a luminous folded and pleated sheath. [14] Like a
sexily dressed woman, the building reveals glimpses of itself through the
fabric of its enclosure. {15] It doesn’t demand to be looked at and under-
stood all at once, as a monument, but slowly and seductively. [16] Inside,
the tower’s outward image of stylish complexity is dimmed by the reality of
its tiny floor plates. [17] Though claustrophobic, the lobby’s elegant palette
of burled wood, tawny sandstone, and illuminated glass creates a suitably
luxurious foyer for the owner of such haute fashion houses as Dior, Given-
chy, Guerlain, and Vuitton. [18] But once the doors of the three miniscule
elevators close behind you — there’s not even room for a separate freight
elevator — the glamour ends abruptly; cram, not glam, becomes the opera-
tive word. [19] The office floors, which Hillier designed to mimic the look
of each label’s stores, are stuffed to capacity with showrooms, conference
rooms, and cubicles. [20] The private offices lining the street facade aren’t
particularly grand, and they bear the brunt of the fagade’s geometric irregu-
larities, like a sliver of a window that tapers to a ridiculously small point.
[21] The one great interior is what LVMH calls its “Magic Room”, a 30-
foot-high, 60-foot-square space for parties and fashion shows that fills the
tower’s top two floors. [22] De Portzamparc choreographed an elegant
promenade into the space: elevators deposit partygoers onto a mezzanine,
then they descend a curving stair as dramatic — if not as grand — as the stair-
cases of Technicolor musicals. [23] From this perch 25 stories above Mid-
town Manbhattan, you can marvel at the sliced crown of the Citicorp Center,
peer into a corner of Central Park, and gaze down on 57th Street, past Tif-
fany’s storied vitrines, all the way across the Hudson River to New Jersey.

The first three sentences in this extract inform readers about the way the
LVMH Tower was sited (Step 1 in Move 1), which responds to both con-
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textual (i.e. the particular configuration of the site) and legal constraints.
Sentences 4 to 10 outline the overall organization of the building in com-
pliance with the constraints previously mentioned (Move 2). This is fol-
lowed by a textual sequence which starting from a description of the build-
ing’s outer coverings in sentences 11-15 leads readers towards an account
of how its interior spaces are organized in sentences 16-20 (Move 3). This
Description closes with a focused description and evaluation of the out-
standing trait of this particular building, referred to in the text as the
“Magic Room” (Move 4).

The third structural part in reviews is the Closing Evaluation, and con-
sists of one move. Its main concern is to provide a final comment of the
building, which often echoes the reviewer’s initial assessment in the first
evaluation of Introductions (Move 3) or in Titles and Leads. The passage
below closes the text used to illustrate the way reviews are prototypically
organized, and shows how the final evaluative remarks on de Portzam-
parc’s building return to the fashion and glamour frame set up at the very
beginning of the text:

De Portzamparc’s U.S. debut has proven itself suitably edgy and glamorous
for the home of LVMH. This is the empire of Arnault, the man who turned
the fashion establishment on its ear by installing iconoclastic designers John
Galliano and Alexander McQueen as creative heads of the venerable houses
of Dior and Givenchy. Arnault’s power base is luxury; his building conveys
a sense of power with its style, not the cold dominion of such modern high-
rises as Saarinen’s CBS Building, unaffectionately nicknamed “Black
Rock”, or the impersonal IBM building. De Portzamparc’s tower says a lot
about the company’s esthetic philosophy, too. While the Chanel building
next door is elegant in an orderly, uptight way — like a Chanel suit —
LVMH’s tower has a loose, imprecise, and forward-looking sense of style.
That style is its power — and its challenge to the status quo of the American
high-rise.

The commentary on de Portzamparc’s building is illustrated by nine photo-
graphs (among which three show some of the three-dimensional scale mod-
els made through its design), and three plans showing the spatial arrange-
ment of the third, nineteenth and twenty-third floors respectively. The
number of visuals in reviews, however, is not fixed, and appears to depend,
among other things, on criteria particular to the magazines where these
texts are published, as well as on whether the building under focus is al-
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ready built or not. For instance, the reviews in the corpus here described
incorporate a number of visuals that ranges from 3 to more than 20, and
often discuss projects still under construction.

