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ABSTRACT

Metonymic and metaphoric language are thoroughly present in everyday
language, so much so that they hold in themselves strong explanatory capacity to
uncover and even influence underlying individual or social/cultural ideological
systems and beliefs about the world around us (Catalano & Waugh, 2013; 2014;
Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). The mapping systems involved in both metonymy and
metaphor provide access to conceptual and social heuristics that help us make
inferential and referential shortcuts (Littlemore, 2015), and thus these figurative
constructs are directly implicated as “natural inference schemas” that we engage
in the construction of meaning through written discourse (Panther & Thornburg,
2003). Further, these heuristics are environmental, social, and cognitively
appointed forces that shape how we understand things and how we work out
abstract concepts and how we reason and shape the world around us. Because of
this, metonymy and metaphor are crucial foci for any inquiry into how our
individual or systemic perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and thought processes
(Catalano & Waugh, 2014, p. 407) are revealed through the written discourses in
our world.
But, while conceptual metaphor has enjoyed a great deal of attention over
the last several decades, research into what metonymy can reveal as a potent
participant in social and cognitive meaning-making has been comparatively
scarce—a notion that is especially disconcerting given strong recent evidence to
suggest that metonymy conceptually “leads the way” to metaphor (Mittelberg &
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Waugh, 2009). Inspired by this, this dissertation project seeks reparation for
metonymy’s relative neglect as an effective tool for critical discourse analysts.
Through an exploration of metonymy’s critical relationship to online discourse,
internationalization in higher education, and language policy and planning, the
three studies that comprise this project seek to engage the “explanatory and
practical aims” of critical discourse analysis and to support the tireless work of such
analysis that attempts “to uncover, reveal or disclose what is implicit, hidden or
otherwise not immediately obvious in relationships of discursively enacted
dominance [and] their underlying ideologies” (van Dijk, 1995).
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The three studies that comprise this dissertation represent the product of a
multi-year academic journey, one that has been characterized by a growing
scholarly interest in the connections between language and how we understand
and create the world around us. For nearly 10 years as a language instructor
abroad in East Asia, my classroom observations and my own path toward
language learning informed (as it still does today) my interest and focus on how
our ideologies form and are formed by the language that we use. Then, beginning
in 2012, the true seeds of the following work grew from first-contact with Drs.
Linda Waugh and Perry Gilmore who helped introduce me to the power and
purview of discourse analysis. Shortly thereafter, I discovered Conceptual
Metaphor Theory (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) which, though foundational in my
budding research trajectory, soon evolved after beginning work under Linda
Waugh on metonymy’s import and role in the socio-cognitive process of
meaning-making.
The topics pursued throughout this journey have been clearly informed by
the formative academic work and experiences, but it is likewise my positionality
at-large that it tied to these research pursuits. “We do not make sense of ourselves
and the world around us arbitrarily, nor do we have a free choice on who or what
becomes of us. Positionality plays a critical role in how we deconstruct,
reconstruct and construct our identities and understanding of life” (Nkonyane,
2014). As a language instructor by trade, my pre-doctoral career was as a
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pedagogue steeped in the pragmatic issues of the classroom. At the same time, it
was during this experience as both a language teacher abroad and as an expat
living in South Korea that I began to see how prejudice, bias, and discrimination,
at both individual and systemic/institutionalized levels, are deeply imbedded and
implicated in the language and texts that we engage with every day.
While working with students and administrators at Hansung University in
Seoul, South Korea, I also had the opportunity to help select students for summer
internship opportunities with a major Florida-based company in the United States.
Later, as a doctoral student, through my work in the UA Graduate and
Professional Student Council as one of the chief advocates for students on
campus, as the Saudi Student Association Faculty Advisor at the University of
Arizona, and most importantly as an instructor in the Writing Program working
with and under the guidance of Dr. Christine Tardy, I became even more steeped
in the opportunities and challenges that face international students and the
discourse that surrounds, and often confounds, their lives from the point of
decision to study abroad through the time they depart from campus.
Finally, I had the opportunity in 2013 to become a student of Dr. Richard
Ruiz in his Language Policy and Planning (LPP) course. This experience
represented my inauguration into the issues and challenges facing not only the
contexts that policy planners worked in and within but also the tension that exists
in many fields that must balance the needs and prevailing winds of both realworld problems and the theories that arise to make sense of them. Through the
brief mentorship of Dr. Ruiz, I found an opportunity within the scope and

12
research of LPP to not only apply my teacher-driven need to see how theory
informs praxis, but to also do so through the marriage of LPP concerns with my
growing expertise with conceptual metaphor and metonymy.
In these three outlines of my experience as they relate to the three research
studies in this dissertation, my positionality is established as an invested
researcher and teacher with an avid interest both in the potency of language as it
relates to power and ideology and also in the opportunities for social change that
may come from understanding these connections. While the work in the
following chapters built up on the theoretical roots and fundamentals of discourse
and critical discourse analysis, social semiotics, and the co-creation of knowledge
and meaning-making, it is metonymy, its conceptual and critical basis that lies at
the true heart of this research. In the following section, I establish a baseline
introduction of metonymy before presenting an overview of the studies that
comprise this dissertation.
What is Metonymy?
Like metaphor (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), which establishes and reveals a
parallelism by similarity between different domains (i.e. LIFE IS A JOURNEY),
metonymy is a fundamental part of our conceptual system (Gibbs, 1994, p. 319)
and thus of language. Unlike metaphor, however, metonymic relationships are
predicated on contiguity—rather than similarity—wherein one entity stands in for
another that it is or can be associated with in some way (and this includes
synecdoche) (Barcelona, 2010; Catalano & Waugh, 2014; Jakobson, 1956; 1966;
Panther & Thornberg, 2003).
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To get at the ideological significance of such stand-in-for relationships, we
can take, for example, the following statements, both of which will be somewhat
familiar to American English speakers:
1. He’s just a pretty face.
2. The White House refused to comment.
In this first example, which can be construed as a somewhat conventional way of
describing a certain type of individual who is in supposed possession of little
value or worth outside of an accepted standard of attractiveness, we can see the
metonymy BODY PARTY FOR PERSON at work wherein this person’s face is
standing in for the entire person. Cognitively, the stand-in-for relationship here
represents an inferential pathway, or mapping, in which a source entity (PERSON)
is understood from the perspective of a target (FACE), so that one concept is used
to “mentally activate” (i.e. make us think of) another (Barcelona, 2010).
Similarly, in the second statement, because it is knowingly impossible for the
actual White House to make a statement to the press corps, we can readily deduce
that “White House” is standing in for the spokespersons representing the current
elected and appointed officials and their policies/positions in the Executive
Branch of the U.S. Government (BUILDING FOR INSTITUTION).
Thus, we begin to see that the linguistic choices made might not only be
reflective of the author’s belief system, but they might also be intended to have an
impact on the reader. But indeed, if we are to see metonymy as more than just
linguistic flourish, a closer look at how it is deployed and engaged in more
ideologically charged contexts is useful. Through metonymy, certain features,
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actions, perspectives are being left out and certain other features are being
highlighted, and nothing helps illustrate this more clearly than when we start to
examine how people are named and labelled across the spectrum of discursive
contexts. Take for example the following differences clearly present in how we
might refer to different individuals:
3. House Speaker Paul Ryan (R-Wisconsin)
4. Obama
In example 3 the title, full name, and given details of the individual work to
highlight his position of authority and credibility and status which indexes among
others the TITLE FOR STATUS/CREDIBILITY and TITLE FOR (WORTHINESS OF)
RESPECT

metonymy. In contrast, the lack of detail in example 4 works to obscure

such status and authority in the same way, metonymically indexing ((ABSENCE
OF) TITLE for (LACK OF) STATUS/CREDIBILITY)
(LACK OF) RESPECT).

