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Chapter 1 

Introduction 
 

1.1 Resistance to metaphors: a first example 
In a political interview on BBC Radio 4’s Today programme, already at the time of 
the interview former Secretary of State for Exiting the European Union David Davis 
criticised the UK Government’s approach to the Brexit negotiations with the EU. In 
doing so, Davis said: 
 
(1) One of the difficulties about the Government’s approach to the 
 negotiation to date has been that they’ve been unwilling to take any risk 
 in testing the European Union stance on anything […] That means they’ll 
 never concede a point until you test it. If you buy a house, you don’t just 
 take the first price offered and you don’t say, ‘well, he never said he’d take 
 a lower price’. You press for a lower price. If you buy a car, the same.  

(“BBC Radio 4 Today”, 2018) 
 
In (1), Davis describes the UK Government negotiating terms for Brexit with the EU 
in terms of someone buying a new house or car. He argues that just like a person 
buying a house or car will press for a lower price, so should the UK Government 
press the EU for better exiting terms. In other words, by describing one thing (i.e. 
Brexit negotiations) in terms of another thing (i.e. buying a new house or car), Davis 
uses a metaphor. His metaphor functions to support the standpoint that the UK 
Government should press the EU for better terms.  
 Metaphors abound in political discourse (Lakoff, 1996). A number of 
scholars attribute strong persuasive effects to metaphors, and argue that 
metaphors can shape political reality (Charteris-Black, 2004; Musolff, 2017a; Lakoff, 
1996; Thibodeau, 2016). Musolff (2017a), for example, argues that the metaphors 
that dominated the Brexit debate partly affected the way in which the British 
people voted. Thibodeau (2016, p. 53) even referred to extended metaphors as 
“the home-runs of persuasion”. 
 However, some of the claims concerning the persuasive force of 
metaphors seem somewhat overstated. For example, the Brexit campaign only won 
by 51.9% of the votes (BBC News, 2018), which means that the metaphors 
dominating the Brexit debate did not affect almost half of the British electorate. 



18 | Resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates 

Various meta-analyses examining the persuasiveness of metaphor in political 
discourse (e.g., Brugman et al., 2019) and in persuasive contexts more generally 
(e.g., Sopory & Dillard, 2002; Van Stee, 2018) show that the persuasive effects of 
metaphors are statistically small. Additionally, Boeynaems et al. (2017) found that 
studies examining the persuasiveness of metaphors produce mixed results, 
indicating that the persuasive effects of metaphors are influenced by various 
factors, such as message and recipient characteristics.  
 Some scholars claiming that metaphors are powerful persuasive devices 
also seem to assume that metaphors are unproblematically and immediately 
accepted (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004; Goatly, 2007), and to disregard that political 
metaphors are publicly debated and regularly resisted. For instance, the metaphor 
in (1) elicited extensive resistance by members of the general public when a 
recording of the fragment was uploaded by BBC Radio 4’s Today programme on its 
Twitter and Facebook accounts. A few examples of such resistance are the 
following:  
 
(2) The analogy is wrong. If you don’t buy a car or house because you 
 don’t like the deal, you don’t lose your existing house or car, no 
 deal Brexit means you do.  

(David Tricker @trickboxmedia, Twitter, 2019) 
 
(3) It is nothing like negotiating the purchase of a house or car. In such a 
 negotiation you can walk away and the situation remains unchanged as it 
 was before the negotiation. In the case of Brexit walking away means 
 leaving the EU with no deal. Brexit is more akin to a man on a ledge 
 negotiating the terms of using a ladder; the ‘walking away’ alternative 
 being jumping. His [David Davis’] comparison is ridiculous and shows why 
 we are in this mess.  

(David Norris, Facebook, 2018) 
 
(4) If Brexit were a house any responsible solicitor would be telling you its 
 foundations were unstable, the seller was an inveterate liar and you would 
 be a fool to have anything to do with it.  

(John Kemp, Facebook, 2018) 
 
In (2), Tricker resists Davis’ metaphor by explicitly claiming that the metaphor is 
wrong and then supports this claim by pointing out relevant differences between 
the two compared concepts; whereas a person can go back to their house when 
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rejecting the deal for buying a new house, rejecting the Brexit deal means a no-deal 
Brexit and not a return to the situation as it was. Example (3) similarly starts with 
explicitly rejecting the analogy by highlighting the differences between Brexit and 
buying a house, but in this example the metaphor is then further criticised by 
means of an alternative metaphor. By suggesting that Brexit is more like a man on a 
ledge trying to negotiate the terms of a ladder, Norris attempts to refute Davis’ 
comparison between Brexit and buying a house as an apt metaphor for describing 
the Brexit negotiations. In the alternative metaphor, in which the UK wanting to 
leave the EU is likened to a man on a ledge, it is implied that the UK does not have 
a strong negotiation position as the only alternative to not accepting a deal is a no 
deal Brexit (i.e. jumping from the ledge). Lastly, in example (4), Kemp resists the 
metaphor in (1) by critically extending it, introducing a “responsible solicitor” who 
would advise against buying the new house as an additional character. In this way, 
Kemp turns the metaphor against its originator and uses it to criticise the decision 
to leave the EU in the first place.  
 As examples (2), (3), and (4) demonstrate, metaphors are not always 
without further ado accepted, but may elicit overt resistance. Yet, resistance to 
metaphors is often ignored by scholars concerned with political metaphor (some 
exceptions are, e.g., Burgers et al, 2019; Flusberg et al., 2018; Hart, 2020; Musolff 
2004, 2017b, 2017c; Semino, 2008, 2020). The fact that metaphors may be resisted 
suggests that the persuasive force of metaphors may not be as strong as is often 
claimed by some metaphor scholars (Charteris-Black, 2004; Goatly, 2007; Lakoff, 
1996; Thibodeau, 2016). Examples (2), (3), and (4) show that metaphors are not 
always immediately accepted, but rather that their conceptual content is subjected 
to scrutiny, and that as a result of such scrutiny they may be rejected.  
 In response to the issues regarding the persuasiveness of metaphor and 
the resistance that metaphors may elicit, Musolff (2004) proposes that some 
metaphors are an integral part of the argumentation taking place in political 
debates. He argues that metaphors may function as part of an argument, and as 
such they “must appear to give a valid justification for using particular premises in 
order to arrive at a certain conclusion” (Musolff, 2004, p. 33). The argumentative 
use of metaphors may hence be a factor affecting their persuasive force. Yet as 
distinct argumentative devices, metaphors may also be contested and elicit overt 
resistance, as happens in (2), (3), and (4). This suggests that the investigation of 
their argumentative functions and of the resistance to such metaphors is pertinent 
for a better understanding of the roles fulfilled by metaphor in political debates. 
However, the argumentative functions of metaphors in political discourse have not 
been the focus of much research (for exceptions, see, e.g., Musolff, 2004; Oswald & 
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Rihs, 2014; Santibáñez, 2010; Xu & Wu, 2014), let alone of research focusing on the 
resistance to them.  
 The main aim of this dissertation is to contribute to the study of political 
discourse by examining the ways in which politicians employ metaphors to turn a 
debate into their favour, and how opposing parties resist these metaphors in 
various ways to achieve an outcome in the debate that is more beneficial to their 
own argumentative goals and interests. In Section 1.2, the concepts of metaphor, 
and resistance to metaphor are explained in greater detail, and the potential 
argumentative role of metaphor and the resistance to metaphor in political 
debates is explored. Section 1.3 describes the theoretical framework, combining 
insights from the three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017) and the 
pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2018), employed in this 
dissertation to provide an analytic account of the argumentatively employed 
metaphors and of the resistance they elicit. Section 1.4 discusses the aims and 
scope of this dissertation, and introduces the research questions that are 
addressed in the studies reported here. Finally, Section 1.5 presents an outline of 
the dissertation. 
 

1.2 Metaphors and the resistance they elicit in political 
discourse 
Metaphors are defined as “cross domain mappings” between a source and a target 
domain (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Conceptual metaphor theory (henceforth: CMT) 
(Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) proposes that metaphorical expressions in language 
(linguistic metaphors) reflect metaphorical structures in thought (conceptual 
metaphors). Metaphor is a conceptual tool that involves talking and thinking about 
one thing (the ‘target domain’) in terms of another (the ‘source domain’), because 
of some perceived similarity between the two domains. In many cases the source 
domain is more familiar and concrete than the target domain (Lakoff & Johnson, 
1980). As metaphors may hence be instrumental in simplifying complex issues, 
CMT proposes that metaphors are important reasoning devices that take a central 
role in discussing complex and novel issues.  
 Besides simplifying issues, metaphors may be important in discussing 
societal issues because they often reflect an ideological stance (Burgers et al., 
2019; Charteris-Black, 2004; Goatly, 2007; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). As such, it has 
been suggested that metaphors should be regarded as specific types of frames 
(Boeynaems et al., 2017; Burgers et al., 2016; Lakoff, 1996). Entman (1993, p. 52) 
defines framing as “select[ing] some aspects of a perceived reality and make them 
more salient in a communicated text, in such a way as to promote a particular 
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problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment 
recommendation for the item described”. For example, the metaphor in (1) 
comprises a specific framing of Brexit. It depicts the Brexit negotiations in terms of 
buying a new house or car (problem definition), in which the Government is 
unwilling to press for a better price, which is undesirable ((moral) evaluation), 
because pressing for a lower price is needed to achieve a better price (treatment 
recommendation). Metaphorical frames may affect how an issue is understood, 
evaluated and reasoned about. As a result, metaphors may become controversial 
and elicit overt resistance, as happens in (2), (3), and (4). 
 Metaphors and the resistance to metaphors are of particular importance 
in the political domain. Semino (2008, p. 90), for example, argues that “the use of 
metaphor is particularly necessary in politics, since politics is an abstract and 
complex domain of experience, and metaphors can provide ways of simplifying 
complexities and making abstractions accessible”. Resistance to metaphors in 
political discourse, in turn, should be expected as this type of discourse is 
inherently antagonistic (Finlayson, 2017), and political metaphors are “publicly 
scrutinised, debated, and routinely contested” (Musolff, 2017b, p. 313).  
 This dissertation focuses specifically on the use of metaphor and 
resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates. While Parliament fulfils a crucial 
role in political debates (Ilie, 2010), the use of metaphor in parliamentary debates 
is relatively understudied (Perrez et al., 2019). As Ilie (2010, p. 1) argues, 
“[p]arliaments are democratically constituted fora for political deliberation, 
legislation, problem solving and decision making”. Due to the high degree of 
complexity of the issues discussed in parliamentary debates, the use of metaphor is 
to be expected in this type of debate. Resistance to metaphor is also to be 
expected in parliamentary debates, because of its inherently antagonistic nature 
(Finlayson, 2017). Parliamentary debates offer politicians the opportunity to 
discuss proposals for government policies and legislation to come to a well-
informed decision on their acceptability (Debates, n.d.). Opposition parties and 
government back benchers are expected to hold the Government to account and 
to scrutinise the Government’s policy and legislative proposals. The Government, in 
turn, is expected to defend its proposals, and to justify its policies (Mohammed, 
2018; Turpin & Tomkins, 2011; Webber, 2017).  
 Justifying and opposing government policy and legislation involves 
providing arguments in favour of or against the issue under discussion (Finlayson, 
2017; Ihnen Jory, 2012). More specifically, it is by means of argumentation that the 
Opposition challenges the work of the Government, and that the Government 
defends its policy and legislative proposals. In arguing in favour of or against the 
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acceptability of policy or legislative proposals, metaphors are instrumental. 
Parliamentary debates typically concern complex topics, such as health care, the 
economy, and foreign policy. As metaphors typically involve a comparison between 
a complex and abstract concept and a more familiar and concrete concept (Lakoff 
& Johnson, 1980), they may simplify the issue under discussion and make a 
politician’s argumentation easier to understand. Additionally, in parliamentary 
debates politicians try to convince the electorate of their standpoints. Framing 
argumentation in metaphorical terms may be instrumental to this goal, because 
metaphorical frames may introduce a perspective on the issue under discussion 
that is favourable to the speaker and/or unfavourable to an opponent. A 
metaphorical frame introduces a particular interpretation and evaluation of the 
issue under discussion and promotes a particular problem resolution.  
 However, as metaphorical frames typically reflect a particular ideological 
stance, the frame introduced may not be in line with the ideas and values of other 
discussion parties. Additionally, while metaphors may be illuminating in some 
cases, they can also be misleading by making complex and controversial 
conclusions appear obvious and unproblematic (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004, Goatly, 
2007, Landau et al., 2017, Musolff, 2004; Semino, 2008). As such, opposing parties 
may wish to resist metaphors to introduce a perspective on the issue under 
discussion that is more in line with their own particular beliefs and ideas. 
Metaphors and the resistance to metaphors are important argumentative 
strategies in parliamentary debates, employed by politicians to turn the debate 
into their favour.  
  As argumentation is an integral aspect of parliamentary debates, this 
dissertation focuses on a specific type of resistance, namely resistance by 
argumentative criticisms. This type of resistance can be placed in a larger 
framework of resistance to persuasive messages. Fransen et al. (2015) propose that 
resistance to persuasive messages can be divided into four main categories: 
avoidance strategies, biased processing strategies, empowerment strategies, and 
contesting strategies. Avoidance strategies involve individuals avoiding persuasion 
attempts, such as marketing, political, or health communications. Examples of 
avoidance strategies are changing channels during commercial breaks on television 
or radio, or skipping the advertising section in newspapers. With biased processing 
strategies, individuals process a (inconsistent) persuasive message in a way that 
supports their original attitudes. For example, people may resist a persuasive 
message by attributing more weight to information that is consistent with one’s 
attitudes, and less weight to information that is inconsistent with one’s attitudes, 
or they may believe that a negative message (e.g., drinking is bad for one’s health) 
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is not likely to happen to them, and downplay the risks (e.g., I can control my 
alcohol intake, and do not run the risk of becoming addicted). Empowerment 
strategies involve individuals bolstering their existing attitudes and beliefs. They 
may do so, for example, by generating reasons that support their existing beliefs, 
by thinking of people who share their beliefs, or by asserting their self-confidence. 
Empowerment strategies do not, however, involve challenging the arguments 
presented in a persuasive message. Challenging a persuasive message is a 
contesting strategy. In contesting a persuasive message, people may contest a 
message by presenting counterarguments; they may contest the message by 
questioning the source’s credibility; and they may resist a persuasive message by 
contesting the strategies used to persuade, such as using pups in advertising to 
appeal to the emotions.  
 The focus of this dissertation, resistance by means of argumentative 
criticisms, is a type of contesting strategy, namely the challenging of the content of 
a message by presenting counter-argumentation. Within the context of 
parliamentary debates in which metaphors are challenged, this type of resistance is 
most suited. Parliamentary debates constitute an argumentative exchange in which 
politicians advance arguments to defend their point of view regarding the 
acceptability of government policy or legislative proposals, and counterarguments 
to attack the opponent’s standpoints. The aim of such debates is to improve 
government policy and legislation, and to appeal to the electorate. Resisting 
metaphors advanced by an opponent involves refuting the opponent’s 
argumentation expressed in metaphorical terms. As just discussed, avoidance and 
biased processing strategies do not involve argumentation, but the avoidance and 
favourable processing of a persuasive message, respectively. Empowerment 
strategies may involve the repetition of one’s own arguments in favour of a 
message, but this type of resistance strategy does not involve the challenging of a 
persuasive message of an opposing party. In focusing on contesting strategies, this 
dissertation conceptualises resistance as a negative evaluation of an opponent’s 
metaphor. Focusing on argumentative criticisms also allows for analysing the 
reasons discussants have for not accepting a metaphor. As resistance involves 
opposing a metaphorically expressed utterance, the terms resistance, opposition, 
and criticism are used interchangeably in this dissertation.  
 To fully understand the argumentative role of metaphors and the 
resistance to metaphors fulfilled in parliamentary debates, two different aspects of 
the argumentatively employed metaphors and the resistance to these metaphors 
need to be examined. These are (1) the metaphorical properties of the metaphors 
and the resistance to metaphors, and (2) the argumentative function of the 
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metaphors and the resistance to metaphors. Examining the metaphorical 
properties involves the identification of metaphors, and the specification of the 
type of metaphor that is used. In the three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 
2017), three dimensions of metaphor are distinguished, namely the linguistic, 
conceptual and communicative dimensions. On each of these dimensions, different 
types of metaphor can be distinguished. On the linguistic dimension, a distinction is 
made between indirect and direct metaphors (cf. Steen et al., 2010); on the 
conceptual dimension, metaphors can either be conventional of novel (cf. Lakoff & 
Johnson, 1980); and on the communicative dimension metaphors can be non-
deliberate or deliberate (cf. Reijnierse, 2018). For example, in (1) a direct 
comparison between the Brexit negotiations and buying a house is made. As the 
source domain concept of buying a house introduces an alternative perspective on 
the target domain concept of Brexit negotiations with the EU, the metaphor is also 
potentially deliberate. The analysis of the metaphorical properties informs analysts 
of which metaphors are used for argumentative purposes, and how the target and 
source domain concepts may play a role in resisting a metaphor.  
 The argumentative analysis of metaphors and the resistance to metaphors 
enables specifying the particular argumentative function that a metaphor and the 
resistance to a metaphor fulfil in a debate. Metaphors and the resistance to them 
can fulfil different functions in a debate, and as such achieve diverging goals. The 
metaphor in (1), for example, functions as an argument supporting the standpoint 
that the UK Government should press the EU for better exiting terms. The pragma-
dialectical theory of argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2018) offers an overview of all 
the argumentative moves that can be made in discussions, such as advancing a 
standpoint and arguments, and introducing starting points. The argumentative 
analysis reveals for which argumentative function a metaphor is used, and what 
outcomes in a debate can be achieved by resisting them.  
 Metaphor theory and argumentation theory, however, are not commonly 
combined. Most studies concerned with political metaphor take a cognitive-
linguistic or critical-discourse analytic approach (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004; Goatly, 
2007; Lakoff, 1996; Musolff, 2016; Semino, 2008). These studies typically consider 
metaphor as an important reasoning tool, but they do not necessarily examine the 
role of metaphor in argumentation (for an exception, see, e.g., Musolff, 2004). In 
argumentation theory, there is little scholarly attention to metaphor (Oswald & 
Rihs, 2014; Santibáñez, 2010), and only a few studies attribute argumentative 
functions to metaphor (e.g., Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011; Oswald & Rihs, 2014; 
Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Reboul, 1989; Santibáñez, 2010; Van 
Poppel, 2020a, 2020b; Xu & Wu, 2014). As a result, an analysis of the different 
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argumentative functions that metaphors may fulfil in parliamentary debates and 
the resistance to these metaphors is missing.  
 This dissertation introduces a novel theoretical perspective for the analysis 
of argumentatively employed metaphors and the resistance that they elicit, in 
which insights from the three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017) are 
combined with insights from the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation (Van 
Eemeren, 2018). This combinatory perspective offers a holistic account of 
metaphors and the resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates, revealing 
which types of metaphor are used for argumentative purposes, the various 
argumentative functions that metaphors can fulfil in parliamentary debates, and 
the consequences that opposing such metaphors can have on the continuation of 
the debate. 
 

1.3 Analysing the argumentative functions of metaphors and 
the critical responses elicited by these metaphors 
To examine the metaphorical properties of the metaphors employed for 
argumentative purposes and of the opposition to these metaphors, the three-
dimensional model of metaphor is employed (Steen, 2017). This model extends 
CMT (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), which mainly focuses on the linguistic and 
conceptual dimensions of metaphor, by adding a third dimension, namely that of 
metaphor in communication. CMT holds that metaphors in language are reflections 
of underlying metaphorical structures in thought that guide our understanding of 
the world. Within CMT, conceptual metaphors are central, and regarded as 
instruments playing a significant role in comprehending abstract and complex 
concepts. Metaphor is hence regarded as a cognitive tool that enables people to 
think, and therefore talk, of one thing in terms of something else. Because of CMT’s 
primary interest in metaphor in thought and language, it does not provide the 
theoretical tools to also account for the various communicative purposes that 
metaphors can fulfil. To also account for this third dimension of metaphor, Steen 
(2017) developed the three-dimensional model of metaphor, allowing analysts to 
examine a metaphor’s linguistic, conceptual, and communicative dimensions.  
 On the communicative dimension of metaphor, a distinction is made 
between deliberate and non-deliberate metaphors. Steen (2013, p. 180) defines 
deliberate metaphor as “an instruction for addressees to adopt an ‘alien’ 
perspective on a target referent so as to formulate specific thoughts about that 
target from the standpoint of the alien perspective”. Specifically, this means that 
the source-domain meaning of a metaphor is part of the referential meaning of the 
utterance, and a metaphor is used as metaphor in communication between 
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language users (Steen, 2017). An example of a deliberate metaphor is the 
metaphor in (1), in which a direct comparison is made between Brexit negotiations 
and buying a house. The source domain is present as an autonomous referent in 
the state of affairs designated by the utterance, and introduces an external 
perspective into the discourse (cf. Reijnierse et al., 2018). Conversely, a metaphor 
is considered non-deliberate when the source domain is not part of the situation 
model of the utterance or text (Steen, 2017). Rather, such metaphors are typically 
so ingrained in language that they constitute the typical way in which people talk. 
Taking into account a metaphor’s communicative dimension is of particular 
importance in this dissertation, because it aims to analyse metaphors that are used 
for the communicative purpose of arguing.  
 To analyse the argumentative functions that are fulfilled by metaphors in 
parliamentary debates, and the resistance that these metaphors elicit, the pragma-
dialectical theory of argumentation is employed (Van Eemeren, 2018). Within this 
theory, argumentation is defined as “a verbal, social and rational activity aimed at 
convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint by putting 
forward a constellation of propositions justifying or refuting the proposition 
expressed in the standpoint” (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 1). The 
pragma-dialectical perspective on argumentation allows for studying the 
metaphors and the resistance to metaphors as part of an argumentative exchange 
in which politicians aim to convince each other of the (un)acceptability of a 
recommended course of action set out in legislative proposals.  
 In the pragma-dialectical approach to argumentation, the theoretical 
concept of an ideal model of critical discussion is employed for the analysis of 
argumentative discourse (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984). This model is a 
normative representation of how an argumentative exchange would proceed if it 
was primarily aimed at solving a difference of opinion in a reasonable way. It 
specifies the stages that discussants ideally go through to solve their difference of 
opinion. In the confrontation stage of a discussion, discussants establish that there 
is a difference of opinion. In the opening stage of a discussion, discussants establish 
the procedural and material starting points for the debate. In the argumentation 
stage of a discussion, discussants engage in the critical testing of the arguments 
raised in support of a standpoint. Finally, in the concluding stage the outcome of 
the debate is determined by the discussants (Van Eemeren, 2018).  
 The ideal model of critical discussion serves as an analytical tool for the 
reconstruction of authentic argumentative exchanges (Van Eemeren, 2010). 
Specifically, analysts reconstruct an argumentative exchange as it occurs in reality 
in terms of the ideal model of critical discussion, which results in an analytic 
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overview that reveals the argumentative function of the different contributions 
that the discussion parties have made in a debate. For example, when a metaphor 
is employed to clarify a proposition that is under discussion and elicits criticisms, 
such an exchange can be reconstructed as part of the confrontation stage of a 
discussion, as it plays a role in the definition of the difference of opinion. When a 
metaphor is employed to express a starting point for the debate, it will be 
reconstructed as part of the opening stage of the discussion. In reply, an opposing 
party may accept or reject the metaphorically expressed proposal for a starting 
point. Whenever a politician frames an argument in metaphorical terms under the 
form of a figurative analogy, the metaphor is considered to be part of the 
argumentation stage of a discussion, and in response, the figurative analogy 
argument may be accepted or critically tested for its acceptability.  
 The ideal model of critical discussion outlines the dialectical procedure for 
reasonably resolving a difference of opinion. In argumentative practice, however, 
arguers do not only strive for the dialectical aim of maintaining reasonableness, but 
also for the rhetorical aim of being effective (Van Eemeren, 2010). In other words, 
arguers attempt to strike a balance between reasonably resolving a difference of 
opinion and resolving the difference of opinion in their own favour. Integrating 
dialectical and rhetorical insights allows for a more realistic examination of 
argumentative discourse (Van Eemeren, 2010). This way, the analysis of 
argumentatively employed metaphors and of the resistance to these metaphors 
does justice to both the dialectical aim of being reasonable and to the rhetorical 
aim of being effective.  
 An argumentative reconstruction should also take into account the 
context in which argumentative discourse takes place (van Eemeren & 
Grootendorst, 1992). To this end, Van Eemeren and Houtlosser (2005) introduced 
the concept of argumentative activity types, which accounts for the institutional 
aims of the arguers and the influence of these aims on the arguers’ attempts to 
balance their dialectical and rhetorical aims (Van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2005). 
More specifically, the rules and conventions of the institutional context in which 
argumentation takes place create opportunities and impose constraints on the 
production of argumentation. Examples of such argumentative activity types in the 
political domain are presidential debates, Prime Minister’s Question Time, plenary 
parliamentary debates, and Second Reading debates (Van Eemeren, 2010, p. 140). 
Gaining insight into the opportunities and constraints imposed by the institutional 
characteristics of argumentative activity types allows analysts to better account for 
the discussants’ argumentation. 
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 The studies reported in this dissertation focus specifically on discussions 
on public bills that take place at the third formal phase of the legislative process in 
the British House of Commons: Committee Stage. Committee Stage follows the 
introduction of a bill at First Reading, which only involves the reading out of the 
short title of a bill and an order for a bill to be printed, and a debate on its 
principles at Second Reading (UK Government Cabinet Office, 2015). Focusing 
specifically on debates at committee stage enables studying the argumentative use 
of metaphors and the resistance to these metaphors in a well-demarcated 
parliamentary context.  
 British Parliament has served as a model for several legislatures within the 
Commonwealth (Ilie, 2006; Kumarasingham, 2016). In other words, while a 
characterisation of British parliamentary debates as an argumentative activity type 
cannot be representative of all parliamentary systems, such a characterisation can 
be extended to a substantial number of them. This dissertation focuses on 
legislative debates because Parliament is the supreme legislative body of the UK 
(Turpin & Tomkins, 2011), and debating and making laws are one of its main roles 
(“How are laws made”, n.d.). The decision to focus on public bills is motivated by 
the fact that such bills are the most common type of bill introduced in the British 
Parliament. Additionally, public bills change the law as it applies to the general 
population (“Public Bills”, n.d.). In contrast, private bills are much rarer and only 
change the law as it applies to specific individuals or organisations, rather than the 
general public (“Private Bills”, n.d.). The analysis of debates on public bills therefore 
has a wider range of applicability than the analysis of debates on other types of 
bills. Finally, this dissertation focuses on Public Bill Committee (henceforth: PBC) 
debates because they examine the details of a bill, and consider a bill clause by 
clause. This offers committee members extensive time for discussing bills, including 
discussions about metaphors. In debates at Second Reading, by contrast, no 
amendments to a bill can be made, presumably leaving little room for discussions 
on matters such as metaphors. Focusing on PBC debates thus made it easier to find 
examples of metaphors eliciting resistance.  
 

1.4 Aims and scope of the dissertation 
Metaphor and resistance to metaphor play a role at different discussion stages in 
British PBC debates, namely as starting points in the opening stage, as arguments in 
the argumentation stage, and they are used to clarify the ongoing argumentation in 
the confrontation, opening, and argumentation stages. British PBC debates are 
concerned with discussing the details of bills. Specifically, committee members 
scrutinise a bill clause by clause, and they may propose amendments and table new 
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clauses (Turpin & Tomkins, 2011). The discussions on the acceptability of the 
details of bills are typically based on shared assumptions between discussion 
parties, referred to in argumentation theory as ‘starting points’. Starting points are 
established in the ‘opening stage’ of a discussion, and relate to the discussion rules 
or to the agreed-upon propositions that can be used to justify or refute a 
standpoint (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 60).  
 When discussion parties establish the starting points for the debate, they 
attempt to establish starting points that are clear, and that are in their best 
interest. These aims can be achieved by framing a starting point in metaphorical 
terms, as metaphors can introduce a perspective on the issue under discussion that 
is beneficial to a discussant. Other discussion parties may wish to oppose such a 
metaphor to create a point of departure that is more beneficial to their own 
particular goals and interests. As shown by examples (2), (3), and (4), opponents 
can resist metaphors in various ways. For example, they can refute a metaphor by 
claiming the metaphor is wrong or inappropriate, they can critically extend a 
metaphor, or they can advance an alternative, competing metaphor. To gain better 
insight into the advantages that politicians may obtain by expressing their 
proposals for starting points in metaphorical terms, and into the different 
outcomes that can be achieved by resisting these metaphors, the first research 
question of this dissertation, consisting of two sub-questions, is:  
 
RQ 1:  (a) How are metaphors used to express starting points? (b) How can  
 metaphors be resisted in various ways to achieve diverging outcomes in 
 the opening stage of the discussion? 
 
Secondly, metaphors and resistance to metaphors are at play in the argumentation 
stage of the discussion. In discussing legislative proposals, committee members 
may frame their arguments in metaphorical terms under the form of figurative 
analogy arguments. As these figurative analogies typically reflect the ideological 
stance of the speaker, and as some of these figurative analogies may oversimplify 
the issue under discussion, other discussion parties may wish to resist them by 
putting forward counter-arguments.  
 British PBC debates are aimed at discussing the details of a bill. The main 
proposition under discussion in these debates can be reconstructed as ‘The clause 
should stand part of the bill’. The Government will typically defend the 
acceptability of this standpoint by pointing at the positive consequences of the 
measures proposed in the clause under discussion, whereas the Opposition will 
challenge the acceptability of the proposition by referring to the negative 
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consequences of the legislative proposal. More specifically, in British PBC debates 
prescriptive policy statements in which a recommendation for taking or not taking 
action is made are justified or refuted by so-called pragmatic arguments in which 
the (un)desirable consequences of the action are highlighted.  
 In defending the acceptability of pragmatic arguments, figurative analogy 
arguments can be instrumental. They may make an argument easier to understand, 
while they may also enhance an argument’s convincingness (Musolff, 2004). 
Figurative analogy arguments are therefore a suitable means for increasing the 
acceptability of legislative proposals. This suggests that a better understanding of 
the way in which this form of argumentation works in parliamentary debates is 
required. Research question 2a, therefore, is: 
 
RQ 2a: How do committee members in British PBC debates argue by means of 
 figurative analogy argumentation? 
 
While figurative analogies may make an argument clearer and more acceptable, 
argumentation scholars propose that this type of argument is weak and easily 
defeasible, because the two compared concepts in the source and target domains 
are clearly different (e.g., Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003, p. 393; 
Walton et al., 2008, p. 61). Additionally, research shows that while metaphors may 
be illuminating in some cases, they can also be misleading by simplifying complex 
and controversial conclusions, making them appear obvious and unproblematic, in 
other cases (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004; Musolff, 2004). Resisting figurative analogy 
arguments by putting forward counter-arguments can therefore be important to 
come to a well-informed decision about the acceptability of a legislative proposal. 
Whereas a number of studies show that metaphors may elicit overt resistance (e.g., 
Burgers et al, 2019; Flusberg et al., 2018; Hart, 2020; Musolff 2004, 2017b, 2017c; 
Semino, 2020), an approach to examining resistance to metaphor is lacking, and 
the ways in which figurative analogy arguments are countered in parliamentary 
debates remains understudied. To address this issue, research question 2b is: 
 
RQ 2b: How are figurative analogy arguments countered in British PBC  
 debates? 
 
Finally, metaphor and resistance to metaphor play a role when misunderstandings 
in the debate arise. For the effective scrutiny of policy and legislative proposals, it is 
pertinent to ensure that the argumentation advanced in parliamentary debates is 
understood by all discussion parties. This often requires clarification, which can be 
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achieved by employing a metaphor in which a complex concept is compared to a 
more familiar and easily understood concept (Nerlich et al. 2011; Thibodeau et al. 
2017). Clarificatory metaphors are aimed at transferring understanding from one 
discussant to other discussants. However, metaphors sometimes also hamper 
understanding (e.g., Deignan et al. 2019; Mukherjee 2010), as they typically make 
salient some aspects but not others. To avoid biased conceptions, or even 
misunderstandings, discussion parties may consequently want to challenge such 
metaphors. To better understand the ways in which clarificatory metaphors and 
the resistance to them feature in parliamentary debates, and contribute to 
resolving a difference of opinion, research question 3, consisting of two sub-
questions, is answered:  
 
RQ 3:  (a) How do metaphors employed for clarifying argumentation feature in 
 British parliamentary debates to establish a shared understanding of the 
 issue under discussion? (b) How does the resistance to clarificatory  
 metaphor affect the continuation of the debate? 
 
The transcripts of the debates that have been analysed in the studies presented in 
this dissertation to answer the research questions have been retrieved from the 
online version of the official report of all parliamentary debates in the UK, Hansard 
Online. The advantage of using Hansard is that it provides access to a readily 
available, consistent record of proceedings. Yet, using Hansard transcripts also 
poses some problems (Shaw, 2018). In the transcription process, a number of 
transformations occur that alter the original spoken text in various ways, such as 
“the filtering out of ‘disfluency’ and other obvious properties of spokenness” 
(Slembrouck, 1992, p. 104). Most importantly for the purposes of this dissertation, 
illegal interventions and interruptions are typically not transcribed (Shaw, 2018, p. 
117). This means that critical reactions to metaphors made from ‘a sedentary 
position’ (i.e. heckling) are often not represented in the transcripts and can 
therefore not be analysed. 
 