Finally, reviews usually close with what may be called a Technical
Specification Card. This usually includes the name of the client, informa-
tion about the architect(s), engineers, consultants, manufacturers, and con-
struction manager(s) involved in the project, and even the name of the pho-
tographer(s) responsible for the pictures displayed in the text.

In general, building reviews conform to this rhetorical structure which
should not, however, be regarded as a rigid sequential pattern followed by
all texts in the same manner. Indeed, reviewers may follow all or some of
the moves and steps, may play with their order of appearance, or even mix
or merge some of them. Nevertheless, the organization here described pro-
vides a comprehensive analytical abstraction of how reviews are usually
structured, and, accordingly, has been adopted as a useful analytical context
for exploring how things are done in the genre.

1.2. The building review versus other reviewing practices

Reviews consist of reports aimed at the consumption — understood in broad,
not necessarily commercial, terms — of artifacts such as books, films, musi-
cal performances and the like, whose assessment is the raison d’étre of this
particular type of text. Evaluation is the main rhetorical purpose of any kind
of review; it may be conveyed by diverse lexical and rhetorical devices and,
as has been seen, determines the presence of explicitly evaluative textual
sequences in the rhetorical organization of texts. In this regard, building
reviews are reminiscent of genres driven by similar evaluative concerns
like book reviews (Motta-Roth 1995).

However, building reviews differ from other review types in two re-
spects. In the first place, as happens in many other architectural texts, the
information in reviews appears in both verbal and graphic form. Secondly,
in contrast with book or film reviews in publications aimed at a general
audience, reviewers in architectural assessment must comply with a number
of requirements dictated by the professional status of the genre. The way
the assessment is conveyed in building reviews, and the rhetorical strategies
involved, are largely determined by the factors discussed in the following
sections.
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1.2.1. Viewing or re-viewing?

The starting assumption in any kind of review appears to be that readers do
not know anything about the artifacts under focus and, above all, cannot
physically access those while reading the commentary on them. Accord-
ingly, reviewers need to provide a sufficiently accurate description that will
guide the readers’ choice of whether they should buy, watch, or attend the
different entities and events thus described and evaluated.

As is immediately apparent, the authors of building reviews have privi-
leged knowledge of the buildings under consideration, and therefore are the
best-informed participant in the genre. They have access to both the written
and graphic bulk all design projects inevitably generate, and are often in
contact with the architects responsible for them, who may provide informa-
tion difficult to obtain otherwise. Therefore, they may textually reconstruct
the architectural project under focus as they like, starting from deciding
upon which aspects will be highlighted or downplayed in their commen-
tary. This may, for instance, dwell on the intellectual aspects informing a
given design or pay closer attention to its aesthetic dimension without any
reference to other abstract or technical issues. Likewise, reviewers may
choose to play up a given trait or aspect within those two dimensions, and
draw attention to the architect’s choice of materials, describe how a given
trend is re-interpreted in the new design, or make the external appearance
of a fagade the topic of the whole review.

However, the textual reconstruction or re-view of buildings in architec-
tural texts is essentially different from the description and assessment in
book or film reviews.” Thus, while the latter relies exclusively on words,
building reviews always incorporate graphic representations of the objects
under focus alongside the verbal commentary, which allows their readers to
go back and forth between the images and the text. The presence of visuals
in building reviews therefore allows readers to judge the object under
evaluation by themselves, particularly when compared with the dependence
(and, presumably, reliance) of readers of book or film reviews on the re-
viewers’ words. However, the reading of the images may be guided by the
textual commentary, although it can be presumed that the expertise of the
readers would allow them, in other conditions, to interpret the images as
they choose. Take, for instance, the earlier example dealing with a “tad-
pole-like” building. Here the verbal description somehow exploits the re-
semblance of the building with a tadpole explicitly shown in the plan in-
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cluded in the text and, in this regard, works hand in hand with the build-
ing’s graphic representation.

There may also be cases where, as noted in Chapter 2, images and
words do not provide such a contingent view of the artifacts at issue. They
may also articulate different explanations of buildings and even contradict
each other. Forceville (1996: 73) dealing with pictorial metaphors in adver-
tising raises a related point:

The text of an advertisement is often deliberately ambiguous or enigmatic
... and requires information supplied by the picture to solve the riddle. Here
one could say that the pictorial information to some extent ‘anchors’ the
linguistic information as well as viceversa. Inasmuch as this means that lin-
guistic and pictorial information complement each other, we should proba-
bly say that much contemporary advertising features ‘relay’ rather than just
(linguistic) ‘anchor’.