and ((ABSENCE OF) TITLE FOR

In both examples, choices are made with regard to naming

practices and conventions based on the author’s rhetorical goals.
It is clear, therefore that because metonymy necessarily leaves out certain
information, it could be engaged to the benefit of the speaker in discourse
environments where persuasion is the goal. Indeed, the explanatory and
persuasive power of metonymy lies in its potential to be deployed in the service of
obscuring and privileging of certain information to fit the rhetorical strategies of
the author and to reflect and propagate systemic language ideologies as well as
personal attitudes, beliefs, conceptualizations about the world. Likewise, the fact
that metonymic language has logical and practical consequences and can be
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evaluative as well as explanatory speaks vividly to its ability to reflect language
ideologies and attitudes. If we are to accept that language is reflective of
underlying belief systems, and that metaphor and metonymy are implicated in the
representation of those beliefs, then it stands that a critical analysis of metonymy
(as well as metaphor) is a productive way forward in helping us understand the
discourse surrounding ideologically potent, controversial issues presently at play
in our society.
The Three Studies
Inspired by this, this dissertation is an exploration of the import and
potential contributions of metonymy to three distinct fields: critical discourse
studies (CDS), internationalization in higher education and language planning. In
Chapter 2, “How to feel good about bigotry: A multimodal critical metonymy
analysis of two Official English websites,” I examine and interpret the multimodal
(Machin & Mayr, 2012; van Leeuwen, 2005) metonymies at work in texts and
written discourse on the websites of the two most influential organizations in the
Official English (OE) movement to uncover how such organizations remain
influential and persuasive through their writing in modern American online
discourse.
In the subsequent study presented in Chapter 3, “Money, money, money:
Using metonymy analysis to reveal the commodification of international students
at American universities,” I unite the explanatory power of conceptual metonymy
(Catalano & Waugh, 2013) with a Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) approach to
examine how the increasing enrollment of international students is constructed in
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the discourse surrounding U.S. higher education institutions. This study explores
the metonymies within these texts to reveal a systematic difference between the
projected and perhaps the real motivations for higher education
internationalization and the potential implications of such a difference for
international students. And, in the final study in Chapter 4, “Metonyms we plan
by: Engaging metonymy as a tool for analysis and persuasion in language policy
and planning” that draws on the foundation of Ruiz’s (1984) language
orientations, I propose that a conceptual metonymy framework can help us to
identify and then advantageously leverage the language orientations that underpin
the dominant discourses in LPP environments. Then, to illustrate the productive
relationship between metonymy and language policy, I conduct a brief direct
examination and then deployment of metonymy, first through critical metonymy
analysis of sample language policy discourse and then through the redrafting of
policy discourse to metonymically index the language as resource orientation.
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CHAPTER 2: HOW TO FEEL GOOD ABOUT BIGOTRY: A
MULTIMODAL CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF TWO OFFICAL ENGLISH
WEBSITES
Abstract
Pushed by the Official English (OE) movement concerned with the
increasing presence of non-English speaking immigrants, states
like California, Arizona, and Massachusetts have in recent years
dismantled their bilingual education programs, replacing them with
restrictive, untested language policies and programs like Structured
English Immersion (SEI). Research has demonstrated, however,
that these unrealistic and destructive programs (Rios-Aguilar et al.,
2010) preserve academic and linguistic achievement gaps (Garcia
et al, 2010), systematically deny services to and violate the human
and educational rights of English language learners (Lillie et al.,
2010; Garcia et al., 2010), and increase their isolation and impair
their social/emotional development (Gandara & Orfield, 2010).
And yet, SEI and other such programs persevere, and backing for
continued OE initiatives remains robust. So then, if not for data on
their worth to society or their effectiveness in education, what
makes OE policies and ideologies so appealing? Recent critical
research on OE discourse and metaphor (Johnson, 2005) sought
answers, but this present study unites the more potent explanatory
power of metonymy (Catalano & Waugh, 2013), with
multimodality/ Social Semiotics (Machin & Mayr, 2012; van
Leeuwen, 2005) and CDA to reveal how ProEnglish and USEnglish, the driving forces of OE, remain influential and relevant.
After close analysis of the textual and visual metonymies
embedded in these organizations’ websites, my results have
uncovered systematic use of ideologically persuasive essentializing
tropes of national unity, prosperity, patriotism that mask
underlying racial/ethnic anxiety and bigotry and promote the
preservation of assimilationist, conservative, white dominance
(Combs & Nicholas, 2012; De Jong, 2013; Hill, 2008).
Introduction
In the last 20-30 years, the demographic landscape in the United States has
changed significantly through a steady upward trend of immigration transforming
the U.S. immigrant population into the largest of its kind throughout all globalized
nations (United Nations, 2015). Naturally, this trend has resulted in a
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corresponding increase in speakers of languages other than English, 15% of
whom are school-aged children (United Nations, 2015). While similar population
trends are occurring in nations across the world in countries that have education
policies to meet the needs of these children, no such comprehensive policy exists
in the United States (Gandara & Orfield, 2010). This has led to a patchwork of
legislation across the States that approaches language planning through a variety
of policies and strategies.
Backed by the same forces and ideologies behind the Official English
(OE) movement in the U.S., many of the states that have been left to their own
legislative devices have in the last 20-30 years begun to opt out of additive bi- and
multilingual programs and policies that are meant to serve the educational needs
of diverse populations of children. Among those states that have done so are
California, Massachusetts, and Arizona, with Arizona’s passage of Proposition
203 in 2000 and its subsequent mandate for the adoption of Structured English
Immersion (SEI) models in all public schools ranking as the most restrictive of
the lot (Garcia et al., 2010). Based on a time-on-task approach and the
assumption that English language learners (ELLs) can achieve fluency within a
year through immersion programming, the SEI model deployed in the Arizona
Public Schools system mandates a minimum 4-hour block in which ELLs are
grouped by proficiency, segregated from native English speakers (and often other
non-native English speakers as well), taught exclusively in English, and required
to pass standardized proficiency exams before being allowed to integrate into the
school’s at-large population (ibid, p. 3).
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Unfortunately, the results of these SEI programs paint a disturbing picture.
Leaving aside how research on second language acquisition reveals a priori that
models like SEI are at base both theoretically and practically flawed (see for
example Cummins, 2000), research has borne out that the programs adopted in
states like Arizona do not minister to the linguistics and social needs of ELLs, but
rather are socially, mentally, emotionally, and academically destructive (RiosAguilar et al., 2010). ELLs that undergo language programming under the SEI
model report increased emotional and physical isolation (Gandara & Orfield,
2010), are rarely able to close the achievement gap that consistently plagues ELLs
in American schools in general (Garcia, et al., 2010), and exist in a system that
consistently impairs their emotional and social development (Lillie et al., 2010).
Overall, SEI programming as a model is guilty of denying fundamental human
and educational rights and services to the ELLs it purports to be caring for (Lillie
et al. 2010; Garcia et al, 2010). Indeed, if that is not enough, scholars have called
Arizona’s language and educational policies “byzantine” and “coercive” and
raised the issue that the anti-multilingual attitudes and regulations, despite being
intended only to restrict Spanish-speaking students, have spread into and begun
wreaking social, cultural, and political havoc on the Native American population
in Arizona as well (Combs & Nicholas, 2012).
In the face of this kind of failure, it would seem logical that legislatures
around the country would revisit educational programs like these specifically and
the Official English policies and ideologies at-large that back them in general.
However, indications are that a majority (n=33) of states currently support OE
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and OE backed legislation, 83% of Americans support OE in education and
governmental policies, and in 2013, 90 Congressional cosponsors introduced
“The English Language Unity Act” (H.R. 997) calling for unparalleled federallevel OE legislation. How is it that this narrow, monolingual OE ideology can
bear such impoverished and damaging fruit, yet continue to enjoy sustained,
committed support? The answer may lie in how the OE movement markets itself
and how otherwise well-meaning members of the American populace in-turn view
the issue of OE. That is, the answer may be in how OE is framed, and it is my
hypothesis that figurative language, specifically visual and textual metonymy
working together, plays a key role in spinning a persuasive narrative for OE while
simultaneously masking hidden ideologies of bigotry, racial anxiety, and
discrimination.
Background
This research is grounded chiefly in three theoretical frames: CDA/CDS
(Fairclough, 2001; 2010; Machin & Mayr, 2012; van Dijk 2001; 2008),
conceptual metonymy (Barcelona, 2010; 2011; Bierwiaczonek, 2013; CharterisBlack, 2014; Panther & Thornberg, 2003) and multimodality (Machin & Mayr,
2012; van Leeuwen, 2005). While research before has critically investigated the
use of metaphors in discourse and CDA (Charteris-Black, 2004; 2011; 2014;
Musolff, 2012; Santa Ana, 1999; 2002) and some have done so surrounding this
very issue of the OE movement (Johnson, 2005), only a few have looked at CDS
and metonymy (Meadows, 2005; 2007) or examined discourse from a CDS and
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multimodal metonymy perspective (Catalano & Waugh 2013; 2014). It is from
this last research that I take my inspiration.
In its most basic form, metonymy, like metaphor (Lakoff & Johnson,
1980), which demonstrates a similarity of some kind between disparate parts of
our cognitive system, is implicated as a fundamental part of our conceptual
system (Catalano & Waugh, 2013; 2016). But more specifically and unlike
metaphor, metonymy is present when one thing “stands in” for another through an
association by contiguity (this includes synecdoche). To paint this with a clear
brush, let’s look at the following excerpt:
“The 5 million beneficiaries of Obama's executive action [to extend
the legal status of undocumented immigrants in the US] would be
added to the already high number of foreigners who enter our labor
force each year…” (ProEnglish.org)
The term “foreigners” is a metonym because it identifies those who enter the
workforce according to one of their characteristics (DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC
FOR PERSON).

It is easy to see how this is not just an unremarkable way of

describing someone if we consider the other lexical choices available to a
speaker/author who might describe the same person (e.g. people, laborers,
[skilled] workers, highly trained professionals).
We can also more fully understand what a characterization like this might
say about the speaker/author’s perceptions and intentions by looking more closely
at what this metonymy does or represents:
1. It gives prominence to one characteristic (i.e. status)
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2. It helps make the reader perceive foreigners (e.g. legal or illegal
immigrants) as a burden because of their high numbers
We might also look at others in a list of possible metonymies and their
realizations:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

DEFINING PROPERTY FOR CATEGORY (illegal immigration)
DEFINING PROPERTY FOR PERSON (illegal alien)
JOB FOR PERSON (Attorney General)
WHOLE FOR PART (society)
SIMPLIFIED EVENT FOR COMPLEX SUB-EVENTS (vote)