1.5 Outline of the dissertation 
To clarify how the three research questions specified in Section 1.4 have been 
answered, the structural division of this dissertation will now be explained. This 
dissertation comprises six chapters. Except for the Introduction (Chapter 1) and the 
Conclusion (Chapter 6), all chapters have been written as independent journal 
articles. As such, a certain degree of overlap between chapters 2-5 cannot be 
avoided, especially with respect to the theoretical background of the three-
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dimensional model of metaphor and the pragma-dialectical theory of 
argumentation, and the empirical insights into the institutional characteristics of 
British PBC debates. The research questions formulated in Section 1.4 are 
addressed in the four papers in the following way (see Table 1.1 for a schematic 
overview of the research chapters of this dissertation, which also specifies the 
argumentative moves that each of the chapters focus on).  
 Chapter 2 gives an answer to RQ 1 that aims to examine the ways in which 
metaphors are used to express starting points in the opening stage, and how such 
metaphors can be countered in various ways to achieve diverging outcomes in the 
debate. It is first established which expressions count as a metaphorically 
expressed starting point and which types of responses meet the criteria of being a 
form of resistance to starting points. To this end, the conceptual tool of the 
dialectical profile of the opening stage is employed (cf. Van Eemeren et al., 2007). 
This profile specifies the moves that discussants in a discussion can make to 
unambiguously establish the starting points for the debate. It is shown that there is 
only one move that an arguer can make in reaction to a starting point that can be 
considered a form of resistance, namely the rejection of the proposed starting 
point. Then, a detailed analytic account of cases in which metaphorically expressed 
starting points are countered is provided to explain the advantages that committee 
members may obtain by employing metaphors to express a proposal for a starting 
point, and how opponents can resist such metaphors to create a point of departure 
for the debate that is more in line with their own argumentative interests.  
 RQ2a concerns the uses and functions of figurative analogy arguments in 
parliamentary debates. Chapter 3 examines the argumentative role of metaphors 
by focusing on cases of figurative analogy argumentation supporting pragmatic 
arguments in British PBC debates. It is explained that the institutional 
characteristics of British PBC debates impose the use of figurative analogy 
arguments in combination with pragmatic arguments in which a recommendation 
for a future course of action is made. To explain how such a way of arguing can be 
instrumental in increasing the acceptability of legislative proposals, two cases in 
which figurative analogy arguments are combined with pragmatic arguments are 
analysed in detail.  
 RQ2b, dealing with the ways in which figurative analogy arguments are 
countered, is answered in Chapter 4. In this chapter, detailed qualitative analyses 
of a number of cases of resistance to figurative analogy arguments found in the 
British PBC debates on the Education Bill 2010-11 are presented. It is thus 
demonstrated that resisting figurative analogy arguments is a complex 
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phenomenon, involving different types of critical responses that each require a 
detailed examination on their own.  
 Chapter 5 answers RQ3, concerning the role of metaphors and the 
resistance to metaphors in clarifying argumentative discourse in British PBC 
debates. The chapter presents a number of cases in which metaphors used for 
clarificatory purposes are opposed in a British PBC debate on the Digital Economy 
Bill. The analyses uncover which metaphors are used for clarificatory purposes, to 
what extent these clarificatory metaphors contribute to furthering the resolution of 
a debate on the acceptability of legislative proposals, and what consequences 
opposing such metaphors can have on the continuation of the debate.  
 Finally, Chapter 6 is the conclusion of this dissertation. The findings from 
the studies reported in this dissertation are outlined, and their implications for 
metaphor studies, argumentation studies, and for political discourse are discussed. 
This chapter also points out the most important limitations of the studies, and 
offers suggestions for future research. 
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Table 1.1 
Schematic Overview of the Research Chapters of the Dissertation 

Metaphor and resistance to metaphor in the opening stage of a discussion 
Chapter 2 

Protagonist:     Antagonist: 
 
Metaphorically expressed proposal  
for a starting point 
      Rejection of the starting point 
 
Metaphor and resistance to metaphor in the argumentation stage of a discussion 

Chapter 3 
Protagonist: 
 
Prescriptive standpoint 
Pragmatic argument 
Figurative analogy argument  
 

Chapter 4 
Protagonist:     Antagonist: 
 
 Figurative analogy argument 
 
       Refutation of the figurative 
      analogy argument 
 

Metaphor and resistance to metaphor in clarifying argumentative discourse 
Chapter 5 

Protagonist:     Antagonist: 
 
 Standpoint OR starting point OR argument 
 
       Clarification request 
 
 Clarificatory metaphor 
 
       Rejection of the clarificatory 
      metaphor  
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Chapter 2 

“I did not say that the Government should be 
plundering anybody’s savings”. Resistance to 
metaphors expressing starting points in 
parliamentary debates1  
 

Abstract 
This paper examines how politicians employ metaphors to express starting points 
in British parliamentary debates. Because these metaphors are conceptual tools 
that may have presuppositions and entailments that are not in line with the ideas 
and values of all discussion parties, political opponents can resist them by 
advancing argumentative criticisms. This paper aims to explore how different types 
of metaphor can be used to express starting points, and how various types of 
responses can be instrumental to achieving diverging outcomes in the discussion 
stage at which starting points are commonly decided. To this end, we present a 
number of case studies of resistance to metaphorically expressed starting points 
found in British Public Bill Committee debates. Our analysis reveals that metaphors 
can be important strategies in parliamentary debates when starting points are 
established between parties, and that resisting them seems to be a pertinent skill. 
 

2.1 Introduction 
In British parliamentary debates, Members of Parliament (MPs) and Lords are given 
the opportunity to discuss government policies and proposals for new legislation. 
In these debates, opposition parties fulfil their role of holding the Government to 
account, whereas the Government fulfils its duty to defend and justify its policies. 
Opposition parties hence criticise the Government by means of argumentation, 
while the Government is expected to defend itself against these criticisms and to 
counterattack the Opposition.   

 
1 A slightly different version of this chapter has been published as: Renardel de Lavalette, 
K.Y., Andone, C., & Steen, G.J. (2019). “I did not say that the Government should be 
plundering anybody’s savings”. Resistance to metaphors expressing starting points in 
parliamentary debates. Journal of Language and Politics, 18(5), 718-738. 
https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.18066.ren 
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 Such argumentative exchanges in parliamentary debates are typically 
based on shared assumptions between discussion parties. These assumptions are 
known in argumentation theory as ‘starting points’, which either relate to the 
debate rules or to the concessions on the basis of which a standpoint will be 
defended (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 60). When discussion parties 
establish the starting points for a debate, they try to balance achieving clarity 
concerning these starting points with the aim to establish starting points that serve 
the discussant’s interests best (Van Eemeren, 2010, p. 44). Not uncommonly, 
metaphor and resistance to metaphor may come into play in such balancing 
attempts. Framing a starting point in metaphorical terms can introduce a 
perspective on the issue under discussion that is favourable to the speaker. Other 
discussants might want to resist such a metaphorically expressed starting point to 
create a point of departure that is more beneficial to them. It is the aim of this 
study to explore this phenomenon to shed more light on the intricacies of the 
language of politics from a new perspective, combining argumentation theory with 
metaphor theory in a new way. 
 A typical example can be found in a British Public Bill Committee 
(henceforth: PBC) debate on the Welfare Reform Bill. In this discussion regarding 
the Government’s proposal to impose a savings cap on universal credit, opposition 
member Stephen Timms accuses government member George Hollingbery of 
suggesting that the Government should plunder the people’s savings:  
 
(1) Stephen Timms: 
 The hon. Gentleman may take the view that plundering people’s savings is 
 the kind of thing that the Government must do in these difficult 
 circumstances, but I do not agree with that. […] 
 
 George Hollingbery: 
 I did not say that the Government should be plundering anybody’s savings. 
 The Government are not taking money from people; they are not 
 providing money in lieu. There is a distinct and very real difference. It is 
 about asset allocation in difficult times. 
 
Timms presents his accusation as if it is generally accepted – i.e., as a starting point 
for the debate – that the Government’s proposal can be considered an act of 
plundering. The verb ‘to plunder’ in this context is a metaphor: it describes 
introducing a savings cap on universal credit in terms of taking valuable things from 
a place with force (cf. Pragglejaz Group, 2007). By implying that imposing a savings 
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cap on universal credit involves taking money from people, Timms aims to establish 
a point of departure for the debate that is favourable to his standpoint that such a 
savings cap should not be imposed. This is not, however, in the interest of the 
Government, which is in fact in favour of the proposal.  
 Consequently, Hollingbery rejects having said that the Government should 
plunder the people’s savings as a starting point for the debate. He highlights the 
difference between plundering, which involves taking money from people, and the 
Government’s proposal, which involves not giving money to people, hence resisting 
the metaphor advanced by Timms to create a point of departure for the debate 
that is more in line with the Government’s goal of justifying introducing a savings 
cap on universal credit.  
 Whereas metaphors can be helpful conceptualising devices enabling the 
understanding of typically abstract, novel concepts (i.e., target domains) in terms 
of more concrete, familiar concepts (i.e., source domains) (e.g., Gibbs, 2008; 
Kövecses, 2010; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), our example shows that they may also be 
exploited as argumentative strategies by framing proposals for a starting point in a 
way that is favourable to the speaker. However, these metaphors may have 
presuppositions and entailments that are not in line with the interests and values 
of all discussion parties. They may therefore elicit overt resistance by means of 
argumentative criticisms. While resisting metaphors expressing starting points is of 
great importance for politicians to establish a well-informed, unambiguous point of 
departure for the debate and to avoid talking at cross-purposes, the exploitation of 
metaphors expressing starting points has not been the object of any systematic 
research, let alone of research focusing on the resistance to these metaphors. 
 We will explore how different types of metaphor can be used to express 
starting points and demonstrate how different types of critical responses to these 
metaphors can be instrumental to achieving diverging outcomes in the debate. To 
this end, we first determine the argumentative moves that arguers can ideally 
make to establish starting points. These moves are outlined in a so-called 
‘dialectical profile’ (Van Eemeren et al., 2007). Subsequently, we provide 
qualitative analyses of various cases taken from British PBC debates in which 
metaphorically expressed starting points are countered. To account for both the 
metaphorical properties, as well as the argumentative properties that are involved, 
we will use Steen’s (2017) three-dimensional model of metaphor and Van 
Eemeren’s (2018) pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation. By examining both 
the metaphorical aspects, as well as the argumentative aspects involved, a 
comprehensive account of resistance to metaphorically expressed starting points 
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will be provided, informing analysts of the forms and functions of metaphors 
expressing starting points and how they are resisted in parliamentary debates.  
 In the following section, we explain the institutional point of British PBC 
debates, and describe the roles that the different discussion parties fulfil in this 
type of debate. Section 2.3 describes our data and method. In section 2.4, we 
present the analyses of a number of cases in which metaphors expressing starting 
points are resisted in parliamentary debates. 
 

2.2 British Public Bill Committee debates 
In the UK, bills go through a number of set stages before both Houses agree on 
their final text. Each of these legislative stages fulfils a specific role in the process of 
scrutinising a bill. Committee stage is the third formal phase of the legislative 
process in the House of Commons, following the introduction of a bill at First 
Reading and a debate on its principles at Second Reading (UK Government Cabinet 
Office, 2015). 
 In PBC debates, a limited number of MPs is selected to scrutinise a bill in 
detail. More specifically, committee members examine each clause and schedule, 
debate amendments to clauses and schedules, and decide on the removal or 
insertion of new clauses and schedules (UK Government Cabinet Office, 2015). The 
central proposition under dispute in PBC debates is “[t]he clause should stand part 
of the Bill”. The Government, being responsible for introducing a bill, will typically 
assume a positive standpoint towards this proposition, and it is their duty to 
defend a bill against criticisms. Opposition parties, being institutionally expected to 
scrutinise the Government’s proposals for new legislation, will generally challenge 
the acceptability of a bill. Accordingly, they can either assume a negative 
standpoint towards the proposition at issue, or simply express doubt. 
 In addition to ‘clause-stand-part’ debates, amendments to clauses and 
schedules are also debated. These are typically tabled by opposition or backbench 
members, who will hence adopt a positive standpoint towards them. The 
Government is often reluctant to accept amendments in Committee (Thompson, 
2013), and will accordingly adopt a negative standpoint towards them.  
 Since the proportion of members in PBC’s mirrors the political parties’ 
strengths in the House of Commons, there is always a government majority and the 
outcome of a debate will generally be in favour of the Government. Accordingly, 
clauses will usually stand part of the bill and amendments proposed by opposition 
and backbench members will typically not be accepted. It is hence not through 
voting on the acceptability of bills that the Opposition gets to control the 
Government but rather by means of argumentation, insofar as the Opposition 
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successfully convinces the electorate not to support the policies proposed by the 
Government and to present itself to the public as an alternative Government.  
 

2.3 Method 
2.3.1 Data  
The cases presented in this study are taken from the debates on the Welfare 
Reform Bill 2010-12 and the Education Bill 2010-11 at committee stage in the 
House of Commons. The materials have been retrieved from Hansard Online, which 
is the online version of the official report of all parliamentary debates in the UK, the 
printed Hansard archive. In our analyses we concentrate on three different cases, 
each uncovering different functions and effects of metaphors expressing starting 
points and the resistance against them.  
 

2.3.2 Metaphor analysis 
For the analysis of the metaphorical properties of the metaphors expressing 
starting points and the resistance they elicit, we employed the three-dimensional 
model of metaphor (Steen, 2011, 2017), in which three distinct dimensions of 
analysis are distinguished, namely language, thought, and communication.  
 First, we identified metaphor-related words that are used to express 
starting points by applying MIPVU (Metaphor Identification Procedure – Vrije 
Universiteit) (Steen et al., 2010; cf. Pragglejaz Group, 2007). This procedure sets 
out from the operational definition of metaphor as a “cross-domain mapping in 
thought” and identifies words as related to metaphor in thought by contrasting 
their contextual meaning with their basic meaning. The basic and contextual 
meaning are determined by a dictionary that is preferably usage-based. Following 
Steen et al. (2010), we used the online version of the MacMillan English Dictionary. 
The basic meaning of ‘to plunder’, used in the example in the Introduction, is “to 
take valuable things from a place using force, sometimes causing a lot of damage”. 
In the context of our example, however, ‘to plunder’ means “to take or use 
something that belongs to someone else in order to give yourself an advantage” 
(MacMillan), and is hence considered a metaphor-related word. 
 The MIPVU-procedure also allows for the identification of literally used 
words rendering metaphorical thought, as in the expression “teenage boys are like 
pigs”. Although the word ‘pigs’ in this example is not itself used metaphorically in 
the traditional sense of the word, there is still a cross-domain mapping involved in 
comparing teenage boys to pigs. In this way, the MIPVU-procedure does not only 
allow for identifying metaphor-related words, but also for specifying the type of 
metaphor that is used on a linguistic level (cf. Steen et al., 2010). 
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 Metaphorical expressions in language are considered to be reflections of 
underlying conceptual structures in thought (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). In other 
words, we use metaphorical language because we often understand one thing in 
terms of another. The analysis of the conceptual dimension of a metaphor involves 
determining whether the metaphorical concepts that are being compared are part 
of a conventional mapping, i.e., fixed parts in the conceptual system, or novel, i.e., 
newly invented metaphors that are not part of conventional patterns of cross-
domain thought (Bowdle & Gentner, 2005; Gentner & Bowdle, 2001; Steen, 2011).  
 We consider a metaphor to be conventional when the contextual meaning 
of a metaphorical expression can be found in a corpus-based users’ dictionary, as is 
the case for the verb ‘to plunder’, which we just discussed. As for the word ‘pig’ in 
our previous example, the second definition given by the MacMillan English 
Dictionary Online refers to someone who behaves in an unpleasant way, and this 
word is hence also labelled as a conventional metaphor. When the contextual 
meaning of a metaphorical expression cannot be found in the dictionary, we 
consider it to be novel.  
 For communication we make a distinction between deliberate and non-
deliberate metaphors. This distinction is based on the question whether or not 
distinct attention is required to the source domain as a separate referential aspect 
of the meaning of an utterance. If the answer is yes, then the metaphor functions 
as a metaphor in the communication between sender and receiver and is regarded 
as deliberate (Steen, 2017). If it is not, then it is classified as a non-deliberate 
metaphor. 
 To determine if a metaphor is deliberate, we applied the Deliberate 
Metaphor Identification Procedure (DMIP) (Reijnierse et al., 2018). The operational 
definition that this method starts out from is: “a metaphor is potentially deliberate 
when the source domain of the metaphor is part of the referential meaning of the 
utterance in which it is used” (Reijnierse et al., 2018, p. 136). For instance, the 
metaphor-related word ’pig’ in our previous example is potentially deliberate 
because, as a direct metaphor, the source domain is part of the referential meaning 
of the utterance (cf. Reijnierse et al., 2018).  
 

2.3.3 Argumentation analysis 
In pragma-dialectics, argumentation is viewed as “a verbal, social and rational 
activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint 
by putting forward a constellation of propositions justifying or refuting the 
proposition expressed in the standpoint” (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 
1). For the analysis of the argumentative properties of metaphorically expressed 
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starting points and the resistance they elicit, the pragma-dialectical approach to 
argumentation offers several useful theoretical tools: the ideal model of a critical 
discussion (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984), and the dialectical profile of the 
so-called ‘opening stage’ of a discussion, specifying the argumentative moves that 
can be made in this discussion stage (Van Eemeren et al., 2007). 
 The ideal model of a critical discussion describes how argumentative 
discourse would be structured if it was solely aimed at resolving a difference of 
opinion. The model spells out four stages that are necessary to come to a 
resolution of a dispute by means of critically testing the standpoint at issue: the 
confrontation stage, the opening stage, the argumentation stage, and the 
concluding stage.  
 As an analytical tool, the model serves as a template against which 
argumentative discourse as it occurs in reality can be compared to uncover the 
organisation of the argumentation. More specifically, a pragma-dialectical analysis 
of argumentative discourse involves the reconstruction of an authentic 
argumentative exchange in terms of the ideal model of a critical discussion, 
revealing the argumentative function of the different contributions made in a 
discussion. In this study, we focus in particular on those contributions made by 
committee members that are part of the so-called ‘opening stage’, in which starting 
points for a discussion are commonly established.  
 To establish which expressions count as metaphorically expressed starting 
points and which types of responses meet the criteria of being a form of resistance 
to such a starting point, we use the conceptual tool of a dialectical profile of the 
opening stage. This profile specifies the sequential pattern of moves that two 
discussants in a discussion can make (Van Eemeren et al., 2007, p. 90). The moves 
are relevant to the goal of the opening stage to unambiguously establish the 
starting points for the discussion. Van Eemeren et al. (2007, p. 90) present the 
following outline of the dialectical profile of the opening stage: 
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1 C1:    Proposal: X? 
 
 
 
2 C2: Ok, X  X, if proposal: Y?  No, ~X 
 
 
 
3 C1: Ok, Y  No, ~Y  Ok, ~X  Why ~X? 
 
 
 
4 C2  Ok, ~Y  Why ~Y?   Sub-discussion 
 
 
 
5 C1    Sub-discussion 
 
[‘~’ = ‘no commitment to’] 

 
 Figure 2.1 Dialectical core profile for establishing a starting point 
 
A committee member (C1) can initiate the opening stage by suggesting to the other 
party that he/she should accept proposition X as a starting point for the discussion. 
The other discussion party (C2) can respond by accepting this proposal (OK, X), by 
conditionally accepting it (X, if proposal Y), or by rejecting it (No, ~X). In response to 
C2’s proposal to accept X under the restriction of proposal Y, C1 can either accept 
(OK, Y) or reject (No, ~Y) the proposal. In case C1 rejects the proposal, C2 may 
respond by accepting the rejection (Ok, ~Y) or by questioning it (Why ~Y). When C2 
rejects the proposal to regard proposal X as a starting point for the discussion, C1 
can react by either accepting C2’s rejection (OK, ~X) or by questioning C2’s 
rejection (Why ~X).  
 Following the outlined sequential pattern of moves, five diverging 
outcomes in the opening stage can be obtained: proposal X is accepted as a starting 
point and the discussion stage ends (turn 2 and 4), proposal X is accepted under the 
restriction of proposal Y and the discussion stage ends (turn 3), proposal X is 
rejected as starting point and the discussion stage ends (turn 3), or the parties 
enter into a sub-discussion that centres around the issue whether or not to regard 
proposal X (turn 4) or the suggestion to restrict proposal X by proposal Y (turn 5) as 
a starting point. This outline indicates that there is one argumentative move that 
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an arguer can make in his/her reaction that we consider a form of resistance, 
namely the rejection of a proposed starting point.  

 
2.4 Metaphors expressing starting points and the resistance 
against them  
2.4.1 An explanatory metaphor resisted by critically extending it 
The first example of resistance to a metaphorically expressed starting point has 
been selected from a debate on the Welfare Reform Bill, which took place on 
March 29, 2011. The issue under discussion is whether clause 1 should stand part 
of the bill. Before the Minister responsible for the bill, Chris Grayling, begins his 
actual argumentation in favour of the acceptability of the clause, he first instructs 
the Committee that the bill and the debate on the bill are about creating a 
framework for the new benefit system, not about filling in the details. To explain 
what he means, Grayling advances a metaphor in which he compares the bill and 
the debate on the bill to building a bookcase:  
 
(2) Chris Grayling:  
 […] Clause 1 is, effectively, the defining clause of the first part of the Bill, 
 because it sets out provisions for the universal credit. It, and the following 
 clause, creates the framework for the new benefit. For want of a better 
 way of explaining it, they will create a bookcase on which we can lodge 
 the books of the detail of the future benefit system.  
  The Bill and the debate are about building that bookcase. We will 
 do our best to explain our initial intentions about what should be put on 
 the shelves, but as the right hon. Gentleman will be aware, the debate is 
 not about the detailed content of every single book. […] 
 
The direct figurative comparison between the bill and a bookcase advanced by 
Grayling is a novel metaphor. Since its contextual meaning cannot be found in a 
dictionary, we consider it as a newly invented example that is not part of any 
conventional pattern of mappings in the conceptual system. Additionally, we 
classify the metaphor as potentially deliberate because, as a direct and novel 
metaphor, the source domain - the bookcase - is a distinct referent in the utterance 
(Reijnierse et al., 2018). To understand Grayling’s utterance, the committee 
members must actively compare the debate on the bill and building a bookcase. 
The metaphor hence plays a role as a metaphor in the on-going communication 
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between the discussants: it can legitimately be recognized, interpreted and 
appreciated as such.  
 As Grayling himself specifies, the alien perspective of building a bookcase 
is introduced to explain what he means by only discussing the framework of the 
new benefit system and not the details. Additionally, the idea of building a 
bookcase articulates Grayling’s suggestion of excluding details from the debate 
better than the concept of a framework. The contextual meaning of ‘framework’ is 
“a set of principles or ideas that you use when you are forming your decisions and 
judgments” (MacMillan). This definition does not necessarily exclude the details, 
while the distinction made by Grayling between a bookcase and books does 
separate the details from the general framework. Note that ‘framework’ hence also 
functions metaphorically here, but non-deliberately and as conventional talk about 
the target domain. 
 Grayling uses the metaphor to propose that the interlocutors exclude the 
details of the bill as propositions on the basis of which the acceptability of the bill 
can be attacked or defended. We hence reconstruct Grayling’s utterances as 
initiating the opening stage of the debate by suggesting to the Committee that the 
debate on the bill should be restricted to discussing the general framework of the 
bill, i.e. the bookcase, and not the details, i.e. the books. In this move, the bookcase 
and books count as metaphors in communication, but the framework does not.  
 As the protagonist of the standpoint that the bill is acceptable, Grayling 
aims to establish starting points serving best in defending this proposition. He tries 
to accomplish this by using the bookcase-metaphor for making a dissociation 
between discussing the general framework of the new welfare system, i.e. the 
bookcase, and discussing the details that will be specified in secondary legislation, 
i.e. the books. Following van Rees’ (2009, p. 68) explanation of dissociation in 
argumentative discourse, the use of dissociation in the case at hand can be said to 
allow Grayling to achieve greater clarity and precision in defining the starting point 
for the debate: he can now make a distinction between the general framework of 
the new benefit system, which he considers central, and the details, which he 
considers peripheral. It also enables him to choose the starting point that serves 
him best in the defence of his standpoint. Restricting the debates on the bill to the 
general framework of the new welfare system, while excluding the details specified 
in secondary legislation, lowers the burden of proof for the Government: they only 
have to defend the acceptability of the general framework while deferring 
discussion of the details.  
 The Opposition, however, does not want to restrict the discussion to the 
general framework of the new benefit system. It is institutionally expected to 
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scrutinise a bill in its entirety, including the Government’s intentions with regard to 
the details specified in secondary legislation. The Opposition hence disagrees with 
Grayling that the details of the new benefit system should not be discussed. In 
rejecting Grayling’s proposed starting point, opposition member Sheila Gilmore 
extends the bookcase-metaphor introduced by Grayling and uses the nature of the 
books it contains to advance a counter-proposal:  
 
(3) Sheila Gilmore: 
 […] The Minister, in opening – he may not have intended to imply this – 
 seemed to suggest that creating a simple system in itself would make work 
 pay. What will actually make work pay is a number of different items, of 
 which benefit payments are part. So much depends on the detail. That is 
 why it is difficult. The Minister described this as a bookcase. How useful 
 and good that bookcase is depends on what is in it. It may be a lot of 
 cartoon comics. It may be a set of classics. For most of us, it is a mixture of 
 various things – if we have eclectic tastes. That is why so many of the 
 witnesses and I feel that it is important to be clear about the detail here. 
 […] 
  
In this fragment, Gilmore makes an explicit and direct comparison between the bill 
and a bookcase, temporarily moving the discourse into the referential domain of 
bookcases. This is hence also an instance of deliberate metaphor, and Gilmore even 
signals it as such by introducing the metaphor by stating “[t]he Minister described 
this as […]”. As a deliberate metaphor, it again requires an active comparison 
between a bookcase and the bill, and functions as a metaphor in the interaction 
between the discussants. The uptake of the bookcase-metaphor by Gilmore can be 
considered an instance of what Cameron (2003, p. 116) calls “the 
conventionalisation of deliberate metaphor”. The novel metaphor introduced by 
Grayling begins a process of conventionalisation between the committee members 
by Gilmore’s critical extension of it – acquiring shared implicit meaning. However, 
although the bookcase-metaphor becomes a shared, conventionalised referent 
between the committee members for the debate on the bill, Gilmore highlights 
different aspects of the source domain than Grayling does, ones that are more in 
line with her own particular argumentative interests. Based on the same metaphor, 
each party hence advances a different metaphorical narrative or so-called 
‘metaphor scenario’ (Musolff, 2006) that best serves their own particular interests.  
 Following the outline of the dialectical profile of the opening stage, we 
interpret the use of this metaphor as an indirect rejection of Grayling’s proposal to 
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focus only on the general framework of the new benefit system as a starting point 
by functioning as a counter-proposal. Gilmore extends the bookcase-metaphor first 
advanced by Grayling to argue that a bookcase is only worth as much as the books 
that are in it, i.e., that the acceptability of the bill can only be properly judged when 
considering the details. She hence proposes that both parts of the dissociation 
made by Grayling are to be discussed: the general framework of the new benefit 
system as well as the details.  
 At a later stage in the debate, Gilmore repeats her suggestion that the 
debate on the bill should be about the general framework of the bill and the 
details: 
 
(4) Sheila Gilmore: 
 […] In looking at the Bill – people will expect us to vote on it and ultimately 
 to decide whether it should be supported in its entirely – we will ask for 
 detailed answers to such questions and we will be right to do so. That will 
 be important for us, because otherwise we will be buying that empty 
 bookcase, which is a difficult thing to sell to people. 
 
In this fragment, Gilmore first explicitly refers to the expectation that the 
Opposition should scrutinise a bill in its entirety. She then uses the bookcase-
metaphor and states that it is important for the Opposition to ask about the details 
because otherwise they “will be buying that empty bookcase, which is a difficult 
thing to sell to people”. Whereas Gilmore still explicitly introduced the concept of a 
bookcase in terms of which to understand the debate on the bill in the previous 
fragment, the metaphor is presented as an indirect metaphor in this turn. In other 
words, Gilmore uses the bookcase-metaphor to indirectly talk about the debate on 
the bill. This fragment is illustrative of a further conventionalisation of the 
bookcase-metaphor as a representation of the debate on the bill within the context 
of the debates on the Welfare Reform Bill.  
 Nonetheless, we still regard the metaphor as deliberate because of the 
striking interaction between source and target domain, causing a certain ambiguity 
between a literal or figurative reading of the utterance. The source domain 
scenario of buying and selling an empty bookcase in its own terms does not really 
make sense because people typically buy an empty bookcase, not one that is 
already filled with books. Complemented with input from the target domain, 
however, the utterance becomes understandable as communicating that trying to 
convince people of the acceptability of the new benefit system while the details 
have not been discussed would be difficult.  
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 Just like Gilmore’s previous turn, this utterance is again an indirect 
rejection of Grayling’s suggestion to only discuss the general framework of the new 
benefit system, and a repetition of her counter-proposal to also discuss the details. 
In reaction to Gilmore’s proposal, Grayling says the following: 
 
(5) Chris Grayling: 
 […] The hon. Member for Edinburgh East [Sheila Gilmore] talked 
 extensively about my bookcase, but it is not her job in Committee to give 
 each detail of the books that are going to fill that bookcase. Our job is to 
 create a framework for the future of our social security system. […] 
 
Like the previous case, the metaphor in this utterance is indirect. The reference 
that Grayling makes to “my bookcase” is assumed to be understandable to the 
Committee as the metaphor that he himself introduced to refer to debating the 
bill. This indicates that the metaphor has become a conventional representation 
between the discussants in this particular debate. Because the utterance “my 
bookcase” clearly refers to the metaphor introduced by Grayling to communicate 
about the debate on the bill as such, we regard it as a deliberate metaphor. The 
metaphor functions communicatively as a rejection of Gilmore’s proposal to 
discuss the general framework of the bill, as well as the details. 
 By suggesting that he does not have the discretion to discuss the details of 
the bill, Grayling again refuses to take on the burden of proof for defending the 
acceptability of the details of the new benefit system. By presenting the situation 
as a factual state of affairs that is hard to question, Grayling rules out further 
argument about the matter. This case demonstrates how a politician can use a 
metaphor to propose a starting point to limit his/her argumentative 
responsibilities, and how such a metaphor can be resisted by critically extending 
the metaphor.  
 

2.4.2 An ideological metaphor resisted by highlighting the differences 
between the compared concepts 
The second example of resistance to a metaphorically expressed starting point also 
comes from a debate on the Welfare Reform Bill taking place on March 29, 2011, 
and served as the example in the introduction of this article. This debate concerns 
an amendment tabled by opposition member Stephen Timms, which is aimed at 
changing a clause that would allow for a savings cap on universal credit for people 
with jobs. According to Timms, such a savings cap should not be imposed because 
it would discourage people from saving, for instance, for buying property, paying 
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tuition fees for their children, etc. Government member George Hollingbery 
disagrees with Timms and argues that people with low incomes already receive 
support from the Government in those areas. He then proposes that the 
Government should determine its priorities and reallocate financial support when 
necessary. In response, Timms accuses Hollingbery of saying that he is in favour of 
“plundering people’s savings”. The exchange between Hollingbery and Timms runs 
as follows: 
 
(6) George Hollingbery: 
 […] He [Stephen Timms] has talked about tuition fees, buying a house and 
 making deposits, and assisting others to go to university, but the 
 Government are already helping in those areas. Government money is 
 allocated to help with tuition fees, and during the Budget there was talk of 
 enough money being provided for 20,000 people to buy a house. Is it not 
 right that in these difficult financial times the Government have to sit back 
 and examine their priorities, see where help is already provided and 
 reallocate as necessary? 
 
 Stephen Timms: 
 The hon. Gentleman may take the view that plundering people’s savings is 
 the kind of thing that the Government must do in these difficult 
 circumstances, but I do not agree with that. I think savings should be 
 protected. If he thinks that some people’s savings should be plundered, he 
 should look elsewhere than the savings of those who are on the lowest 
 incomes. Surely those savings above all should be protected. 
 
In this example, Hollingbery initiates the opening stage by proposing to regard the 
proposition that the Government should determine its priorities and reallocate 
financial help when necessary as a starting point for the debate. The use of the 
expression “[is] it not right that” suggests that only a positive answer to the 
question is expected. This signifies that Hollingbery intends to use the expected 
affirmation to advance the proposition as an argument against Timms’ standpoint 
that there should not be a savings cap on universal credit for people who work. In 
reply, Timms rejects Hollingbery’s proposal by accusing Hollingbery of saying that 
the Government should ‘plunder the savings of people on low incomes’, and by 
then asserting that he does not agree with this. The proposition is put forward as if 
it is generally accepted, i.e., as a starting point for the debate, that imposing a 
savings cap on universal credit can be considered an act of plundering.  
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 As noted in the introduction, the term ‘to plunder’ in this context is a 
metaphor; whereas in its basic sense it means “to take valuable things from a place 
using force, sometimes causing a lot of damage”, the contextual meaning is “to 
take or use something that belongs to someone else in order to give yourself an 
advantage” (MacMillan). Since its contextual meaning can be found in the 
dictionary, it is a conventional metaphor. We also regard the metaphor as non-
deliberate, while the utterance is not only a metaphor but also an instance of 
hyperbole. By using the term ‘to plunder’ Timms sets up a straw man, i.e. he 
misrepresents Hollingbery’s words to make it easier to attack them, by 
exaggerating the scope of the Government’s bad intentions. While in reality 
Hollingbery proposes to think critically of where financial help is needed and 
reallocate when necessary, Timms alleges that Hollingbery is suggesting that the 
Government should take people’s money for its own advantage. Since the 
hyperbolic meaning of the utterance is already present in the contextual meaning 
of the metaphor, its basic meaning does not necessarily play a role in the 
referential meaning of the utterance, and we therefore consider it to be non-
deliberate.  
 Argumentatively speaking, the use of the term ‘to plunder’ in this context 
can be regarded as an instance of what Zarefsky (2014, p. 133) calls a ‘persuasive 
definition’, which he defines as “a non-neutral characterization that conveys a 
positive or negative attitude about something in the course of naming it”. 
Following Zarefsky’s (2014) explanation of persuasive definitions, Timms’ use of ‘to 
plunder’ may be an implicit argument to view the Government’s savings cap as an 
act of taking away money from people on low incomes for the Government’s own 
advantage, which would clearly be immoral and hence undesirable. The argument, 
however, is never actually advanced, but presupposed in the definition that is put 
forward as if it was uncontroversial.  
 Furthermore, utilising Hollingbery’s words to set up a straw man enables 
Timms to avoid having to answer the challenge raised by Hollingbery whether the 
Government should not reallocate financial help when necessary. By reframing 
Hollingbery’s words and defining the act of imposing a savings cap on universal 
credit for people with a low-income job as plundering, Timms aims to create a 
point of departure for the debate that is advantageous to his standpoint that a 
savings cap on universal credit should not be imposed, without him having to 
present arguments in favour of this position.  
 In response to Timms’ accusation, Hollingbery denies having said anything 
of the sort:  
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(7) George Hollingbery: 
 I did not say that the Government should be plundering anybody’s savings. 
 The Government are not taking money from people; they are not 
 providing money in lieu. There is a distinct and very real difference. It is 
 about asset allocation in difficult times. 
 