Likewise, the visuals in building reviews may show readers what the design
solutions under examination look like in a dispassionate manner. In turn,
verbal commentary often involves foregrounding some trait at the expense
of others, which may influence the audience’s approach to the graphics.
Consider the following example from the corpus:

(4) It is a jagged fan of five overscaled
concrete fins webbed together by an A

entrance lobby, synagogue, and \/ /\

multipurpose hall, as well as less ‘";\v : % - ’\

public spaces ... The architect likens \T Y

the building to an open book, the five }

pages of which — the concrete fins — LE -] 21

represent significant events in the L /-1

history of Duisburg’s Jewish popula- /\\] =% S <

tion. [OUTOFT~1.TXTJ" -VV AT 7 ~
\ W S

The description in this review draws upon the images of a “fan”, a “book”,
and something consisting of a number of “fins webbed together” which, in
principle, are not incompatible among themselves: imagine an open book
seen in section with all its pages spread and it does resemble something like



62  Metaphor & genre

fins webbed together or an open fan. If we now look at the visuals, such
imagistic expressions, indeed, capture the external appearance of this spa-
tial arrangement, because it does look like a spread book or fan. However,
it also may be said to look like a rake or the spread tail of a dove. In fact,
the reviewer later quotes the architect’s views of the building as an “out-
spread hand.” These various possibilities suggest that there are diverse
ways in which the building’s appearance may be interpreted; various meta-
phors may therefore be used to evoke what it looks like.

This multimodal quality of building reviews, then, makes it necessary to
pay close attention to the way the information furnished by the visuals may
be related to the assessment verbaily conveyed, and the way in which this
image-text combination may affect the author-reader interaction in the
genre. These issues will be addressed in detail in Chapter 7.

1.2.2. Professional status

Given the expertise of the genre’s readership, verbal explanations that go
beyond informing architects of something they can easily understand for
themselves may be potentially threatening to both the reviewers’ and the
readers’ face. Thus, as happens with other academic and scientific texts, the
equal status and expertise of the participants in the genre determines the
way(s) in which the reviewers’ views are couched in the texts. For, al-
though few practitioners actually become reviewers, and a long career in
building design is not a prerequisite for being a reviewer, both sides par-
ticipating in the professional version of the genre are architects themselves,
and hence are equally entitled to make assessments. Architectus ingenio
may therefore become architectus verborum and vice versa.

It is to be expected, then, that this symmetrical situation in terms of
status and authority will affect the encoding of propositions in these texts.
The presence of hedging devices, and the related pragmatics of text averral
and attribution, may therefore be foreseen. That is, the texts display a num-
ber of resources used to signal (overtly or covertly) the source of authority
in the texts, as well as the commitment to the views sustained (Sinclair
1986, 1987; Tadros 1993; Hunston 2000). For instance, if they wish to ac-
knowledge responsibility for the opinions expressed in the texts, reviewers
may explicitly show that this is the case by using first person pronouns or
by using explicit comments and evaluations — i.e., by positive averral. Yet,
they may avoid open acknowledgement, and this absence of explicit attri-
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bution is known as negative (in the sense of unmarked) averral. On the
other hand, reviewers may elude responsibility for what is discussed in the
texts by attributing it to a different source. This may be done in one of two
ways: by citing another authority (often the architects responsible for the
building) or by using general-truth statements. In the absence of explicit
citations, however, the authors’ convictions may also be inferred.