As one can glean from the list above, conceptual metonymy is persuasive in large
part because of its capacity (and propensity) to obscure or privilege certain
information (Catalano & Waugh 2013; 2014) in order to fit the goals or strategies
of the author/speaker. Finally, our world is increasingly multimodal, and it is
imperative that we produce and understand the ubiquity and power of metonymy
from a multimodal perspective, one that sees interaction between text and image
where the image can set the conceptual and rhetorical frame for the text with these
two modes working together to create a particular discourse (Machin & Mayr,
2012).
Method
In order to uncover data behind the Official English movement, I
undertook a two-step detection and selection process. First, because this study
was predicated on the question of how the OE movement can remain influential
and appealing in the face of empirical data that reveals its destructive nature, I
sought to identify prominent OE organizations through their online presence and
did so through keyword/key phrase searches. Using “Official English” and
“English Only” as search terms in Google, I compiled a list of hits and catalogued
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the results. Secondly, because I sought to gain a deeper understanding through
our analysis of the real driving forces behind OE, I filtered our search results,
combing through them for hits on stand-alone organizations whose purpose is to
promote English as the official language of the U.S. Results from this secondorder process were then ranked, and I selected the websites of ProEnglish and
US-English as our research foci.
Having selected the data sources, I then began a close, exhaustive analysis
of each site by first cataloguing the diversity of modal resources (text, image,
color scheme, etc.) and then evaluating, recording, and classifying the
metonymies at work. The textual and visual metonymies were then, through an
open-ended coding methodology, examined for patterns and themes and
interaction between text and image, after which patterns and themes were
compared between the two sites, and finally the three most salient themes were
selected.
Findings and Discussion
What this process revealed was that, through concerted interaction
between textual and visual metonymies, the OE movement as projected through
the media coverage and marketing on ProEnglish.org and US-English.org
persuasively appeals to its audience in three major ways: through appeals to
credibility and legitimacy, appeals to shared ideals and ideologies, and appeals to
fear and threats to those same shared ideals and ideologies. In the following
discussion, we will illustrate the multimodal metonymies at work in each of these
appeals.
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As a sidebar before doing so, however, it is interesting to note that while
our analysis revealed a host of traditional metonymic engagement throughout both
sites, two specific and innovative metonymies (i.e. SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR
COMPLEX PHENOMENA and WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART/WHOLE FOR FEARED
PART)

actively revealed themselves as major persuasive players throughout the

texts. To be more clear, what is most noteworthy about these two metonymies is
that they are conspicuously absent from previous research literature and critical
discourse/metonymy analyses, and we believe that what our analysis here has
uncovered in them are specialized metonymies manufactured and geared to be
particularly persuasive to text and talk where politics of fear and racial anxiety are
engaged. We return briefly to this discussion later, but further study on these two
metonymies in particular, and the specialization of metonymic resources in
general remains a promising future avenue for inquiry.
Appeals to Credibility and Legitimacy
In terms of exploiting the inferential pathway potential (Barcelona, 2010)
inherent in metonymy, visual images as heuristics are exceptionally potent in and
of themselves, but also as anchors that set the frame for the rest of the co-text.
And, in terms of deploying such visual metonymies, these online portals are
highly operative in accomplishing this job in the service of establishing credibility
and legitimacy both for the organizations themselves (i.e. ProEnglish and USEnglish) and for the OE movement in general that they represent.
Here below are a collection of images gathered from the main pages and
from the heads of numerous articles throughout the websites that self-authenticate
through references to institutions, government, wealth, status (official), status
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(social), power, and familiarity. Specifically, page after page on these sites is
awash with photos of institutional and government buildings (Image 1) that
contain the metonymies BUILDING FOR INSTITUTION, BUILDING FOR
GOVERNMENT, BUILDING FOR OFFICIAL STATUS, SIZE (OF BUILDING) FOR POWER .

In addition, both ProEnglish and US-English fill their pages with photos either of
the officers in their organizations or with other professionals and high-ranking
members of government that support their cause (Image 2). These photos share
aesthetic features where ties, suits, and lab coats are the common attire (CLOTHES
FOR STATUS, CLOTHES FOR POWER),

where the focus is on the faces in somewhat

intimate close-up shots (DISTANCE FOR SOCIAL STATUS, DISTANCE FOR
FAMILIARITY,

see Catalano & Waugh, 2013 and van Leeuwen, 2008 for a

discussion on camera work in visual analysis), where the faces are either smiling
(FACIAL EXPRESSION FOR FAMILIARITY) or calm and determined and giving an
air of knowledge and confidence (FACIAL EXPRESSION FOR POWER), and (in
some) where they are surrounded by official microphones or standing at podiums
(ENVIRONMENT FOR STATUS).
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These images then set the frame of legitimacy and credibility for the
articles that follow them or the co-text that surround them, and in most cases these
textual elements further build on the appeal in question, the most powerful of
which come from the organizations’ mission statements. In introducing
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themselves to their audience, ProEnglish establishes that “We work through the
courts and in the court of public opinion”—lexical choices that combine with the
images above to once again metonymically draw connections to institutions of
power and legitimacy. On the US-English site, they state: “U.S. English is the
nation’s oldest and largest non-partisan citizen’s action group dedicated to
preserving the unifying role of the English language in the United States.
Founded in 1983 by the late Sen. S.I. Hayakawa of California, U.S. English, Inc.
(www.usenglish.org) now has more than 2 million members.” Leaving aside the
SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA

(unifying, role, action group,

preserving) and the WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART (citizen’s) for now, we see
here that metonymies like SIZE FOR STATUS (largest, more than 2 million
members), AGE FOR STATUS, (oldest, Founded in 1983), and TITLE FOR STATUS
(Sen. S.I. Hayakawa of California) are at work—at work in tandem with the cotextual imagery to leave no doubt in the audience’s mind that the organizations
that they are exploring are established, legitimate, and credible.
Appeals to Shared Ideals and Ideologies
To the brawnier piece of the persuasive puzzle, having now established
their rightful place in the discussion, these sites spend a great deal of time and
effort to appeal to shared ideals and ideologies of their audience, presumably
English-speaking Americans for the most part, in an effort to characterize the OE
movement not as one fundamentally grounded in the denial of resources and
rights for non-English speaking citizens, but one that is in line with a shared
history and pride in this great nation and the American Way. There is symbolic
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power (Kramsch, 2011) in this kind of appeal, and symbolic power is an effective
tool of collectivity and persuasion. Careful analysis revealed that three (very
stereotypically American) primary ideals were at the core of the discourse in these
sites: patriotism, prosperity, and unity. First and foremost (and the ideal that is
the most superficial and obvious of the three) is the appeal to patriotism.
Patriotism
The visuals laid out throughout the website make use of a variety of
resources, and in doing so call on American pride and historicity to set the frame
not only for other co-text throughout the sites that make this same ideological
appeal, but also for discursive elements that work the other persuasive angles.
Whether through color/color scheme or iconography in Image 3 (i.e. flags, liberty
bell, stars, stripes, Statue of Liberty, U.S. map), or through the invoked
institutional buildings and monuments (i.e. the Capitol Building, the White
House, the Lincoln Memorial, and the New York Senate building) from the
collection of images above (Image 1), metonymy is engaged to be strongly
referential to essentialized tropes of American patriotism. In addition, questions
like “What would our founding fathers think about Official English?” activate
PERSON(S) FOR NATION

metonymy through the stand-in of historical figures for a

sense of belonging and in-group, jingoistic pride. Additionally, or perhaps
tangentially at this point, we beginning to see a discursive dichotomy set up with
the personal collective pronoun our (“Us vs. Them”—see Meadows, 2005 and
Wodak, 2007 for further examples of racial othering in this way), but we also see
the emergence of the metonymy WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART.
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Prosperity
While patriotism is relatively low hanging (but powerful) ideological fruit,
the ego-driven ideology of American exceptionalism is somewhat less so, but no
less potent. The U.S. is a prosperous nation, one of wealth and hope and
opportunity, and in order to keep it that way, in order to preserve American
prosperity, monolingualism is the key. Multilingualism, after all, is expensive and
un-American. This is the discourse throughout the OE websites as it turns to
economic/financial metaphors and metonymies of waste and financial burden that
stem from multilingualism. In one particular article, Image 4 (below) frames this
metonymic, essentialized characterization and the text extends it by referring to
“taxpayer money” and costs of “translation” in “courts”, “government”, “healthcare systems”, “multi-lingual ballots” and “driver’s license testing”.
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Furthermore, according to Pro-English and US-English, preserving the
prosperity in America requires the privileging of English as the official language
(and restricting other languages and those who speak them) because English is
“the common form of communications currency” and OE will “help reduce
unnecessary translation costs for the tax payers” and “will save our state
significant time and resources”. Indeed, throughout both websites, article after
article sings the praises of the economic benefits befallen upon a monolingual
society with English as the official language. And, just as Official English
preserves the collective prosperity, it also ensures the prosperity of individuals
whose language is something OTHER than English through the characterization
of English having so much “value” (Image 5) and OE legislation’s potential to
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“help set legal immigrants on a path to success”.

At face value, these concepts seem persuasive, but if we dig in deeper we
find that it is the combination of metaphor (LANGUAGE IS MONEY, SUCCESS IS A
JOURNEY)

and metonymy in the images and text that render them most influential.

Consider first, the words “reduce” and “save”—what better way to convince
others of the benefits of OE legislation than to reduce them to concepts that
obscure all of the processes, efforts, and potential pitfalls that constitute the
outcomes entailed in these metonymies (SIMPLIFIED EVENT FOR COMPLEX
SUBEVENT).

Consider, too, that it is the “resources” and “costs” (SIMPLIFIED

TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA)

that will be saved and reduced, and it is

“value” and “opportunity” (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA) that
will be rewarded for those non-native English speakers who adopt English as their
official language. These alongside countless instantiations of WHOLE FOR
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PRIVILEGED PART

(our nation, taxpayer, our society, common form) make it very

easy for the OE target audience to agree with them.
Unity
And where the preservation of prosperity is convincing, so is the
preservation of national unity. Throughout both sites, in articles and headlines,
and mission statements and interviews, we see the use of terms like
“unified/unifying, unite, and role” and see further the circling of wagons around
an imagined collective “us” through terms like “our” and” common”. As just a
sampling, see the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

“English as the official language plays a unifying role”
“recognizing the unifying value of a common, shared language”
“preserving the unifying role of the English language in the U.S.”
“the unifying power of English, our common language””
“take action on this unifying legislation [to declare English the official
language of N.Y.]”
The English language has long been a unifying aspect of different
ethnicities in the United States

Alongside a framing map of the U.S. (Image 6) that is set apart from other nations
and is intact and all one color (note: white), the metonymies SIMPLIFIED TERM
FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA

(unified, unifying, unite, role, value, power,

legislation, aspect) and WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART (our, common) are once
again hard at work building a narrative and a discourse that appeals to a very
American ideology.
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Appeals to Fear and Threats to Shared Ideals and Ideologies
While appeals to the preservation of prosperity (economic or otherwise),
to patriotic emotion and duty and history, and to a sense of national unity are very
persuasive, what is more persuasive is an appeal to fear. Others that are unlike
you represent a threat to a collective and individual prosperity and bring on the
prospect of disunity and chaos in an otherwise unified, prosperous society, and it
is to these fears and anxiety about these issues, all charged with a discriminatory
LANGUAGE FOR RACE

undertone, that OE discourse makes its most potent if

partially hidden conservative, assimilationist argument. To demonstrate how this
final appeal is operationalized through the OE discourse, we take now just two
examples from the sites: one that (ostensibly) focuses on the bilingual education
context, and the other on the prospect of Puerto Rico becoming an official state.
Both of these scenarios were given prominence on ProEnglish.org and USEnglish.org, and while they well represent a generalized anxiety, the racial and
discriminating face of that anxiety becomes even more apparent as the
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metonymies work to further uncover the ideologically driven nature of this
discourse.
“Bilingual Education”
In a more recent article posted on ProEnglish.org, the interaction of text
and image hammers home this fear and anxiety in the prospect of multilingualism
as a threat to our society, our welfare, and as we will see soon, our children. The
article is titled “Phyllis Schlafly Speaks Out About Taxpayers Burdened By
School Translation Costs” and is framed by a photo of a school sign (Image 7)—
notice the metonymic forces at play where the name of the school is in English
and is permanent and the Spanish text “invades” the sign and is impermanent and
disorganized (SIGN FOR SCHOOL, SCHOOL/SIGN FOR NATION/CULTURE,
LANGUAGE FOR LANGUAGE SPEAKERS—but,

what is most interesting about this

article is that in only one paragraph out of many does the author mention anything
about bilingual education or schools:
“Obama's 5 million amnestied illegals allowed to remain in our
country can cash in on free health care plus schooling for their kids,
including free lunch, breakfast and even dinner…nobody has yet
added up the costs that this burden imposes on the taxpayers.”
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The remainder of the article reads off-topic with barbed warnings of the threat
that the lack of a tough, enforceable OE policy entails:
•

•

“The Obama Democrats have an audacious scheme for
winning future elections. They just plan to import 5 million
noncitizens and credential them as voters who will, in
gratitude, vote Democratic.”
“In case the illegal aliens need spending money, they can
collect a special handout from the U.S. taxpayers”

Couched in a supposed argument about the costs of multilingualism in school,
what the article is really about is the claim that the “Democrats plan to win
elections with illegal alien votes” and how these foreigners—these illegals, these
non-English speakers—represent a liability. In truth, the article represents an
ideology that multilingualism is a liability for America rather than a resource and
the metonymies contained therein bolster that supposition, whether through
WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART

(our/their, our country, their kids, illegals take
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jobs from American citizens) or SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA
(audacious scheme, devious formula, (collect a special) handout (i.e. welfare),
burden (i.e. multilingualism).
Finally, as we once again see the use of DEFINING PROPERTY FOR PERSON
(illegals, illegal aliens, non-citizens, amnestied illegals) engaged over and over
again in this discourse, it is important to remember that those in control of the
discourse have at their disposal a variety of linguistic and semiotic resources that
can be wielded against an individual or groups of people to “encourage or
discourage alignment with or against that person” simply through the process of
naming them (Machin & Mayr, 2012, p. 12). Metonymies like this one, where a
singular attribute or characteristic of a person is highlighted as a naming strategy
(illegals, illegal aliens) to align an entire other group of people against them, bear
a resemblance to racial stereotypes in that they are dehumanizing, and through
this kind of metonymy they build up broad-strokes of “impersonal group
generalizations” (Meadows, 2005). From another perspective, they also constitute
a hard-hitting symbolic action and can only be seen as a strong symbolic
representation (Kramsch, 2011) of a group in power laden with fear and anxiety
about the perceived threat to that power from another group. In this case, the
perceived threat to white, English-speaking Americans is the racially “other” nonnative English speakers.
4.3.2 Puerto Rico
“Assimilationist discourses are grounded in the emergence of the nation-state and
its concern with a unifying language and national culture to support a
sociopolitical community well beyond the traditional boundaries of the tribe or
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village. Within this perspective, linguistic, and cultural diversity are a hindrance
and threat to unity; monolingualism is the desired norm.” (DeJong, 2013).
Whereas the previous example focused on the threats to the American
nation and to the (white, English-speaking) American people, the case of Puerto
Rico, its potential bid for state-hood, and the coverage it receives on USEnglish.com, in a manner that is as shocking as it is covert, highlights a strong
appeal to anxiety over disunity and social/cultural chaos. As seen above, threats
to unity are taken seriously by the power-laden, and though OE discourse within
these websites and without attempts to stay at the level of language, it is a
culture—a social, political, and economic culture—that those in power are trying
to protect and preserve through the exclusion of others (ibid.). Framed through
both a Puerto Rican flag (that is, of note, distorted and itself a bit chaotic) and a
map of the U.S. showing the disunity between states based on adoption of OE
policy, the treatment of the Puerto Rican situation on these OE sites projects,
through metonymy, threats of disunity and chaos.
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To build the general context, in November of 2012 there was a nonbinding vote in Puerto Rico (PR) among the populace on keeping their status as a
commonwealth/territory of the U.S. or on making a change that might include A)
U.S. state-hood, B) a sovereign free association with the U.S., or 3) full
independence from the U.S. 54% of PR voted for making a change, and of that
slim majority 61% voted for state-hood. The results however, for a variety of
reasons, were controversial, one major sticking point being that many who did not
vote for state-hood turned in ballots that were blank on that question.
The OE movement is, of course, against PR becoming a new official state,
and a significant portion of the US-English website is dedicated to this issue. As
is the case throughout, there are many metonymies embedded in the US-English
article on PR, but our analysis continually pointed us in the direction of the
specialized metonymies that we have seen repeatedly throughout this research:
WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED/FEARED PART
PHENOMENA.

and SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX

In this last report on our findings we will focus on these two.
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The distinction in our first metonymy between PRIVILEGED or FEARED
part is a matter of context, or rather it is dependent on to whom the speaker/author
(in this case the mouthpieces of the OE movement) is referring. But, what is done
is essentially the same: large, diverse groups of people are being de-personified
(Machin & Mayer, 2012, p. 17) and lumped together to be subsumed under large
generalizations based on the beliefs or behaviors of just a few. When the referent
of “our” (and its morphological variants) is used, as it is continually done
throughout the OE websites (and this section on PR is no different), it is
necessarily WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART among the US population—privileged
because not everyone speaks English in the US (as US English and ProEnglish
have insisted), so the privileged part is English speakers who speak English well.
On the other hand, when the “their” referent (and its morphological variants) is
used, it is WHOLE FOR FEARED PART in PR—feared because they are Spanish
speakers who don’t speak English. Therefore, in the context of this OE discourse,
WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED/FEARED PART constitutes

a clear good/bad, in-group/out-

group dichotomy the negative side of which is clearly aimed (via language) at the
Spanish-speaking, non-Anglo populations.
Such is never more apparent that in the many examples where, in an effort
to cast differences again between the linguistic behaviors of PR and the (“good”)
U.S. in-group in question, WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART metonymies are
repeatedly used to refer to the “rest of the U.S.” whose language, culture, and
identity are emphasized to be incompatibly different from those in the PR.
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Conversely, WHOLE FOR FEARED PART is emphasized repeatedly, when referring
to PR:
•
•
•

“Puerto Ricans say language and culture are not negotiable”
“Puerto Ricans believe they have their own national identity separate and
distinct from the rest of the states”
“Clearly, the Spanish language is fundamental to maintaining their
cultural identity”

in efforts to further emphasize the incompatibility, suggestive of a no-win
situation for both sides.
The OE peddlers and their constituents (i.e. ‘the rest of the US/states’),
this ‘privileged part’ that is the non-Spanish speaking, dominant, Anglo citizens
who are not tolerant of people who speak another language (especially Spanish),
are different linguistically or culturally and insist so vociferously that others must
be compatible with them that they go to great pains to discuss the “risks involved
in absorbing…a different culture”, the “trouble” that the U.S. is asking for if it
makes PR a state, and the “powerful and disruptive effects of cultural
incompatibility.” The metonymy at play here (SIMPLIFIED TERMS FOR COMPLEX
PHENOMENA—risks,

culture, trouble, powerful and disruptive effects, cultural

incompatibility) speaks to how these outcomes are at best debatable and at worst
impossible to be true simply because of the multi-variant and process-laden
complexity that in reality underlies them. However, it is precisely because of this
simplification through these and other specialized metonymies that such nuanced
issues (and such patently discriminatory ideologies) can be so easily peddled
among a population that surely does not see themselves in the racist light that the
OE movement actually embodies.
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Conclusion
What these findings demonstrate is that conceptual metonymy is as
efficacious a weapon for obscuring ideologies as it is for uncovering them. Few
studies to date have sought to fight fire with fire in this way by analyzing
discourse through metonymy from a critical and multimodal perspective with the
goal of uncovering hidden social, political, and racial anxieties, and it is our hope
that this work demonstrates the power in doing so. It is also encouraging to
consider how the unearthing of the specialized, innovative metonymies
(SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA, WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED/FEARED
PART)