Hollingbery’s denial is a rejection of the starting point proposed by Timms that 
Hollingbery had said that the Government should plunder the people’s savings. To 
support his rejection, Hollingbery stresses the difference between plundering, 
which would involve taking money from people, and imposing a savings cap, which 
would involve not giving money to people. In making the differentiation, he seems 
to only refer to the target domain of the metaphor, suggesting that in the exchange 
between Timms and Hollingbery the source domain of the metaphor does indeed 
not play a role in the referential meaning of the utterance. By providing arguments 
to support his rejection, Hollingbery initiates a sub-discussion in which the 
proposition of whether or not imposing a savings cap on universal credit can be 
understood as an act of plundering becomes the issue under discussion. In doing 
so, he challenges Timms to defend his assertion that imposing a savings cap can be 
considered an act of plundering, and to explicate his arguments in favour of this 
proposition.  
 In the following turn, Timms argues that imposing a savings cap is about 
plundering the people’s savings because people with savings above £16,000 will be 
required to spend their savings. By challenging Timms to give arguments for 
considering imposing a savings cap an act of plundering, Hollingbery leads the 
debate away from discussing the metaphor to focus again on the substantive 
arguments in favour of and against imposing a savings cap. The rejection of the 
metaphor altogether hence impedes further use of the metaphor. This case 
illustrates how a metaphor can be exploited to establish a politician’s ideological 
commitments as a starting point for the debate, and how such a metaphor can be 
resisted by highlighting the differences between the compared concepts.  
 

2.4.3 An ambiguous case of resistance to a metaphorically expressed 
starting point  
The last example of resistance to a metaphorically expressed starting point has 
been selected from a PBC debate on the Education Bill, taking place on March 15, 
2011. The discussion concerns an amendment advanced by the Opposition that 
would give the review panel the power to insist on the reinstatement of children 
that are wrongfully expelled from school. The Opposition thinks that the review 
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panel should have this power because without it, it will be ineffective. The 
Government, on the contrary, thinks that the review panel should not have this 
power because it would have an undermining effect on the authorities in the 
schools concerned. At a certain point in the debate, opposition member Mark 
Hendrick questions what the point is of creating an institution without the power 
to be effective: 
 
(8) Mark Hendrick: 
 The figures show that the decision is reversed in some 10% of the cases – I 
 think it is 60 from more than 600 cases – in which a child has asked to be 
 reinstated. That shows that 90% of decisions made by head teachers are 
 upheld in the existing system, so it is not a thing that prevails a great deal. 
 We are talking about 60 cases. What is the point of creating a watchdog 
 that does not have any teeth? 
 
In the last sentence of this fragment, the terms ‘watchdog’ and ‘teeth’ are used 
metaphorically. The basic meaning of ‘watchdog’ is “a dog used for guarding a 
house or piece of property”, whereas its contextual meaning is “an organisation 
that works to stop people from doing illegal things in a particular area of business 
or society” (MacMillan). The basic meaning of ‘tooth’ is “one of the hard white 
objects inside your mouth that you use for biting and chewing food” (MacMillan). 
In this context, however, it means “the necessary power and authority to be 
effective or to make people obey you” (MacMillan). Both metaphors are indirect, 
conventional metaphors. We do regard the metaphors as potentially deliberate, 
however, because the two terms come from the same conceptual domain, forming 
one coherent picture. This way, the metaphors communicatively function as a pun 
that is only understood when also considering the source domains of the two 
terms.  
 As a superficial display of cleverness, the metaphors do not seem to play 
any crucial argumentative role. Argumentatively speaking, the metaphorically 
phrased sentence is a rhetorical question, indirectly asserting that there is no point 
in creating a review panel without the power to insist on the reinstatement of 
wrongfully expelled children. As Van Eemeren et al. (2007, p. 94) explain, rhetorical 
questions can function as indirect attributions of a starting point because their use 
indicates that the proposition implied in the question should be accepted by the 
other discussants. In other words, by advancing the metaphorically phrased 
rhetorical question Hendrick indirectly suggests that the proposition that the 
review panel will be ineffective without the power to insist on the reinstatement of 
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wrongfully expelled children has been or should be accepted as a common starting 
point by the Committee.  
 The Minister responsible for the bill, Nick Gibb, disagrees with Hendrick: 
 
(9) Nick Gibb: 
 It does have teeth. Those 60 cases have a devastating effect on the 
 schools involved […] 
  The review panel has teeth. It can quash a decision, and it can ask 
 and require a governing body to reconsider a decision […] 
  The panel may also change things such as the record of the pupil 
 who has been excluded […] The panel has teeth and can make robust 
 decisions when it comes to unreasonable behaviour by a school, like any 
 panel or any court. 
 
In rejecting the suggestion that the review panel does not have the power to be 
effective by claiming that, on the contrary, it actually does, Gibb reproduces the 
metaphorical term ‘teeth’. The metaphor, afforded by Hendrick’s introduction of 
the term, is indirect, and conventional. It is, however, ambiguous whether Gibb’s 
repetition of the metaphor is deliberate or not. In order to understand Gibb’s 
utterance, the source domain referent of the metaphor is not necessarily required. 
Yet, the repetition of the term is rather notable and may therefore draw attention 
to the source domain referent of the metaphor. In Gibb’s critical reaction to 
Hendrick’s metaphorically expressed starting point, it is not the metaphor itself 
that is resisted, but rather the non-metaphorical propositional content of the 
utterance that the review panel does not have the power to be effective.  
 

2.5 Conclusion 
This study set out to explore how politicians exploit different types of metaphor to 
express starting points and how various types of resistance to such metaphors can 
be instrumental to achieving diverging outcomes in parliamentary debates. Our 
analyses of three different cases in which metaphors expressing starting points are 
resisted in British PBC debates have demonstrated different functions and effects 
of the metaphors expressing starting points and the resistance against them. 
 The investigation of the metaphorical and argumentative properties of the 
metaphors expressing starting points in parliamentary debates reveals that they 
are powerful and important argumentative tools exploited by politicians to create a 
point of departure for the debate that is in their best interest. As shown by case 1, 
metaphors can be used to (re)negotiate the argumentative roles and 
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responsibilities assumed by the different discussion parties. The metaphor in case 2 
illustrates how metaphors can be employed to communicate and establish a 
politician’s ideological commitments as starting points for the debate. Case 3 is a 
demonstration of a metaphorically expressed starting point in which the metaphor 
itself does not necessarily fulfil an argumentative role, but rather seems to be a 
superficial display of cleverness.  
 We also demonstrated the importance for politicians to counter 
metaphors expressing starting points to establish a point of departure for the 
debate that is more in line with their own particular goals and interests, and how 
this can be done in various ways. The metaphor in case 1 is critically extended to 
advance a counterproposal for a starting point that is more beneficial to the 
adversary. This shows that politicians with opposing and mutually exclusive 
standpoints and goals can employ the same metaphor in an attempt to establish a 
point of departure that is in their own best interest. Case 2 demonstrates how a 
politician can also resist a metaphor by highlighting the differences between the 
two compared concepts, thereby impeding further use of the metaphor in the on-
going debate. In case 3 the opponent rejects the metaphorically expressed starting 
point by repeating the metaphorical term used for expressing the original starting 
point. In this case, it is not the metaphor that is resisted, but rather the non-
propositional content of the metaphorically expressed starting point.  
 Our results demonstrate that metaphors are important argumentative 
strategies in parliamentary debates, enabling politicians to establish a point of 
departure for the debate, both with regard to their argumentative roles and 
responsibilities as well as their ideological commitments, that is in their best 
interest. Resisting such metaphors by advancing counter-argumentative moves is 
pertinent for establishing a well-informed and unambiguous point of departure for 
the debate and to further a fruitful discussion concerning the acceptability of the 
proposal under discussion.  
 Whilst our examination of different cases of resistance to metaphorically 
expressed starting points has uncovered important ways in which metaphors can 
be strategically exploited in debates, it does not constitute a comprehensive 
account of all possible strategies, nor of all the ways in which these metaphors can 
be resisted. Future research could study larger amounts of data to draw more 
reliable conclusions on the issue under consideration and to further investigate the 
roles and effects of metaphors expressing starting points and the various forms of 
resistance against them. Additionally, we have focused on British parliamentary 
debates, in which a two-party system encourages an adversarial style of debate 
that is highly ritualised (Ilie, 2003, 2010). It could therefore be interesting to 
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investigate the differences and commonalities in the forms and functions of 
resistance to metaphors expressing starting points in other parliamentary systems. 
One last point of consideration is that this study is concerned with political 
discourse and the results are therefore not necessarily representative of other 
types of discourse. Consequently, it would be interesting to study the 
argumentative role of metaphors and the possible resistance against them in 
different domains. This would enable certain conclusions about whether the types 
of metaphor and argumentative resistance against them differs per domain.  
 To conclude, our empirical investigation of metaphors has shown that 
they are important strategies in parliamentary debates when starting points are 
established between parties. Also, resisting them seems to be a pertinent skill for 
politicians. It is therefore imperative to further develop our understanding of 
metaphor as an argumentative tool as well as to investigate the various possibilities 
for resistance to these metaphors and their effects. 
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Chapter 3 

Uses and functions of figurative analogy arguments 
in British parliamentary debates1  
 

Abstract 
This paper aims to analyse how committee members in British Public Bill 
Committee debates argue by means of figurative analogies. In such debates, 
argumentation is typically employed to support a recommendation for a particular 
course of action. We will demonstrate that figurative analogies can be a suitable 
means for making the proposed recommendations clearer and more acceptable to 
a critical opponent. Using insights from metaphor studies and argumentation 
theory, we will offer a holistic account of two typical cases in which arguments 
based on figurative analogy are employed in the context of British Public Bill 
Committee debates. This account will reveal an argumentative pattern in which 
figurative analogy arguments are combined with pragmatic argumentation in which 
a recommendation is made to support a legislative proposal that is more easily 
accepted.  
 

3.1 Introduction 
British parliamentary debates are typically concerned with the deliberation of the 
consequences of some future course of action set out in government policies or 
proposed new laws. A typical example is a British Public Bill Committee 
(henceforth: PBC) debate on the High Speed Rail (Preparation) Bill taking place on 
July 16, 2013. In this debate, committee members discuss an amendment tabled by 
the Opposition that seeks to require the Secretary of State to make a statement to 
the House of Commons when agreed yearly budgets for the high speed rail 
network are (expected to be) exceeded. Opposition member Lilian Greenwood 
argues that this is necessary because it will ensure that the House is being kept 
updated on government expenditure. To support the argument that the House of 
Commons should be kept updated on government expenditure, Greenwood makes 
a comparison with the way in which people deal with bank statements:  

 
1 A slightly modified version of this paper has been submitted as: Renardel de Lavalette, K.Y., 
Andone, C., & Steen, G.J. Uses and functions of figurative analogy arguments in British 
parliamentary debates. 
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(1) Lilian Greenwood 
 […] Our amendment would establish a mechanism requiring the Secretary 
 of State to make a statement should such budget increases occur, or be 
 expected to occur, in advance of the annual statement – it is simply a case 
 of keeping the House updated. An analogy might be how people deal with 
 bank statements: we do not wait until the end of the month to see how 
 much we have spent; we check the account balance on a cash machine, 
 and if we are going to have problems, we might speak to our significant 
 other about that. That is the normal way of controlling budgets – keeping 
 people updated, rather than waiting until the end of a control period. 
 
The prescriptive standpoint that the Secretary of State should make a statement 
when budget increases occur is here justified by Greenwood by referring to the 
desirable consequence that this will keep the House of Commons updated on 
government expenditure. In argumentation theory, such a form of arguing is called 
‘pragmatic argumentation’ (Perelman, 1959). This type of arguing is commonly 
employed in British parliamentary debates, because politicians always justify their 
plans set out in policy proposals or new legislation by referring to the desirable 
consequences (Andone, 2015, p. 3).  
 Greenwood subsequently defends the acceptability of the pragmatic 
argument that the House should be kept updated on government expenditure by 
another argument: people dealing with bank statements regularly check their 
accounts and speak to their significant other when problems might occur. In other 
words, Greenwood uses a figurative analogy in which she compares the 
Government’s dealing with yearly budgets to people’s dealing with bank 
statements, and does so in order to justify that the House should be kept updated 
on government spending. In example 1, Greenwood hence aims to justify the 
acceptability of her amendment by first advancing a pragmatic argument, which 
she in turn supports by a figurative analogy.  
 Figurative analogies such as these can be used for various reasons. First, 
framing arguments in metaphorical terms can make an argument clearer, since 
metaphors typically involve a comparison between an abstract, unfamiliar concept 
with a concept that is more concrete and well-known, which makes the issue under 
discussion easier to understand (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Second, metaphors may 
enhance an argument’s convincingness, because they draw upon established 
judgements and endorsed values within a tradition or culture, thereby framing 
arguments into scenarios suggesting particular conclusions about appropriate 
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action (Aronovitch, 1997; Finlayson, 2007; Musolff, 2004). In example (1), it might 
not be entirely clear why the Government should keep the House of Commons 
updated on government spending, whereas most people will probably agree that 
people dealing with bank statements should talk to their significant other when 
financial problems occur. They may, therefore, also agree that the Government 
should discuss unbudgeted expenses with the House.  
 As of yet, little is known about the argumentative functions of metaphor in 
parliamentary debates, and the argumentative role of metaphor has received 
relatively little scholarly attention in argumentation studies (for exceptions see, 
e.g., Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011; Santibáñez, 2010; Xu & Wu, 2014). While 
figurative analogies may help politicians in making their arguments clearer and 
more convincing, argumentation analysts typically consider this type of 
argumentation weak, unstable and easily defeasible (e.g., Perelman & Olbrecht-
Tyteca, 1958/2003, p. 393; Walton et al., 2008, p. 61). The reason for this negative 
judgement is that figurative analogy involves a comparison between concepts that 
are obviously different, which affords easy targets for criticism. Additionally, 
metaphors are often considered to be misleading, because they oversimplify the 
issue under discussion (see Musolff, 2004, for a discussion on this issue). This raises 
the question why and how figurative analogies are used in the deliberative process 
in parliamentary debates. 
 In this paper, we aim to examine the argumentative role of metaphors in 
parliamentary discourse by focusing on cases of figurative analogy supporting 
pragmatic arguments in British PBC debates. In this type of debate, such a way of 
arguing can be instrumental in increasing the acceptability of legislative proposals, 
which suggests that a better understanding of the workings of this form of 
argumentation is required. In our analyses we concentrate on two cases in which 
figurative analogies are combined with pragmatic arguments. The first case 
illustrates how figurative analogy arguments can be used to justify the desirability 
of the envisaged result expressed in the pragmatic argument. The second case 
demonstrates how figurative analogy arguments can be used to justify the 
appropriateness of the means employed to reach the envisaged result. We selected 
these examples by making use of the TheyWorkForYou website. This website 
features data and information from official parliamentary resources, such as 
Hansard, and adds features to make them easier to understand, such as a search 
box for finding mentions of a topic.  
 To account for the metaphorical properties of the figurative analogies and 
to analyse their argumentative function, we combine insights from the three-
dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017) with insights from the pragma-
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dialectical theory of argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2018). This combination allows 
for providing a more comprehensive account of the form and functions of 
figurative analogies used in British PBC debates than any single approach has been 
able to offer so far. The analyses will reveal which metaphors are involved in 
figurative analogy argumentation, which standpoints are supported by which 
arguments, and how these arguments relate to each other to increase the 
acceptability of legislative proposals in British PBC debates.  
 In the following section, we describe our theoretical framework, in which 
we specify the tools offered by the three-dimensional model of metaphor and the 
pragma-dialectical approach to argumentation for the analysis of figurative 
analogies. We also explain how the characteristics of British PBC debates impose 
constraints on the argumentation employed in PBC debates and which possibilities 
they create for the use of pragmatic argumentation and figurative analogies. In 
Section 3.3, we present the analyses of figurative analogy arguments used in 
support of pragmatic argumentation in British PBC debates. Our analyses uncover 
an argumentative pattern in which figurative analogy arguments are combined 
with pragmatic argumentation to support a legislative proposal that is more easily 
accepted. 
 

3.2 Theoretical framework 
3.2.1 A pragma-dialectical perspective on figurative analogy argumentation 
in British Public Bill Committee debates 
To analyse the functions that figurative analogy arguments fulfil in British PBC 
debates, we make use of the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation (Van 
Eemeren, 2018). This approach views argumentation as part of a critical discussion 
in which the participants try to resolve a difference of opinion on the merits. Van 
Eemeren and Grootendorst (2004, p. 1) define argumentation as “a verbal, social 
and rational activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a 
standpoint by putting forward a constellation of propositions justifying or refuting 
the proposition expressed in the standpoint”. This means that in this study we 
regard figurative analogy arguments as part of an argumentative exchange in which 
committee members attempt to convince each other of the (un)acceptability of a 
bill. The pragma-dialectical approach offers various theoretical tools for the 
analysis of figurative analogies in British PBC debates. However, before we discuss 
those tools, we will describe the institutional features of British PBC debates that 
constrain argumentative discourse, as this is pertinent for giving an empirically 
adequate account of the argumentative exchange.  
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 The purpose of British PBC debates is to discuss the details of a bill, 
scrutinising each clause and schedule and discussing amendments to clauses and 
schedules (UK Government Cabinet Office, 2015). The main proposition under 
discussion can be reconstructed as ‘The clause should stand part of the bill’ (UK 
Government Cabinet Office, 2015). To justify the acceptability of this proposition 
the Government will refer to the desirable consequences of the measure proposed 
in the clause under discussion. The specific institutional characteristics of British 
PBC debates hence impose the use of arguments in which recommendations for 
taking or not taking a course of action are made by pointing at their 
positive/negative consequences. Doing so results in advancing a prescriptive policy 
statement, which can only be appropriately supported by pragmatic 
argumentation.   
 In pragmatic argumentation, a prescriptive standpoint in which a 
recommendation for action is made is justified or criticised by referring to the 
(un)desirable consequences of the proposed action. Pragmatic arguments consist 
of two propositions: a prescriptive proposition, which is supported by a complex 
proposition comprising a causal and an evaluative component in which the 
(un)desirable result is mentioned (Perelman, 1959). The standpoint and the 
argument are connected by a linking premise, expressing that if the complex 
proposition is acceptable, then the standpoint is acceptable. The argument scheme 
for pragmatic argumentation can be represented as follows (Andone, 2015, pp. 8-
9): 
 
1.  Action X should (not) be carried out 
1.1  Action X will lead to (positive/ negative) result Y 
1.1’  If actions of type X lead to (positive/ negative) result Y, then those actions 
 should (not) be carried out 
 
Because of the type of argumentation used (pragmatic argumentation) and the 
institutionally envisaged outcome (proposing new legislative measures), certain 
critical questions are to be anticipated by the discussants (Van Eemeren & Garssen, 
2013, p. 7). Answering these questions results in a specific argumentative pattern, 
serving the purpose of British PBC’s to discuss the details of a bill. The critical 
questions applying to pragmatic argumentation are aimed at testing the evaluative 
and the causal component of the argument. The critical question testing the 
evaluative component reads ‘Is result Y really positive?’ The critical question testing 
the causal relationship is ‘Do actions of type X automatically lead to results of type 
Y?’ (Andone, 2015, pp. 10-14). 
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 In defending the acceptability of a pragmatic argument, figurative analogy 
argumentation can be instrumental. According to pragma-dialectics, discussants do 
not only aim to fulfil the dialectical goal of maintaining reasonableness, but they 
also try to fulfil the rhetorical aim of being effective. In other words, discussants 
strive to reasonably resolve a difference of opinion, while at the same time they try 
to make the other party accept their point of view (Van Eemeren, 2018). 
Metaphors as used in figurative analogy arguments may be an important tool in 
achieving these goals. They may make the argument clearer and easier to 
understand while they may also make an argument more convincing by framing 
arguments into well-known scenarios, favouring particular conclusions about 
appropriate action. The use of figurative analogy arguments in support of 
pragmatic argumentation is therefore not surprising. 
 Figurative analogy is considered to be a subtype of analogical 
argumentation (Brown, 1995; Juthe, 2005). This type of argumentation is based on 
analogy, in which certain elements and relations from an easily-understood or 
familiar source analog are mapped onto a more abstract or unfamiliar target 
analog, so inferences can be made about the target analog (Gentner & Holyoak, 
1997; Holyoak & Thagard, 1995). This makes analogy a powerful tool for setting up 
arguments. 
 In argumentation from analogy it is argued that because two things are 
similar, that which is true of one is also true of the other. According to Van 
Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 97), analogical argumentation is “presented 
as if there were a resemblance, an agreement, a likeness, a parallel, a 
correspondence or some other kind of similarity between that which is stated in 
the argument and that which is stated in the standpoint”. The following general 
argument scheme applies to analogical argumentation (Van Eemeren et al., 2007, 
p. 138):  
 
  Y is true of X, 
because: Y is true of Z, 
and:  Z is comparable to X 
 
On the basis of the so-called ‘domain-constraint’, two different types of analogy 
argumentation can be distinguished: same-domain analogies and figurative 
analogies (cf. Brown, 1995; Doury, 2009; Juthe, 2005).2 In same-domain analogies, 

 
2 In addition to the domain constraint, there are various other parameters on the basis of 
which different scholars distinguish diverging types of analogy arguments (e.g., Govier, 1989; 
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concepts from the same conceptual domain are compared, such as ‘government 
expenditure in country A’ and ‘government expenditure in country B’. In this paper, 
however, we focus exclusively on figurative analogies, in which concepts from 
different conceptual domains are compared, as happens in the example discussed 
in the introductory section of this paper, in which Greenwood compares ‘the 
Government dealing with yearly budgets’ to ‘people dealing with bank statements’. 
 Some scholars also propose to distinguish a third category called 
argumentation from metaphor, suggesting that this type of argument involves a 
comparison between concepts from very distant conceptual domains (e.g., Juthe, 
2005; Walton & Hyra, 2018). However, it is unclear how argumentation scholars 
make the distinction between same-domain and figurative analogies, let alone 
between figurative analogies and argumentation from metaphor. To solve this 
issue, we follow conceptual metaphor theory (CMT) in defining metaphor as a 
“cross-domain mapping in thought” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Accordingly, we do 
not make a distinction between figurative analogy arguments and argumentation 
by metaphor, because, by definition, both involve a mapping between concepts 
from different domains.  
 There are also scholars who argue that figurative analogy is not a type of 
analogy argumentation at all, but rather functions as a presentational device used 
to express other types of arguments. According to Garssen (2009), figurative 
analogy involves only one relevant similarity between otherwise completely 
different concepts, and is hence not based on resemblances between cases. 
Garssen consequently argues that figurative analogy is not a type of analogy 
argumentation, but a presentational device used to express other types of 
arguments, such as symptomatic or causal argumentation. In contemporary 
metaphor research, however, metaphors are conceptualised as mappings across 
different domains, involving not just a mapping of single elements from a source to 
a target, but also relational structures and inferences (cf. Gibbs, 2008). As such, 
metaphors as used in figurative analogy arguments invite an addressee to set up a 
cross-domain mapping between a source and target domain to derive its point. 
Therefore, we regard figurative analogy arguments as a type of analogy 
argumentation, and not as a mere presentational device indirectly expressing other 
types of argumentation. 
 For the identification and reconstruction of figurative analogy arguments, 
we make use of the argumentation scheme, and of specific expressions indicating 
that two concepts are being compared (cf. Van Eemeren et al., 2007). To uncover 

 
Guarini, 2004; Walton, 2014; for a comprehensive overview of the various categorisations, 
see Juthe, 2014). 
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the ways in which figurative analogies are used and which functions they fulfil in 
British PBC debates, reconstructions are made of the stretch of argumentative 
discourse under examination. To this end, the proposition(s) under discussion and 
the standpoints adopted towards these propositions by the different discussion 
parties are determined. Subsequently, the various arguments advanced by the 
discussion parties, and the ways in which these arguments are connected to the 
standpoint and to each other are identified. These steps result in an analytic 
overview, specifying the type of difference of opinion, the various arguments that 
are advanced, the types of criticisms that are levelled, the kind of premises that are 
left unexpressed, the types of argument schemes involved, and the types of 
argumentation structures that develop. 
 

3.2.2 A three-dimensional model of metaphor 
For the analysis of the metaphorical properties of figurative analogy arguments, 
and to explain which metaphors are involved in this way of arguing, we employ the 
three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017). Since Lakoff and Johnson’s 
(1980) seminal work Metaphors We Live By, metaphor is no longer regarded as 
only a linguistic feature, but rather as a cognitive phenomenon, central to thought. 
Within their so-called conceptual metaphor theory, metaphor is defined as “a 
cross-domain mapping in thought”, and it is proposed that we understand many, 
typically more abstract things in terms of more concrete things. Metaphors in 
language are seen as the linguistic realisations of the metaphors we think by.  
 Because of its primary concern with the linguistic and conceptual 
properties of metaphor, and its emphasis on the unconscious and automatic usage 
of metaphor, CMT does not provide the theoretical tools to also account for the 
various communicative functions that metaphors can perform in different types of 
discourse. To also account for this third dimension of metaphor, Steen (2017) 
developed deliberate metaphor theory (henceforth: DMT). In this three-
dimensional model, metaphor is not only seen as a phenomenon with linguistic and 
conceptual dimensions, but also with a communicative dimension. 
 When analysts look at the linguistic dimension of metaphor, they identify 
metaphorical expressions in language and examine their linguistic form. A 
distinction can be made between indirect and direct metaphors (Steen et al., 2010). 
With indirect metaphors, the meaning of the metaphorical expression in context 
arises out of a contrast between a word’s contextual meaning (the target domain) 
and its more basic meaning (the source domain). The source domain concept is 
hence only indirectly present, and not part of the actual context. With direct 
metaphors, there is no contrast between a word’s contextual and basic meaning. 
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Rather, direct metaphors involve direct language use about the source domain 
expressing an explicit comparison with some target domain. If we take the example 
discussed in the introduction as an illustration, all words from “how people deal 
with bank statements” to “speaking to our significant other about that” are about 
some source domain and ‘directly’ metaphorical. Greenwood explicitly compares 
the Government dealing with yearly budgets to people dealing with bank 
statements. This means that a cross-domain mapping in thought is triggered by a 
comparison between two contrastive domains and the source domain referent is 
part of the context.  
 Metaphors in language are regarded as expressions of underlying 
metaphorical structures in thought. Most of these metaphors in thought are 
conventional mappings, being fixed parts of our conceptual system (Lakoff & 
Johnson, 1980). A metaphor can also be novel, which is the case when it is a newly 
invented metaphor that is not part of the conventional metaphorical patterns 
governing our thought (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, pp. 139-146). Greenwood’s 
comparison between the Government dealing with yearly budgets and people 
dealing with bank statements is a linguistic instantiation of the conceptual 
metaphor POLITICS IS FAMILY, which is a conventional conceptual metaphor (cf. 
Lakoff, 1996). 
 The communicative dimension of metaphor is concerned with the 
question whether a metaphor is used as metaphor in communication between 
language users. In this dimension, a distinction is made between ‘deliberate’ and 
‘non-deliberate’ metaphors (cf. Reijnierse et al., 2018). A metaphor is used 
deliberately when it provides an alien perspective on the topic that is being 
discussed. As such, the addressee is invited “to move away their attention 
momentarily from the target domain of the utterance to the source domain that is 
evoked by the metaphor-related expression” (Steen, 2015, p. 68). Specifically, this 
means that the source domain meaning of a metaphor is part of the referential 
meaning of the utterance in which it is used. The metaphor advanced by 
Greenwood is an example of a deliberate metaphor; she makes a direct 
comparison between the Government dealing with yearly budgets and people 
dealing with bank statements. As such, an external perspective is introduced into 
the discourse that directly refers to an autonomous source domain referent. 
 As a communicative device, deliberate metaphor is particularly relevant 
for argumentative discourse. Metaphors as used in figurative analogy arguments 
are aimed at bringing about a transfer of value from the source domain mentioned 
in the argument to the target domain mentioned in the standpoint. This places the 
target domain into a new perspective for argumentative purposes. Figurative 
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analogy arguments hence involve an explicit comparison between two domains, 
making them direct and deliberate by definition. 
 

3.3 Figurative analogy argumentation in British Public Bill 
Committee debates 
Pragmatic argumentation is instrumental in realising the goal of British Public Bill 
Committee debates to discuss the acceptability of legislative proposals because it is 
the only suitable type of argumentation in support of a prescriptive standpoint in 
which a recommendation is made. In turn, pragmatic argumentation can be 
supported by figurative analogy argumentation, as this type of argument typically 
draws upon established judgements and values, framing arguments into scenarios 
that suggest particular conclusions about appropriate action. In this section, we 
explain how a combination of figurative analogy argumentation and pragmatic 
argumentation manifests itself in practice. Because of their complexity, we can only 
present a limited number of examples to illustrate the argumentative pattern that 
results from combining figurative analogies with pragmatic arguments. The first 
case manifests the development of a coordinative argumentation structure, in 
which a figurative analogy argument is advanced to support the desirability of the 
result of the proposed measure. In the second case, a coordinative argumentation 
structure develops in which a figurative analogy argument is advanced to support 
the appropriateness of the proposed measures. 
 

3.3.1 A figurative analogy justifying the desirability of a result 
The first case of a figurative analogy selected for analysis comes from a British PBC 
debate on the High Speed Rail (Preparation) Bill on July 16, 2013, and was already 
briefly discussed in the introduction of this article. The debate concerns an 
amendment tabled by the Opposition that seeks to require the Secretary of State 
to make a statement to the House of Commons when agreed yearly budgets for the 
high speed rail network are, or are expected to be, exceeded. Under the bill, the 
Secretary of State would have the obligation to make a statement on the project’s 
costs only once a year, but according to opposition member Lilian Greenwood this 
is not enough. She argues that the amendment is necessary because the House 
needs to be kept updated on government expenditure, and she supports this 
argument by making a comparison to how people deal with bank statements 
(repeated verbatim from the Introduction): 
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(2) Lilian Greenwood 
 […] Our amendment would establish a mechanism requiring the Secretary 
 of State to make a statement should such budget increases occur, or be 
 expected to occur, in advance of the annual statement – it is simply a case 
 of keeping the House updated. An analogy might be how people deal with 
 bank statements: we do not wait until the end of the month to see how 
 much we have spent; we check the account balance on a cash machine, 
 and if we are going to have problems, we might speak to our significant 
 other about that. That is the normal way of controlling budgets – keeping 
 people updated, rather than waiting until the end of a control period. 
 
In this fragment, Greenwood defends the prescriptive standpoint that the 
Secretary of State should be required to make a statement to the House of 
Commons when agreed yearly budgets are, or are expected to be, exceeded by 
advancing the pragmatic argument that this will keep the House updated on 
government expenditure. To support the argument that the House should be kept 
updated on government expenditure, she argues that people dealing with bank 
statements also regularly check their accounts and speak to their significant other if 
problems might occur. This analogy is an instance of figurative analogy: Greenwood 
talks about the Government dealing with yearly budgets in terms of people dealing 
with bank statements.  
 For the identification of the metaphorical words making up the figurative 
analogy, we applied the MIPVU-procedure (cf. Steen et al., 2010). This procedure 
specifies that any comparison that is not obviously non-metaphorical should be 
analysed as being metaphorical. More specifically, whenever two concepts are 
compared and can be constructed, in context, as somehow belonging to two 
distinct and contrasted domains (i.e. the Government vs. people’s personal life), 
the comparison should be seen as expressing a cross-domain mapping. Following 
MIPVU, all words from “how people deal with bank statements” to “speaking to 
our significant other about that” are hence identified as metaphor-related words. 
 The metaphor is direct, because Greenwood makes an explicit comparison 
between the Government dealing with yearly budgets and people dealing with 
bank statements, which she also signals by introducing the metaphor with the 
words “[a]n analogy might by”. The metaphorical expression is a linguistic 
realisation of the conceptual metaphor POLITICS IS FAMILY. As Lakoff (1996) 
demonstrates, the source domain ‘family’ is often used to talk and think about 
politics, and is considered a conventional metaphor. In the theory of moral 
reasoning, for example, Lakoff (1996) argues that Americans base their political 
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preferences on their perspectives on how a family functions best (Strict Father vs. 
Nurturant Parent). By making a comparison between a large and abstract 
institution, such as the Government, and a much smaller and better-known social 
structure, such as a family, the complex and abstract organisation can be brought 
to human-scale, making it easier to understand and reason about such 
organisations. The metaphor is also deliberate, because a direct comparison is 
made between the Government dealing with yearly budgets and people dealing 
with bank statements, meaning that the source domain is part of the referential 
meaning of the utterance: the committee members are invited to actively compare 
the Government exceeding yearly budgets and informing the House about that to 
people dealing with bank statements discussing financial problems with their 
significant other, and to derive its point. As a direct and deliberate comparison 
between two contrasted domains, the metaphor can function as an argument in 
the form of a figurative analogy.  
 Following the pragma-dialectical notational system (cf. Van Eemeren, 
2018), we reconstruct Greenwood’s argumentation as in Figure 3.1. The 
reconstruction demonstrates that a coordinative argumentation structure 
develops, in which the figurative analogy and the pragmatic argument together 
support the standpoint. The figurative analogy is offered in anticipation of the 
critical question testing the evaluative component of the pragmatic argument: ‘Is 
result Y really positive?’ While the desirability of the result is often presupposed 
and therefore left implicit, that is not the case in this example, because it might not 
be entirely clear why it is desirable that the House of Commons should be updated 
on government expenditure, especially when there is already a provision in place 
that requires the Secretary of State to make an annual statement. In defence of the 
desirability of keeping the House updated on government expenditure, Greenwood 
argues that people dealing with bank statements also regularly check their 
accounts and speak to their significant other when problems might occur. By 
comparing the complex and abstract concept of a Government to that of the more 
familiar concept of a family, Greenwood simplifies the issue under discussion and 
relates it to people’s daily experiences.  
 
1.    The Secretary of State should be required to make a statement to 
  the House of Commons as soon as agreed yearly budgets for the 
  high speed rail network are, or are expected to be, exceeded 
1.1a   This will keep the House updated on government expenditure 
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1.1b   People dealing with bank statements also regularly check their 
  account balance to see how much they have spent and speak to 
  their significant other when problems might arise 
1.1a-1.1b’  If a statement made by the Secretary of State to the House of 
  Commons about exceeding yearly budgets will keep the House 
  updated on government expenditure, and this is comparable to 
  people dealing with bank statements who speak to their  
  significant other when problems might arise, then the  
  measure should be carried out 
 
Figure 3.1 Greenwood’s argumentation in defence of the standpoint that the 
Secretary of State should be required to make a statement to the House of 
Commons as soon as yearly budgets are, or are expected to be, exceeded. 
 