Both strategies are illustrated in the following extract, which opens with
a comment (negatively) averred by the reviewer, and validated by the in-
clusion of the architect’s own words:

(5) One geologically contoured part of the building heaves up from the
site like surrounding pre-Alpine hills rising out of the valley, while
another part thrusts toward the intersection in an eruption of angled
volumes caught in seismic upheaval. “A thickening of the earth’s
surface is the zone of occupation,” says Mayne. “We wanted to come
out of the ground and go into it, always breaking its surface.”
[2HIDDE~1.TXT]

In this respect, it should be noted that, although generally signed by their
authors, reviews in professional publications are characterized by the recur-
rent absence of an authorial first person explicitly committing him/herself
to the commentary in the texts. In fact, of the ninety-five texts in the corpus
analized in this book, only seventeen use first person pronouns and, among
these, barely three use the first person singular pronoun to signal positive
averral. This is the case of example 6 below, whose author makes no effort
to either conceal himself or disengage from the views expressed:

(6)  The lecture theatre is among the most inviting I have seen, with ex-
cellent sight lines and generous legroom. ... The abruptness of the
angle change between the wings and the acute corner of the entrance
also seems to me to reflect a territorial difficulty. ... In my view this
[brick tower and clock] also strikes a false note, for it marks no verti-
cal circulation axis like a Gothic (or Modernist) tower, and the ser-
vicing aspect is something that the architect chose for good reasons
not to articulate. [SPEAKI~1.TXT]

In the remaining fourteen texts, we find reviewers using first-person plural
pronouns in an inclusive manner. This is the case of the following example,
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where pronoun “us” in “those of us” not only signals positive text averral,
but also engages readers in the commentary:

(7)  Unfortunately, for those of us who admire Isozaki, and expect more
from our architecture, COSI is a disappointment. [SCIENC~3.TXT]

Apart from these few cases, the norm is the absence of an explicit authorial
first person. Nevertheless, this does not mean that authors are absent from
the texts. Rather, as will be seen in Chapter 7 the authorial presence is im-
plicit in their choice of both literal and figurative language. Indeed, the way
that authors use the latter suggests that it is related to face and politeness
strategies in the genre.

2. Building a text corpus for analysis

After choosing the community and context for exploring metaphor, re-
searchers need to select the amount of textual data that will allow them to
draw generalizations about how metaphors are used by the chosen commu-
nity in that particular context. For instance, if the main research goal is to
examine metaphor’s contribution to developing arguments or certain topics
in text, one or very few text samples may well be sufficient, and the ana-
lytical framework can be formulated according to the idiosyncrasy of the
text(s) under analysis. However, if what is at stake is how a given commu-
nity communicates through metaphor in a particular genre, a manageable
yet representative text corpus must be selected.”

The work summarized here used a corpus of 95 building reviews, which
involved selecting both magazines devoted to architectural design and texts
within them. The choice of the magazines was guided by the results of a
questionnaire distributed among 100 architects belonging to the Associa-
tion of Professional Architects in Castelion (Spain) asking them about their
reading habits. I was especially interested in retrieving information about
the magazines written in English that they regarded as most significant in
the field, and the type of article(s) they favored within them. The answers
of the 47 architects that filled in the questionnaire determined the inclusion
of texts from Architectural Record, Architectural Review, Architectural
Design, and Architecture. 1 also incorporated a few samples from Architec-
ture Australia, and Architecture SOUTH for personal reasons (I particularly
liked some of the reviews in them), and because of their quality and audi-
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ence potential. Architecture Australia is the official magazine of the Royal
Australian Institute of Architects (RAIA), and Architecture SOUTH is the
cyber-version of a print journal, financed by an online resource centre for
building design, and aimed at architects and construction-related profes-
sionals in the Southeastern area of the USA. This makes the potential audi-
ence of both magazines much larger than that of most national magazines
of the same type.

From these magazines, I selected the 95 texts that made up the corpus
for analysis (all dated between 1997 and 2001), following no particular
selection criteria other than that of length. Only reviews with a minimum of
500 words were chosen, in order to ensure that enough description and
evaluation were provided, regardless of whether the building reviewed was
actually built or not.” This decision affected the number of texts selected
from each magazine, which only partially reflects the ranking of the six
magazines by the architects consulted. Thus, the sample distribution is as
follows: Architectural Review (34 texts), Architecture (31 texts), Architec-
tural Design (10 texts), Architecture Australia (9 texts), Architecture South
(6 texts), and Architectural Record (5 texts). This 95-text corpus permitted
the abstraction of the rhetorical structure of the genre described in Chapter
3, and provided the context for exploring the grammatical form, locus of
occurrence and function of metaphorical language in this specific instance
of architectural communication.