specific to this analysis might have also uncovered a productive research

path forward in discourse-analytic contexts where politics and racial anxiety are at
play. But, perhaps most importantly, the critical take-away here is that the OE
movement, a movement that is flush with an enduring contemporary endorsement,
thrives on an ideology of monolingualism sold to the American people as a way to
ensure continued prosperity and unity of the country and its citizens but is really
driven by the intersection of language and race and is based on fear of and anxiety
about racial and linguistic minorities (Benker, 2017; Borden, 2014; Lippi-Green,
1999; Wodak, 2015) and their threat to the status quo. Using the analytic lens of
metonymy to study the connections between language, ideology, and language
policy—desired or real—gives critical discourse analysts a potent tool for insight
into how calls for monolingualism is representative of nothing more than socalled “color-blind racism” (Bonilla-Silva, 2006) gives. Future studies on the
important role of conceptual multimodal metonymies in uncovering hidden
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ideologies will no doubt continue to be in service of transparency, intentionality,
and accountability as we strive to move closer to social, racial, and cultural
equity.
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CHAPTER 3: MONEY, MONEY, MONEY: USING METONYMY
ANALYSIS TO REVEAL THE COMMODIFICATION OF
INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS AT AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES
Abstract
In the last two decades, seismic shifts have been taking place in the
American higher education landscape with regard to the ways in
which public universities are funded. Where once the coffers of
public higher education institutions were underwritten largely by
state and federal funds, more and more U.S. universities and
colleges today must look elsewhere for the majority of their
financial support. Interestingly though, while government support
for public universities has withered, enrollment of international
students at these same institutions has skyrocketed. Indeed, among
presidents and administrators at U.S. universities, the
internationalization of undergraduate education is increasingly
seen as vital (Bok, 2006 citing Lambert 1989) to the health of our
educational system, and the increase in international student
enrollment is championed as evidence of an individual institution’s
status as a globally-minded place of learning. However, with more
than one million international students come more than one million
new opportunities for revenue. Uniting the explanatory power of
conceptual metonymy (Catalano & Waugh, 2013) with a Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) approach, this study examines how the
increasing enrollment of international students is constructed in the
discourse surrounding U.S. higher education institutions and
discusses the possible implications of that result. Specifically,
using a corpus of case statements, mission statements, and white
papers that represent the public institutional discourse of
universities and colleges and using the Chronicle of Higher
Education as a representative repository for professional
institutional discourse, this present study examines the metonymies
within these texts to reveal a systematic difference between the
projected and perhaps the real motivations for higher education
internationalization.
Introduction
Terms like globalization, internationalization, world-class, global citizens
are increasingly commonplace across the linguistic landscape in our modern
world, but we hear and read them perhaps even more frequently when it comes to
universities talking about their mission, their goals, where the future is, and where
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they need to be headed. According to the National Association of Foreign Student
Advisers (NAFSA), “internationalization is the conscious effort to integrate and
infuse international, intercultural, and global dimensions into the philosophy of
postsecondary education,” (“Internationalization”, 2018) and in the last three
decades, a component of the internationalization of higher education—
international student enrollment—has seen particularly significant growth across
American universities. According to the Open Doors Report on International
Educational Exchange from the Institute for International Education (IIE) (2016),
974,926 international students studied at U.S. colleges/universities in 2014/15—
nearly double the enrollment figures from 1983/84. And in 2016, according to the
most recent IIE annual survey, that number is now over one million—a figure that
is up over 7% from the previous year (see Figure 1).
Figure 1. International Student Trends
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But in the past several decades, many more changes have been taking
place within our American higher education systems, perhaps most profound of
which has been the ways in which universities are funded. According to the
American Council on Education (ACE), state funding of public, 4-year
institutions declined by as much as 69.4% between fiscal year 1980 and 2011
(Mortenson, 2012), with major universities receiving as little as 8% of their
institutional budgets from state coffers (Dooley, 2006). Nearly all 50 states, with
the exception of Montana, North Dakota, Wisconsin, and Wyoming, report
spending fewer dollars on each student in 2015/2016 than they did prior to the
start of the American Great Recession (Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2016).
In the most extreme cases, 26 states have cut per-student funding by more than
20%, nine states have cut per-student funding by more than 30%, and at least two
states—Arizona and Illinois—have slashed their funding for each student by half
or more (Mitchell, Leachman, & Masterson, 2016).
In the public discourse, internationalization has become an increasingly
popular “buzzword” (Tardy, 2014), and indeed, this escalation of international
student enrollment is talked about clearly and often as evidence of a progressive,
“truly world-class higher education system” with global engagement preparing
student-citizens for a “globalized world” (“Making the Case for
Internationalization”, 2016). At the same time, research has found that
international students systematically pay significantly higher tuition than the
average domestic student, and in some cases international students are paying
nearly double the average, in-state U.S. student rate (Heck & Mu, 2016). So,
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given that international students have clearly become a major source of revenue
for university and college funding and given that funding at public institutions is
of major concern, does the public narrative of the benefits and motivations for
increasing higher education internationalization—one that leans on multi-cultural,
student-centered ideals of global preparedness—ring true? As an instructor and
advisor of international students at a large research university that is rapidly
growing its international student population, this context and this question
inspired me to want to take a closer look at how internationalization in higher
education is being discussed so that we may uncover how international students,
and their increasing enrollment in American universities, are constructed (perhaps
differently) in the discourse surrounding U.S. higher education institutions.
Any normalization of the representation of certain groups of people
through the repeated use of certain dominant discourses has a real and direct
influence on the construction and maintenance of relationships with and
affordances given to these groups (Tardy, 2014). For international students
studying at U.S. universities and colleges, then, the ways in which they are
represented by their institutions can have a profound influence on the way we
foreign language professionals and university administrators value them as a part
of the campus community and provide resources and support for them
accordingly. In turn, this valuation can impact the status and the role they are
perceived to play in the professed translingual and transcultural exchange that
internationalization is touted to serve (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Kubota, 2009).
By identifying a dominant discourse that treats international student enrollment
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predominantly as a revenue source (and thus international students as
commodities rather than stakeholders and beneficiaries of the internationalization
initiative), we as foreign language professionals and higher education
administrators can also begin to identify how we might better serve them as fullfledged members of our increasingly globalized domestic campuses (Kubota,
2009).
Theoretical Framework
In order to begin this process of uncovering how international students are
constructed, I propose to unite the explanatory power of conceptual metonymy
(Barcelona, 2010; Bierwiaczonek, 2013; Catalano & Waugh, 2013; Kovecses,
2006; Panther & Thornberg, 2003) with a Critical Discourse Studies (CDS)
approach (Fairclough, 2001; 2013; van Dijk, 2001; Wodak, 2011; 2013) to
examine the discourse surrounding internationalization in higher education. As
international student populations have increased so dramatically over the last few
decades, academics and university professionals have begun to recognize the
importance of a global research agenda on international education (de Wit, 1997).
Indeed, to examine the dynamic new reality of higher education
internationalization, researchers across the globe have begun looking at the
economic and philosophical driving forces (Deem, Mok, & Lucas, 2008; de Wit,
1999; Lumby & Foskett, 2016; Rui, 2002) of this phenomenon as well as the
potential individual and systemic implications of internationalization for both
students and institutions (Jibeen & Khan, 2015; Ryan & Carroll, 2005; Seeber,
Cattaneo, Huisman, et al., 2016; Sidhu, 2016), and it is on the shoulders of the
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growing interest in mapping the complexities of this field of inquiry that this
current research stands. More intimately, this study is inspired by Tardy (2014) in
which a productive marriage was suggested between Fairclough’s (2003) concept
of “dominant discourses” and the potential relationships between the construction
and representation of international and transnational students in the American
university context and the institutional practices and interactions that might arise
from the normalization of such representations, and through the use of metonymy
as an analytical tool, it is the goal of this research to continue the discussion
started there.
Tied to the concept of globalization, we understand “internationalization”
to include “the policies and practices undertaken by academic systems and
institutions—and even individuals—to cope with the global academic
environment” (Altbach & Knight, 2007). While there is well-documented debate
(Knight, 2015), and while objections to the nature of this
globalization/internationalization distinction have been tendered (Cantwell &
Maldonado-Maldonado, 2009), the general view is that internationalization is the
academe’s practical response to globalization (Altbach 2004; de Wit 1999; Knight
2004; Scott, 2000; van der Wende, 2001). This definition grounds the current
study that, through the discursive exploration of two categories of institutional
discourse on internationalization in higher education—one “public” and one
“professional”—will be further narrowly focused on the recruitment and
matriculation of international students in U.S. post-secondary colleges and
universities.
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The distinction here (between what I am calling “public institutional” and
“professional institutional” discourse) is important, and while these concepts are
discussed in greater detail below, it is helpful to briefly define the scope and
nature of these terms. For this research, Public Institutional Discourse can be
understood to include texts authored by the institution (i.e. a college/university)
meant for the general public with the intended purpose of making the case for
increasing international student enrollment. Professional Institutional Discourse,
on the other hand, differs in terms of its audience, but perhaps more importantly
in terms of its intent. Where the former is concerned with marketing a
university’s plan to internationalize, the latter represents how the progress and
success of “internationalization” in this sense is informally measured by the
institutions and their administrators. This distinction that differs in terms of both
audience and intent productively embodies the ideological divide between the real
and professed motivations for policy, strategic plans, institutional goals,
motivations, and objectives of internationalization and is important to the goals of
this research because, as stated above, any such ideological divide can represent
real differences between how international students are valued when they are
being sought after and when they have matriculated. Stated more clearly, the
implications of any potential mismatch between public and professional
discourses is important because the recognition of gaps in how international
students at American universities are constructed might also reflect gaps in how
they are valued and supported at these same institutions.
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While much research in the last 30 years has examined the explanatory
power of metaphors embedded in speech and in written texts, the value of my
current research agenda lies in the exploration of metonymy as a key to unlocking
discursive intent and persuasive power. To understand the role that metonymy
plays in such underlying forces, however, it may first be constructive to review its
connection to metaphor and conceptual metaphor theory.
Metaphor
Metaphor is at once a social and conceptual phenomenon, and indeed
metaphor has garnered the lion’s share of research and popular focus since the
publication of Metaphors We Live By in 1980 by George Lakoff and Mark
Johnson. Conceptual metaphors can be seen as linguistic realizations that are
reflections and organizers of a cognitive structure and based upon a cross-domain
mapping between seemingly disparate concepts (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Take
for example, the classic mega-metaphor TIME IS MONEY (often realized in
statements like “I spent too much time at the store”, etc.). Certainly, a literal
interpretation of this metaphoric construction is not possible; rather it relies on a
minimal level of association (i.e. time, like money, is valuable) amidst a
preponderance of incongruity (Catalano & Waugh, 2014). In this scenario, both
the way we conceptualize and talk about time influences our actions and how we
live our lives. Indeed, because metonymic and metaphoric language is present so
thoroughly in everyday usage, it has strong explanatory capacity to uncover and
even influence underlying individual or cultural ideological systems and beliefs
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about the world around us (Catalano & Waugh, 2013; 2014, Lakoff & Johnson,
1980).
Metonymy
Historically, metonymy has been difficult to define, even for those whose
research is dedicated to its nature and its place in human cognition and society.
Unlike metaphor, which is based on the concept of similarity and comparison
(Ungerer & Schmid, 2006) across outwardly divergent conceptual domains,
metonymy is founded on the notion of contiguity (Jakobson, 1956) where source
and target domains are based on a high degree of association. Most basic
definitions frame the metonymies we encounter in text and talk as linguistic
realizations of a cognitive (or more accurately, a socio-cognitive, see van Dijk,
2009) tool in which one entity “stands in” for another based on a degree of
conceptual association or contiguity (Catalano & Waugh, 2014). For example, in
the sentence, “she’s just a pretty face”, FACE is standing in for WOMAN in the
metonymic structure: BODY PART FOR PERSON. Cognitively, such a stand-in-for
relationship represents an inferential pathway, or mapping, in which a source
entity (e.g. PERSON from our first example) is understood from the perspective of
a target (FACE), so that one concept is used to “mentally activate” (i.e. make us
think of) another (Barcelona, 2010).
Indeed, metonymy and metaphor serve a “a variety of important functions
in language” such as the affordance of pragmatic inference, reference and
persuasion, the creation and maintenance of discourse communities, the
expression of values and humor, and so on (Littlemore, 2015). Indeed, their
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ubiquitous place in the communicative inventory of everyday life, alongside their
conceptual basis and sociolinguistic functionality demonstrates an exceedingly
potent connection between metonymy/metaphor and the underlying ideologies
and motivations embedded in our language. To uncover those embedded
ideologies is to uncover the dominant discourses (Fairclough, 2003) at play that
are implicated in how we socially represent not only ourselves (or in this case,
how institutions represent themselves and their organizational motivations), but
also how others are represented through our language.
If we are to accept that language, and metonymic language in particular, is
reflective—and constructive—of underlying belief systems, that metaphor and
metonymy are implicated in the representation of those beliefs, and that those
beliefs are deployed through dominant discourses that can impact the lives of
international students, it stands that a critical analysis of metonymy can be a
productive way forward in helping to understand the discourses surrounding
international students at American universities and the internationalization of
higher education. The question then to answer in this research is what can
metonymy analysis reveal about the nature (and differences) between how
international student enrollment is constructed in public and professional
institutional discourse on internationalization in higher education?
Method
Data Collection
To explore this question, it first became necessary to identify
representations of institutional discourse established for the general public and
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representations of institutional discourse where administrators, officials, and
faculty were looking inward and talking with and to each other. As a goal of this
study is to explore how the discourse might be different when universities and
their administrators are making the case for internationalization to the general
public and when they are measuring or evaluating the state and condition of
internationalization with regard to international student enrollment for their
professional colleagues, it is first important to create two separate corpora that
represent the contexts, intended purposes, and intended audiences of these
respective perspectives.
Public institutional discourse. First, in the service of identifying where
and how universities outwardly publish and profess their global strategies and
their motivations for increasing internationalization, keyword searches for
“internationalization,” “globalization,” and “higher ed” revealed that the
American Council on Education (ACE), self-styled as the “leader in helping
institutions articulate their strategic plans and goals of internationalization,”
(“Making the Case for Internationalization”, 2018) provided a robust resource for
American universities striving to craft their public message. Through modeling,
toolkits, and strategic instruction of how to create “case statements” and “white
papers,” the ACE serves as one of the premiere resources for universities seeking
to craft the public/official communication of their vision and goals for
internationalization to its stakeholders (i.e. students, parents, university,
community, etc.). Because the study is interested primarily in the discourse
surrounding the articulation of universities’ internationalization goals, and in
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particular because this study is interested in authentic discourse published by
universities themselves, the site was explored and mined for particular sections
that offered links to university statements on internationalization. Thus, two
sections within the ACE site were identified that offered such authentic discourse,
and seven texts in total (linked from the ACE site) across six different universities
were selected to represent this corpus of public institutional discourse (PubCor)
(see Figure 2 below for details on PubCor).
Figure 2: Details of public institutional discourse corpus
Public Institutional Corpus (PubCor)