The figurative analogy is potentially effective because it addresses the critical 
question that will most likely be asked at this point in the debate: is the result that 
the House of Commons is kept updated on Government expenditure desirable? 
While it is clear that informing the House of Commons about exceeding yearly 
budgets will keep the House updated on government expenditure, it might not be 
as clear why it is desirable that the House should be informed when yearly budgets 
are exceeded. The desirability of keeping the House of Commons updated on 
Government expenditure is predicated on the desirability of people dealing with 
bank statements informing their significant other about financial problems that 
might arise. The argument may be effective because the fact that financial 
problems should be discussed between partners is a generally accepted practice. 
People might, therefore, also agree that the Government should discuss 
unbudgeted expenses with the House of Commons. Greenwood presents the 
situation as a factual state of affairs that is indisputable by emphasising that 
keeping people updated is the “normal way of controlling budgets”.3    

 
3 It may be argued that the figurative analogy can be seen as a device to elicit a general 
pragmatic principle (e.g. financial accounts of any sort must be regularly disclosed during a 
term, not only at the end of a term). In my view, however, such a reconstruction would be 
problematic for two reasons: (1) reconstructing metaphors based on a generalisation from 
source to target is a process that is little justified in terms of the pragma-dialectical 
conception of arguments reconstruction (see also Svacinova, 2014); (2) The discussant does 
not make a general claim, but makes a comparison between two rather specific cases, and I 
believe that the discussant can therefore not be held accountable for stating some general 
principle.  
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 While the figurative analogy is used in anticipation of the critical question 
testing the desirability of the result, it leaves the critical question testing the causal 
relationship unanswered. Greenwood can hence still be challenged to show that 
the course of action she proposes will lead to the envisaged result. Moreover, the 
figurative analogy used to defend the pragmatic argument adds a layer of critical 
questions that need to be answered on top of the critical questions applying to 
pragmatic argumentation. Van Eemeren et al. (2007, p. 139) formulated three 
critical questions that should be asked in response to analogy argumentation: (1) 
Are the things that are compared comparable?; (2) Are there enough relevant 
similarities between the things that are compared?; (3) Are there any relevant 
differences between the things that are compared?  
 The critical questions relating to figurative analogy differ somewhat from 
these general critical questions, because the concepts that are compared in 
figurative analogies come from different conceptual domains. The focus should 
hence not be on the similarities between the concrete properties of the compared 
concepts, but on whether there are proportional similarities (Van Eemeren et al., 
2007, p. 140). By adding a figurative analogy to the pragmatic argument, 
Greenwood hence acquires not only the obligation to defend the pragmatic 
argument from critical reactions, but also the obligation to defend the acceptability 
of the figurative analogy.  
 In this particular example, the Government does not criticise the figurative 
analogy. It agrees with Greenwood that the House of Commons should be kept 
updated on government expenditure. However, it does not agree that the measure 
proposed by Greenwood is necessary, because the Secretary of State already has 
the obligation to report to the House when yearly budgets are exceeded under the 
so-called ‘estimates procedure’. The Government hence challenges the necessity of 
the proposed measure, not the desirability of the result.  
 The analysis of this example illustrates how figurative analogies can be 
used to support the desirability of the result of a proposed course of action. While 
this can be an effective strategy, parliamentarians should be aware that advancing 
a figurative analogy brings with it an additional layer of critical questions that could 
be raised, in addition to the critical questions applying to pragmatic argumentation. 
This provides opponents with various options to attack an arguer’s argumentation 
in defence of a standpoint: they can attack the pragmatic argument and the 
figurative analogy argument. Whereas it is the pragmatic argument that is 
countered in this example, the example in the following section demonstrates how 
an arguer can also criticise the figurative analogy to attack an opponent’s 
standpoint. 
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3.3.2 Opposing a figurative analogy justifying the adequacy of the means 
employed to carry out a recommendation 
The second case of a figurative analogy advanced in support of a pragmatic 
argument has been selected from a PBC debate on the Education Bill on March 15, 
2011. The discussion concerns an amendment tabled by the Opposition that would 
give the review panel the power to insist on the reinstatement of children that are 
wrongfully expelled from school. The Opposition argues that a review panel 
without the power to require reinstatement of wrongfully expelled children is 
ineffective, and accuses the Government of allowing the responsible body in a 
school to decide to act unreasonably. The Government, on the contrary, argues 
that the power to insist on the reinstatement of wrongfully expelled children would 
have an undermining effect on the authorities in the schools concerned, and that 
the review panel should therefore only have the power to impose a financial 
penalty. When challenged to defend its argumentation against the amendment, 
the Minister responsible for the bill, Nick Gibb, repeats the pragmatic argument 
that the review panel has the power to act when a school takes an unreasonable 
decision, without undermining the school’s authority, by imposing a fine, and 
defends this measure by comparing the review panel to a criminal court: 
 
(3) Nick Gibb: 
 The review panel will take action where there has been unreasonable 
 activity. What it cannot do is reinstate. It is no different from any court 
 that imposes a fine or a punishment for the behaviour of an individual. 
 The fact that it does not require the person to put back the television set 
 they took from the house does not mean that it is condoning the taking of 
 the television set from the house. It is imposing a different penalty. All we 
 are saying is that it can do all these different things, but it cannot insist on 
 reinstatement. 
 
Gibb defends the prescriptive standpoint, which remains implicit in this particular 
fragment, but can be reconstructed as ‘the review panel should have the power to 
impose a financial penalty, but not to require reinstatement, when a child is 
wrongfully expelled from school’ by the pragmatic argument that this enables the 
review panel to take action when a school acts unreasonably without undermining 
a school’s authority. The government subsequently defends the acceptability of the 
pragmatic argument by arguing that a court also imposes a fine or punishment for 
the illegal behaviour of an individual, but does not require a person to put back the 
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television set they took from the house. The comparison is an instance of figurative 
analogy argument: Gibb speaks about the review panel taking action against a 
school when it wrongfully expels a child in terms of a court taking action against a 
person stealing a television set. In doing so, the concept of a head master 
wrongfully expelling a child is mapped onto the concept of a thief stealing a 
television set, and the review panel imposing a financial punishment for wrongfully 
expelling a student onto a court imposing a fine for stealing a television set.  
 Following MIPVU, all words from “any court” to “television set from the 
house” are identified as metaphor-related words (cf. Steen et al., 2010). Like the 
metaphor in the previous section, this metaphor is a direct metaphor: Gibb directly 
compares the review panel imposing a financial punishment on a school for the 
wrongful expulsion of a child to a court imposing a fine or punishment on a person 
for stealing a television set. He explicitly introduces the comparison by stating “[i]t 
is no different from any court”. The metaphor could be regarded as a linguistic 
instantiation of the conceptual metaphor PEOPLE ARE OBJECTS, since in the 
metaphor wrongfully expelled children are equated with stolen television sets. 
Accordingly, the metaphor would be an original linguistic expression of a 
conventional conceptual metaphor. Like the metaphor used to express the 
figurative analogy discussed in the previous section, this metaphor is also 
deliberate, because a direct comparison is made between the review panel 
imposing a fine on a school for the wrongful expulsion of a child and a court 
imposing a financial penalty or punishment on a person for illegal behaviour. As 
such, the source domain of the metaphor is part of the referential meaning of the 
utterance and available as a distinct proposition in the argumentation. Committee 
members must make an online comparison between the two domains to derive its 
point.  
 Gibb’s argumentation can be reconstructed as in Figure 3.2. As the 
reconstruction shows, the argumentation structure developing in this case is 
coordinative. The figurative analogy argument is advanced in addition to the 
pragmatic argument, and together they support the standpoint. The analogy is 
raised in anticipation of the critical question testing the causal component of the 
pragmatic argument, by justifying the feasibility of the measure. As Ihnen Jory 
(2012) explains, any recommendation to perform an action entails that the action is 
feasible, which means that a pragmatic argument fails to offer support to a 
standpoint if the recommended action cannot be carried out. An action is 
unfeasible if it is incompatible with factual limitations, i.e. ‘an unworkable action’, 
or when it is incompatible with institutional rules or moral principles, i.e. ‘a non-
permissible action’ (Ihnen Jory, 2012, p. 31). In the case at hand, Gibb defends the 
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feasibility of the measure by highlighting that it complies with institutional rules. 
Specifically, the figurative analogy predicates the appropriateness of the proposal 
to impose a financial penalty on a school in response to the wrongful expulsion of a 
child on the fact that a similar practice is accepted in the case of a court imposing a 
fine or punishment on a person for illegal behaviour. Like the figurative analogy 
discussed in Section 3.3.1, this analogy might be potentially effective because it 
refers to the generally accepted practice that within the UK, a criminal court 
imposes a fine or punishment on people for stealing, but does not require a person 
to give back the item they stole. 
  
1.   The review panel should have the power to impose a financial 
  penalty, but not to require reinstatement, when a child is  
  wrongfully expelled from school 
1.1a   This way, it can take action when a school behaves unreasonable 
  without undermining a school’s authority 
1.1b   The same happens when a court imposes a fine or punishment 
  for the behaviour of an individual, but does not require the  
  person to put back the television set they took from the house  
1.1a-1.1b’  If imposing a financial penalty when a child is wrongfully expelled 
  allows for a review panel to take action without undermining a 
  school’s authority, and a review panel reviewing a school’s  
  decision to expel a child is comparable to a court judging an  
  individual’s behaviour, then the measure should be carried  
  out 
 
Figure 3.2 Gibb’s argumentation in defence of the standpoint that review panels 
should impose a financial penalty when a child is wrongfully expelled from school  
 
By advancing a figurative analogy in combination with pragmatic argumentation, an 
additional layer of critical questions is added on top of the critical questions 
relating to pragmatic argumentation. In this particular debate, opposition member 
Mark Hendrick criticises the figurative analogy by pointing at differences between 
the two compared concepts: whereas a child who is wrongfully expelled suffers the 
indignity and loss of esteem from the expulsion, as well as possible harm to his or 
her future education, that is not the case for a stolen television set. He even states 
that he thinks the analogy is “ridiculous”. As the argumentation structure is 
coordinative, Hendrick’s refutation of the figurative analogy argument weakens 
Gibb’s argumentation in defence of the standpoint that review panels should only 
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have the power to impose a financial penalty, but not to require the reinstatement 
of wrongfully expelled children. On its own, the pragmatic argument only offers 
some justification to the acceptability of Gibb’s standpoint.  
 This example of a figurative analogy demonstrates that this type of 
analogy argumentation can be advanced in support of the evaluative component of 
a pragmatic argument, as well as in support of the causal component. While 
figurative analogies are hence used in anticipation of or in reaction to critical 
questions relating to pragmatic argumentation, they give rise to new critical 
questions, providing opponents with various options for attacking an arguer’s 
argumentation in support of a standpoint: they can refute the pragmatic argument, 
or they can challenge the figurative analogy. 
 

3.4 Conclusion 
We have examined the argumentative role of metaphors in British parliamentary 
debates by focusing on figurative analogies used in combination with pragmatic 
arguments. First, we explained that pragmatic argumentation is the only 
appropriate type of argumentation in support of the type of standpoint debated in 
British PBC debates, Second, we showed how figurative analogies can be 
instrumental in justifying pragmatic argumentation to increase the acceptability of 
the legislative proposal under discussion. Then, we presented detailed analyses of 
two cases of this way of arguing to demonstrate how such argumentation 
manifests itself in practice.  
 The institutional characteristics of British PBC debates impose the use of 
figurative analogy argumentation in combination with pragmatic argumentation. In 
this type of debate, the acceptability of the details of a bill are discussed by 
highlighting the positive consequences. Specifically, this means that committee 
members advance a prescriptive standpoint that can only be properly defended by 
pragmatic argumentation. In anticipation of argumentative criticisms, figurative 
analogies can be advanced to defend the acceptability of pragmatic arguments. 
They are an appropriate type of argument to advance in support of a pragmatic 
argument, because they typically draw upon established values and judgements 
within a particular culture, suggesting particular conclusions about appropriate 
action.  
 A close examination of two cases of figurative analogy combined with 
pragmatic argumentation demonstrated that figurative analogy arguments are 
used to defend the evaluative, as well as the causal component of a pragmatic 
argument. The first example illustrated that figurative analogy arguments can be 
used in anticipation of critical questions pertaining to the desirability of the result 
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mentioned in the pragmatic argument, in which case a coordinative argumentation 
structure develops. The second example showed that figurative analogy arguments 
can be used in anticipation of critical questions testing if the means to carry out the 
proposed measure are adequate, also giving rise to a coordinative argumentation 
structure. 
 The analyses of the metaphorical properties of the metaphors employed 
in figurative analogy arguments suggest that this type of analogy argumentation 
involves the use of deliberate metaphors in which a direct analogical cross-domain 
mapping is made to support a standpoint. This means that the source domain of 
the metaphor is available as an explicit proposition in the argumentation. These 
findings are in line with previous research investigating figurative analogies in 
parliamentary debates (Renardel de Lavalette et al., 2019), and can be explained by 
the fact that metaphors expressing figurative analogy arguments communicatively 
function as metaphors, aimed at changing one’s opinion on the issue under 
discussion. As distinct argumentative devices, metaphors expressing figurative 
analogies can also be resisted by means of argumentative criticisms. This is clearly 
illustrated in the second example in which the figurative analogy is criticised by 
pointing at the differences between the compared concepts.  
 These results raise at least three concerns for future investigation. The 
first concern is to expand the observations here on British PBC debates to 
parliamentary debates in general: more qualitative and quantitative research is 
needed to study a representative number of examples in which figurative analogies 
are used in combination with pragmatic arguments to argue for a course of action. 
Secondly, although we focused on figurative analogies used in support of an 
arguer’s standpoint, they can also be used to attack an opponent’s standpoint. It 
would be interesting to examine how they are used as such. The third concern is to 
examine the way in which figurative analogies are resisted in parliamentary 
debates. As we have shown, figurative analogies are advanced in order to defend 
pragmatic arguments from – anticipated – critical reactions. Whereas they may be 
used to answer some critical questions relating to pragmatic argumentation, they 
leave other questions unanswered. Figurative analogies also bring with them an 
additional layer of critical questions, on top of the critical questions applying to 
pragmatic argumentation. This provides opponents with various options to refute 
an arguer’s argumentation. In this paper we have shown one way in which a 
figurative analogy can be resisted, but more research into the various ways 
figurative analogies are criticised in parliamentary debates is needed. 
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Chapter 4 

Figurative analogies and how they are resisted in 
British Public Bill Committee debates1  
 

Abstract 
This paper studies metaphor use in British Public Bill Committee debates. It focuses 
on the way in which legislators frame their arguments in metaphorical terms under 
the form of figurative analogies. Because these figurative analogies can be 
misleading by oversimplifying the issue under discussion, resisting them by putting 
forward counter-argumentation is a crucial and necessary skill. The purpose of this 
paper is to explore the phenomenon of countering figurative analogies in legislative 
debates, and to show that resistance to figurative analogies is a complex 
phenomenon comprising various types of criticisms to different types of metaphor. 
To this end, we present qualitative analyses of a number of case studies of 
resistance to figurative analogies found in the British Public Bill Committee debates 
on the Education Bill 2010-11 by employing the three-dimensional model of 
metaphor (Steen, 2011) and the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation (Van 
Eemeren, 2010). 
 

4.1 Introduction 
In legislative debates, legislators typically argue for the acceptability of a bill by 
referring to the desirable consequences of implementing the proposed legislation 
(Ihnen Jory, 2012; Van Eemeren & Garssen, 2014). Argumentation analysts call such 
a form of arguing ‘pragmatic argumentation’. Take, for example, the debate about 
introducing a representation process and judicial review as the appropriate means 
to challenge an official warning issued by the Charity Commission to a charity for 
minor breaches. Rob Wilson, the Minister for Civil Society, defends the 
acceptability of this particular provision. He argues that this will create a level of 
bureaucracy for the Charity Commission proportionate with the low-level breaches 
for which such an official warning is issued. To support the assertion that official 

 
1 A slightly different version of this chapter has been published as: Renardel de Lavalette, K. 
Y., Andone, C., & Steen, G. J. (2019). Figurative analogies and how they are resisted in British 
Public Bill Committee debates. Metaphor and the Social World, 9(1), 107-130. 
https://doi.org/10.1075/msw.17027.lav 
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warnings are given in response to low-level breaches, Wilson compares them to 
yellow cards in football: 
 
(1) Rob Wilson: 
 To use a footballing analogy, I consider official warnings to be like a yellow 
 card, whereas statutory inquiry and the corrective and remedial powers 
 that follow are more of a red card. 
 
In this example, Wilson employs a metaphor in which official warnings issued by 
the Charity Commission are compared to yellow cards in a football match. The 
metaphor functions as an argument to support the standpoint that a 
representation process and judicial review should be adopted as the appropriate 
way to challenge an official warning. In argumentation theory, such an 
argumentatively employed metaphor is referred to as a figurative analogy.  
 Figurative analogies do not merely encompass a comparison between two 
concepts from different domains, but also a proportional similarity between 
relations that hold within the domains (e.g., the issuing of a yellow card in response 
to a minor offence by a football player is analogically similar to issuing an official 
warning to a charity in response to a minor breach). Since this process also involves 
a mapping between concepts from two different domains, figurative analogies can 
be considered to be metaphors, which, following conceptual metaphor theory 
(Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), we define as a cross-domain mapping in thought.  
 Research shows that metaphors such as in example (1) can be misleading 
by making complex and controversial conclusions appear obvious and 
unproblematic (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004; Goatly, 2007; Landau et al., 2017; 
Musolff, 2004). Figurative analogies could misinform legislators with regard to the 
acceptability of a bill by oversimplifying the issue under discussion. The metaphor 
in example (1), for instance, implies that an official warning is a harmless measure 
without any immediate consequences for the charity involved, just like a yellow 
card does not have any immediate consequences for a football player. This 
impression is incorrect, however, as the Shadow Minister for Civil Society Anna 
Turley points out: 
 
(2) Anne Turley: 
 As a football fan I liked the Minister’s metaphor about yellow cards, but 
 with a yellow card there is no immediate repercussion other than having 
 to be a bit more careful about the next tackle. For a charity, there are 
 potentially quite damaging repercussions of a warning, particularly given 
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 the public notification. There could be an impact on a charity’s ability to 
 fundraise, its reputation and its ability to find trustees. 
 
In example (2), Turley resists Wilson’s figurative analogy by referring to relevant 
differences between the two concepts compared in the metaphor: while there are 
no immediate repercussions for a football player resulting from receiving a yellow 
card, charities potentially suffer quite damaging repercussions of an official 
warning, such as an impact on its ability to fundraise. Relying on a representation 
process and judicial review might hence not be as reasonable as Wilson’s figurative 
analogy suggests.   
 Resisting figurative analogies by putting forward counter-argumentation is 
a crucial and necessary skill for legislators to come to a well-informed decision 
about the acceptability of the proposed legislation. However, despite its 
importance, resistance to figurative analogies has not received much scholarly 
attention. A number of critical studies acknowledge that there can be less desirable 
aspects of metaphors, which seems to suggest that there is a need for empirical 
research of resistance to metaphor in authentic political discourse (e.g. Charteris-
Black, 2004; De Landtsheer, 2015; Goatly, 2007; Musolff, 2004), but a systematic 
approach to this phenomenon is lacking.  Furthermore, most studies on 
metaphor in political discourse take a cognitive linguistic or critical discourse 
analytic approach, in which metaphor is regarded as an important tool for 
reasoning. These studies do not, however, necessarily engage in the analysis of 
metaphor as an argumentative device. For a full appreciation of the phenomenon 
of resistance to figurative analogies, we need to examine two different aspects. 
One, we need analyses of the metaphorical properties of figurative analogies and 
the resistance they elicit. Two, we need to focus on the argumentative properties 
of figurative analogies and the resistance against them. A combination of the 
analysis of the metaphorical and the argumentative properties of figurative 
analogies as well as of the resistance they elicit will yield complementary results 
that need to be integrated within one complex picture. 
 The overall aim of this paper is to explore the phenomenon of resistance 
to figurative analogies in authentic legislative debates, and to show that resistance 
to figurative analogies comprises various types of resistance to different types of 
metaphor. To this end, we provide a qualitative analysis of a number of cases of 
resistance to figurative analogies from the British Public Bill Committee 
(henceforth: PBC) debates on the Education Bill 2010-11. To account for both the 
metaphorical and the argumentative properties involved, we employ the three-
dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2011) for studying the linguistic, 
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conceptual and communicative properties of the argumentatively utilized 
metaphors and the resistance against them in combination with the pragma-
dialectical theory of argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2010). In the pragma-dialectical 
approach, argumentation is viewed as part of a critical discussion in which the 
participants try to resolve a difference of opinion on the merits (Van Eemeren, 
2010). Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (2004, p. 1) define argumentation as “a 
verbal, social and rational activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the 
acceptability of a standpoint by putting forward a constellation of propositions 
justifying or refuting the proposition expressed in the standpoint”. In this study, we 
regard figurative analogies and the resistance against them as argumentative 
means used by committee members to convince opponents of the 
(un)acceptability of a bill. The combination of the three-dimensional method of 
metaphor and the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation also facilitates 
examining metaphor and argumentation from a similar angle of discourse events as 
argumentative activity types (Van Eemeren, 2010).  
 In the next section, we describe our data and method, and also present 
the characteristics of British PBC debates constraining the way in which legislators 
argue. Subsequently, we present our analyses of the examples of figurative 
analogies and the resistance they elicit. We conclude that resisting figurative 
analogies is a complex phenomenon, comprising different types of critical 
responses, each of which requires an elaborate examination on its own. 
 

4.2 Method  
4.2.1 Data  
The case studies are taken from the debates on the Education Bill 2010-11 at 
Committee stage in the House of Commons, recorded by so-called Hansard 
reporters and then edited to remove repetitions and obvious mistakes but without 
taking away from the meaning (Hansard (Official Report), n.d.).  
 In our analyses, we concentrate on a sports analogy, first introduced by 
the Government and then adopted by the Opposition. We focus on these cases of 
resistance to figurative analogies because the argumentative exchange is an 
excellent illustration of the use of several figurative analogies that are resisted in 
various ways, either by attacking the comparison itself or by advancing criticisms 
pertaining to the target domain of the analogy. 
 

4.2.2 Argumentative characteristics of British Public Bill Committee debates  
For an empirically adequate account of the argumentative exchange, it is pertinent 
to take into account those characteristics of British PBC debates that create 
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institutional preconditions for argumentation. In this section we describe the 
institutional features of British PBC’s that constrain argumentative discourse. 
 Committee stage is the third formal phase of the legislative process in the 
House of Commons, following the introduction of the Bill at First Reading, and a 
debate on its principles at Second Reading (UK Government Cabinet Office, 2015). 
For each Bill that goes through Parliament, a PBC is appointed. A Committee 
comprises a limited number of MPs, and its membership reflects the party 
composition of the House, so that there is always a government majority 
(Committee stage (Commons), n.d.). The institutional point of PBC’s is to discuss 
the details of a Bill (Turpin & Tomkins, 2011, p. 461):2 they examine each clause 
and schedule, they debate amendments to clauses or schedules, and they decide 
on the removal or insertion of new clauses and schedules (UK Government Cabinet 
Office, 2015).  
 To examine how argumentative discourse, and specifically figurative 
analogies and the resistance against them, are affected by the institutional setting 
of PBC debates, we need to examine how this ‘activity type’ (see van Eemeren, 
2010) creates fixed outcomes for each of the stages in the process of resolving a 
difference of opinion. In line with the pragma-dialectical approach to 
argumentative practices, there are four stages involved in this process.3    
 In the confrontation stage, the parties establish that they have a 
difference of opinion. In this stage no argumentation, and therefore no figurative 
analogies, are advanced. However, its outcome is important because it influences 
the argumentation that will later be advanced in support of the standpoint 
assumed by the discussion parties. The central proposition under dispute in PBC 
debates is: “The clause should stand part of the Bill (UK Government Cabinet 
Office, 2015). The Government, being responsible for introducing the Bill, will have 
a positive standpoint towards the proposition at issue. Opposition and backbench 
members, however, can assume a positive or negative standpoint towards the 
proposition at issue or simply express doubt (Thompson, 2013; UK Government 
Cabinet Office, 2015).  
 Before the proposition is debated that a clause stands part of the bill, 
amendments to the clause at issue are discussed, which are typically put forward 
by opposition and backbench members (UK Government Cabinet Office, 2015). 

 
2 Van Eemeren (2010, p. 140) explains that the institutional point of a communicative activity 
type concerns the specific goal within a certain communicative activity type. The 
institutional point of Second Reading debates, for instance, is to discuss the principle(s) of a 
bill (Ihnen Jory, 2012).  
3 The four discussion stages distinguished in pragma-dialectics are a theoretical concept, 
which can be employed for reconstructing argumentative discourse.  
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Generally, the Government is reluctant to accept amendments in Committee, 
especially when they are proposed by the Opposition (Thompson, 2013), and will 
accordingly assume a negative standpoint towards them. Amendments related to 
the same subject of debate are often grouped together and debated at the same 
time. In addition, committee members usually also put forward their 
argumentation in favour of or against the clause at issue during the debate on the 
amendments. This means that multiple propositions are typically under dispute at 
the same time. The type of dispute that originates in PBC’s can consequently be 
characterised as a multiple mixed dispute.4    
 In the opening stage, the discussants agree upon the starting points.5  
There are a number of ‘procedural’ starting points imposed by PBC debates that 
regulate the argumentative process. First, the main goal of PBC’s is to discuss the 
details of the bill (Turpin & Tomkins, 2011, p. 461). Second, while the Government 
has advanced the proposal, Committee Members are allowed to propose changes 
to the bill, which they can do by tabling amendments. Opponents can therefore not 
only argue against the acceptability of the clauses in a bill, but also offer counter-
proposals. Lastly, the set-up of the debate is dialogical; members of the committee 
may intervene on each other’s speeches to support or challenge what is being said.  
 In the argumentation stage, PBC members advance their argumentation in 
favour of or against the acceptance of the details of the bill, and whether a clause 
should consequently stand part of the bill. In this stage, figurative analogies and the 
resistance against them are advanced.  
 The typical type of argument to support or counter prescriptive 
standpoints (i.e., “the clause should (not) stand part of the bill”) in legislative 
debates is pragmatic argumentation in which a recommendation (not) to carry out 
a given course of action is made by highlighting its (un)desirable consequences 
(Ihnen Jory, 2012). Legislators can also put forward other types of (counter-
)argumentation, including figurative analogies. A more detailed account of the 
argumentative properties of figurative analogies is given in Section 4.2.3.  
 In the concluding stage, the outcome of the argumentative exchange is 
decided on a vote. Considering that PBC’s always have a government majority, the 
decision will usually be in favour of the standpoint assumed by the Government: 

 
4 In a multiple mixed dispute, several propositions are under discussion at the same time, 
and the discussion parties assume opposite standpoints with regard to these propositions. 
For a more detailed account of types of dispute, see Van Eemeren & Grootendorst (1992) 
5 There are two types of starting points. Material starting points relate to concessions of the 
parties involved in the debate, procedural starting points refer to rules of debate (Van 
Eemeren, 2010, p. 151).  
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clauses will generally stand part of the bill, and amendments proposed by 
opposition and backbench members will often not be accepted.6    
 

4.2.3 Figurative analogies: Argumentative analysis 
4.2.3.1 The argument scheme for figurative analogies 
Figurative analogy is a subtype of the general scheme for analogical 
argumentation.7 According to Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, p. 97), 
analogical argumentation is presented “as if there were a resemblance, an 
agreement, a likeness, a parallel, a correspondence or some other kind of similarity 
between that which is stated in the argument and that which is stated in the 
standpoint”. The general argument scheme for analogical argumentation looks as 
follows (Van Eemeren et al., 2002, p. 99):  
 
  Y is true of X, 
because:  Y is true of Z, 
and:   Z is comparable to X. 
 
A distinction can be made between same-domain analogies and figurative 
analogies (Bowdle & Gentner, 2005; Juthe, 2005; Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011; 
Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Weitzenfeld, 1984). This distinction 
relies on the fact that in same-domain analogies concepts from the same 
conceptual domain are compared, for instance ‘the education system in country A’ 
and ‘the education system in country B’, while in figurative analogies the compared 
concepts come from different conceptual domains, such as ‘a country improving its 
education system’ and ‘a building that is under construction’.  
 To decide whether an analogical argument is an instance of a same-
domain analogy or of a figurative analogy, we use the MIPVU-procedure (Steen et 
al., 2010). This procedure has been developed to identify metaphor-related words 
in texts, and does not directly decide on conceptual domains. However, it does 
relate a comparison on a linguistic level to a cross-domain mapping on the 

 
6 The objective of amendments proposed by opposition members is not necessarily to get 
the amendment accepted, but to get a response of the government minister to the 
amendments and to ‘mark out [the] territory’ that is of concern during Committee Stage in 
order to continue to build on it as a bill moves towards Report Stage (Thompson, 2013).  
7 Argument schemes are conventionalised ways of representing the relation between what is 
stated in the argument and what is stated in the standpoint. The pragma-dialectical 
approach distinguishes three main categories of argument schemes: symptomatic 
argumentation, causal argumentation, and analogical argumentation (Van Eemeren & 
Grootendorst, 1992).  
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conceptual level and can therefore function as an indication that a cross-domain 
mapping is at play. A more detailed explanation of MIPVU is given in Section 4.2.4.  
 

4.2.3.2 Indicators for analogical argumentation  
To identify figurative analogies, we looked for specific expressions indicating that 
two concepts are compared. Van Eemeren et al. (2007, pp. 141-153) present 
various types of indicators for analogical argumentation.8 These indicators can be 
found in the presentation of the arguments and standpoints, in the opponent’s 
critical reactions, and in the speaker’s follow-up to his own argument. In the 
presentation of arguments and standpoints, expressions such as ‘X is comparable 
to Z’, ‘X is analogous to Z’, ‘X is (just) like Z’, and ‘X is similar to Z’ may indicate 
analogical argumentation. There are also a number of less explicit expressions 
indicating that a comparison is made, such as ‘too’, ‘also’, ‘either’, and ‘just as 
(much)’. In addition, there are a number of expressions typically occurring in the 
context of figurative analogies specifically: ‘as though’, ‘as if’, ‘that is like’ or ‘that is 
like saying’. Another indication of analogical argumentation is when an opponent 
explicitly states that a particular comparison is not sound, which happens, for 
example, when relevant differences between the compared concepts are pointed 
out. Lastly, a speaker’s follow-up to his argument in anticipation of possible critical 
reactions can be indicative of analogical argumentation. For instance, a speaker can 
refer to similarities between the concepts compared in the argumentation. The 
figurative analogies analysed for this study were identified based on the presence 
of indicators such as the utterance ‘it is a little like’. However, not all figurative 
analogies are always easily identifiable, because they are not always accompanied 
by indicators for analogical argumentation. 
 The argument scheme and the argumentative indicators allow for the 
identification of figurative analogies in PBC debates. Furthermore, they enable the 
reconstruction of figurative analogies in a schematic overview, as shown in section 
4.2.3.1, which demonstrates the justifying relation between what is stated in the 
argument and what is stated in the standpoint.  
 

4.2.4 Figurative analogies: Metaphorical analysis 
4.2.4.1 The linguistic dimension of metaphor 
To identify the metaphor-related words that are part of the figurative analogy, we 
applied the Metaphor Identification Procedure – Vrije Universiteit (MIPVU) (Steen 
et al., 2010). The MIPVU-procedure has been developed for the systematic and 

 
8 See also Doury (2009) for a discussion on indicators of analogical argumentation. 



Figurative analogies and how they are resisted | 93 

reliable identification of metaphor-related words, agreement between analysts 
reaching over 90% in independent analyses (Steen et al., 2010). It takes the 
operational definition of metaphor as “a cross-domain mapping in thought” as a 
starting point, and identifies words as related to a metaphor in thought by 
contrasting their contextual meaning with their basic meaning (Steen et al., 2010).9 
Take the word toothless in the expression “the review panels are, in effect, 
toothless”. The contextual meaning of toothless is “lacking the necessary power or 
force to be effective”, while its basic meaning is “someone who is toothless has no 
teeth” (MacMillan). The contextual meaning can be explained by a comparison, as 
being toothless renders one unable to eat like a review panel might be unable to 
exercise the power to be effective.  
 In addition, the MIPVU-procedure allows for the identification of literally 
used words rendering metaphorical expressions, i.e. direct metaphors, as in the 
expression “local authorities are watching what is going on in schools like eagles”. 
In this example, a direct comparison is made between local authorities and eagles. 
This means that the word eagle as a word is not itself used metaphorically in the 
traditional sense of the term metaphor. However, there still is a cross-domain 
mapping involved in comparing local authorities to eagles, and therefore this 
expression is labelled as a metaphor-related word. The MIPVU procedure allows in 
this way for the identification of metaphor-related words and for the specification 
of the type of metaphor on its linguistic level, as an indirect or direct metaphor.10    
 

4.2.4.2 The conceptual dimension of metaphor 
Metaphorical expressions in language are considered to be reflections of 
underlying conceptual structures in thought (Kövecses, 2010; Lakoff & Johnson, 
1980). The conceptual dimension of metaphor involves the understanding of one 
conceptual domain in terms of another conceptual domain. The analysis of the 
conceptual dimension of metaphor postulates the conceptual structures of the 
metaphors employed in the form of figurative analogies, and determines whether 
they are conventional or novel.  
 Conventional metaphors are cross-domain mappings that are fixed parts 
in the conceptual system. Contrarily, novel metaphors are newly invented 
examples which are not part of conventional patterns of mappings (Bowdle & 
Gentner, 2005; Gentner & Bowdle, 2001, Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Steen, 2008, 

 
9 The basic meaning is determined by a dictionary that is preferably usage-based. Following 
Steen et al. (2010), we used the online version of the MacMillan English Dictionary.  
10 A detailed description of how MIPVU is to be applied can be found in A Method for 
Linguistic Metaphor Identification: From MIP to MIPVU (Steen et al., 2010). 



94 | Resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates 

2011, 2013). We consider a metaphor to be conventional when the contextual 
meaning of a metaphorical expression can be found in a corpus-based users’ 
dictionary. Take the previous example of review panels being toothless. The 
contextual, metaphorical meaning is the second definition given by the MacMillan 
English Dictionary Online. This particular metaphor is therefore considered to be 
conventional. If its contextual meaning cannot be found in the dictionary, the 
metaphor is considered to be novel. An example would be the term overcooked in 
the sentence “[t]hat is a genuine concern, others may think that concern is 
overdone and overcooked, but […]”. ‘To overcook’ only has one meaning in the 
dictionary which has to do with food being cooked for too long, not with having 
concerns. The metaphor is consequently considered to be novel. 
 This approach cannot be used in relation to direct metaphors, because 
with direct metaphors there is no difference between the contextual and basic 
meaning. To decide whether the domains compared in direct metaphors can be 
regarded as novel or conventional, they will be compared to the most important 
source and target domains discussed in the already existing literature on 
metaphors. The term eagle, in the earlier discussed example in which local 
authorities are compared to eagles, is considered to be a conventional metaphor 
because, as Kövecses (2010, p. 19) notes, human being are often understood in 
terms of properties of animals.  
 