A corpus alone is of little use if some principled form of analyzing lin-
guistic data is not adopted as well. That is, some reliable means of identify-
ing the form, location, and density of metaphors in texts was required to
relate their use to the goals, participants, and general context shaping the
interaction under analysis. And, of course, the first item in this research
agenda involved distinguishing metaphorical from non-metaphorical lan-
guage in texts.

However, this issue of metaphor identification is one often understated
in current metaphor research, particularly in approaches following the ex-
perientialist cognitive tradition. In general, these cognitive linguists appear
to take for granted that the identification of conceptual metaphors is un-
problematic for researchers exploring metaphor in discourse, as implied by
the scant discussion of the issue in the literature. Furthermore, after differ-
entiating metaphor as a general cognitive mechanism from metaphorical
expressions or linguistic metaphor,” experientialist scholars have customar-
ily been concerned with the former at the expense of the latter.” It is thus
not surprising that classificatory attempts have pivoted on the cognitive
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dimension of metaphor, be it its cognitive function (Lakoff and Johnson
1980), the nature of the knowledge mapped across domains (Lakoff and
Turner 1989), or the cognitive processes motivating the diverse types into
which it may fall (Grady 1999). As will be seen later in this chapter, among
these the second parameter has been paramount for classifying metaphors
into two broad types: conceptual metaphor and image metaphor. These
have been distinguished in terms of the types of mapping involved — of
abstract information or of images.

On the other hand, scholars with different research agendas have at-
tempted to provide diverse analytical procedures to unearth and formalize
the transfer of meaning underlying figurative language of diverse sorts.
Thus, Interaction approaches have adopted the semantic and/or pragmatic
incongruity of linguistic utterances as a criterion for metaphor identification
in textual contexts (Kittay 1987; Indurkhya 1992; Goatly 1997), whereas
Comparison approaches have been more concerned with metaphor process-
ing, focusing on how people may interpret figurative language (Miller
1979; Ortony 1979). In the latter trend of research, utterances are measured
according to their innovativeness or unconventionality, since this is re-
garded as the fundamental test of metaphoricity.

In sum, in contrast with the experientialist focus on metaphor’s instan-
tiation in conventional, everyday language, both Interaction and Compari-
son researchers have paid close attention to obviously figurative language,
drawing attention to its saliently incongruous or innovative (i.e. metaphori-
cal) quality, and classifying it into diverse types accordingly. Indeed, what
actually draws the line between all these research traditions is that they
attempt to describe and classify two different, yet related phenomena and
use the same term metaphor to refer to them. Thus, when Comparison and
Interaction approaches talk about the different degrees of creativeness or
innovation exhibited by metaphor types, it is metaphorical language that is
being discussed. This arises from their concern with the processing activi-
ties enabling people to understand language that does not seem to follow
linguistic conventions, that is, feels innovative or figurative. Experientialist
scholars, in contrast, focus on conceptual metaphor, and are mostly con-
cerned with explaining the role played by metaphorical mappings in our
everyday, conventional thinking as reflected in linguistic expression. Their
interest in conventional metaphor follows from their strong cognitive stance
as well as from the basic assumption that all metaphors are creative — or,
put in another way, constitute reality. Although we no longer feel the odd-
ity of falling in love or into a depression, the metaphors motivating expres-
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sions like these may be highly conventional or yield language more innova-
tive in flavor and, hence, feel more creative.

In principle, although these — somewhat crudely described — positions
need not be wholly incompatible, difficulties arise when attempting to ap-
proach the metaphorical data found in real discourse contexts following
their basic criteria. One of the problems derives from the innovation-
conventionality opposition discussed above, an opposition which may not
only substantially affect the selection of the data regarded as worth investi-
gating, but also needs to be discussed as relative to the particular context at
issue. The resulting classification of the data identified is also troublesome,
since metaphorical language may fit ill within the diverse theoretical ac-
counts in the literature. A case in point is the classical distinction made in
Lakoffian research between the conceptual and visual knowledge involved
in metaphorical mappings which, although crucial for discussing architec-
tural metaphors, proves especially difficult to put into practice. What fol-
lows is a discussion of how contextual factors may impinge upon both
metaphor identification and classification.