Sample analyzed for study
Total no. of words
Average no. of words per text:
Collection method

Represented Institutions

Institution Descriptors

6 texts
4258
608.29
From ACE website
Published under sections:
“Articulating a Global
Strategy” and “Leading
Internationalization”
Duke University; University of
Kentucky; Indiana University Purdue
University of Indianapolis; Barnard
College; University of North
Georgia; Juanita College
Range from large, R1 institutions to
small community colleges

Professional institutional discourse. Turning to the second corpus of
texts, in order to make the appropriate comparisons between how universities
make the case for internationalization and how they evaluate the state of
international student enrollment in U.S. universities, it was imperative for this
research to identify a repository for what I am calling their professional
institutional discourse on internationalization. With this in mind, the Chronicle of
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Higher Education (CHE) was selected, given its reputation within the field of
higher education and its robust online presence (website traffic surpasses 12.8
million pages/month with more than 1.9 million unique visitors) and print
subscription rates (51000+ subscribers and 215,000 total readership at the time of
this study). It must also be noted that full access to articles published by the CHE
resides behind an online paywall, further establishing the discourse found within
this source to be intended for a select audience of interested professionals, rather
than for the general public.
Within the CHE news site, a search was conducted using the primary key
phrase “international students,” the articles that the search turned up were sorted
by relevance (as opposed to by date—sorting done by computer as a function of
the site’s internal search engine) and the top 15 articles so sorted were selected for
analysis (see Figure 3 below for article details including publication date range).
All articles were searched for and selected from the search tool embedded within
the home page of the site, and while the CHE home page includes main
navigation links in the header to content differentiated by genre (i.e. “NEWS”,
“OPINION”, “DATA”, “ADVICE”, and “JOBS”), the search results turned back a
selection of top articles that were varied by type and genre. While the majority of
articles returned from the search (n=9) were housed in the Global or International
sections, several other article types are likewise represented in this sample (article
types/genres are listed by their website subsection in Figure 3 below). Given that
this portion of the study is concerned with an exploration into the discussion and
discourse of universities surrounding their ongoing evaluations of and issues with
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higher ed internationalization, such a breadth of article types (and thus a breadth
of styles, purposes, and audiences throughout these texts) did not interfere with
the analysis.
Figure 3: Details of professional institutional discourse corpus
Professional Institutional Corpus (ProfCor)

Sample analyzed for study
15 texts (“news” articles)
Article types by website subsection Global (n=8)
International (n=1)
Government & Politics (n=1)
Administration (n=1)
Faculty (n=1)
Almanac of Higher Education (n=1)
Letters to the Editor (n=1)
Advice (n=1)
Total number of words
24497
Average no. of words per text
1633.13
Publication period
May 2003 – November 2016
Collection source
From CHE news feed, online
Article Descriptors
“News” articles ranging in focus and
length
keywords: “international students”
(sorted automatically by relevance in
search engine)

It should finally be noted that these two distinct data sources (i.e. PubCor
and ProfCor) not only represent texts from universities and their administrators
across two distinct genres (i.e., case/mission statements published on the
university and ACE websites and “news” articles published through the CHE), but
they also represent different audiences written for different purposes, and it is this
final distinction that merits a finer point. While we are concerned on the surface
with comparing and contrasting the discourse that exists surrounding the same
general topic (i.e., internationalization/ international student enrollment)
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broadcasted by the same general population (i.e. university administrators and
higher education professionals) through two different venues packaged ostensibly
for two different audiences (i.e. general public vs fellow
academics/administrators), the productive seam to this analysis is stitched when
we recognize that we are really looking at the discourse of higher education
administrators when the purpose of the texts they are producing differ.
Specifically, the difference is between A) when they are making the case for
internationalization efforts (PubCor) and B) when they are informally evaluating
the fruits of these same efforts (ProfCor). Logic and common sense, in this case,
might dictate that the latter would follow the former in form and in spirit, which is
precisely what this present study seeks to (dis)confirm.
Data Analysis
With the sources for data identified, I conducted a close reading of the
PubCor and ProfCor texts looking for potential metonymic and metaphorical
patterns using an open-coding system for recording metonymic language. There
have been over the years numerous taxonomies and proposed procedures for the
identification of metonymy types (see, for example, Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez,
2007; Barcelona, 2011; and Littlemore, 2015). For the current study, I employed
a modified version of the systematic procedures outlined in Biernacka, (2013; see
Figure 4 below) and then drew on Radden and Kovecses’ (1999) taxonomy for
metonymy identification (also drawing on Littlemore & Tagg (2016) by
remaining open to additions to and adaptations of the metonymy types listed in
Radden and Kovecses’ (1999) taxonomy to identify cases of metonymy in the
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data. From these, emerging patterns were identified and recorded and grouped
and then interpreted for their explanatory value as they relate to
internationalization, international students, and globalization.
Figure 4. Metonymy category type identification procedure