4.2.4.3 The communicative dimension of metaphor 
At the communicative dimension of metaphor, a distinction is made between 
deliberate and non-deliberate metaphor, which is based on whether or not distinct 
attention to the source domain as a separate referential aspect of the meaning of 
an utterance is required (Steen, 2017). To establish if a metaphor is used 
communicatively as a metaphor, and can accordingly be labelled as a deliberate 
metaphor, we applied the Deliberate Metaphor Identification Procedure (DMIP) 
(Reijnierse et al., 2018).  
 DMIP is a method developed for the systematic and reliable identification 
of potentially deliberate metaphor in natural language use. It starts out from the 
following operational definition of deliberate metaphor: “a metaphor is potentially 
deliberate when the source domain of the metaphor is part of the referential 
meaning of the utterance in which it is used” (Reijnierse et al., 2018), and 
consequently identifies potentially deliberate metaphors by determining whether 
the source domain of a metaphor-related word is part of the referential meaning of 
the utterance in which the metaphor-related word is used. An example of a 
potentially deliberate metaphor can be found in the utterance “In that regard, the 
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head teacher will be rather like Captain Bligh”. The noun ‘Captain’ and the proper 
noun ‘Bligh’ are identified as potentially deliberate metaphors, because the source 
domain is explicitly and directly mentioned in the utterance, and therefore present 
as a referent in the state of affairs designated by the utterance. This example 
illustrates that a metaphor is potentially deliberate when a direct comparison is 
made. However, there are more ways in which the source domain can be part of 
the of the referential meaning of an utterance, for example when a metaphor is 
novel, like the term ‘overcooked’ discussed in the previous section. For a more 
detailed account of deliberate metaphor, see Reijnierse et al. (2018). 
 

4.3 Resistance to a sports analogy  
The analysed examples of resistance to figurative analogies come from a PBC 
debate on the Education Bill 2010-11 that took place on March 24, 2011. In this 
debate, the committee members discuss clause 20 concerning the requirements 
for schools to participate in international surveys. The issue under discussion is an 
amendment put forward by the Shadow Minister for Education, Kevin Brennan. In 
line with the characterisation of PBC debates as an argumentative activity type, the 
issue under discussion is a prescriptive standpoint: Brennan proposes that there 
should be ‘a health check’ (i.e., approval from the UK Statistics Authority) on the 
way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory 
participation in international surveys. He supports this standpoint by advancing a 
pragmatic argument: the measure is necessary because the Secretary of State has a 
record of misusing and selectively quoting statistical data, and introducing the 
measure would have as a positive effect that the Secretary of State could not do 
this anymore.  
 To justify his assertion, Brennan points at the Secretary of State’s misuse 
of statistical data: in his speech at Second Reading, by ignoring that in the PISA 
survey 2000-2009, which shows that England moved down in the world rankings 
for science, literacy and mathematics, the number of countries participating in the 
survey dramatically expanded. Brennan’s argumentation can be reconstructed as in 
Figure 4.1: 
 
1.   There should be a health check on the way in which the Secretary 
  of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory  
  participation in international surveys 
1.1   The Secretary of State has a record of misusing statistical data 
1.1’   It is undesirable that the Secretary of State misuses statistical  
  data 
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1.1.1   The Secretary of State has misused statistical data in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
1.1.1.1a   The Secretary of State said that the statistics between 2000-2009 
  show that all children were failed by labour 
1.1.1.1b   The Secretary of State ignored that in the PISA survey 2000-2009, 
  which shows that England moved from 4th to 14th in the world 
  ranking for science, 7th to 17th in literacy and 8th to 24th in   
  mathematics, the number of countries participating in the survey 
  has dramatically expended.  
 
Figure 4.1 Reconstruction of Brennan’s argumentation in favour of a health check 
on the way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data produced by 
compulsory participation in international surveys.11   
 
The argumentation structure originates from subordinative argumentation, in 
which each argument is in turn supported by another argument. A subordinative 
argumentation structure is only as strong as its weakest link in the sequence of 
arguments. Disproving one of the arguments consequently undermines the entire 
argumentation in defence of a standpoint (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984, p. 
92). This means that disproving that the Secretary of State misused statistics at 
Second Reading challenges Brennan’s whole argumentation in support of the 
standpoint that a health check is necessary. Richard Fuller, a member of the 
Government, hence opposes Brennan’s assertion that the Secretary of State 
misused statistical data during his speech at Second Reading. In doing so, he 
employs the following figurative analogy: 
 
 
 

 
11 Specific numbers are assigned to specific propositions in the reconstructions of 
argumentative discourse. First, standpoints are assigned a number (e.g. number 1). Second, 
a single argument is assigned the number of the standpoint to which it refers, followed by a 
number of its own (e.g. 1.1). An unexpressed premise that has been made explicit is given in 
parentheses. Bridging premises are assigned a number followed by an apostrophe (e.g. 1.1’). 
To show that an argument is part of multiple argumentation, all supporting the same 
standpoint, each argument is assigned the number of the standpoint followed by a number 
of its own (e.g. 1.1, 1.2, etc.). To show that arguments are part of a coordinative 
argumentation structure, in which the arguments have to be taken together in order to 
defend the standpoint, they are all assigned the same number, followed by a letter (e.g. 
1.1a, 1.1b, etc.). Subordinative argumentation is indicated by the use of decimal points (e.g. 
1.1.1. for a subargument, 1.1.1.1. for a subsubargument, etc.). 
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(3) Richard Fuller:  
 I am very interested in this. I have heard the hon. Gentleman talk about it 
 before. If I am in a race and I get the gold medal, and then a new engine 
 enters the race and beats me, should I still get the gold medal? 
 
Following MIPVU, all words in the sentence ‘If I am in a race […] get the gold medal’ 
are identified as direct metaphor-related words (the words do not display a 
difference between their contextual and a more basic meaning). On a conceptual 
level, the domain of education is understood in terms of the domain of sports. 
Sport is a common source domain in politics and the metaphor can consequently 
be identified as a conventional metaphor (Semino, 2008). Lastly, as a direct 
metaphor the source domain is explicitly present in the referential meaning of the 
utterance. The metaphor hence plays a role as metaphor in communication 
between language users and is deliberate; in order to understand Fuller’s utterance 
in the context of this particular debate, the committee members must make an 
online comparison between PISA rankings and an engine in a car race to derive its 
point.  
 Because Fuller’s metaphor is presented as a direct metaphor and requires 
an online comparison between a source and a target domain, it can have a 
communicative function as an argument in the form of a figurative analogy. From 
an argumentation-analytical perspective, it is striking that Fuller presents the 
figurative analogy in the form of a rhetorical question (Fahnestock, 2011, p. 299). 
As Van Eemeren et al. (2007, p. 94) argue, rhetorical questions often function as 
proposals to accept the proposition expressed by the rhetorical question as a 
shared starting point, and as an argument at the same time. In this fragment, Fuller 
presupposes that Brennan will accept the propositional content of the utterance as 
a shared starting point, and at the same time employs the rhetorical question as an 
argument for his standpoint. Considering the adversary nature of British 
Parliamentary debates, and that the Government is typically unwilling to accept 
amendments proposed by opposition members, we can assume that Fuller’s 
utterance is a critical reaction to Brennan’s argument that the Secretary of State 
misused statistics in his speech at Second Reading. This view is supported by the 
fact that Fuller and the Secretary of State are both Members of the government 
party, and therefore, Fuller can be expected to defend the Secretary of State’s 
statements. We can consequently conclude that Fuller’s figurative analogy 
functions as a counter-argument aimed at refuting Brennan’s argument that the 
participation of more countries in the PISA rankings suggests that a lower place in 
the rankings does not mean a decline a quality. Since this undermines Brennan’s 
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whole argumentation in support of the standpoint that a health check in the way 
that the Secretary of State uses statistics is necessary, Fuller’s argumentation can 
be reconstructed as in Figure 4.2: 
 
(1.)   There should not be a health check on the way in which the  
  Secretary of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory 
  participation in international surveys 
(1.1)   The Secretary of State did not misuse statistics in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
(1.1.1)   If the UK moves down the list when other countries are added, 
  they are no longer in the top of the PISA rankings 
(1.1.1)’   This is a sign that the Secretary of State did not misuse statistics 
(1.1.1).1  Just like in race in which you win the gold medal, if then a new 
  engine enters the race and beats you, you no longer win the gold 
  medal 
(1.1.1).1’  A car race is comparable to the PISA survey rankings 
 
Figure 4.2 Reconstruction of Fuller’s critical response to Brennan’s assertion that 
there should be a health check on the way in which the Secretary of State uses 
statistics. 
 
The reconstruction indicates that Fuller assumes a negative standpoint with regard 
to the proposition put forward by Brennan. Furthermore, the reconstruction shows 
that the rhetorical question has been transformed into an assertive: (1.1.1).1 ‘Just 
like in a race in which you win the gold medal, if then a new engine enters the race 
and beats you, you no longer win the gold medal’. Fuller uses the domain of car 
races to convey an argument relating to the topic of the debate: the Secretary of 
State’s (mis)use of statistics. To appropriately interpret Fuller’s argument, the 
relation between the debate topic and the figurative analogy must first be 
explicated, which is done by making the cross-domain mapping between car races 
and England’s place in the PISA rankings. Accordingly, the figurative analogy is used 
to implicitly express another type of argument, namely argument from sign: (1.1.1) 
‘If the UK moves down the list when other countries are added, they are no longer 
in the top of the PISA rankings’, while it also functions as support for the argument 
from sign that it implicitly expresses. According to Van Eemeren and Grootendorst 
(1992, p. 2), symptomatic argumentation is presented “as if it is an expression, a 
phenomenon, a sign or some other kind of symptom of what is stated in the 
standpoint”. In our example above, the fact that the UK is no longer in the top of 
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the PISA rankings because other countries were added is a sign, according to Fuller, 
that the Secretary of State did not misuse statistics. The argument that the UK is no 
longer in the top of the PISA rankings when it moves down the list when other 
countries are added is in turn argued for by mentioning that this is also true for an 
engine in a car race which does not win the gold medal anymore if another car 
enters the race and wins. 
 To defend his standpoint that there is a need for a health check on the 
way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data against Fullers’ criticism, 
Brennan puts forward the following counter-analogy:  
 
(4) Kevin Brennan: 
 The hon. Gentleman makes an interesting point. It is a little like looking at 
 the rankings in the English Premier League […] If the Premier League in 
 England, Serie A in Italy and the Bundesliga in Germany were combined, 
 and instead of finishing in the top 10 of the premiership in one year, the 
 very next year we finished lower down the table of the three 
 championships combined, that does not suggest that the quality of our 
 play had declined. It simply means that more teams are playing in the 
 league, so it is utterly irrelevant. He can win his gold medal in the 
 Commonwealth Games, but if he does not win at the Olympics, it does not 
 mean he is any worse an athlete.  
 
The following pieces of the fragment are identified as metaphorical and direct: ‘the 
rankings in the English Premier League’, and ‘If the Premier League […] he is any 
worse an athlete’. Like Fuller, Brennan employs a direct, conventional sports 
metaphor, in which the PISA rankings are compared to football championship 
tables. Just like the previous metaphor, this metaphor is identified as a potentially 
deliberate metaphor, because it is a direct metaphor (the source domain is present 
as a referent in the state of affairs designated by the utterance). This view is 
additionally supported by the preposition ‘like’, which explicitly signals that the 
PISA rankings are compared to rankings in the English Premier League. 
 Brennan’s metaphor, just like Fuller’s, requires an online comparison 
between a source and a target domain and can, therefore, fulfil an argumentative 
function as a figurative analogy. Argumentatively speaking, Brennan advances a 
counter-analogy. He puts forward his analogy as an alternative analogy to the one 
employed by Fuller, and consequently aims to refute Fuller’s figurative analogy as 
an acceptable argument. At the same time, the figurative analogy supports 
Brennan’s own argument that the Secretary of State misused statistical data in his 
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speech at Second Reading and that, consequently, a health check is necessary. 
Accordingly, Brennan’s argumentation can be reconstructed as in Figure 4.3: 
 
(1.)   There should be a health check on the way in which the Secretary 
  of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory  
  participation in international surveys 
(1.1)   The Secretary of State misused statistical data in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
(1.1)’  It is undesirable that the Secretary of State misuses statistical  
  data 
(1.1.1)   Moving down the list while more countries take part in the survey 
  does not mean a decline in quality of education 
(1.1.1)’   This is a sign that the Secretary of State misused statistical data in 
  his speech at Second Reading 
(1.1.1).1  Just as in football, if the Premier League, Serie A and the  
  Bundesliga were combined and instead of finishing in the top 10 
  of the Premiership in one year, the next year you finish lower  
  down the table of the three championships combined does not 
  mean that the quality of play has declined 
(1.1.1).1’ Football rankings are comparable to the PISA survey rankings 
  
Figure 4.3 Reconstruction of Brennan’s counter-analogy in response to Fuller’s 
figurative analogy.  
 
The reconstruction demonstrates that Brennan’s analogy implicitly expresses an 
argument from sign, just like Fuller’s figurative analogy. The argument from sign 
supports a pragmatic argument concerning the undesirability of the Secretary of 
State misusing statistical data, which justifies the prescriptive standpoint that a 
health check on the way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data is 
necessary.  
 Brennan’s figurative analogy, in turn, is resisted in two distinct ways by 
two government members: criticisms directed at the target domain of the 
figurative analogy are put forward and the comparison itself is refuted. Graham 
Stuart advances counter-argumentation pertaining only to the metaphor’s target 
domain (PISA rankings), while he ignores the source domain (sports):  
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(5) Graham Stuart:  
 The hon. Gentleman [Brennan] claims that what the Secretary of State 
 said was untrue and that everything he has said has shown that that is not 
 the case. What the hon. Gentleman has just said is not true. He has said 
 that the Secretary of State said that absolute standards have fallen, but it 
 was relative standards that fell. The whole point of having standings is to 
 be able to compare with elsewhere. When we drop down to 24th on the 
 PISA table – which was set up to give a picture of where we sit 
 internationally – we should take that seriously. 
 
In this fragment, no figurative analogy is advanced. Stuart only advances arguments 
countering Brennan’s argument that the Secretary of State misused statistics. Like 
Fuller, Stuart is a member of the government party and can therefore be expected 
to be unwilling to accept an amendment tabled by an opposition member and to 
assume a negative standpoint with regard to the proposition under discussion. 
Therefore, his counter-argumentation is reconstructed as in Figure 4.4:  
 
(1.)   There should not be a health check on the way in which the  
  Secretary of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory 
  participation in international surveys 
(1.1)   The Secretary of State did not misuse statistics in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
(1.1).1a  Dropping down to place 24 is a serious problem 
(1.1).1b   The Secretary of State has not said that absolute standards have 
  fallen like Brennan suggests, but that it was relative standards 
  that fell 
(1.1).1a-b(1)  With regard to relative standards, a lower place in the PISA  
  rankings isNrelevant 
(1.1).1a-b(1).1 The whole point of PISA rankings is to be able to compare UK  
  students’ performance to that of students in other countries  
  
Figure 4.4 Reconstruction of Stuart’s critical response to Brennan’s figurative 
analogy.  
 
As a government member, Stuart assumes a negative standpoint regarding the 
proposition put forward by opposition member Brennan, and argues that the 
Secretary of State did not misuse statistics. In defence of this argument, Stuart 
advances coordinative argumentation in which two arguments, (1.1).1a and 
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(1.1).1b, are combined to emphasise that dropping to place 24 is a serious problem 
and that the Secretary of State never said that absolute standards had fallen like 
Brennan suggested, but that it was relative standards that fell.  
 In addition, Fuller criticises Brennan’s argumentation again, but in a 
different way than Stuart: he attacks the similarities between the concepts 
compared in the metaphor, and argues that the quality of education in the 
countries added to the PISA survey is not comparable to the quality of play of the 
football teams competing in the world-leading championships that were 
mentioned in the figurative analogy:  
 
(6) Richard Fuller: 
 He [Brennan] was making the point about PISA studies in his metaphor 
 that it is as though we are adding football teams from Serie A, the 
 Bundesliga and so on. I did some research about which countries have 
 been added. Which of the following countries would appear, as he would 
 say, in the Bundesliga or the Premiership? There are plenty of choices. For 
 example, Azerbaijan was added. Is that important? The Kazakh Republic 
 was added. Is that a country we ought to be falling down behind? Other 
 countries are Serbia, Moldova, the Kyrgyz Republic, Qatar and the United 
 Arab Emirates. There are other countries if hon. Members wish to hear 
 them. Those countries do not seem to relate to the premiership teams 
 that he would say are a fair comparison. 
 
Fuller hence counters Brennan’s figurative analogy by pointing out relevant 
differences between the two concepts compared in the analogy. By refuting 
Brennan’s figurative analogy, Fuller again aims at undermining Brennan’s 
argumentation in favour of the proposition that there should be a health check on 
the way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data. Accordingly, Fuller’s 
argumentation can be reconstructed as in Figure 4.5.  
 The reconstruction demonstrates that Fuller upholds his negative 
standpoint that a health check on the way in which the Secretary of State uses 
statistical data is not necessary, because the Secretary of State did not misuse 
statistics in his speech on Second Reading. He defends this position by arguing that 
the quality of education in the countries added to the PISA survey is not very high, 
showing that Brennan’s figurative analogy is not correct.  
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(1.)   There should not be a health check on the way in which the  
  Secretary of State uses statistical data produced by compulsory 
  participation in international surveys 
(1.1)   The Secretary of State did not misuse statistics in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
(1.1).1   There is a decline in quality of education in the UK 
(1.1).1’   This is a sign that the Secretary of State did not misuse statistics 
(1.1).1(1)  The countries that have been added to the PISA survey do not 
  have a high quality of education 
(1.1).1(1).1  These countries include Azerbaijan, Kazakh Republic, Serbia,  
  Moldova, etc. 
(1.1).1(1).1’  This is a sign that Brennan’s football analogy is not correct 
(1.1).1(1).1’.1  The quality of education of the countries added to the PISA  
  survey is not comparable to the quality of play of the football  
  leagues referred to by Brennan  
 
Figure 4.5 Reconstruction of Fuller’s critical response to Brennan’s figurative 
analogy. 
 
That Fuller considers the refutation of Brennan’s figurative analogy as a refutation 
of Brennan’s whole argumentation in favour of the need of a health check on the 
way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data is supported by a 
subsequent comment by Fuller:  
 
(7) Richard Fuller:  
 With respect, we are making these points because the hon. Gentleman 
 [Brennan] said that the Secretary of State said something that was untrue. 
 He then tried to use a metaphor to buttress this strong assertion. His 
 metaphor and argument are falling down because the truth is that the 
 addition of those countries was not comparable to the standards we 
 should expect for our children in this country. 
 
In this fragment, Fuller explicitly states that Brennan’s argumentation in support of 
the standpoint that the Secretary of State misused statistics in his speech at Second 
Reading is refuted by showing that the metaphor does not hold because the quality 
of countries added to the PISA survey is not comparable to the quality of football 
teams playing in world class championships such as the Premiership, Bundesliga 
and Serie A. This indicates that Fuller recognises that Brennan deliberately used a 
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metaphor as an argument to support the standpoint that the Secretary of State 
misused statistics, and that he is aware that he himself is refuting the metaphor as 
a valid argument. The fragment can be reconstructed as in Figure 4.6:  
 
(1.)   There should not be a health check on the way in which the  
  Secretary of State uses statistical date produced by compulsory 
  participation in international surveys 
(1).1   The Secretary of State did not misuse statistics in his speech at 
  Second Reading 
(1).1.1   Brennan’s figurative analogy in support of the premise that the 
  Secretary of State misused statistics in his speech at Second  
  Reading does not hold 
(1).1.1.1  The addition of the countries added to the PISA survey is not  
  comparable to the standards that should be expected for the  
  children in the UK 
 
Figure 4.6 Reconstruction of Fuller’s meta-comment on his own counter-
argumentation refuting Brennan’s figurative analogy.  
 
The reconstruction shows that by explicitly arguing that Brennan’s figurative 
analogy does not hold, Fuller affirms his position that a health check on the way in 
which the Secretary of State uses statistical data is not necessary. The refutation of 
the figurative analogy leads to the refutation of Brennan’s entire argumentation in 
support of the standpoint that the Secretary of State misused statistics and that 
therefore a health check is necessary.  
 

4.4 Conclusion and discussion 
Our investigation of the phenomenon ‘resistance to figurative analogies’ has shown 
that argumentatively exploited metaphors can elicit different types of critical 
responses. Our case studies of figurative analogies and the resistance against them 
from a British PBC debate have explained the different role and effects of such 
figurative analogies and how they are resisted in various ways.  
 The analyses of the metaphorical properties of the figurative analogies in 
examples (3) and (4) indicate that the argumentatively employed metaphors are 
direct, conventional and deliberate. Extensive corpus linguistic research by use of 
MIPVU by Steen et al. (2010) has shown that a great majority of all metaphors 
(99%) are conventional cross-domain mappings expressed as indirect metaphors. 
Furthermore, Reijnierse et al. (2018) found that only 4% of all metaphor use can be 
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considered as potentially deliberate. The two metaphors, functioning as figurative 
analogies, examined in this study are therefore somewhat exceptional. The 
analyses of these examples suggest that figurative analogies comprise the use of 
deliberate metaphors in which direct analogical cross-domain mappings are made 
to support a controversial standpoint. This can be explained by the fact that the 
metaphors functioning as figurative analogies fulfil a communicative function as 
metaphors, namely as analogical arguments. As distinct argumentative devices, 
such deliberate metaphors in the form of figurative analogies can also be resisted 
by means of eliciting argumentative criticisms.  
 Our analyses of the argumentative properties of the figurative analogies in 
example (3) and (4) moreover reveal that they both function as counter-arguments. 
Example (3) is a countermove advanced by the speaker aimed at refuting another 
speaker’s assertion that the Secretary of State misused statistics in his speech at 
Second Reading. In response, the latter puts forward a counter-analogy to contest 
the figurative analogy. Furthermore, the analyses of the figurative analogies 
demonstrate that a subordinative argumentation structure develops, because the 
figurative analogies implicitly express arguments from sign, for which they also 
function as the supportive argument. This suggests that figurative analogies can be 
employed to implicitly express at the same time a different type of argumentation, 
which provides opponents with various opportunities for resisting figurative 
analogies. They can direct their criticisms at the comparison made in the figurative 
analogy, or they can advance criticisms pertaining to the target domain of the 
argumentatively employed metaphor.  
 We demonstrated how the figurative analogies are resisted in various 
ways: the analogy itself can be refuted in diverging ways, and criticisms can be 
directed to the target domain of the metaphor. In example (4), Brennan advances a 
counter-analogy to contest Fuller’s figurative analogy put forward in example (3). 
This move leads to the refutation of Fuller’s argumentation in support of the 
standpoint that there should not be a health check on the way in which the 
Secretary of State uses statistical data. In example (5), Stuart resists Brennan’s 
figurative analogy advanced in example (4) by putting forward counterarguments 
pertaining only to the target domain of the figurative analogy, while ignoring the 
source domain. In doing so, Stuart refutes Brennan’s argumentation in favour of a 
health check on the way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data, and 
supports the opposite standpoint that a health check is not required. In example 
(6), Fuller resists Brennan’s figurative analogy by pointing at relevant differences 
between the compared concepts. This move also undermines Brennan’s 
argumentation in favour of a health check on the way in which the Secretary of 
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State uses statistical data, while affirming Fuller’s standpoint that a health check on 
the Secretary of State’s use of statistical data is not necessary.  
 In this study, we analysed cases of resistance to figurative analogies in one 
particular British PBC debate to explore its complexity and the wide range of 
aspects involved. The analysed set of examples does not represent an exhaustive 
account of all possible ways in which figurative analogies can be resisted. Juthe 
(2016), for example, presents a number of other ways to counter figurative 
analogies, such as extending the figurative analogy to come to an opposite 
conclusion. Future studies could further investigate the types of resistance present 
in political debates. Additionally, an interesting issue to be addressed by future 
research is the effectiveness of the various possibilities for resisting figurative 
analogies. Landau et al., (2017), for example, have shown that critically extending a 
metaphor can be more persuasive than providing counterarguments directed to 
the target domain when people gain a strong epistemic benefit from the metaphor. 
However, more types of resistance exist, and other aspects besides epistemic 
benefit might influence its effectiveness. Another point to consider is that not all 
figurative analogies are always resisted. Future research could take a quantitative 
approach in order to uncover how often figurative analogies are used, by whom 
they were advanced, and how many of them elicit resistance. 
 With this study we have taken a first step in uncovering the complexities 
of the phenomenon resistance to metaphor. Resisting metaphors seems to be an 
elusive but critical skill for legislators. A better understanding of the phenomenon 
is needed to advance our knowledge of metaphor as an argumentative tool as well 
as develop a critical awareness amongst legislators about the misleading properties 
of metaphors and to provide them with the tools to resist these metaphors.  
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Chapter 5 

The use of metaphor in clarifying argumentative 
discourse in British Public Bill Committee debates1 
 

Abstract 
In this paper, we aim to explain how metaphors can be employed for clarificatory 
purposes in British parliamentary debates. These debates typically involve an 
exchange of arguments concerning complex issues, which more often than not may 
require clarification. In clarifying something complex, metaphors are often 
employed in which an unfamiliar and abstract concept is compared to a more 
familiar and concrete concept. Because the choice of metaphor affects how an 
issue is understood and reasoned about, discussants may wish to oppose such a 
metaphor to avoid biased conceptions or even misunderstandings of the issue 
under discussion. We present a number of cases in which metaphors used for 
clarificatory purposes are opposed in a British Public Bill Committee debate on the 
Digital Economy Bill. Our analyses uncover which metaphors are used for 
clarificatory purposes, to what extent these clarificatory metaphors contribute to 
furthering the resolution of a debate on the acceptability of legislative proposals, 
and what consequences opposing such metaphors may have on the continuation of 
the debate.  
 

5.1 Introduction 
Parliamentary debates typically involve an exchange of arguments concerning 
complex issues, such as the environment, taxation, welfare, and many more. To 
effectively scrutinise the acceptability of new policy and legislative proposals 
regarding these issues, it is vital to ensure that the argumentation advanced in 
parliamentary debates is clear and comprehensible to all discussion parties, 
including the general public. This often requires clarification, which can be achieved 
by comparing an unfamiliar and abstract concept, such as welfare, to a more 
familiar and concrete concept, such as the human body (Nerlich et al., 2011; 
Thibodeau et al., 2017).  

 
1 A slightly modified version of this paper has been submitted as: Renardel de Lavalette, K.Y., 
Andone, C., & Steen, G.J. The role of metaphor in clarifying argumentative discourse in 
British Public Bill Committee debates. 



112 | Resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates 
 

 Various studies have also shown that metaphors can hinder understanding 
(e.g., Deignan et al., 2019; Mukherjee, 2010). They often put a particular 
perspective on the issue under discussion that foregrounds some aspects, while 
downplaying others (e.g., Grady, 2017; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). The choice of one 
metaphor over another hence affects how an issue is understood and reasoned 
about, making salient some aspects but not others. As a result, other discussants 
may wish to oppose such a metaphor to avoid biased conceptions or even 
misunderstandings of the issue under discussion. Such opposition is to be expected 
in parliamentary debates even more so, as these debates are characterised by an 
antagonistic style.  
 An illustrative example can be found in a British Public Bill Committee 
(henceforth: PBC) debate on the Digital Economy Bill, occurring on 20 October, 
2016. The discussion concerns an amendment in which it is proposed that the age-
verification regulator should warn ancillary service providers when pornographic 
material is made available on the internet without an age-verification system in 
place. Some committee members do not fully understand the term ‘ancillary 
service provider’, whereas this is pertinent to forming an informed opinion on the 
acceptability of the amendment. To facilitate mutual comprehension of the term, 
committee member Thangam Debbonaire advances a metaphor in which she 
compares online pornographic content providers to cinemas: 
 
(1) Thangam Debbonaire: 
 […] This discussion is helping me and perhaps all of us to come to some 
 form of understanding. I have a little metaphor in mind. If a cinema was 
 allowing children to see pornography, we would hold the ticket seller 
 responsible, as well as the organisation running the cinema, but not the 
 bus driver who drove the bus the child took to get to the cinema. Does 
 that metaphor help? 
 
 Claire Perry: 
 It depends whether the bus driver was paid for by the cinema. That is the 
 point […] 
 
The metaphor advanced by Debbonaire invites committee members to use their 
knowledge of visiting a cinema to better understand the services involved in 
providing online pornographic content. The cinema and the ticket seller represent 
ancillary service providers, and as such they would be held responsible for allowing 
children to see pornography. The bus driver is not considered to be an ancillary 
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service provider because he/she is assumed not to work for the cinema. Claire 
Perry opposes the metaphor as an accurate clarification of what ancillary services 
are by arguing that in a scenario in which the bus driver would be paid for by the 
cinema, he/she would be considered an ancillary service provider.  
 As this example shows, metaphors may be helpful conceptual devices in 
facilitating mutual comprehension between discussants, but they may also impede 
understanding and consequently obstruct a rational and well-informed 
continuation of the debate. In such cases, discussants may need to counter the use 
of a metaphor by argumentative criticisms. Yet despite the important role that 
metaphors for clarification may fulfil in the resolution of a difference of opinion in 
parliamentary debates, the ways in which they affect discussions has not been the 
focus of any research, let alone of research that focuses on the opposition to such 
metaphors. 
 It is the aim of this paper to explain how metaphors with a clarificatory 
function feature in British parliamentary debates to establish a shared 
understanding of the issue under discussion. We will analyse various cases in which 
metaphors used for clarificatory purposes are opposed in the British PBC debate on 
the Digital Economy Bill, occurring 20 October, 2016. We aim to uncover which 
metaphors are used for clarificatory purposes, to what extent these clarificatory 
metaphors contribute to furthering the resolution of a debate on the acceptability 
of legislative proposals in British PBC debates, and what consequences opposing 
such metaphors has on the continuation of the debate.  
 In the following section, we discuss our theoretical framework, including a 
brief characterisation of British PBC debates. Subsequently, we present detailed 
analyses of various cases in which metaphors used for clarificatory purposes are 
opposed in the PBC debate on the Digital Economy Bill of 20 October 2016. We 
conclude that metaphors and the opposition they elicit fulfil an important role in 
enabling a shared understanding of the ongoing argumentation between 
committee members.  
 

5.2 British Public Bill Committee debates, clarifications, and 
metaphors 
5.2.1 The need for clarifications in British Public Bill Committee debates 
PBCs consider a bill in detail, clause by clause, and may propose amendments 
(Turpin and Tomkins, 2011). To effectively scrutinise a bill, a clear understanding of 
the background, objectives and workings of the clause or amendment under 
discussion is pertinent. However, since PBCs are ad-hoc, non-specialised 
committees that dissolve when a bill enters its next stage, committee members are 
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usually not particularly knowledgeable about the topic addressed in the bill under 
discussion, especially because there is no provision that requires to select members 
with relevant interest or expertise (Levy, 2010). Additionally, committee members 
often have limited time to prepare for committee stage because announcement of 
membership is given at short notice (Levy, 2010). Committee members hence may 
need to ask informative questions to ensure that they fully understand the issue 
under discussion and can meaningfully contribute to the debate.  
 To clarify the typically complicated issues debated in PBCs, metaphors are 
often employed. By using a metaphor, various aspects of an abstract and 
complicated issue are mapped onto familiar aspects of human life that are more 
readily understood (Musolff, 2004; Nerlich et al., 2011). This makes metaphor a 
useful clarificatory device that can be employed by committee members to 
facilitate mutual understanding, not only among themselves, but also between 
them and the general public, whom they also address. The latter is of great 
importance because PBC debates are not solely aimed at improving legislation, but 
also at appealing to the electorate and informing the people on the Government’s 
legislative proposals (Finlayson, 2017; Turpin & Tomkins, 2011).  
 Such metaphorically expressed clarifications are, however, not always 
immediately accepted by all committee members. The main task of PBCs is to 
subject the Government’s legislative proposals to public critical scrutiny (Turpin & 
Tomkins, 2011), meaning that opposition is at the core of PBC debates. Since 
metaphors typically reflect one’s beliefs regarding the issue that is being explained 
(Koteyko & Atanasova, 2017), committee members can be expected to criticise an 
opponent’s metaphors in an attempt to refute their opponent’s standpoint and to 
promote their own positions regarding the issue under discussion. 
 