3. Identifying metaphorical data in texts

When discussing metaphor, the notions of creativeness and conventionality
are particularly relevant for exploring figurative language in professional
discourses. A case in point is professional jargon, which may well be moti-
vated by metaphor, yet, at the same time, is absolutely conventional. That
is, it would be regarded as non-metaphorical by those scholars interested in
metaphor processing and metaphorical by those interested in how metaphor
constitutes everyday thinking and language.

Indeed, the question of whether professional language is figurative or
literal has deserved the attention of metaphor scholars and applied linguists,
but the issue remains unresolved. For instance, some researchers do not
regard professional jargon as metaphorical in a strict sense, even if meta-
phor may have been a contributing factor at a given stage of jargon forma-
tion. Rather, professional terms and patterns thus derived are described as
fossilized collocations devoid of figurative content (Partington 1998) or,
simply, as literal expressions that fully comply with the conventions of the
discipline using them and, therefore, no longer feel semantically or prag-
matically incongruous (Kittay 1987). In turn, other scholars have under-
lined the risks of approaching metaphor without taking into account the
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users’ point of view, that is, whether these regard their own language as
metaphorical (incongruous or innovative with regard to certain conven-
tions) or not. Finally, ESP (English for Specific Purposes) researchers ex-
amining the metaphors used by professional communities take into account
both saliently figurative language and conventional jargon, and seldom
contrast their intuitions with the professionals whose use of language is at
issue (see Henderson 1986, 1994; Boers and Demecheleer 1997; Boers
1999, 2000; Charteris-Black, 2000).

The existence of various positions on what should be investigated under
the name of metaphor suggests, in the first place, that metaphor identifica-
tion is far from being an easy or uncontroversial matter. At the same time,
it underlines the importance of fully explicating the identification and/or
selection criteria adopted in metaphor research, which, in turn, involves
specifying whether incongruity (or metaphoricity) is defined from the ana-
lyst’s or the user’s perspective. This particular issue is addressed in Low
(1999b). He critically examines several approaches that unilaterally decide
what is and what is not metaphorical and, accordingly, worth exploring
(Drew and Holt 1995, 1998; Deignan 1997; Cortazzi and Jin 1999), and
compares them with more user-centered research (Steen 1994; Cameron
1999b; Low 1999a). However, even the user-centered approach involves
the intuitions of the analyst, albeit more than one.”

The research summarized in this book falls within the introspective and
analyst-centered approaches cited above in the sense that the identification,
classification and interpretation of metaphors did not essentially rely upon
architects deciding upon the figurative quality of the data under analysis. In
order to identify the figurative expressions in the review corpus, I consid-
ered whether they illustrated any domain incongruity in reference or attri-
bution (both often suggested by incongruous collocation). A given linguis-
tic expression, then, was considered incongruous or metaphorical whenever
it involved the understanding of and/or reference to an architectural entity,
agent or process in terms belonging to an experiential domain other than
architecture. This meant that the degree of innovation of the expression was
irrelevant. Moreover, although I took into account linguistic form as a
metaphoricity indicator, the classification of expressions as figurative also
took into account their potential to activate a cross-domain mapping at a
conceptual level. However, the latter aspect does not imply any claim re-
garding the actual activation of such mappings each time architects use
figurative language. Similarly, it does not mean that they are aware that
knowledge is transferred from one domain to another whenever an urban
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context is, for instance, described as “tightly-knit,” as already noted in
Chapter 2.

Nonetheless, I held frequent discussions with architects in order to dis-
ambiguate some very specific architectural expressions, and contrast my
intuitions on particular uses of figurative language with theirs. One such
discussion pivoted on the examples below. These were shown to four archi-
tects, who were asked whether they thought the term “wings” in extract 8
meant the same as “wing” in 9:”

(8) A pair of curved glazed wings extend to embrace the neighbourhood.
[CPPARIS.TXT]

(9) The square could scarcely be left open and unprotected, but Wilson
had to argue hard to be allowed to project the south-east wing for-
ward. [SPEAKI~1.TXT]

All four architects unanimously acknowledged the figurative and, indeed,
visual quality of the description in the first example yet had nothing to say
about passage 9. Thus, although both examples instantiate the same meta-
phor and work upon the resemblance of spatial volumes to actual wings, the
architects regarded “wings” in 8 as metaphorical, but not the conventional
reference to a spatial volume as “wing” in 9, and related the image sug-
gested by “wings” in the former with the also imagistic verb “embrace