1. Read the entire text to get a general understanding of the overall meaning.
2. Determine lexical units.
3. Decide on metonymicity of each lexical unit:
a. For each lexical unit establish its contextual meaning—take into
account how it applies to an entity in the situation evoked by the
text, as well as co-text.
b. For each lexical unit determine if it has a more basic contemporary
meaning in other contexts than the meaning in the given context.
c. If the lexical unit has a more basic contemporary meaning in other
contexts than the given context, and the contextual and basic
meanings are different, determine if they are connected by
contiguity, defined as a relation of adjacency and closeness
comprising not only spatial contact but also temporal proximity,
causal relations, and part-whole relations.
4. If a connection is found in step 3c that is one of contiguity: check
backwards and forwards to determine if any other lexical unit(s) belong(s)
together semantically, thus determining the extent of the metonym vehicle;
and mark the lexical unit (or lexical units which belong together) as
metonymy vehicle.
(Biernacka 2013, p. 117)

Findings & Discussion
Overall, an analysis of the institutional discourse surrounding
internationalization at both the public and professional levels showed that the
texts are replete with metonymic language productive in establishing two different
messages, one outward to a broad audience, and one inward between universities
and fellow administrators whose goal it is to increase international student
enrollment. More specifically, the analysis found that these texts in general used
the process of abstraction, a fundamental effect of metonymy, to set up two very
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different discourses about international student enrollment. In general, metonymy
can highlight and privilege certain information to fit the rhetorical and persuasive
goals of the author (Catalano & Waugh, 2013). For example, in naming people
using job titles (e.g. the waitress, the migrant worker), the metonymy DEFINING
CHARACTERISTIC FOR PERSON

is at work prominently positioning one aspect of

an individual in order to highlight that aspect and obscure other characteristics of
that individual. This kind of abstraction or obfuscation emboldens the audience
or reader to deal with abstract concepts and idealized (Littlemore & Tagg, 2016)
and perhaps culturally shared (Kovecses, 2005; Littlemore & Tagg, 2016) notions
to economically stand-in for specific complexities of an event, process, etc. (see
also Lakoff, 1987 for a discussion of ‘idealized cognitive models [ICMs]).
First, throughout the PubCor texts, the metonymies present (e.g.,
SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA and PART FOR WHOLE/WHOLE FOR
PART) engaged

this process of abstraction to index the concept of quality to

promote broad, popular discourses of progress and modernization through
internationalization. Specifically in this study, the SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR
COMPLEX PHENOMENA and PART FOR WHOLE/WHOLE FOR PART metonymies

found in the PubCor corpus worked to simplify or abstract concepts of, among
others, global, multicultural, international thereby encouraging the reader to deal
only with the essentialized ideas of internationalization and tap into qualitativelydriven and universal goals of multicultural understanding, citizenship,
preparedness, and globalization that are generally seen as positive and desirable.
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In the ProfCor texts, however, this same process of oversimplification and
abstraction worked not to index qualitative notions of internationalization, but
rather to frame the progress and success of internationalization with economic
notions of quantity. Metonymies like EFFECT FOR CAUSE, INSTITUTION FOR
PEOPLE,

and SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA contracted, collapsed,

and condensed the complexities of increasing student enrollment into a narrative
of revenue and numbers. Through these metonymies and more, market discourses
prevailed that promoted focused, targeted, and competitive quantity-driven goals
of international student enrollment and retention.
Due to the scope of this paper, the following sections offer selected
representative examples of metonymies and their metonyms from the texts with
discussion outlining their role in serving the meaningful patterns discussed above.
Public Institutional Discourse: Making the Case for Internationalization
Turning first to the Public Discourse, where the published case statements,
mission statements, and white papers for internationalization are standing in for
how the universities are talking outwardly and publicly about increased
international student enrollment, an analysis of the metonymies at work
throughout these texts reveals a great deal. Take, for example, the University of
Kentucky White Paper on Internationalization, published on the university
website and held up on the ACE website as an example of how to make the case
to the public for internationalization:
The University of Kentucky will expand the use of its significant
resources to enhance interdisciplinary and inter-professional
training and research on global issues, and to foster greater
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international exposure for students, faculty, staff, and the
community.
Leaving aside for a minute the broad use of University of Kentucky
(WHOLE FOR PART in that only a few departments and offices across the campus
will truly be involved in the expenditure of resources (financial or otherwise)
toward increased student enrollment at UK, note the metonymic use of the verbs
expand, enhance, and foster (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA).
These metonymies build a patently positive, forward-thinking yet wholly abstract
and overly simplified representation of what it will mean to “internationalize” at
the University of Kentucky. Equally, the nouns resources, training, research, and
issues (all SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA) build a discourse of
progress regarding what will go into, and what the university stands to gain from,
increased student enrollment. Interestingly, this discourse of progress is built
around familiar terminology within the academic environment, but is done at such
a level of abstraction that while readers are unable to glean anything concrete
about the specific costs and benefits of the internationalization plan and process,
they are at the same time unable to argue with the inherent positive nature of the
same. It is here that the process of metonymic abstraction shines in that it allows,
or even obliges, the audience—an audience that might otherwise be scrupulous
where specific details and evidence is concerned—to set a value proposition on a
plan for which there are few productive particulars.
Likewise, the adjectival injections of significant, greater, and global
(SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA) do little to provide any more
granularity to the nouns that they modify (How much is significant? In what
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ways are these resources significant? What makes an issue global, and why does
that benefit the students at the University of Kentucky?). Finally, the terms
interdisciplinary, inter-professional, and international (DEFINING
CHARACTERISTIC FOR THING)

are all oft-pedaled turns of phrase in academia

(with the usually positive connotation associated with inter) that are routinely
meant to elevate the nature or importance of the program or entity they are
describing. International, for example, is a DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC FOR
THING

metonymy—and is thus persuasive as such—because it (1) highlights one

particular characteristic of, say, a program (i.e. its status as “international”), while
(2) obscuring not only the other characteristics of the program, but also the
program’s degree of fit of that characteristic. To understand this last point better,
think of a small, private, regional airport in Northern Michigan that, because it has
the geographic capacity to allow an occasional flight originating from Ontario,
Canada to land there, it can and does call itself an “international airport”. Now,
this is not inaccurate from a categorical sense, but it is misleading from a degree
of fit perspective. However, having elevated itself into the category of
“international,” this small, regional airport now receives largely the same statusbenefits of import and significance conferred upon the likes of Dulles or O’Hare.
The choice for the University of Kentucky to highlight the gains for domestic
students and teachers in greater international exposure is not an accidental one
and, alongside the other metonymic choices where details and complexities are
abstracted with the goal of painting a qualitatively positive picture of
internationalization, the persuasive impact is significant.
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Looking at another example pulled from PubCor, we can see that the Case
Statement for Internationalization propped up by ACE and Indiana University
Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) successfully utilizes metonymy in the
same way:
In order for the United States to have a truly world-class higher
education system, colleges and universities must be globally
engaged and prepare students to be citizens of a multicultural
community both at home and in a globalized world. Institutions
accomplish this by having a multi-dimensional, comprehensive
strategy that includes internationalization at home and engagement
with global issues and partners.
In the above example, we find again the repeated use of WHOLE FOR PART
(e.g. United States, colleges, universities, institutions, system), SIMPLIFIED TERM
FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA

verbs (e.g. be globally engaged, prepare,

have/having, accomplish), nouns, (e.g. engagement, strategy, issues, partners) and
adjectives (e.g. multi-dimensional, comprehensive, world-class, multicultural,
globalized), and we can again see that these rather opaque, abstract terms standing
in for truly complex phenomena. In doing so, they become value-propositions—
qualitatively oriented, positive value-propositions—that set up the idea of the
vague yet inarguably good and progressive goals of improving by making
ourselves into global, and thus modern, citizens. As such, these propositions
allow the ideological value of these words and concepts to take prominence over
the complexity that they represent. Taken together, we see a clear narrative being
built around why internationalization is good and why universities should, for the
greater and personal benefit of all, expand their international student enrollment.
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Professional Institutional Discourse: Evaluating the Progress/State of
Internationalization
Turning now inward and looking at the ProfCor texts, once again using the
CHE as a representative repository for institutional discourse, we see a rather
different picture being painted when assessing the state of internationalization in
universities. Again, the top 15 articles sorted by relevance from a keyword search
were pulled, analyzed, and coded for the metaphorical and metonymic language
that they used. But, in these texts, rather than qualitative attention being paid to
the benefits of ongoing internationalization efforts, as you might expect given the
widespread language found in the public arguments and cases made for higher ed
internationalization, you find assessments that trigger notions and discourses of
economics—quantitative language that metonymically sets up the students and
the countries that they come from as sources of (tuition and other) revenue.
At first look, many of the titles of the articles in this corpus immediately
index a revenue-centric narrative.
1. Drop in International Students Worries English Universities
2. Worldwide Competition for International Students Heats Up
3. Gains in International Students Help Berkeley Fill Budget Gap
There is an obvious and rather direct service paid in Example 3 above to the
metaphor STUDENT IS REVENUE through the metonymy STUDENT DOLLARS FOR
STUDENT,
CAUSE),

but even more subtly, the verbs like drop and gains (EFFECT FOR

verbs like worries (serving the INSTITUTION FOR PERSON metonymy and

the UNIVERSITIES ARE PEOPLE metaphor) and heats up (INTENSITY IS HEAT and
GOOD IS UP

metaphors built on the metonymic foundation of EFFECT FOR CAUSE),

and nouns like competition (indexing metonymy which feeds into the
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ENROLLMENT IS A CONTEST