5.2.2 Clarifications in argumentative discussions 
To analyse the contribution of clarificatory metaphors to the resolution of the 
debate in British PBCs, we make use of the pragma-dialectical theory of 
argumentation, complemented with insights on repair sequences from 
Conversation Analysis. Combining insights from these two theories allows for 
studying the sequential manner in which discussants align their contributions to 
the debate with each other, while also explaining this process of alignment in a 
systematic manner from a functional perspective (see also Van Rees, 1995, 2007). 
This way, we will be able to identify the standpoints adopted by the discussion 
parties, the arguments the discussants advance to defend their standpoint, and at 
which point in the debate clarification exchanges take place, without abstracting 
from the sequential development of the debate.  
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 Before discussing the analysis of argumentative exchanges and repair 
sequences, we first need to elaborate on what clarifications are. We have used the 
term ‘clarification’ rather broadly to refer to the acts of clarifying and explaining. A 
distinction between the two appears necessary. Both explanation and clarification 
exchanges typically comprise at least two speech acts, a request and a response, 
which are embedded in a discussion in which a problem of understanding is 
encountered (Walton, 2007a). They are aimed at transferring understanding from 
one party to another party in a discussion. However, whereas explanations can be 
of any type of event, clarifications always relate to a prior move made by a 
discussion party (Walton, 2007a, p. 5). Specifically, the purpose of an explanation is 
to verbally transfer understanding from the speaker to the hearer (Walton, 2007b, 
p. 1; Wierzbicka, 1987, p. 296), while the purpose of a clarification is to help one 
discussant in a debate to understand an unclear or otherwise problematic 
utterance of the other party (Schlangen, 2004; Walton, 2007a, p. 7).  
 Metaphorically expressed clarifications and explanations are here 
embedded in discussions on legislative proposals, and relate to and affect the 
argumentative moves made by the discussants. For our analysis, we start from the 
pragma-dialectical definition of argumentation as “a verbal, social and rational 
activity aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint 
by putting forward a constellation of propositions justifying or refuting the 
proposition expressed in the standpoint” (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 
1). This perspective on argumentation facilitates studying clarifications and 
explanations as part of an argumentative exchange in which committee members 
try to convince each other of the (un)acceptability of a bill.  
 Argumentation is advanced to serve the communicative purpose of 
bringing about the illocutionary effect of understanding and the interactional 
purpose of realising the perlocutionary effect of convincing. In order to obtain the 
perlocutionary effect of achieving acceptance, it is a prerequisite that the 
illocutionary effect occurs, namely that the listener understands the speaker’s 
speech act (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984). Whenever discussants fail to 
understand one another, they may request a clarification or explanation to 
guarantee understanding of the performed speech act. The other discussant is then 
obliged to give the requested clarification or explanation. A discussant who doubts 
the clarity of his/her formulation may also offer a clarification or explanation on 
their own accord (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 1984).  
  The pragma-dialectical model of a critical discussion distinguishes four 
discussion stages, each of which is aimed at a particular goal: in the confrontation 
stage it is established that there is a difference of opinion, in the opening stage the 
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procedural and material starting points are established, in the argumentation stage 
the arguments advanced in support of a standpoint are tested, and in the 
concluding stage the outcome of a discussion is determined (Van Eemeren, 2018). 
In PBC debates, committee members may request and provide explanations or 
clarifications at each of these stages, with the exception of the concluding stage, 
because the outcome of the debate in PBCs is determined by a vote and will 
therefore not result in any unclarity needing to be resolved.  
 As each of the various stages has its own goal, clarification and 
explanation exchanges will have different effects on the continuation on the 
debate. In response to a reformulation of a standpoint in the confrontation stage of 
a discussion, for example, the antagonist may cast doubt on the reformulated 
standpoint. The protagonist is subsequently required to advance arguments to 
justify the standpoint. In the opening stage, clarifications or explanations can 
resolve unclarities about discussion rules, while in the argumentation stage they 
can prevent a discussant from accepting or rejecting an argument without giving it 
due consideration (Van Eemeren et al., 2007, pp. 14-15).  
 To determine how explanations or clarifications exchanges affect the 
continuation of the debate at the discussion stage in which it occurs, we make use 
of the so-called ‘dialectical profiles’ developed by Van Eemeren et al. (2007). These 
profiles specify the sequential patterns of moves that discussants can make that 
are relevant to the goal of the discussion stage at issue. By determining at which 
point in the debate a clarification or explanation exchange takes place, the 
dialectical profile of that particular stage facilitates analysing the outcomes that 
can be achieved.  
 While the pragma-dialectical approach offers the tools to analyse the 
argumentation taking place in British PBC debates, it does not offer the tools to 
analyse the clarification exchanges themselves. Therefore, we will complement our 
analyses with insights from the conversation-analytical characterisation of so-called 
‘repair sequences’ to analyse the ways in which mutual understanding is achieved 
by making use of metaphors in British PBC debates. In Conversation Analysis, 
‘repair’ is considered a central mechanism by which people maintain mutual 
understanding in conversation (Schegloff, 1992). Repair organisation refers to a set 
of practices aimed at dealing with problems of hearing, speaking and 
understanding (Schegloff et al., 1977), of which the latter is the main interest of 
this study. Repair sequences typically consist of (a) a request for clarification, which 
initiates the repair sequence, (b) the clarification proper, and (c) the so-called 
‘trouble source’ or ‘repairable’, which is the problematic utterance that requires 
clarification (Bolden, 2018, p. 143; Schegloff, 1992). The initiation of repair 
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suspends the ongoing course of action until the problem is dealt with and a 
clarification has been provided (Kendrick, 2015). The conversation-analytic 
perspective reveals the interactional production of metaphorically expressed 
clarifications, involving the possibility of acceptance, rejection, or elaboration of 
the metaphor.  
 

5.2.3 A three-dimensional perspective on metaphor 
To account for the properties of the metaphors used for explanatory or clarificatory 
purposes, we employ the three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017). This 
model extends the cognitive-linguistic model of metaphor (Lakoff & Johnson, 
1980), which mainly focuses on the linguistic and conceptual dimensions of 
metaphor, by adding a third dimension, namely that of metaphor in 
communication.  
 On the linguistic dimension, analysts identify metaphorical expressions in 
language (cf. MIP; Pragglejaz Group, 2007; MIPVU; Steen et al., 2010) and examine 
their linguistic form, distinguishing between indirect and direct metaphors. The 
metaphorical meaning of an indirect metaphor arises out of a contrast between its 
contextual meaning (the target domain) and its basic meaning (the source domain), 
which is absent from the actual context - hence the term indirect metaphor (Steen 
et al., 2010). An example would be the word ‘to come’ in the sentence ‘This 
discussion is helping me to come to some form of understanding’. While the basic 
meaning of ‘to come’ involves physical movement, its contextual meaning has to 
do with reaching a particular mental state (MacMillan). The contextual meaning 
can be contrasted with, and understood in comparison with the basic meaning, 
which means that the word ‘to come’ is metaphorical. Direct metaphors do not 
display such a difference between a contextual and a more basic meaning. They 
express a cross-domain mapping in the form of a direct, explicit comparison (Steen 
et al., 2010). To illustrate, in the example discussed in the Introduction, all words 
from “[i]f a cinema was allowing” to “to get to the cinema” are directly 
metaphorical. Debbonaire explicitly compares websites providing online 
pornographic content without age-verification services to cinemas allowing 
children to watch pornography, triggering a cross-domain mapping between two 
different domains.  
 Metaphorical expressions are considered to derive from metaphorical 
structures in thought (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). On the conceptual level a 
distinction is made between conventional and novel metaphors. Conventional 
metaphors are sets of fixed, stable mappings between two conceptual domains. 
Novel metaphors, by contrast, involve comparisons that do not belong to such 
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already existing conceptual mappings (Cameron & Deignan, 2006; Lakoff & 
Johnson, 1980). The comparison Debbonaire makes between online services and 
cinemas can be regarded as a conventional metaphor, because the physical world 
is conventionally used to structure our understanding of computers (Colburn & 
Shute, 2008). 
 In analysing the communicative dimension of metaphor, analysts 
differentiate between non-deliberate and deliberate metaphors. This distinction 
hinges on the question whether the source domain meaning of a metaphor plays a 
role in the referential meaning of the utterance in which it is used (cf. Reijnierse et 
al., 2018). If it does, the metaphor is deliberate and functions as a metaphor in 
communication between language users. If it does not, the metaphor is non-
deliberate and does not functions as a metaphor in communication between 
language users. Debbonaire’s metaphor is an example of a deliberate metaphor; 
she makes a direct comparison between online services and cinemas, and as such 
the source domain of the metaphor is part of the referential meaning of the 
utterance in which it is used. Analysing a metaphor’s communicative dimension is 
of particular importance to this study, because in our analyses we focus on 
metaphors that are used to bring about understanding of a target domain by 
comparing it to some source domain. 
 

5.3 Clarificatory and explanatory metaphors in British Public Bill 
Committee debates 
Our cases are from the British PBC debate on the Digital Economy Bill of 20 
October, 2016. We focus on this particular argumentative exchange because it is an 
extensive case study, comprising the use of several clarificatory and explanatory 
metaphors that are opposed in various ways. We retrieved the transcript of the 
debate from the online version of the official report of all parliamentary debates in 
the UK, Hansard Online. The transcripts have been edited by so-called ‘Hansard 
reporters’ to remove repetitions and obvious mistakes, without taking away from 
the meaning (Hansard (Official Report), n.d.).  
 In the debate, the Committee discusses a group of amendments aimed at 
putting a requirement on the age-verification regulator to impose fines when UK 
organisations provide online pornographic content without age-verification, and to 
issue an enforcement notice to foreign organisations making pornographic content 
available in the UK without age-verification. The amendments are tabled by 
government back bench member Claire Perry to probe the Minister on how he 
intends the enforcement process to be carried out, considering that most 
pornographic content providers are likely to be based outside the UK.  
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 The Opposition supports the amendments because they believe that the 
amendments meet the objective of tackling overseas providers better than the 
original proposal from the Government. Among other reasons, the Opposition 
argues that if the age-verification regulator does not have the powers to effectively 
deal with foreign-based online pornography providers, there will be a danger that 
the responsible providers will install age-verification measures, pushing users that 
try to avoid these tools on to other pornography content providers. Consequently, 
the age-verification regulator would need to chase after those providers, which 
would in turn push users on to yet other providers, putting greater pressure on the 
enforcement authorities.  
 To illustrate this argument, opposition member Christian Matheson makes 
a comparison to the game ‘whack-a-mole’. The metaphor is accepted by the 
Minister responsible for the bill, but he uses it to support an opposing standpoint. 
  
(2) Christian Matheson: 
 Yes. I raised this with the gentleman from the British Board of Film 
 Classification, I believe, and I questioned his assertion about the top 50 
 websites. He said that the process would not stop there but proceed to 
 the next 50, but if those 50 content providers are constantly moving all 
 over the place, it will be rather like a game of whack-a-mole. Unless we 
 have a sufficiently large mallet to give the mole a whack early on—
 [Interruption.] This is a serious business, and if I am sounding a bit jocular, 
 that is not meant to take away from the serious issue. If we do not have 
 the tools to address those who are deliberately not complying, and those 
 who do not wish to comply with the regulations that we are putting in 
 place to protect our children, I fear that we will be chasing after them too 
 much. 
 
In this fragment, Matheson replies to a question in which he is asked whether he 
agrees that too many loopholes in the bill will push users that want to avoid age-
verification tools onto more extreme or violent pornography. Matheson agrees 
with this, and refers to an exchange between himself and a representative of the 
British Board of Film Classification (henceforth: BBFC), taking on the role of the age-
verification regulator, in which he asked the representative about the requirement 
that the regulator should target the top 50 providers. He explains that the BBFC 
replied that after having tackled the first 50 providers, they would proceed to 
investigating the next 50. Matheson argues that if the regulator does not have the 
right tools to tackle those websites that do not comply with the age-verification 
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measures the top 50 providers will constantly change, which will exhaust the 
regulator’s time and resources. To explain this issue by making more salient and 
vivid that the regulator will be chasing after a constantly changing top 50 providers, 
Matheson employs a metaphor in which he makes a comparison to the game 
whack-a-mole.  
 Following the MIPVU-procedure (cf. Steen et al., 2010), all words from “a 
game of whack-a-mole” to “a whack early on” are identified as metaphor-related 
words. The metaphor is direct, as Matheson makes an explicit comparison between 
the regulator chasing the top 50 content providers and a game of whack-a-mole, 
which is also signalled by the so-called metaphor flag ‘like’. The metaphor is 
conventional, as its contextual meaning can be found in the dictionary: “a situation 
in which repeated efforts to resolve a problem are frustrated by the problem 
reappearing in a different form” (MacMillan). As a direct metaphor, the metaphor 
is also deliberate, because the source domain, i.e., ‘a game of whack-a-mole’, is 
part of the referential meaning of the utterance (cf. Reijnierse et al., 2018). 
Matheson explicitly invites the Committee to understand the situation in which the 
top 50 pornography providers constantly changes, making it difficult for the 
regulator to target them, in terms of a game in which players have to hit toy moles 
that appear from different holes at random. He elaborates the metaphorical 
scenario further by saying “[u]nless we have a sufficiently large mallet to the mole 
a whack early on”, but is interrupted before he can finish his sentence.2 As a direct 
and deliberate metaphor, the comparison functions as an explanation of 
Matheson’s argumentation.  
 Matheson’s contribution to the debate is part of the argumentation stage, 
in which arguments are critically tested. In light of the dialectical profile of this 
stage, committee members can advance an argument to which the other 
discussion party can respond by accepting the argument, raising critical questions 
to test the argument’s acceptability, or asking informative questions to enhance 
understanding (cf. Van Eemeren et al., 2007, p. 165). In the last case, the 
committee member that advanced the argument is required to provide the 
requested clarification or explanation. A committee member may also provide an 
explanation of the argument on his or her own initiative, as is the case in this 
fragment.  

 
2 From Matheson’s reaction it seems that the interrupters accuse him of making a joke of a 
serious situation by making a comparison to a game of whack-a-mole. However, we do not 
know what exactly is said, and therefore do not analyse this particular response to the 
metaphor.  
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 The metaphor employed by Matheson is explanatory, as opposed to 
argumentative, because it is not aimed at supporting the proposition that the 
regulator should have the right tools to tackle the non-complying providers of 
online pornography, but to explain the consequences of not providing the regulator 
with the right tools. More specifically, each committee member needs to be 
convinced that if the regulator does not have efficient enforcement powers, this 
will lead users to move to providers that do not comply with the age-verification 
measures, which, in turn, will lead to an ever-changing top 50 of online 
pornography providers that the regulator needs to chase, exhausting the 
regulator’s time and resources. The metaphor does not offer anything to convince 
committee members of this line of argument, but it illustrates the point raised by 
Matheson.  
 It is customary in British PBC debates for the Minister responsible for the 
bill to respond to the points made about the amendments under discussion. 
Typically, the Government is reluctant to accept amendments at committee stage 
(Thompson, 2013), therefore, Hancock can be expected to refute the arguments 
made in support of the amendments. In his reply, Hancock accepts the whack-a-
mole metaphor as an acceptable explanation, but reinterprets its significance for 
the question whether the amendments are acceptable. He argues that 
acknowledging that people on the internet move around, which makes it difficult 
for the regulator to target them, means that the Government should primarily deal 
with those providers that will comply with the age-verification measures once the 
bill is turned into law, which the bill does. As such, the whack-a-mole analogy is 
used to argue for the standpoint that the amendments are unacceptable.  
 The analysis of this exchange shows that a direct and deliberate metaphor 
is employed to explain the argument that not giving the regulator the right tools to 
tackle non-compliant content providers will result in a situation in which the 
regulator needs to chase an ever-changing top 50 of online pornography providers. 
While the metaphor is accepted by the opposing party as an acceptable 
explanation of the problem that it is difficult for the regulator to deal with online 
pornography content providers, this proposition is used to argue for an opposing 
standpoint, namely that the regulator should primarily deal with those providers 
that comply with the law. The metaphor in this example is hence used to illustrate 
two opposing lines of argument.  
 The next example demonstrates how a metaphor can also be used to 
clarify a standpoint in the confrontation stage of a discussion. In this second case, 
the debate concerns a group of two amendments and one proposal for a new 
clause, in which three propositions are advanced for discussion:  
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(1) the age-verification regulator should be required to notify payment and 
ancillary service providers that a person is making adult material available on the 
internet to persons in the UK without age-verification;  
(2) the age-verification regulator should be required to issue guidance about the 
services that it determines are enabling or facilitating the making available of 
pornographic or prohibited content;  
(3) payment and ancillary service providers should be required to block payment or 
cease services made to pornography websites that do not offer age-verification 
after having received a notice of non-compliance.  
 The amendments are tabled by government backbench member Claire 
Perry to clarify and strengthen the enforcement process exercised by the age-
verification regulator over websites making pornographic content available to 
people in the UK. Perry raises various concerns regarding the clause that the 
amendments aim to change. First, she argues that it is unclear when the regulator 
will inform payment and ancillary service providers that a contravention is 
happening, and whether pornography websites will have enough time to respond 
to the regulator’s intervention before the payment and ancillary services are 
involved. Second, she asserts that there does not appear to be a requirement for 
the regulator to inform payment and ancillary service providers of a contravention, 
while this should be mandatory. Before being able to address the third issue, 
however, Perry is interrupted by opposition member Thangam Debbonaire, who 
requests Perry to clarify the term ‘ancillary service provider’, and whether it 
includes Internet Service Providers (henceforth: ISPs). In other words, Debbonaire 
interrupts Perry’s argumentation by initiating a repair sequence.  
 After it has been clarified that in the amendments the term ‘ancillary 
service provider’ includes ISPs, opposition member Christian Matheson intervenes 
to ask whether ancillary service providers also include businesses such as telecoms 
providers, thereby initiating a second repair sequence. In reply, Perry does not 
offer a conclusive answer, wanting to leave it to the Minister to specify what types 
of businesses are included in the definition. In an attempt to give the requested 
clarification, Debbonaire advances a metaphor in which she compares pornography 
websites to cinemas, which, in turn, is rejected as an accurate clarification by Perry.  
 
(3) Christian Matheson: 
 I share some of the hon. Lady’s uncertainty—I was going to say confusion, 
 but it is not—about the terminology. Would the definition include, for 
 example, telecoms providers over whose networks the services are 
 provided? 
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In this fragment, Matheson initiates a second repair sequence by asking whether 
ancillary service providers also include businesses such as telecoms providers. The 
term ‘ancillary service provider’ is part of the propositions under discussion 
mentioned before. It is pertinent for committee members to understand the term 
to adopt an informed standpoint regarding these propositions. Consequently, we 
reconstruct this repair sequence as part of the confrontation stage, in which it is 
established that there is a difference of opinion. Taking into account the relevant 
moves from the dialectical profile of the confrontation stage (Andone, 2013, p. 25; 
Van Eemeren et al., 2007, p. 26), tabling the amendments can be seen as advancing 
a standpoint. Matheson’s question whether the term ‘ancillary service provider’ 
includes businesses such as telecoms providers is a clarification request regarding 
part of the propositions advanced by Perry. In reply to such a request, Perry is 
required to provide the requested clarification, after which the other discussion 
parties can adopt a positive or negative standpoint towards the propositions under 
discussion, or express doubt about it.  
 
(4) Claire Perry: 
 I am perhaps going to let the Minister spell that out exactly. The hon. 
 Gentleman raises a very important point: we all know now that access to 
 internet services is often done entirely over a mobile network. I can again 
 give some comfort on this issue. The BBFC, which is an excellent choice, 
 has worked for many years with the mobile service providers—a witness 
 gave evidence to this effect—so they already offer a blocking service 
 based on the BBFC’s definition of 18-plus and 18-minus material. It is 
 essentially an opt-in service. Someone has to say that they are under 18 
 and checks are carried out. The providers already offer the service, and it 
 seems to work reasonably effectively. 
  I apologise for inadvertently misleading the Committee —
 perhaps it reflects some of the confusion in the wording—and I want to be 
 very clear about who we are trying to capture with the amendments. We 
 would all support the idea of spreading the net as widely as possible in 
 ensuring the right behaviour, but it is important to make clear that ISPs 
 are to be expected and legally mandated to carry out the same checks. 
  Another point I wanted to make with amendment 79 was to ask 
 the regulator to issue guidance on the sort of businesses that will be 
 considered to be ancillary services. The reason for putting that in the Bill is 
 that, as we debated extensively in earlier sittings, the world changes. We 
 had very good debates about why 10 megabits per second might not be 
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 appropriate in a couple of years’ time and why the USO as originally 
 construed was laughably small. We all try to do the right thing, but of 
 course the world changes. The reference by the hon. Member for City of 
 Chester to Whac-A-Mole was interesting. What will the consequences be 
 of implementing the Bill? We are a very substantial revenue stream for 
 many websites, and new service models might arise. Someone might be 
 scrutinising the letter of the law and thinking, “We are not captured by 
 this, so we are not captured by these regulations”. Asking for the regulator 
 to issue guidance on the types of businesses that will be considered to be 
 ancillary services could future-proof some of the Bill. 
 
Perry does not give the requested clarification. She indicates that she would like 
the Minister to respond to Matheson’s question. Instead, she informs the 
Committee that telecoms providers already comply with the BBFC’s age-verification 
requirements. She then raises the third point she wants to address with her 
amendments, namely that the regulator should issue guidance on the types of 
businesses that are considered ancillary service providers to future-proof the bill.3  
Perry hence resumes her argumentation in support of the amendments.  
 At this point, Perry is again interrupted. 
 
(5) Thangam Debbonaire: 
 I am grateful for the hon. Lady again allowing me to intervene. I apologise 
 for interrupting her sentence; that was not my intention. I am pleased to 
 see her amendments. This discussion is helping me and perhaps all of us to 
 come to some form of understanding. I have a little metaphor in mind. If a 
 cinema was allowing children to see pornography, we would hold the 
 ticket seller responsible, as well as the organisation running the cinema, 
 but not the bus driver who drove the bus the child took to get to the 
 cinema. Does that metaphor help? 
 
Debbonaire intervenes on Perry in an attempt to give the requested clarification of 
the term ‘ancillary service provider’. She does so by advancing a metaphor in which 
she compares pornography providers to cinemas. Following MIPVU (Steen et al., 
2010), all words from “[i]f a cinema” to “get to the cinema” are identified as direct 
metaphor-related words, as an explicit comparison is made between online 

 
3 Note that Perry refers to the whack-a-mole metaphor advanced by Matheson earlier to 
address the fact that as a consequence of the bill new business models might arise that are 
not covered by the regulations.  
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services providing pornographic content without age-verification and cinemas that 
allow children to see pornography. The metaphor is conventional, because the 
physical world is an often-used source domain for talking and thinking about the 
online world. The metaphor is also deliberate, because the source domain – a 
cinema allowing children to see pornography – is explicitly present in the 
referential meaning of the utterance. In other words, an alien perspective on the 
issue is introduced that invites committee members to use their knowledge of 
visiting a cinema to enhance their understanding of the online services that are 
involved in providing online pornographic content. Debbonaire even explicitly 
instructs the Committee that the metaphor is aimed at facilitating a shared 
understanding of the term ‘ancillary service provider’ by saying that “[t]his 
discussion is helping me and perhaps all of us to come to some form of 
understanding. I have a little metaphor in mind”. 
 In ending her turn, Debbonaire poses the question “[d]oes that metaphor 
help”, which could be interpreted in two ways: as a request for a confirmation of 
the committee members’ understanding of the offered clarification, or as a request 
for confirmation on whether she has rightly understood the term and given an 
accurate clarification. In response, Perry implicitly rejects part of the metaphor by 
arguing that the bus driver could have been paid for by the cinema, in which case 
he/she would be considered to be responsible for allowing a child to see 
pornography. 
 
(6) Claire Perry: 
 It depends whether the bus driver was paid for by the cinema. That is the 
 point. Businesses pop up. There might be a bespoke Odeon cinema. My 
 point is that we need to ensure that the regulator has as much flexibility as 
 possible to respond to changing definitions. The current definition of an 
 ancillary service provider is quite clear, although I would like the Minister 
 to clarify it, but my amendment would try to future-proof the definition. 
 
As Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1984, p. 90) explain, whenever a discussant 
calls into question a statement from the other party in the principal discussion, a 
so-called ‘sub-discussion’ arises. This means that in this particular case, Perry 
enters into a sub-discussion by criticising part of the metaphor advanced by 
Debbonaire, in which the acceptability of the comparison becomes the proposition 
under discussion. Based on the dialectical profile of the confrontation stage, 
Debbonaire’s move can be understood as advancing the standpoint that the 
metaphor is an acceptable clarification of the term ‘ancillary service provider’. 
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Perry’s critical response is an implicitly advanced opposite standpoint: the 
comparison is an unacceptable clarification of the term ‘ancillary service provider’. 
To support her implicit negative standpoint, Perry advances the argument that bus 
drivers could be paid for by the cinema, in which case they would be considered to 
be responsible for allowing a child to see pornography in a cinema.  
 The argument that bus drivers could be paid for by the cinema is part of 
the argumentation stage. Based on the dialectical profile of this discussion stage, 
we interpret the fact that the committee members do not explicitly respond to 
Perry’s argument that a bus driver could be paid for by a cinema as an indication 
that they understood and accepted the argument. Perry subsequently uses the 
premise that a bus driver could be paid for by a cinema as an argument in the 
principal discussion, as well, to support the standpoint that the regulator should 
issue guidance on the type of businesses that are considered to be ancillary service 
providers.  
 From a conversation-analytical perspective, the repair sequence under 
examination concerns the trouble source ‘ancillary service provider’. The repair 
sequence is initiated by Matheson, who asks whether the term ‘ancillary service 
provider’ includes businesses such as telecoms providers. After Perry fails to give a 
satisfactory clarification, Debbonaire attempts to give the requested clarification by 
advancing a metaphor in which she compares online content providers to cinemas. 
However, Perry’s response to the metaphor reveals that she believes that 
Debbonaire does not fully comprehend the term. By critically extending the 
metaphor, Perry initiates what Schegloff (1992) calls a ‘third-position repair’, 
repairing the perceived misunderstanding exhibited by Debbonaire in using the 
metaphor, hence furthering a shared understanding of the term ‘ancillary service 
provider’.  
 To summarise, the metaphor is aimed at furthering mutual 
comprehension between committee members regarding the types of businesses 
that are considered to be ancillary service providers. The critical response to the 
metaphor fulfils several functions at the same time. It implicitly refutes the 
standpoint that the metaphor is an acceptable clarification of the term ‘ancillary 
service provider’ and supports the opposite standpoint that the metaphor is an 
unacceptable clarification of the term ‘ancillary service provider’ in the 
subdiscussion. It is also used to support the standpoint that the regulator should 
issue guidance on the types of businesses that are considered to be ancillary 
service providers in the principal discussion. Lastly, it reveals that Perry believes 
that Debbonaire did not fully understand the term ‘ancillary service provider’, and 
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by repairing the perceived misunderstanding it furthers a shared understanding of 
the term ‘ancillary service provider’ between committee members.  
 Following Perry’s critical reaction to the bus driver metaphor, the topic of 
the discussion shifts to search engines. Debbonaire questions to what extent they 
are responsible for providing online pornographic content to minors. In reply, Perry 
explains that the Government has already made efforts for search engines to not 
return any materials to certain combinations of search terms, based on guidelines 
provided by the BBFC regarding what is legal and what is not. In the ensuing 
discussion about search engines, two different metaphors are advanced, each 
highlighting different characteristics of search engines that are considered to be 
relevant in determining their responsibility. Government back bench member Nigel 
Huddleston compares search engines to a library, whereas Debbonaire compares 
search engines to a sign. 
 
(7) Nigel Huddleston: 
 I should probably declare that prior to becoming an MP, I worked at 
 Google. Does my hon. Friend agree that this is where it becomes complex? 
 A search engine, to use another analogy, is a bit like a library. The books 
 are still on the shelves, but the search engine is like the library index: it can 
 be removed and changed, but the content is still there. That is why we 
 need to do much more than just removing things from the search engine: 
 the content is still there, and people can find alternative ways to get to it. 
 We must do much more. 
 
In response to Perry’s reassurance that the Government already works with search 
engines to ensure that no materials are returned to certain combinations of search 
terms, Huddleston argues that not returning materials is not enough, because the 
content still exists and people can find other ways to access it. To explain how 
search engines works, he compares them to a library index.  
 Following MIPVU, all words from “a library” to “the content is still there” 
are identified as direct metaphors, making an explicit comparison between search 
engines and libraries. As this metaphor involves a comparison between the online 
world (i.e., search engines) and the physical world (i.e., libraries), we consider it to 
be conventional. As a direct metaphor, the metaphor is also deliberate. By 
asserting that search engines are “a bit like a library”, Huddleston instructs the 
Committee to set up a cross-domain mapping between a search engine and a 
library. As Lundmark and Lymer (2016, p. 713) argue, the mitigation “a bit” may be 
used in the case of comparisons because of the “necessarily imperfect nature of 
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the analogy”. Specifically, the mitigation ‘a bit’ emphasises that search engines are 
not the same as libraries, but rather share some similarities. Huddleston also 
specifies in which way he considers the two domains as relevantly similar, saying: 
“The books are still on the shelves, but the search engine is like the library index: it 
can be removed and changed, but the content is still there”. Because the metaphor 
is presented as a direct metaphor and hence requires an online comparison 
between a source and a target domain, it can function as an explanation of how 
search engines work.  
 After explaining that search engines can be understood in terms of a 
library index, Huddleston uses the premise that while search engines can be altered 
so that they do not return pornographic content, the content still exists and can be 
accessed in different ways to argue that the Government must go beyond taking 
measures for search engines to not return results. As the metaphor functions to 
explain an argument, we regard it as part of the argumentation stage of the 
discussion. While Huddleston does not explicitly state what he thinks that the 
Government should do, his comparison to a library index seems to indicate that he 
sees search engines as a tool for people to find and access pornographic content, 
without it playing an active role in providing online pornographic content. 
 
(8) Thangam Debbonaire: 
 We need to keep hold of the search engine issue for a moment, because 
 search engines are part of the process. To restate the bus driver analogy, a 
 search engine is also like a sign saying to adults, and children, “You can go 
 here to see pornography”. 
 
Debbonaire does not accept that search engines are merely a tool used to find and 
access online pornographic content. She argues that they are part of the process of 
providing pornographic content, and therefore require further discussion. To 
support this assertion, Debbonaire argues that search engines direct people to the 
websites where they can access pornographic content. In putting forward the 
argument, she advances a metaphor in which she compares search engines to a 
sign. 
 Following MIPVU, the words from “a sign saying” to “to see pornography” 
are analysed as direct metaphor-related words, as indicated by the metaphor flag 
‘like’, which means that an explicit comparison is made between search engines 
and a sign. As websites are commonly understood in terms of places that can be 
visited, the metaphor is conventional. The metaphor is deliberate because a direct 
comparison is made between search engines and a sign, and as such it can 
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functions as an explanation of how search engines are part of the process of 
making online pornographic content available to people.  
 Comparing search engines to a sign highlights different characteristics of 
search engines than those emphasised by comparing them to a library index. In the 
comparison between search engines and a library index, search engines are 
characterised as a tool that can be used to find online information that already 
exists. Alternatively, the comparison between search engines and a sign 
emphasises that search engines direct people to websites that offer pornographic 
content, granting a more active role to search engines in the process of providing 
online pornographic content than the library metaphor. The two competing 
metaphors hence frame search engines in such a way as to promote one 
standpoint, while criticising an opposing standpoint.  
 

5.4 Conclusion 
Metaphors used for clarificatory and explanatory purposes and the opposition to 
such metaphors enable a shared understanding of the issue under discussion 
between committee members in British PBC debates. Such mutual understanding is 
pertinent for a rational continuation of the debate, as understanding is a 
prerequisite for achieving acceptance of a discussant’s argumentation. Our 
analyses of the various cases in which clarificatory or explanatory metaphors are 
opposed reveal the intricate ways in which these exchanges are interwoven with 
the ongoing argumentation in British PBC debates.  
 The detailed analyses of three cases of clarificatory and explanatory 
metaphors demonstrate that metaphors can be a helpful tool for politicians to 
facilitate mutual understanding of the advanced argumentation. The metaphors in 
cases 1 and 3 show that discussants can use a metaphor to explain an argument, 
and that such metaphors typically highlight features that reflect a discussant’s 
beliefs about the issue under discussion. This way, choosing one metaphor over 
another can help in defending a proposal, while criticising others. Case 2 illustrates 
that metaphors can also be used to clarify a proposition that is not fully understood 
by all discussants. By enabling understanding, such clarificatory metaphors help 
politicians to adopt an informed standpoint towards the proposition at issue.  
 We demonstrated that a metaphor’s interactional importance depends on 
the responses it elicits from other discussion parties, as a metaphor can be 
accepted, challenged or elaborated by other discussants in subsequent turns. The 
response to the metaphor discussed in case 1 shows that an opponent can accept a 
metaphor as an accurate explanation, but use it to defend the opposite standpoint. 
Case 2 illustrates that a metaphor can be rejected as an acceptable clarification in 
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order to avoid misunderstandings of the proposition under discussion. In this case, 
the rejection serves to further enhance the Committee’s mutual understanding of 
the issue under discussion. The analysis of case 3 demonstrates that competing 
metaphors can be advanced that highlight different features of the issue under 
discussion in order to defend one standpoint, while criticising an opposing 
standpoint.  
 Our analyses reveal that metaphors and the critical responses they elicit 
play an important role in furthering a shared understanding of the ongoing 
argumentation between committee members. This study does not constitute a 
comprehensive account of all the possible ways in which metaphors can be used to 
clarify or explain the various argumentative moves advanced by committee 
members at the different discussion stages. Nor does it highlight all the ways in 
which such metaphors can be opposed. To further examine the role of clarificatory 
and explanatory metaphors in British parliamentary debates, more data needs to 
be examined. Additionally, our analysis of the responses that metaphors elicit in 
the argumentative interaction between committee members does not reveal how 
the metaphors resonate with the general public. We explained that an important 
goal of British PBC debates is to appeal to the electorate and inform them on 
legislative proposals. It would therefore be fruitful to examine the ways in which 
metaphors are understood and appreciated by the general public. 
 This paper provides the first empirical investigation of the ways in which 
metaphors and the opposition they elicit enable a shared understanding of the 
ongoing argumentation in British PBC debates. The results can be used to increase 
our understanding of the various roles and functions that metaphors fulfil in 
parliamentary debates, and of the effects that opposing such metaphors has on the 
continuation of the debate.  
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Chapter 6 

Discussion and conclusion 
 

6.1 Main findings 
In this dissertation, I examined how politicians turn parliamentary debates into 
their favour by using metaphors in arguing, and how opposing parties resist these 
metaphors in an attempt at turning the discussion into their own favour. I carried 
out four studies, each focusing on the argumentative roles and functions fulfilled 
by metaphors and the resistance to metaphors at specific discussion stages in 
British Public Bill Committee (henceforth: PBC) debates to uncover the advantages 
that politicians can obtain by employing metaphors in the stages under 
examination. First, I studied metaphors expressing starting points and the different 
ways in which these metaphors were resisted in the opening stage of a discussion 
in Chapter 2. Then, I focused on the argumentative role of metaphors used in 
figurative analogy arguments in the argumentation stage of a discussion in Chapter 
3, and on the ways in which figurative analogies were countered in Chapter 4. 
Finally, I dealt with the role of metaphor in clarifying argumentative discourse and 
the opposition to such metaphors in the confrontation, and argumentation stages 
of a discussion in Chapter 5. 
 To analyse the argumentatively employed metaphors and the resistance 
that these metaphors elicited, I proposed a novel perspective in which insights 
from the three-dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017) were combined with 
insights from the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2018). 
The three-dimensional model of metaphor offered the theoretical distinctions 
between various dimensions of metaphor, which allowed me to distinguish 
between diverging metaphor use in the debates under examination. The pragma-
dialectical approach to argumentation offered the concepts and tools to analyse 
the argumentative functions fulfilled by the metaphors and the resistance that they 
elicited in the discussions under study. This dissertation presented an account of 
the ways in which politicians employed metaphors and resisted metaphors in 
parliamentary debates from both a metaphor-theoretical as well as an 
argumentation-theoretical perspective. In doing so, I revealed the advantages that 
politicians attempt to obtain by expressing their argumentative moves in 
metaphorical terms, and how opponents resist these metaphors in an attempt to 
turn the debate into their own favour.  
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 In Chapter 2, I set out to answer RQ 1, which consisted of the following 
two sub-questions: (a) ‘How are metaphors used to express starting points?’; and 
(b) ‘How can metaphors be resisted in various ways to achieve diverging outcomes 
in the opening stage of the discussion?’ The analysis of three argumentative 
exchanges in which metaphorically expressed starting points were resisted in 
British PBC debates distinguished three different uses and functions of the 
metaphors and of the opposition against them: (1) politicians can use metaphors in 
an attempt at establishing starting points that limit their argumentative 
responsibilities, and such metaphors can be resisted by critically extending them; 
(2) metaphors can be used in an attempt to establish the politicians’ ideological 
commitments as a starting point for the debate, and such metaphors can be 
resisted by highlighting the differences between the concepts that are compared in 
the metaphor; and (3) metaphors can be used for expressing starting points 
without necessarily fulfilling a relevant argumentative role.  
 In the first case study under examination, Minister Grayling advanced the 
starting point that the Welfare Reform Bill and the debate on this bill should be 
about creating a framework for the new welfare system, and not about filling in the 
details of the ways in which the new welfare system would be implemented in 
practice. To introduce this starting point, Grayling compared the bill and the debate 
on the bill to building a bookcase, proposing that the bill and the debate on the bill 
were about building a bookcase and not about the detailed content of the books 
that would be put on the shelves of the bookcase. The metaphor functioned as a 
proposal for the starting point that the Committee should restrict the debate on 
the bill to discussing only the general framework of the new welfare system (i.e. 
the bookcase), while excluding the details specified in secondary legislation from 
the discussion (i.e. the books). Restricting the debate on the bill to the general 
framework of the new welfare system, while excluding debate on the details 
specified in secondary legislation, would lower the burden of proof for Grayling. He 
would only have to defend the acceptability of the general framework while 
deferring discussion on the details of the new welfare system. 
 In reply, opposition member Gilmore critically extended the bookcase 
metaphor by using the nature of the books it contains. She did so in order to offer 
the counterproposal that both the general framework as well as the details of the 
new welfare system should be discussed. After all, the Opposition is institutionally 
expected to scrutinise legislative proposals in their entirety, including the 
Government’s intentions with regard to the details. In offering the 
counterproposal, Gilmore implicitly rejected the starting point proposed by 
Grayling to limit the discussion to only discussing the general framework of the bill.  
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 The analysis of this case demonstrated how metaphors can be employed 
to explicitly introduce starting points that are aimed at limiting a politician’s 
argumentative responsibilities, and how such a metaphor can be critically extended 
to offer a counterproposal, thereby rejecting the original proposal for a starting 
point. These findings show that metaphors can fulfil the argumentative function of 
expressing proposals for a starting point. Additionally, results demonstrate that 
metaphors elicit resistance, indicating that metaphors are not always as persuasive 
as is sometimes claimed by some metaphor scholars (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004, 
Goatly, 2007; Thibodeau, 2016). 
 In the second case study, opposition member Timms accused the 
Government of proposing ‘to plunder’ the savings of the people on low incomes by 
suggesting to impose a savings cap on universal credit. Timms presented his 
accusation as if it is generally accepted – i.e. as a starting point for the debate – 
that the Government’s proposal can be considered an act of plundering. By doing 
so, Timms aimed to establish a point of departure that is favourable to his 
standpoint that a savings cap should not be imposed.  
 In reply, government member Hollingbery explicitly rejected the proposal 
that introducing a savings cap should be considered an act of plundering. He 
supported this rejection by highlighting the differences between plundering, which 
involves taking money from people, and imposing a savings cap, which involves not 
giving money to people. The rejection of the metaphor altogether impeded further 
use of the metaphor in the subsequent discussion. In resisting the metaphor ‘to 
plunder’, Hollingbery aimed to create a point of departure that was in line with the 
Government’s aim of justifying the introduction of a savings cap on universal credit.  
 This case showed that metaphors can be employed in an explicit attempt 
to establish a politician’s ideological commitments as a starting point for the 
debate, and how such a metaphor can be resisted by highlighting the differences 
between the compared concepts, impeding further use of the metaphor. These 
findings constitute further empirical evidence that metaphors can fulfil the 
argumentative function of advancing a proposal for a starting point, and that 
metaphors are not always immediately and without further ado accepted, but elicit 
overt resistance.  
 The third case study of a metaphorically expressed starting point eliciting 
resistance showed that metaphors used to express starting points can also function 
as mere presentational devices. In a debate on the Education Bill, opposition 
member Hendrick asserted that the Government proposed to create a review panel 
without the power to be effective. Hendrick presented this starting point in 
metaphorical terms, describing the review panel as ‘a watchdog that does not have 
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any teeth’. The metaphor ‘watchdog’ is conventionally used to talk about 
organisations working to stop people from doing illegal things, and the metaphor 
‘teeth’ is conventionally used to talk about having the necessary power and 
authority to be effective. The metaphors constituted the type of language that 
people typically deploy to talk about the power of institutions to be effective or 
not. As such, the source domains of the metaphors (i.e. a dog used for guarding a 
house, and the hard white objects in your mouth, respectively) did not add any 
relevant content to the utterance, and the metaphors functioned as presentational 
devices.  
 In response, Minister Gibb rejected that the review panel would not have 
the power to be effective as a starting point. In doing so, Gibb repeated the term 
‘teeth’, introduced by Hendrick, stating that ‘the review panel has teeth’. In this 
case, the rejection of the metaphorically expressed starting point is aimed at 
refuting the non-metaphorical propositional content of Hendrick’s proposal that 
the review panel would be ineffective.  
 This case demonstrated that metaphors used to express starting points for 
the debate can function as presentational devices. It also showed how resistance 
can be aimed at the non-metaphorical propositional content of a metaphorically 
expressed starting point. These findings show that while metaphors can constitute 
the argumentative move of proposing a starting point, this is not necessarily the 
case. They can also function as mere presentational devices.  
 In chapter 2, I presented a first empirical investigation of the ways in 
which politicians employ metaphors to express starting points that are favourable 
to them, and how opposing parties can resist such metaphors to establish a point 
of departure that is more beneficial to their own argumentative goals and interests. 
These findings yield important insights into the use of metaphors in political 
discourse by providing empirical support for the notion that metaphors can fulfil 
argumentative functions in discussions (see also, e.g., Garssen & Kienpointner, 
2011; Oswald & Rihs, 2014; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Reboul, 
1989; Santibáñez, 2010; Van Poppel 2020a, 2020b; Xu & Wu, 2014). Specifically, 
the results in Chapter 2 reveal that metaphors are important strategies in 
parliamentary debates when starting points are established between discussion 
parties. Results with regard to the resistance elicited by the metaphorically 
expressed starting points provide empirical evidence that metaphors are not 
always immediately accepted, but that they can elicit overt resistance. These 
findings challenge the strong claims made by some metaphor scholars about the 
inherently persuasive power of metaphors (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2006; Musolff, 
2017a; Thibodeau, 2016). 
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 In parliamentary debates, metaphors are not only used to express starting 
points for the debate in the opening stage, they can also be employed in figurative 
analogy arguments in the argumentation stage of a discussion. In Chapter 3, I 
aimed to answer RQ 2a: ‘How do committee members in British PBC debates argue 
by means of figurative analogy argumentation?’ Specifically, I focused on the 
argumentative role of metaphor by focusing on cases of figurative analogy 
arguments that support pragmatic argumentation in British PBC debates.  
 The analyses of two cases in which arguments based on figurative analogy 
are employed demonstrated how politicians defended prescriptive standpoints for 
taking or not taking action by pragmatic argumentation highlighting the positive or 
negative consequences of the measures set out in the bill. In turn, the pragmatic 
arguments were supported by figurative analogy arguments in a coordinative 
argumentation structure. In such a coordinative argumentation structure, various 
mutually reinforcing arguments that are interdependent together support a 
standpoint (Van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004, p. 4). Specifically, this means that 
the figurative analogy argument and the pragmatic argument together supported 
the prescriptive standpoint.  
 In the argumentation put forward in the two case studies, the 
acceptability of what was stated in the pragmatic arguments was predicated on the 
acceptability of what was stated in the figurative analogy argument. Specifically, in 
the first case study the desirability of keeping the House of Commons updated on 
Government expenditure was predicated on the generally accepted practice of 
people dealing with bank statements informing their significant other about 
financial problems that might arise. Similarly, in the second case study the 
appropriateness of imposing a financial penalty on a school in response to the 
wrongful expulsion of a child was predicated on the fact that a similar practice is 
accepted in the case of a court imposing a fine on a person for stealing a television.  
 The results provide insight into the argumentative role of metaphor used 
in figurative analogy arguments. Figurative analogy arguments can be instrumental 
in supporting pragmatic argumentation in parliamentary debates, because they 
typically draw upon established values and judgements in a particular culture, 
thereby suggesting particular conclusions about appropriate action. These findings 
provide further empirical support for the view that figurative analogy arguments 
should be considered a type of analogy argumentation (e.g., Garssen & 
Kienpointner, 2011; Juthe, 2005, Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Reboul, 
1989; Van Poppel, 2020a), and not be reduced to a presentational device used to 
express other types of arguments (e.g., Garssen, 2009; Van Eemeren & Garssen, 
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2014), or be discarded as an inherently fallacious type of argumentation (e.g., 
Lumer, 2000, p. 414).1  
 As distinct argumentative devices, metaphors in figurative analogy 
arguments can be opposed by means of argumentative criticisms. While a number 
of studies acknowledge that political metaphors can elicit resistance (e.g., Burgers 
et al, 2019; Flusberg et al., 2018; Hart, 2020; Musolff 2004, 2017b; Semino, 2008, 
2020), the ways in which figurative analogy arguments are countered is 
understudied. To address this issue, Chapter 4 aimed to answer RQ 2b: ‘How are 
figurative analogy arguments countered in British PBC debates?’ The analyses in 
this chapter focused on an extensive case study that comprised the use of several 
figurative analogies that were resisted in a number of different ways, either by 
attacking the comparison itself or by advancing criticisms directed at the target 
domain of the metaphor.  
 The reconstructions of the argumentative exchange examined in Chapter 4 
revealed that the figurative analogy arguments implicitly expressed at the same 
time another type of argument, namely an argument from sign. Arguments from 
sign are presented “as if it is an expression, a phenomenon, a sign or some other 
kind of symptom of what is expressed in the standpoint” (Van Eemeren & 
Grootendorst, 1992, p. 2). In turn, the figurative analogies also functioned as 
support for the arguments from sign that they implicitly expressed. This gave rise 
to a subordinative argumentation structure in which each argument is in turn 
supported by another argument. In the cases at hand, the standpoint was 
supported by the implicit argument from sign, which, in turn, was supported by the 
figurative analogy that implicitly expressed the argument from sign (see Svacinová, 
2014, for a similar reconstruction of figurative analogy argumentation). This result 
indicates that figurative analogy arguments can be employed to implicitly express 
another type of argument, but this is not necessarily the case, as the arguments in 
support of which figurative analogies are advanced can also be explicitly expressed 
(see, for example, the reconstructions of the figurative analogies in Chapter 3). The 
fact that figurative analogy arguments can be employed to implicitly express at the 
same time another type of argument provides opponents with various 

 
1 In this dissertation I refer to different articles by Garssen in which he discusses figurative 
analogies. The views regarding figurative analogy arguments proposed in these studies, 
however, are inconsistent. In Garssen (2009) and Van Eemeren & Garssen (2014), he argues 
that metaphors are a type of indirect language, and that figurative analogies should not be 
regarded as a type of analogy argumentation, but that they function as a specific type of 
presentational device used to express other types of arguments. In Garssen & Kienpointner 
(2011), by contrast, the authors argue that figurative analogy arguments are a type of 
analogy argumentation.  
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opportunities for resisting figurative analogies: they can address their criticisms at 
the comparison made in the figurative analogy, or they can advance criticisms 
pertaining to the target domain of the argumentatively employed metaphor while 
ignoring the metaphor itself.  
 I also demonstrated how the figurative analogies were resisted in various 
ways. First, the Opposition advanced a counter-analogy in response to the 
Government’s figurative analogy. In doing so, the Opposition refuted the 
Government’s argumentation in support of the standpoint that there should not be 
a check on the way in which the Secretary of State uses statistical data, while 
supporting its own standpoint that such a check should be introduced. Second, the 
Opposition’s counter-analogy was resisted by the Government by putting forward 
counterarguments that pertained only to the target domain of the figurative 
analogy – i.e. the argument from sign - while ignoring the source domain. Third, the 
Government resisted the Opposition’s counter-analogy by highlighting relevant 
differences between the concepts compared in the metaphor. The two counter-
arguments refuting the counter-analogy undermined the Opposition’s 
argumentation in favour of a check on the way in which the Secretary of State used 
statistical data, while supporting the Government’s own standpoint that such a 
check should not be introduced. By showing that metaphors used in figurative 
analogy arguments can elicit resistance by means of argumentative criticisms, the 
findings of Chapter 4 further challenge claims made about the strong persuasive 
effects of metaphor made by some metaphor scholars (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2006; 
Santa Ana, 1999; Thibodeau, 2016), and support the more nuanced view advanced 
by other scholars that various factors affect the persuasiveness of metaphors, such 
as message and recipient characteristics (e.g., Boeynaems et al., 2017; Brugman et 
al., 2019; Landau et al., 2014; Reuchamps et al., 2018; Steen et al., 2014).  
 In Chapter 4, I have taken a first step in uncovering the complexities of the 
phenomenon of resistance to figurative analogies. I have shown how figurative 
analogies and the resistance that they elicit can be instrumental in refuting the 
standpoint of opposing parties, while supporting a discussant’s own standpoint. As 
such, the results of this study contribute to our understanding of the phenomenon 
of resistance to metaphor, advancing our knowledge of the ways in which 
politicians may resist metaphors. 
 Finally, Chapter 5 aimed to answer RQ 3, consisting of the following two 
sub-questions: (a) ‘How do metaphors employed for clarifying argumentation 
feature in British parliamentary debates to establish a shared understanding of the 
issue under discussion?’; and (b) ‘How does the resistance to clarificatory 
metaphors affect the continuation of the debate?’ The analyses in this chapter 
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focused on a PBC debate on the Digital Economy Bill, which comprised the use of a 
number of clarificatory metaphors that were opposed. The debate was concerned 
with the powers that the age-verification regulator for pornographic websites in 
the UK should have for punishing websites that did not comply with age-
verification measures.  
 The analysis revealed that metaphors can clarify either an argument or a 
standpoint. In the first case study presented in Chapter 5, I demonstrated how 
metaphors can be used to explain an argument in the argumentation stage of a 
discussion. Additionally, I showed how such a metaphor can be accepted as an 
accurate explanation by an opposing party, which subsequently uses the same 
metaphor to argue for an opposite standpoint. In the argumentative exchange 
under discussion, opposition member Matheson compared the age-verification 
regulator fruitlessly chasing after websites that do not comply with age-verification 
measures to a game of whack-a-mole, in which players have to hit toy moles that 
appear from different holes at random. The whack-a-mole metaphor functioned as 
an explanation of an argument by making more vivid and salient that without the 
right tools to tackle disobedient websites, the age-verification regulator would be 
chasing unsuccessfully after those websites.  
 In reply to Matheson, Minister Hancock accepted the whack-a-mole 
metaphor as an accurate explanation, but reinterpreted its significance for the 
question of whether the age-verification regulator needed additional tools for 
tackling websites providing pornographic content without age-verification 
measures. Hancock argued that acknowledging that it is hard to tackle disobedient 
online pornography providers meant that the Government should primarily deal 
with those providers that comply with the age-verification measures proposed in 
the bill, and that additional tools were consequently not needed.  
 By showing that the same metaphor can be used by two opposing parties 
in an attempt at explaining two opposing lines of argument, this case study 
demonstrates the importance of examining the communicative function and 
purpose of each instantiation of a particular metaphor. In investigating how a 
certain issue is conceptualised and reasoned about, metaphor studies typically 
examine the metaphors that are used to talk about that particular issue. These 
studies often count instances of linguistic metaphors related to a particular 
conceptual metaphor, and on the basis of such a count they make claims about 
how the topic under discussion is conceptualised (e.g., Joris et al., 2014; Wicke & 
Bolognesi, 2020). However, the results presented here demonstrate the 
importance of also taking into account the communicative function and purpose of 
specific instances of metaphor, because the same metaphor can be used for 
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different, and even opposing communicative purposes (see also Burgers et al., 
2019).  
 In the second case study of a resisted clarificatory metaphor, I showed 
how a metaphor can be used to clarify a standpoint in the confrontation stage of a 
discussion, and how such a metaphor can be critically extended in an attempt to 
avoid misunderstandings. In this particular argumentative exchange, committee 
members did not understand the term ancillary service provider, whereas this was 
pertinent to forming an informed opinion on the acceptability of the amendments 
under discussion. To facilitate mutual comprehension, opposition member 
Debbonaire advanced a metaphor in which she compared the services involved in 
providing online pornographic content without age verification to the services 
involved in allowing children to see pornography in cinemas. In the source domain 
scenario of cinemas, the cinema and the ticket seller would be held responsible for 
allowing a child to see pornography, but not the bus driver driving the child to the 
cinema. As such, the cinema and ticket seller were considered to represent 
ancillary service providers, but not the bus driver.  
 In reply to Debbonaire, Government member Perry opposed the 
metaphor as an accurate clarification of what ancillary service providers are by 
arguing that in a scenario in which the bus driver would work for the cinema, 
he/she would also be considered an ancillary service provider. By critically 
extending the metaphor, Perry aimed to repair the misunderstanding of the term 
ancillary service provider displayed by Debbonaire in using the metaphor. By doing 
so, Perry furthered a shared understanding of the term ancillary service providers 
between committee members, enabling them to adopt a more informed opinion 
towards the proposition at issue.  
 This case study demonstrated that metaphors with clarificatory functions 
and the resistance that they elicit can be instrumental in clearly defining the 
difference of opinion in the confrontation stage of a discussion. As such, this case 
study provides further insight into the ways in which metaphors can constitute 
argumentatively relevant moves in parliamentary debates, not only as starting 
points or figurative analogies, but also by clarifying argumentation. In doing so, the 
findings obtained in this case study provide further evidence that metaphors can 
constitute relevant argumentative moves (see also, e.g., Oswald & Rihs, 2014; 
Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Santibáñez, 2010; Van Poppel 2020a, 
2020b; Xu & Wu, 2014). 
 The third case study of a clarificatory metaphor demonstrated how two 
opposing parties can advance two different metaphors to explain an argument, 
each highlighting those features that reflect the politicians’ beliefs about the issue 
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under discussion. In discussing the responsibility of search engines in providing 
online pornography, government back bench member Huddleston compared 
search engines to a library index to explain the argument that while search engines 
can be altered so that they do not return pornographic content, the content still 
exists and can be accessed in different ways. In reply, opposition member 
Debbonaire advanced a competing analogy, comparing search engines to 
directional signs. The metaphor was aimed at explaining the argument that search 
engines are part of the process of providing online pornographic content. The two 
metaphors each highlighted different characteristics of search engines; the 
comparison to a sign attributed a more active role, and greater responsibility in 
providing online pornography, than the library index metaphor. The two competing 
metaphors consequently framed search engines in such a way as to promote one 
standpoint, while criticising an opposing standpoint. The findings of this case study 
also challenge the claims made about the strong persuasive power of metaphor 
(e.g., Charteris-Black, 2006; Lederer, 2013), as they show that politicians do not 
always accept each other’s metaphors, but advance competing metaphors in an 
attempt at framing the issue under discussion in diverging ways. 
 Chapter 5 presented a first empirical investigation of the ways in which 
metaphors and the opposition that they elicit enable a shared understanding of the 
ongoing argumentation in parliamentary debates. My analyses of the various cases 
in which clarificatory metaphors are opposed revealed the intricate ways in which 
these exchanges are entwined with the ongoing argumentation between 
committee members. The results demonstrate that metaphors are employed by 
politicians to clarify their standpoints and arguments, thus providing further 
insights into the ways in which metaphors can be employed argumentatively.  
 Together, the four chapters presented in this dissertation demonstrated 
how politicians attempted to turn parliamentary debates into their favour by using 
metaphors in arguing, and how opposing parties resisted these metaphors in an 
attempt at turning the debate into their own favour. The results of the four 
chapters demonstrated that metaphors can be relevant in argumentative discourse 
by fulfilling argumentative functions in parliamentary discussions. They can be 
employed for expressing proposals for starting points, as figurative analogy 
arguments, and for clarifying argumentative discourse. Additionally, I showed that 
in each of these three argumentative roles metaphors can elicit resistance by 
means of argumentative criticisms. This finding indicates that we should not 
assume that metaphors are inherently persuasive, but rather that different factors 
affect whether persuasive effects occur or not.  
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6.2 Implications for argumentation studies 
This dissertation has laid the foundations for a nuanced view on the role of 
metaphor in argumentation. Specifically, the results have two important 
implications for argumentation studies concerned with metaphor. First, the 
findings demonstrate that metaphors can constitute various argumentative moves 
in a discussion, and as such, should be included in the argumentative analysis of 
discourse as instantiating such moves. Second, the fact that some metaphors 
constitute relevant moves in a discussion suggests that theories of argumentation 
should provide criteria for evaluating the reasonableness of such metaphors. This 
dissertation provides the basis for establishing such evaluation criteria. It has 
uncovered the argumentative functions that metaphors fulfil in parliamentary 
debates for which evaluation criteria should be formulated. Additionally, this 
dissertation has provided an argumentative characterisation of British PBC debates. 
The evaluation of argumentation requires attention to the context in which the 
argumentation takes place (Van Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2005). Having uncovered 
the rules and conventions regulating British PBC debates thus provides a starting 
point for the evaluation of the argumentatively employed metaphors employed by 
committee members. 
 Firstly, the results provide empirical evidence that different types of 
metaphor can fulfil various argumentative functions in a discussion, which indicates 
that analysts should include such metaphors in their argumentative analysis of 
discourse as instantiating particular argumentative moves. In a recent review of the 
literature on metaphor from an argumentation-theoretical perspective, Van Poppel 
(2020a) shows that, within argumentation theory, only a limited number of studies 
attribute some argumentative function to metaphor (e.g., Garssen & Kienpointner, 
2011; Oswald & Rihs, 2014; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; Reboul, 
1989; Santibáñez, 2010; Van Poppel, 2020a, 2020b; Xu & Wu, 2014). Additionally, 
many of these studies have a limited view on metaphor as only analogy arguments 
(e.g., Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1958/2003; 
Reboul, 1989; Xu & Wu, 2014), and they rarely integrate insights from metaphor 
theory in their argumentative analyses of metaphors (some exceptions are, e.g., 
Santibáñez, 2010; Van Poppel, 2020a, 2020b; Xu & Wu, 2014).  
 For a better account of the roles and functions that metaphors fulfil in 
argumentative discourse, I demonstrated through an integration of the three-
dimensional model of metaphor (Steen, 2017) and the pragma-dialectical theory of 
argumentation (Van Eemeren, 2018) that different types of metaphor can fulfil the 
argumentative functions of proposals for a starting point in the opening stage (see 
Chapter 2), figurative analogy arguments in the argumentation stage (see Chapter 3 
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and 4), and clarifications of argumentative moves in the confrontation and 
argumentation stages (see Chapter 5). The metaphors fulfilling such functions 
should be distinguished as instantiating argumentative moves in the argumentative 
analysis of discourse.  
 Secondly, the findings indicate that evaluation criteria should be 
established for judging the soundness of metaphors expressing (1) proposals for a 
starting point, (2) figurative analogy arguments, and (3) clarifications of the 
ongoing argumentation between committee members, respectively. Developing 
criteria for the evaluation of argumentatively employed metaphors in 
parliamentary debates allows analysts to judge whether these argumentative 
moves make a constructive contribution to the discussion or obstruct the 
discussion. In other words, such evaluation criteria are needed because they enable 
analysts to assess whether the difference of opinion in which politicians are 
involved proceeds reasonably or not.  
 In deciding whether an argumentative move is sound or not, it is crucial to 
take into account the specific context in which the move is advanced (cf. Van 
Eemeren & Houtlosser, 2005). Evaluation criteria need to be interpreted in the 
specific context of parliamentary debates, because the rules and conventions that 
regulate these debates affect argumentative discourse. For example, moves in the 
opening stage are sound when the politicians’ aim to establish starting points that 
are opportune does not supersede the aim to remain reasonable. One way in which 
starting points could be considered unreasonable is when they are presented in 
such way as if the starting point was already accepted, while in fact, it was not. This 
is of special importance to parliamentary debates, because the right to dissent is 
laid down in the rules and practices of parliamentary debate (Finlayson, 2017; Ilie, 
2010). The Government has the responsibility to defend a bill against criticisms, 
whereas opposition parties are institutionally expected to hold the Government to 
account and to challenge legislative proposals. This means that the Government 
should leave open the possibility for opposition parties to challenge a bill by 
refraining from strategies that would hinder opposition parties from doing so, and 
opposition parties should leave open the possibility for the Government to defend 
a bill. As example (6) in Chapter 2 demonstrates, indirect and conventional 
metaphors can be instrumental in framing starting points in a way as if they were 
accepted, while this is not the case. In this example, the Opposition framed the 
Government’s proposal to impose a savings cap on universal credit as ‘plundering’ 
the people’s savings. The comparison between imposing a savings cap and 
plundering was not explicitly made, and as such, the indirect metaphor enabled the 
Opposition to present the starting point as if it was uncontroversial, while it was 
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not. This example also demonstrates the value of employing the three-dimensional 
model of metaphor for analysing argumentatively used metaphors, as this model 
provides the theoretical distinctions between different types of metaphor (i.e., 
indirect vs. direct, conventional vs. novel, and non-deliberate vs deliberate 
metaphors).  
 Figurative analogies are typically evaluated by the critical questions 
relating to analogy argumentation. These critical questions could be further 
specified for the use of this type of argumentation in parliamentary debates. For 
example, the critical questions pertaining to figurative analogy arguments requires 
analysts to look for relevant similarities or differences between the concepts that 
are compared in the figurative analogy (Garssen & Kienpointner, 2011, pp. 44-46). 
These relevant similarities and differences could be related to the argument 
scheme of the argument in support of which a figurative analogy is advanced. I 
explained in Chapter 3 that the typical type of argument in parliamentary debates 
is pragmatic argumentation. As such, it could be asked whether the actions, results, 
and the causal relationship between the actions and results specified in the 
pragmatic argument and the figurative analogy argument are in some way 
comparable. In example (1) discussed in the Introduction of Chapter 4, for instance, 
the Government compared official warnings issued to a charity for minor breaches 
to yellow cards issued in football matches. As the Opposition pointed out, however, 
there are no immediate consequences for a football player receiving a yellow card, 
while charities may suffer rather detrimental consequences of an official warning, 
such as an impact on its ability to fundraise. In other words, in this example it was 
highlighted that the action proposed in the pragmatic argument (i.e., issuing official 
warnings to charities for minor breaches) had undesirable consequences, while the 
action to which it was compared in the figurative analogy (issuing yellow cards in a 
football match for minor offences) did not have such undesirable consequences. 
Consequently, the figurative analogy is unreasonable.  
 Finally, evaluation criteria should be formulated for judging the soundness 
of clarificatory metaphors. In British PBC debates, clarifications may be requested 
and provided in the confrontation, opening, and argumentation stages. One of the 
criteria that should be taken into account when evaluating the reasonableness of 
clarificatory metaphors is that argumentative moves should allow for any of the 
possible outcomes in a particular stage to be reached (Van Eemeren and 
Houtlosser, 2009, p. 14). As each of the three stages in which clarification 
exchanges can occur has its own goal and outcomes, it might be that specific 
evaluation criteria should be developed for clarificatory metaphors at each of the 
three stages. In defining the difference of opinion in the confrontation stage, for 
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example, discussion parties should leave open the possibility for a discussion to 
result in a non-mixed difference of opinion, a mixed difference of opinion, or in 
ending the discussion (Andone, 2013, p. 103). Redefining a standpoint by advancing 
a clarificatory metaphor should hence be such that the opposing party can still 
criticise the redefined standpoint. 
  

6.3 Implications for metaphor studies 
I demonstrated that the role of metaphor is more complex and nuanced than is 
assumed by a number of metaphor scholars (e.g., Joris et al., 2014; Lederer, 2013; 
Thibodeau, 2016; Wicke & Bolognesi, 2020). The results have two important 
implications for metaphor studies. First, the findings show that metaphors can be 
used for different argumentative purposes. This indicates that metaphors do not 
have a singular meaning, but that the interpretation of particular instances of 
metaphors can be affected by the communicative purpose for which they are used 
(see also, e.g., Burgers et al., 2019; Flusberg et al., 2018). Second, the findings 
demonstrate that metaphors elicit resistance. This finding challenges the strong 
claims that are sometimes made about the “inherently persuasive power” of 
metaphors (Charteris-Black, 2011, p. 44), and supports research that proposes that 
persuasion through metaphor is more complex (e.g., Boeynaems et al., 2017; 
Sopory & Dillard, 2002; Steen et al., 2014). 
 Firstly, to investigate the ways in which societal issues, such as 
immigration, Brexit, health care, and the economy, are conceptualised and 
reasoned about, metaphor scholars often examine the metaphors commonly used 
to talk or write about the topic under investigation (e.g., Arrese, 2015; Joris et al., 
2014; Joris et al., 2015; Tóth et al., 2018; Wicke & Bolognesi, 2020). Such studies 
first identify relevant source-domain concepts, then compile a list of lexical units 
related to the metaphorical source domain that they are interested in, and 
subsequently count the individual instances of those lexical units used 
metaphorically in the corpus under investigation. On the basis of such a count, 
conclusions are drawn about how the topic under investigation is conceptualised 
and reasoned about. For example, in a recent study, Wicke and Bolognesi (2020) 
examined to what extent the war frame is used to talk about Covid-19 on Twitter. 
To this end, they compiled a list of lexical units associated with the war frame, such 
as fight, battle, and combat. Subsequently, they identified all separate instances of 
the war-related lexical units in their corpus of Twitter messages. On the basis of 
this count, they concluded that particular lexical units associated with the war 
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frame are relatively pervasive when talking about specific aspects of the Covid-19 
pandemic, shaping public discourse about the pandemic.2   
 However, the results of the present dissertation show that metaphors can 
be transformed, and be used to fulfil different argumentative functions. 
Consequently, the meaning of a metaphor in context may differ from one 
instantiation to the next (see also Burgers et al., 2019; Flusberg et al., 2018; 
Musolff, 2006). An illustrative example has been discussed in Chapter 2, in which 
Minister Grayling and opposition member Gilmore both compare the debate on the 
Welfare Reform Bill to building a bookcase. While Grayling used the bookcase-
metaphor to propose to restrict the debate to the general framework of the new 
welfare system, Gilmore extended the metaphor to suggest that both the general 
framework and the details of the new welfare system should be discussed. This 
example illustrates that taking into account the communicative function and 
purpose of specific instances of metaphor is important, as metaphors may be 
transformed (see also Burgers, 2016; Burgers et al., 2019; Musolff, 2017b), and be 
employed for different communicative functions. Various instances of metaphorical 
expressions in a text may belong to the same conceptual source domain, while they 
do not frame the topic under discussion in similar ways. By only identifying and 
counting linguistic instances of a particular conceptual metaphor, studies miss out 
on important information about how metaphors are used and for what purposes. 
Based on the findings of this dissertation, I argue that for a full understanding of 
the ways in which metaphors frame a topic, more detailed analyses are necessary 
in which not only linguistic instances of a specific conceptual metaphor for framing 
an issue are identified, but that also take into account the communicative function 
and purpose of these metaphors in discourse.  
 Secondly, a number of scholars examining political metaphor claim that 
metaphors are inherently persuasive, and affect people’s opinions about policy 
issues, thereby shaping political reality (e.g., Charteris-Black, 2004, 2011; Goatly, 
2007; Lederer, 2013; Musolff, 2017a; Santa Ana, 1999). Thibodeau (2016), for 
example, even proposes that extended metaphors “are the home runs of 
persuasion”. It is argued that metaphors have these strong persuasive effects 
because they highlight particular relations between a source and a target domain, 
generating systematic patterns of inference (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). As such, 

 
2 Another issue with the analysis presented in this paper is that Wicke & Bolognesi (2020) 
identified all instances of war-related lexical units in their corpus, without examining 
whether all of these instances were used metaphorically or not. As the authors of the paper 
acknowledge, this means that some of the war-related lexical units identified by them may 
have been used literally instead of metaphorically.  
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metaphors affect how people reason about political issues (Mio, 1997; Thibodeau, 
2016).  
 Scholars making these claims often seem to assume that metaphors are 
unproblematically and immediately accepted. As the results of this dissertation 
show, however, metaphors also elicit resistance. This suggests that metaphors are 
not always as persuasive as is oftentimes claimed. Consequently, the results argue 
in favour of a more nuanced view on the persuasiveness of metaphor. As suggested 
by various scholars (e.g., Boeynaems et al., 2017; Brugman et al., 2019; Hartman, 
2012; Landau et al., 2014; Sopory & Dillard, 2002; Steen et al., 2014; Reuchamps et 
al., 2018), persuasion through metaphor is complex. These scholars argue that 
research into the persuasiveness of metaphor should not focus on the question of 
whether or not metaphors are persuasive, but rather under which conditions 
metaphors are persuasive or not. By examining the resistance that metaphors elicit 
in parliamentary debates, I provided further empirical evidence for the notion that 
we should indeed move away from the idea that metaphors are persuasive, and 
that we instead should investigate when and to whom metaphors are persuasive.  
 

6.4 Implications for political discourse 
The findings of the present dissertation also have an implication for political 
discourse. The studies presented here provided a first detailed analysis of the 
strategic uses of metaphor in British parliamentary debates in the opening and 
argumentation stages of a discussion, and for clarifying argumentative discourse in 
the confrontation and argumentation stages. Additionally, I examined the ways in 
which these argumentatively employed metaphors were resisted. The insights thus 
obtained can be used to raise a critical awareness amongst politicians and 
members of the public of the less desirable aspects of metaphors and to provide 
them with the tools to resist these metaphors. Resisting metaphors is of 
importance to the political domain, because politicians work on behalf of citizens, 
making laws, and debating the key issues of the day to reach well-informed 
decisions (UK Parliament, n.d.). As Van Eemeren argues (2002, p. 77), democracy 
should ideally aim for a critical discussion in which opponents aim to decide what is 
acceptable through a regulated argumentative exchange. As metaphors can be 
relevant to the arguing taking place in political debates, their acceptability should 
be critically tested to further a fruitful continuation of the debate and to come to 
well-informed decisions on the acceptability of government policy and legislation.  
 The analyses presented in this dissertation focused specifically on British 
PBC debates, but the findings presumably have wider applicability. In PBC debates, 
politicians take part in a discussion to try to convince each other and the general 
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public of their point of view with regard to the acceptability of the details of the 
bill. The findings can be assumed to also apply to other political debates, such as 
debates at the various legislative stages that a bill goes through in Parliament 
before becoming an Act, such as Second Reading and Report Stage, Westminster 
Hall debates, and emergency debates. These different types of debate have their 
own specific aims, rules, and conventions, but these most probably do not affect 
the argumentative use of metaphor or the resistance to metaphor differently.  
 Additionally, the findings may also be applicable to other activity types 
within the political domain in which discussants attempt to convince each other 
and/or an audience of their point of view. Political discourse comprises a wide 
array of activity types with different aims, in different modes of communication, 
and with different participants than parliamentary debates (Perrez et al., 2019; Van 
Dijk, 1997). Examples are political speeches, newspaper articles, television and 
radio interviews, and talk shows. Even though the specific aims, modes of 
communication, and participants may differ, the majority of activity types within 
the political domain, if not all, are ideally aimed at “preserving a democratic 
political culture by means of deliberation” (Van Eemeren, 2010, p. 140). More 
specifically, the majority of activity types within the political domain involve some 
form of argumentation about political issues in which discussants attempt to 
convince each other and/or their audiences of their standpoint. The specific aims, 
rules, and conventions of the different activity types in the political domain are not 
likely to affect the argumentative use of metaphor or the resistance to metaphor to 
a great extent. Example (1) in the Introduction of this dissertation, for instance, 
demonstrates that politicians also employ metaphors in figurative analogy 
arguments in radio interviews. Examples (2), (3), and (4) in the Introduction show 
that such metaphors can be resisted by members of the general public on Twitter 
and Facebook in similar ways as committee members resist metaphors in British 
PBC debates. As such, the findings presented in this dissertation most likely apply 
to a great extent to those activity types within the political domain in which 
discussants attempt to convince each other and/or an audience of their point of 
view.  
   

6.5 Limitations and suggestions for future research 
The results of this dissertation provide important insights into the argumentative 
use of metaphor in parliamentary debates, and how such metaphors are resisted, 
enhancing our understanding of the role of metaphor and the resistance to 
metaphor in political discourse. The findings of this dissertation also raise several 
issues that could be addressed in future research. This section discusses the most 
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important limitations of the current dissertation and provides suggestions for 
resolving these issues in future research.  
 First, this dissertation focused on analysing the argumentation taking 
place in British parliamentary debates as it contributes to discussing the 
acceptability of legislative proposals. Whereas discussing policy and legislative 
proposals is the main aim of parliamentary debates, another important goal is to 
appeal to the electorate and to inform them on government policy and legislative 
proposals (Finlayson, 2017). It would therefore be fruitful to examine how 
argumentatively employed metaphors and different types of critical responses to 
such metaphors are understood and appreciated by the general public. This can be 
done by means of qualitative research methods, such as interviews, in which 
participants are asked to reflect on politicians’ argumentative use of metaphors 
and resistance to metaphors, by means of combining longitudinal corpus and 
survey analysis (e.g., Boukes & Hameleers, 2020), or by means of experimental 
studies (e.g., Landau et al., 2017). In setting up such studies, the findings presented 
in this dissertation may provide input for formulating and subsequently testing 
hypotheses about how metaphorically expressed argumentative moves, and the 
various ways in which these metaphors can be countered are appreciated and 
understood by the general public. For example, it could be examined whether 
clarifications of argumentative discourse are appreciated more and/or enhance 
understanding better when involving a conventional metaphor, a novel metaphor, 
or no metaphor, or it could be examined whether it is more convincing to resist a 
figurative analogy argument by critically extending the metaphor, highlighting 
differences between the two concepts compared in the metaphor, or by advancing 
an alternative metaphor. The results of such research may further our 
understanding of the argumentative use of metaphors and the resistance to 
metaphors in parliamentary debates. 
 Second, future research could focus on the persuasiveness of metaphors 
in arguing. It is often argued that metaphors abound in political discourse because 
of their persuasive power (e.g. Charteris-Black, 2004; Lederer, 2013; Musolff, 
2017b; Santa Ana, 1999; Thibodeau, 2016). However, it remains unclear when and 
to whom the effects of metaphor use in political discourse are as persuasive as is 
oftentimes proposed (see Boeynaems et al., 2017; Sopory & Dillard, 2002). An 
aspect that has received little scholarly attention is the effect of the presence of 
metaphor on the persuasiveness of argumentative moves. The textual analyses 
presented in this dissertation can serve as a starting point for setting up 
experimental studies aimed at testing hypotheses about the ways in which the 
presence of metaphor affects the persuasiveness of argumentative moves. For 
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example, it could be investigated whether starting points are more easily accepted 
when presented in metaphorical terms than in non-metaphorical terms, or 
whether discussants evaluate arguments as being more or less reasonable when 
presented in metaphorical terms (e.g., Pilgram, 2020). Results of such research will 
uncover the effects that the presence of metaphor has on the ways in which 
discussants evaluate argumentative moves, and whether it is consequently 
instrumental to use metaphors in arguing or not.  
 Third, whereas this dissertation examined resistance to metaphor, it is 
also possible to resist by metaphor. All types of arguments, including figurative 
analogy arguments, can be used as counterarguments, aimed at attacking an 
opponent’s argumentation. This has also been shown in chapter 4 of this 
dissertation, in which the analysed figurative analogy arguments functioned as 
refutational arguments. A specific type of counterargument in which metaphor 
likely plays a role is ‘rebuttal analogy’ (Colston, 1999, 2000; Colston & Gibbs, 1998; 
Govier, 1985; Juthe, 2009; Whaley & Holloway, 1997). According to Whaley and 
Holloway (1997), rebuttal analogy comprises two essential features, namely 
argument and social attack. They propose that rebuttal analogies function to 
challenge an opponent’s argumentation, and to present an evaluation of the 
opponent itself. Specifically, rebuttal analogies dismiss an opponent’s 
argumentation, as well as the opponent as ridiculous, stupid, illogical, or mistaken. 
Research into rebuttal analogies has examined various aspects of this type of 
arguing, such as its argument scheme (e.g., Govier, 1985; Juthe, 2009; Woods & 
Hudak, 1989), the role of irony in rebuttal analogies (e.g., Colston, 2000; Colston & 
Gibbs, 1998), the role of rebuttal analogies in political contexts as counterargument 
and as social attack (e.g., Whaley & Holloway, 1997), and testing its persuasiveness 
in political contexts (e.g., Barabas et al., 2020; Whaley et al., 1998; Whaley & Smith 
Wagner, 2000). These studies seem to indicate that rebuttal analogies are 
important argumentative strategies in political debates. As such, the analysis and 
evaluation of rebuttal analogies is important for a thorough understanding and 
critical assessment of the argumentation taking place in political debates. Yet, to 
the best of my knowledge, studies analysing and evaluating the use of rebuttal 
analogies in political debates from an argumentative perspective are missing. 
Future studies could aim to provide such an analysis and evaluation, providing 
insight into whether and when rebuttal analogies make a constructive contribution 
to political debates.  
 Finally, future studies could investigate the argumentative use of 
metaphors and the resistance to metaphors in other domains than the political 
domain. Communication in the political domain is typically aimed at deliberating 
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alternative courses for future action that should be taken to solve a particular 
societal problem (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012; Lewinsky & Mohammed, 2015). 
Other types of discourses, however, have their own specific aims, participants, and 
dominant modes of communication. Consequently, the use of and resistance to 
metaphor may vary from discourse domain to discourse domain. For example, 
metaphor and resistance to metaphor have been shown to be of great importance 
in the domain of – public – health communication (e.g., Hauser & Schwartz, 2015; 
Semino et al., 2015; Wackers et al., 2020). Wackers et al. (2020) show how 
violence-related metaphors for cancer are criticised in public discourse. The use of 
and resistance to these metaphors differ from the patterns found in this 
dissertation. The violence-related metaphors typically do not fulfil an 
argumentative function, but constitute the ‘normal’ way people talk about cancer. 
The resistance is given shape by discussants who put forward the evaluative 
standpoint that violence related metaphors for cancer are inaccurate, 
inappropriate or wrong, or the prescriptive standpoint that these metaphors 
should not be used (or a combination of the two, in which the standpoint that 
violence-related metaphors for cancer should not be used is supported by the 
argument that such metaphors are inaccurate, inappropriate, or wrong). 
Investigating different types of discourses will thus further uncover the complexity 
and richness of the phenomenon of resistance to metaphor.  
   
To conclude, in this dissertation I showed how politicians attempt to turn 
parliamentary debates into their favour by using metaphors in arguing, and how 
opposing parties resist these metaphors in an attempt at turning the discussion 
into their own favour. The results of the four studies presented here demonstrated 
how metaphors are used for expressing various relevant argumentative moves in 
parliamentary debates. They are employed to express starting points, figurative 
analogy arguments, and to clarify the ongoing argumentation between politicians. 
These metaphors also elicit overt resistance by means of argumentative criticisms. 
A thorough understanding of metaphor’s argumentative potential and of the 
resistance that these metaphor elicit enriches studies concerned with political 
metaphor and with political argumentation alike. I hope that the results of this 
dissertation will serve as a basis for further research investigating the 
argumentative uses of metaphor in political discourse, and of the resistance that 
metaphors elicit.  
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Summary 

Resistance to metaphor in parliamentary debates 
 
A number of metaphor scholars have ascribed strong persuasive effects to 
metaphors used in political discourse, and have argued that metaphors can shape 
political reality. However, some of the claims concerning the persuasive force of 
metaphors seem rather overstated. Research has shown that the persuasive effects 
of metaphors are statistically small, and that the results of studies investigating the 
persuasiveness of metaphor produce mixed results. These findings indicate that the 
persuasive force of metaphors is affected by various factors, such as message 
characteristics. Additionally, scholars that claim that metaphors are powerful 
persuasive devices seem to assume that metaphors are unproblematically and 
immediately accepted. A number of studies have shown, however, that metaphors 
are regularly debated and resisted.  
 In response to the issues regarding the persuasiveness of metaphor and 
the resistance elicited by metaphors, scholars have proposed that some metaphors 
are an integral part of the argumentation taking place in political debates. 
Functioning as part of an argument, metaphors are argued to appear to give 
support for using certain propositions to arrive at particular conclusions. As such, 
the argumentative use of metaphors may be a factor that affects their 
persuasiveness. As distinct argumentative devices, however, metaphors may also 
elicit resistance by means of counter-argumentation. This suggests that the 
investigation of the argumentative functions of metaphors and of the resistance to 
such metaphors is pertinent for a better understanding of the roles fulfilled by 
metaphor in political debates. However, the argumentative functions that 
metaphors fulfil in political discourse and the ways in which metaphors are resisted 
have not been the focus of much research.  
 This dissertation aims to contribute to the study of political discourse by 
examining how politicians turn parliamentary debates into their favour by using 
metaphors in arguing, and how opposing parties resist these metaphors in an 
attempt at turning the debate into their own favour. To realise this goal, it presents 
a series of four studies that each focus on the argumentative roles and functions 
fulfilled by metaphors and the resistance to metaphors at specific discussion stages 
in parliamentary debates, uncovering the advantages that politicians attempt to 
attain by employing metaphors in those stages. First, this dissertation examines 
how metaphors are used to express starting points, and the different ways in which 
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these metaphors are resisted to achieve diverging outcomes in the opening stage 
of a discussion (Chapter 2). Second, it studies the argumentative role of metaphors 
by focusing on cases of figurative analogy arguments in the argumentation stage 
(Chapter 3), and how figurative analogy arguments are countered (Chapter 4). 
Third, this dissertation investigates the role of metaphor in clarifying argumentative 
discourse and the opposition to such metaphors in the confrontation and 
argumentation stages of a discussion (Chapter 5).  
 For a full understanding of the argumentative role of metaphors and the 
resistance to metaphors in parliamentary debates, two different aspects of the 
argumentatively employed metaphors and the resistance to these metaphors need 
to be examined: (1) the metaphorical properties of the metaphors and the 
resistance to metaphors, and (2) the argumentative function of the metaphors and 
the resistance to metaphors. Metaphor theory and argumentation theory, 
however, are not typically combined. To analyse the argumentatively employed 
metaphors and the resistance that they elicit, this dissertation proposes a novel 
theoretical perspective in which insights from the three-dimensional model of 
metaphor and insights from the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation are 
combined. The three-dimensional model of metaphor offers the theoretical 
distinctions between various dimensions of metaphor, which enables the 
differentiation between different types of metaphor use in discourse. The pragma-
dialectical theory of argumentation offers the concepts and tools to analyse the 
argumentative functions fulfilled by metaphors and the resistance to metaphors in 
parliamentary debates. As such, this combinatory perspective offers a holistic 
account of metaphors and the resistance to metaphors in parliamentary debates, 
revealing the advantages that politicians can obtain by expressing their 
argumentative moves in metaphorical terms, and how opponents resist these 
metaphors in an attempt to turn the debate into their own favour.  
 Chapter 2 aims to gain better insight into the advantages that politicians 
attempt to obtain by expressing their proposals for a starting point in metaphorical 
terms, and how these metaphors can be resisted in various ways to achieve 
diverging outcomes in the opening stage of a discussion. The analysis of three 
argumentative exchanges in which metaphorically expressed starting points are 
resisted in parliamentary debates revealed three different uses and functions of 
the metaphors and of the opposition against them. The first case shows that 
politicians can use metaphors in an attempt to establish a starting point that limits 
their argumentative responsibilities, and how such metaphors can be resisted by 
critically extending the metaphor. The second case demonstrates that metaphors 
can be used in an attempt to establish the politicians’ ideological commitments as a 
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starting point for the debate, and how such metaphors can be resisted by 
highlighting the differences between the concepts that are compared in the 
metaphor. Finally, the third case illustrates how metaphors can be used as 
presentational devices for expressing starting points without necessarily fulfilling a 
relevant argumentative role, and how the resistance can be aimed at refuting the 
non-metaphorical propositional content of the metaphorically expressed starting 
point. These results demonstrate that metaphors are important strategies when 
starting points are established between discussants. As such, analysts should 
include metaphors expressing starting points in their analyses of argumentative 
discourse as instantiating a such argumentative move. Additionally, the analyses of 
the different ways in which metaphors expressing starting points are resisted 
provide empirical evidence that metaphors are not always without further ado 
accepted. As such, the findings indicate that metaphors are not always as 
persuasive as is sometimes claimed, but that persuasion through metaphor works 
in complex ways.  
 Metaphors are not only used to express starting points for the debate in 
the opening stage of a discussion, they can also be used in figurative analogy 
arguments in the argumentation stage of a discussion. Chapter 3 examines the 
argumentative role of metaphor by focusing on cases of figurative analogy 
arguments that support pragmatic argumentation in parliamentary debates. The 
analyses of two cases in which figurative analogy arguments are employed 
demonstrate how politicians defend prescriptive standpoints for (not) taking action 
by pragmatic arguments that highlight the positive or negative consequences of the 
actions set out in a bill. In turn, the pragmatic arguments are supported by 
figurative analogy arguments. The pragmatic arguments and figurative analogy 
arguments together support the prescriptive standpoints in a coordinative 
argumentation structure, in which a number of arguments that are interdependent 
and reinforce each other together support a standpoint. Results provide further 
empirical support for the perspective that figurative analogy arguments are a type 
of analogy argumentation, and should not be reduced to a presentational device 
used to express other types of arguments, or be discarded as an inherently 
fallacious type of argumentation.  
 Functioning as arguments, metaphors used in figurative analogy 
arguments can also elicit resistance by means of counter-argumentation. To 
explore how figurative analogy arguments are countered in parliamentary debates, 
Chapter 4 presents an analysis of an extensive case study comprising the use of 
several figurative analogies that are resisted in different ways, either by attacking 
the comparison itself or by advancing criticisms pertaining to the target domain of 
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the metaphor. The reconstructions of the argumentative exchange uncover that 
figurative analogy arguments can implicitly express at the same time another type 
of argument. In turn, the figurative analogy arguments function to support the 
argument that they implicitly express, giving rise to a subordinative argumentation 
structure in which each argument is supported by another argument. The fact that 
figurative analogy arguments can be employed to implicitly express at the same 
time another type of argumentation provides opponents with various opportunities 
for resisting figurative analogies: they can criticise the comparison made in the 
figurative analogy, or they can criticise the target domain of the argumentatively 
employed metaphor while ignoring the metaphor itself.  
 The analyses also demonstrate how the figurative analogies are resisted in 
various ways: (1) by advancing a counter-analogy, (2) by directing 
counterarguments only to the target domain of the figurative analogy, while 
ignoring the metaphor, and (3) by highlighting the relevant differences between 
the target and source domains compared in the figurative analogy. By showing how 
metaphors used in figurative analogy arguments are resisted, the findings of 
Chapter 4 provide further empirical evidence that metaphors are not inherently 
persuasive, but that various factors affect the persuasiveness of metaphors.  
 Finally, metaphors and the resistance to metaphor play a role when 
misunderstandings in a debate arise. Chapter 5 examines how metaphors 
employed for clarifying argumentation and the resistance to such metaphors 
feature in parliamentary debates to establish a shared understanding of the issue 
under discussion. This study focuses on a debate that comprises the use of a 
number of clarificatory metaphors that elicit resistance. The analysis reveals that 
metaphors can clarify either an argument or a standpoint. The first case study 
presented in Chapter 5 demonstrates how metaphors can be used to explain an 
argument in the argumentation stage of a discussion, and how such a metaphor 
can be accepted as an accurate explanation by an opposing party that subsequently 
uses the same metaphor to argue for an opposite standpoint. The second case 
study demonstrates how a metaphor can be used to clarify a standpoint in the 
confrontation stage of a discussion, and how such a metaphor can be extended in 
an attempt to avoid misunderstandings and further a shared understanding of the 
standpoint under discussion. The third and last case study shows how two 
opposing parties can advance two different metaphors to explain an argument, 
each highlighting those features that reflect the politicians’ beliefs about the issue 
under discussion. The results reveal the ways in which clarification exchanges are 
intertwined with the ongoing argumentation between committee members, hence 
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providing further insights into the ways in which metaphors can be employed 
argumentatively.  
 This dissertation contributes to the further understanding of the 
argumentative role of metaphor in political discourse by uncovering how politicians 
attempt to turn parliamentary debates into their favour by using metaphors in 
arguing, and how opposing parties resist these metaphors in an attempt at turning 
the debate into their own favour. The findings show that metaphor can function as 
a proposal for a starting point in the opening stage, as a figurative analogy in the 
argumentation stage, and as a clarification of the ongoing argumentation between 
politicians in the confrontation and argumentation stages. The outcomes of this 
study affect the analysis of metaphor in argumentative discourse; analysts should 
include metaphors fulfilling an argumentative function in their argumentative 
analysis of discourse as instantiating argumentative moves. Additionally, by 
analysing the resistance that metaphors elicit, this dissertation provides further 
empirical evidence that metaphors are not inherently persuasive, but rather, that 
persuasion through metaphor works in complex ways and can be influenced by 
various factors. Consequently, research should not focus on the question whether 
or not metaphors are persuasive, but rather under which conditions metaphors are 
persuasive (or not). In all, this dissertation demonstrates that attention to the 
argumentative potential of metaphor and to the resistance that metaphors elicit 
enriches both studies into political metaphor and political argumentation.  
 





Samenvatting 

Weerstand tegen metaforen in parlementaire 
debatten 
 
Diverse wetenschappers stellen dat metaforen die gebruikt worden door politici 
zeer overtuigend kunnen zijn, en dat zulke metaforen bijdragen aan het vormgeven 
van de politieke realiteit. Sommige van deze beweringen lijken echter enigszins 
overdreven. Onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat de invloed van metaforen op 
politieke opinie statistisch klein is, en studies naar de overtuigingskracht van 
metaforen leveren gemengde resultaten op. Deze bevindingen indiceren dat de 
overtuigingskracht van metaforen afhangt van verschillende factoren, zoals de 
specifieke kenmerken van een bericht waarin metaforen gebruikt worden. 
Daarnaast lijkt het erop dat wetenschappers die betogen dat metaforen zeer 
overtuigend zijn, veronderstellen dat metaforen gewoonlijk zonder problemen en 
direct geaccepteerd worden door het publiek. Verschillende studies laten echter 
zien dat metaforen regelmatig tot discussie leiden en weerstand uitlokken.  
  Op basis van de bevindingen aangaande de overtuigingskracht van 
metaforen en de weerstand die metaforen regelmatig uitlokken, stellen sommige 
wetenschappers dat metaforen deel uit kunnen maken van de argumentatie in 
politiek discours. Metaforen die deel uitmaken van een argument lijken 
ondersteuning te bieden voor het gebruik van bepaalde proposities die tot zekere 
conclusies leiden. Op deze manier kan het argumentatieve gebruik van metaforen 
een factor zijn die de overtuigingskracht van metaforen beïnvloedt. Als intrinsiek 
onderdeel van de argumentatie kunnen metaforen echter ook weerstand uitlokken 
in de vorm van tegenargumentatie. Dit suggereert dat voor een beter begrip van de 
verschillende rollen die metaforen vervullen in politieke discours, het belangrijk is 
om de argumentatieve functies die metaforen vervullen en de weerstand die zulke 
metaforen uitlokken te onderzoeken. Er is echter weinig onderzoek gedaan naar de 
argumentatieve functies die metaforen vervullen in politiek discours en naar de 
verschillende manieren waarop metaforen worden bekritiseerd. 
 Het doel van dit proefschrift is om een bijdrage te leveren aan het 
onderzoek naar politiek discours door te bestuderen hoe politici metaforen op 
strategische wijze gebruiken in hun argumentatie in parlementaire debatten, en 
hoe de oppositie zulke metaforen bekritiseert in een poging het debat in het eigen 
voordeel te buigen. Teneinde dit doel te behalen, worden er in dit proefschrift vier 
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studies gepresenteerd die zich elk richten op de argumentatieve rollen en functies 
die metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen vervullen in specifieke 
discussiefases, en op de voordelen die politici kunnen bewerkstelligen door 
metaforen te gebruiken in de verschillende discussiefases. In de eerste studie 
wordt onderzocht hoe politici metaforen gebruiken bij het vaststellen van de 
uitgangspunten van een discussie, en de diverse manieren waarop tegenstanders 
deze metaforen bekritiseren om bepaalde uitkomsten te bereiken in de 
openingsfase van een discussie (Hoofdstuk 2). De tweede studie onderzoekt de 
argumentatieve rol van metaforen door zich te richten op figuratieve analogieën 
die functioneren als argument in de argumentatiefase (Hoofdstuk 3), terwijl de 
derde studie focust op de manieren waarop zulke figuratieve analogieën worden 
bekritiseerd (Hoofdstuk 4). Tot slot richt de vierde studie zich op de rollen die 
metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen vervullen in het verduidelijken van 
argumentatief taalgebruik in de confrontatie- en argumentatiefases van een 
discussie (Hoofdstuk 5).  
 Voor een volledig begrip van de argumentatieve rollen die door metaforen 
en de weerstand tegen metaforen vervuld kunnen worden in politieke debatten, 
moeten twee verschillende aspecten van de argumentatief aangewende metaforen 
en weerstand tegen metaforen onderzocht worden: (1) de metaforische 
kenmerken van de metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen, en (2) de 
argumentatieve functie van de metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen. 
Metaforentheorie en argumentatietheorie worden echter normaliter niet 
gecombineerd. In dit proefschrift wordt daarom een nieuw theoretisch perspectief 
geïntroduceerd om de argumentatief aangewende metaforen en de weerstand die 
deze metaforen uitlokken te analyseren, waarin inzichten uit het driedimensionale 
metafoormodel en inzichten uit de pragma-dialectische argumentatietheorie 
gecombineerd worden. Het driedimensionale metafoormodel biedt de 
theoretische distincties tussen verschillende dimensies van metaforen. Op deze 
manier kan er verschil gemaakt worden tussen diverse typen metaforen. De 
pragma-dialectische argumentatietheorie biedt de concepten en instrumenten 
voor de analyse van de argumentatieve functies die metaforen en de weerstand 
tegen metaforen vervullen in parlementaire debatten. De combinatie van deze 
twee perspectieven maakt een holistische analyse van metaforen met een 
argumentatieve functie en van de weerstand tegen deze metaforen mogelijk, en 
toont aan welke voordelen politici kunnen bewerkstelligen door metaforen te 
gebruiken in hun argumentatie en hoe de oppositie het debat in het eigen voordeel 
kan proberen te buigen door deze metaforen te bekritiseren.  
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 Het doel van Hoofdstuk 2 is om beter inzicht te verkrijgen in de voordelen 
die politici proberen te verwerven door hun voorstellen voor de uitgangspunten 
voor de discussie in metaforische termen uit te drukken, en hoe tegenstanders 
deze metaforen op diverse manieren kunnen bekritiseren om verschillende 
uitkomsten te bewerkstelligen in de openingsfase van een discussie. De analyse van 
drie argumentatieve uitwisselingen waarin metaforisch uitgedrukte uitgangspunten 
worden bekritiseerd toont drie verschillende gebruiken en functies van de 
metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen in parlementaire debatten. De eerste 
casus laat zien hoe politici metaforen kunnen gebruiken in een poging een 
uitgangspunt voor de discussie vast te stellen dat hun argumentatieve 
verantwoordelijkheden beperkt en hoe zulke metaforen weerlegd kunnen worden 
door het metaforische scenario verder uit te breiden om de metafoor zo tegen de 
oorspronkelijke spreker te keren. De tweede casus toont aan hoe metaforen 
gebruikt kunnen worden in een poging om de ideologische overtuigingen van een 
politicus als uitgangspunt voor de discussie vast te stellen, en hoe zulke metaforen 
aangevallen kunnen worden door belangrijke verschillen tussen de concepten die 
worden vergeleken in de metafoor te belichten. Tot slot laat de derde casus zien 
hoe metaforen ook gebruikt kunnen worden om een uitgangspunt uit te drukken 
zonder dat de metafoor zelf een argumentatieve functie vervult, en hoe de 
tegenargumentatie zich kan richten op de non-metaforische propositionele inhoud 
van het metaforisch uitgedrukte uitgangspunt.   
 De resultaten van dit hoofdstuk tonen aan dat metaforen een belangrijke 
strategische functie vervullen wanneer de discussiepartijen de uitgangspunten voor 
een discussie vaststellen. Daarom zouden analisten zulke metaforen ook moeten 
includeren in hun analyses van argumentatieve teksten als vervullende de functie 
van het vaststellen van een uitgangspunt voor de discussie. Nu is het vaak nog zo 
dat analisten in plaats daarvan de metafoor weglaten en vervangen door 
‘letterlijke’ formuleringen. Daarnaast leveren de analyses van de verschillende 
manieren waarop metaforen worden bekritiseerd aanvullend empirisch bewijs dat 
metaforen niet altijd zonder meer worden geaccepteerd. In andere woorden, 
metaforen zijn niet altijd zo overtuigend als sommige metaforentheoretici weleens 
aannemen, en de beïnvloeding van politieke opinie door middel van metaforen 
werkt op complexe wijze.  
 Metaforen worden niet alleen gebruikt voor het uitdrukken van de 
uitgangspunten voor een debat in de openingsfase van een discussie, ze kunnen 
ook gebruikt worden in figuratieve analogieën in de argumentatiefase van een 
discussie. Hoofdstuk 3 onderzoekt de argumentatieve rol van metaforen door zich 
te richten op figuratieve analogieën die gebruikt worden om pragmatische 
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argumentatie te ondersteunen in parlementaire debatten. De analyses van twee 
discussies waarin een figuratieve analogie wordt gebruikt laten zien hoe politici een 
prescriptief standpunt, waarin gepleit wordt voor het (niet) ondernemen van actie, 
verdedigen door middel van pragmatische argumenten, waarin de positieve of 
negatieve gevolgen van het ondernemen van de actie uiteen worden gezet. 
Vervolgens worden de pragmatische argumenten verdedigd door middel van 
figuratieve analogieën. De pragmatische argumenten en de figuratieve analogieën 
verdedigen de prescriptieve standpunten in een zogenoemde nevenschikkende 
argumentatiestructuur, waarin een aantal argumenten die onderling van elkaar 
afhankelijk zijn en elkaar versterken samen een standpunt verdedigen. De 
resultaten van de analyses bieden aanvullend empirisch bewijs voor het perspectief 
dat figuratieve analogieën een specifiek type analogieargumentatie zijn, en dat 
figuratieve analogieën niet gereduceerd moeten worden tot presentatiemiddelen 
die gebruikt worden om andere typen argumentatie te verwoorden, of zelfs 
verworpen zouden moeten worden als een drogreden.  
 Omdat metaforen als argumenten kunnen functioneren in de vorm van 
een figuratieve analogie, kunnen ze ook weerstand uitlokken in de vorm van 
tegenargumentatie. Hoofdstuk 4 presenteert de analyse van een debat waarin 
verschillende figuratieve analogieën op diverse manieren worden aangevallen – 
door het bekritiseren van de vergelijking zelf of door het bekritiseren van het 
doeldomein van de metafoor - met het doel om te exploreren hoe figuratieve 
analogieën worden weerlegd in parlementaire debatten. De reconstructies van de 
argumentatieve uitwisseling tonen dat figuratieve analogieën gebruikt kunnen 
worden om impliciet ook een ander type argument uit te drukken, zoals 
symptomatische of causale argumentatie. Vervolgens dient de figuratieve analogie 
ter verdediging van het argument dat impliciet wordt uitgedrukt door diezelfde 
figuratieve analogie. Dit resulteert in een onderschikkende argumentatiestructuur, 
waarin elk argument wordt ondersteund door een volgend argument. Het feit dat 
figuratieve analogieën gebruikt kunnen worden om impliciet ook andere 
argumenten uit te drukken biedt tegenstanders verschillende mogelijkheden tot 
het weerleggen van figuratieve analogieën: tegenstanders kunnen de vergelijking 
die gemaakt wordt in een figuratieve analogie bekritiseren, of ze kunnen hun 
kritiek richten op het doeldomain van de figuratieve analogie – het impliciete 
argument - terwijl de vergelijking genegeerd wordt.  
 De analyses demonstreren tevens hoe figuratieve analogieën op 
verschillende manieren bekritiseerd worden: (1) door het naar voren brengen van 
een alternatieve, concurrerende analogie, (2) door tegenargumenten in te brengen 
gericht op het doeldomain van de figuratieve analogie, terwijl de vergelijking zelf 
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genegeerd wordt, en (3) door belangrijke verschillen tussen het doel- en 
brondomain die worden vergeleken in de figuratieve analogie aan te wijzen. Door 
te tonen hoe metaforen zoals gebruikt in figuratieve analogieën worden 
bekritiseerd, bieden de bevindingen gepresenteerd in Hoofdstuk 4 aanvullend 
empirisch bewijs dat metaforen niet inherent persuasief zijn, maar dat 
verschillende factoren de overtuigingskracht van metaforen beïnvloeden.  
  Tot slot spelen metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen ook een rol 
wanneer er misverstanden (dreigen te) ontstaan in een debat. Hoofdstuk 5 
onderzoekt de rol die metaforen en de weerstand tegen metaforen spelen in het 
verduidelijken van de argumentatie in parlementaire debatten om zo een gedeeld 
begrip van het onderwerp dat ter discussie staat te bewerkstelligen. De studie richt 
zich op een debat waarin verschillende metaforen gebruikt worden om de 
argumentatie te verduidelijken, die vervolgens kritiek uitlokken. De analyses tonen 
aan dat metaforen een standpunt of een argument kunnen verduidelijken. De 
eerste casus laat zien hoe een metafoor gebruikt kan worden voor het 
verduidelijken van een argument in de argumentatiefase van een discussie, en hoe 
de tegenpartij zo’n metafoor kan accepteren als een accurate uitleg maar dezelfde 
metafoor vervolgens kan gebruiken om een tegengesteld standpunt te verdedigen. 
De tweede casus demonstreert hoe een metafoor gebruikt kan worden om een 
standpunt te verduidelijken in de confrontatiefase van een discussie, en hoe er 
vervolgens verder geborduurd kan worden op de geïntroduceerde metafoor in een 
poging om misverstanden te voorkomen en een beter gedeeld begrip van het 
standpunt te bewerkstelligen. De derde casus toont hoe twee tegenpartijen twee 
verschillende metaforen kunnen introduceren om een argument te verduidelijken, 
waarbij de twee metaforen juist die kenmerken belichten die overeenkomen met 
de overtuigingen van de desbetreffende politicus. De resultaten van deze studie 
tonen aan op welke gecompliceerde wijze verduidelijkingen verweven zijn met de 
argumentatie in parlementaire debatten, en bieden meer inzicht in de 
verschillende manieren waarop metaforen argumentatief gebruikt kunnen worden.  
 Dit proefschrift draagt bij aan het vergroten van de kennis over de 
argumentatieve rollen en functies die metaforen kunnen vervullen in politieke 
debatten door te tonen hoe politici metaforen op strategische wijze gebruiken in 
hun argumentatie, en hoe tegenpartijen vervolgens proberen het debat in hun 
eigen voordeel te buigen door deze metaforen te bekritiseren. De bevindingen 
laten zien dat metaforen gebruikt kunnen worden om een voorstel voor een 
uitgangspunt te doen in de openingsfase van een debat, hoe metaforen als 
figuratieve analogie kunnen functioneren in de argumentatiefase, en als 
verduidelijking van de argumentatie in de confrontatie- en argumentatiefases. De 
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resultaten van dit proefschrift beïnvloeden de analyse van metaforen in 
argumentatief discours; vooralsnog transformeren analisten metaforen vaak tot 
‘letterlijk’ taalgebruik en nemen deze metaforen dus niet op in de analyse van 
argumentatieve teksten. De bevindingen van dit proefschrift laten echter zien dat 
analisten metaforen met een argumentatieve functie zouden moeten includeren 
als zodanig in hun analyses. Daarnaast bieden de analyses van de weerstand tegen 
metaforen aanvullend empirisch bewijs dat metaforen niet per definitie persuasief 
zijn, maar dat verschillende factoren de overtuigingskracht van metaforen 
beïnvloeden. Wetenschappers zouden zich daarom niet moeten richten op de 
vraag of metaforen persuasief zijn of niet, maar onder welke omstandigheden 
metaforen persuasief zijn (of niet). De bevindingen gepresenteerd in dit 
proefschrift tonen aan dat een besef van het argumentatieve potentieel van 
metaforen en van de weerstand tegen metaforen een verrijking is voor studies naar 
politieke metaforen en politieke argumentatie.  
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