metaphor) all build a dominant discourse that

measures and thinks about internationalization in a very different way than in the
PubCor texts. What you find in the following three examples is an overwhelming
shift toward quantitative measuring, forecasting, and analyzing the flow of
international students as revenue sources.
Digging deeper in to the articles, the discourse is replete with financial,
quantitative language and metonyms:
4. “The number (QUANTITY OF PEOPLE FOR PEOPLE) of
international students enrolling in universities…has dropped
for the first time in nearly three decades, in a worrying reversal
of a long-term trend (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX
PHENOMENON) of double-digit growth.”
5. “shifts in enrollment patterns”
6. “the number of students (QUANTITY OF PEOPLE FOR PEOPLE)
enrolling in full-time [programs]…declined by 1 percent from
the 2010-2011 to the 2012-2013 academic years.”
7. “In Canada, where economic forecasters have predicted a
shortage of workers, the government created a program in
2005 that allows foreign students to work in the country for
two years after graduation.
8. “China, though still a huge exporter, increased its foreign
enrollments from fewer than 45,000 in 1999 to more than
141,000 in 2005.
What is absent in almost all of this language is attention to how international
students are contributing to the global citizen-making goals of the university that
were set forth as the primary—if not the sole—driving forces behind the efforts to
increase international student enrollment. As the audience, we can consistently
see that, as we did in the PubCor texts, these rather opaque, abstract terms are not
only standing in for truly complex phenomena, but they are also setting up a far
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more quantitative framing of the benefits of internationalization. Where
outwardly, university administrators are talking about expanding and enhancing in
the context of a (qualitatively assessed) progressive, globalized world, inwardly
they assess internationalization almost exclusively and quantitatively through
financial and economic terms. In addition, by commodifying them through this
economic-driven language, any discussion of how these international students
themselves—who typically must pay for full-tuition plus fees at American
universities—might qualitatively benefit from the intercultural advantages and
opportunities that increased student enrollment is supposedly set up to offer is
effectively shut down.
Indeed, going back to the first article that we looked at, we can see that the
visual metonymy is strong, where images work together with the text and the
context to create a commodities frame (Machin and Mayer, 2009) where students
and the countries that they come from are represented like a stock market
performance chart (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2.

The above examples represent how internationalization is conceived and
generally analyzed in the dominant discourses found in the professional
institutional discourse in these articles, which stand-in as the conversation
between and among universities about international student enrollment. The
overarching metaphors of STUDENT IS REVENUE/NATION IS REVENUE come
through very strongly where students are seen as not much more than the dollars
that they bring in to U.S. institutions. Further, these metaphors are served through
a series of cascading metonymies (Mittelberg & Waugh, 2009) where the student
dollars are standing in for the students themselves.
Conclusion and Implications
By abstracting the people, the processes, and the intricacies involved in
internationalization through the use of metonymic language, these texts reveal a
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systematic attempt to appeal to essentialized tropes of progress, modernity,
global-mindedness, etc. as a way to justify and win the public over with regard to
the institutional mission of increased international student enrollment. Likewise,
the collapsing of the complexities and the potential opportunities for all students
into economic measurements of success of increasing student enrollment signifies
a narrowness of motivation for internationalization among higher education
administrators that belies the public projection of the same. But, the question is,
so what? What are the implications of higher education administrators
constructing students as commodities and, what are the implications of the gap
between the public and internal messages?
The answer is that when we construct students so narrowly, we fail to
address their needs. The money that international students bring in to American
universities and colleges is only a part of what they bring and who they are and
what they deserve, and if American universities and colleges are truly interested
in investing in a globalized multicultural future, such a failure is unacceptable.
But, even more than this, a narrow construction of international students such as
this helps to fossilize a hegemonic view of globalization where all the privileges
and benefits, financial and otherwise, of internationalization belong only to
domestic, native-English speaking students and the institutions themselves
(Kubota, 2009). Such a neocolonial agenda robs those without power of their
opportunity to acquire the social and cultural capital that is the product of
internationalization and foregoes the servicing of equality in favor of preserving
the power structure of the relative elite (Kubota, 2009).

73
It must be said that this analysis of how international students are
constructed in the discourse is not intended merely as an indictment of the
American university system, the various offices and departments that lead their
internationalization efforts, and the administrators that manage and report on such
efforts. Truly, it should be acknowledged that the shift in funding structures that
has led to the marketization of the public university systems (Foskett, 2011) is in
large part likely the new, stabilized reality for these systems. Because of this, as
international students continue to increase in number at American universities and
colleges and in the face of current destabilizing political forces outside of
academia that seek to further marginalize the already marginalized, it is
incumbent upon all faculty (not just the foreign and second language specialists),
administrators, and executive leadership to recognize and embrace the shifting
landscape of our campuses and work toward policy, practice, and discourse that
supports and empowers all of our students.
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CHAPTER 4: METONYMS WE PLAN BY: ENGAGING METONYMY AS
A TOOL FOR ANALYSIS AND PERSUASION IN LANGUAGE POLICY
AND PLANNING
“It is what we think the world is like, not what it is really like, that determines our
behavior.”
– Kenneth E. Boulding, 1956
Abstract
By connecting the fields of critical discourse analysis and language
policy and planning (LPP) through the partnership of language
orientations and conceptual metonymy, language planners have at
their disposal a tool for policy analysis, for understanding the
effects of and attitudes behind the rules and principles they seek to
enact, and for policy promotion that is both conceptually and
contextually sensitive, both explanatory and persuasive. The
concept of orientations in language planning (Ruiz, 1984) came
about more than 30 years ago, and though it has stood for its fair
share of criticism, its influence within the field of LPP has grown
steadily, and its fundamental awareness that policy is not made
objectively, but is rather subject to ideological dispositions about
the world and its constituents remains as powerful and relevant as
ever. Such a stance is mirrored, in persistence and growth of
influence, by another paradigm of hidden, socio-cognitive ideology
similarly born out of constructivist theorizing in the early 1980’s.
Conceptual metaphor theory (CMT) (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980),
much like the model of language orientations, puts forth that the
way in which we structure and view the world creates ideological
positions that impact the decisions we make, on both large and
small scales, and these ideologies are reflected in the
(metaphorical) language that we use. But, while metaphor and
LPP have enjoyed a somewhat healthy relationship over the years
where policy and policy discourse analysis is concerned, far less
attention has been paid to metonymy, a figurative construct that is
increasingly recognized as the conceptual heavy-lifter when it
comes to ideology and persuasion in language and thought (see for
example, Mittelberg & Waugh, 2009). It is my contention that a
more direct examination and then deployment of metonymy, first
through critical metonymy analysis of language policy discourse
and then through the redrafting of policy discourse to
metonymically index the language as resource orientation, can help
us to identify and then advantageously leverage the language
orientations that underpin the dominant discourses in LPP
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environments. This paper and its methodologies and findings can
be read as an initial foray into the theoretical justification for
engaging critical metonymy awareness and methodology with LPP
in this way with the hope that future, case-driven and action
research will benefit from such an introduction.
Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to provide background and discussion on the
conceptual overlap between two fields of inquiry and to illuminate how one field
might benefit from an engaged relationship with the other. While this work can
and should be considered action research as it seeks not only to examine but also
to improve current practices in how language policy and planning is undertaken,
the idea is that this review will set the stage for future, case-driven research—
future work in which theory can become praxis and where the viability of using
metonymy analysis to disambiguate and inform language policy discourse can be
tested. With that in mind, after reviewing the literature on orientations in
linguistic planning, conceptual metaphor theory, and metonymy, I argue in the
following way:
Critical metonymy analysis can and should be engaged more often as a
methodological tool during policy discourse analysis processes in
language planning to help “disembed” orientations from language policy
discourse, and metonymy should be engaged as an ideologically potent
and persuasive tool to advance the language as resource orientation in
LPP discourse.
Nearly all the work done today in LPP rightly builds on the previous
research, from Fishman (1974) and Haugen’s (1966) elaboration of
standardization to Kloss’s (1969) enumeration of and distinction between corpus
and status planning. As it is within most fields of study, defining the discipline of
language policy and planning is a monumentally complex task, and while this task
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has been taken on continually over the years, there still remains little consensus
on both the articulation and the boundaries of an LPP framework (Baldauf, 2004).
According to Ruiz (2014), the complexity begins at the most basic level of
conceptualizing the relationship between policy and planning: “there is a
disagreement as to whether language policy or language planning is the umbrella,
under which the other fits”.
Many in the field argue that language planning exists as the
implementation of language policies, and language attitudes and ideologies are
the support structures for such policies (Ruiz, 2011). From this perspective,
policies are the strategic and theoretical structures that inform language planning
practices. Indeed, “language policies are set, then the planning begins as a way to
implement them” (Ruiz, 2014), and ideologies and beliefs are the foundational,
guiding principles for how and why policies are formed and how language
planning unfolds to enact those rules and principles. However, it can also be
argued that “the policies themselves do not happen without the planning, even if
that is haphazard and inchoate” and “the planning itself is determined by the
ideologies or orientations that are its engines” (Ruiz, 2014). Despite the nuanced
differences that may derive from these different perspectives, what is abundantly
clear is that language planning practices AND policies are themselves both
reflections and perpetrators of underlying ideologies and attitudes of one
linguistic community toward another. Thus, it becomes obvious that if one is
interested in a critical understanding of LPP, one must examine what lies at the
foundation of this incredibly broad and complex discipline.
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In the early 1980’s, Ruiz (1984) offered what would become a landmark
piece that articulated these ideological underpinnings by introducing a new set of
conceptually integrated orientations with regard to language policy making and
planning. “Basic orientations toward language and its role in society influence
the nature of language planning efforts in any particular context” (p. 15), wrote
Ruiz, and with those remarks came a call to the field to dig deeper into a more
ideologically-situated understanding of the language planning process. Whether
made explicit or not, whether formally or informally, language policy is always
taking place (Harrison, 2007), and the orientations are meta-models from a
constructivist perspective, not just of how the languages and speakers of
languages are impacted by policy, but also of how thoughts and beliefs, linguistic
or otherwise, can themselves impact policy (Ruiz, 2011). Indeed, these
orientations “highlight language status and language use as critical factors in
constructing and negotiating group and individual identities” and they “articulate
how language policies and practices intersect, collide and compete with
ideologies and interests of different groups, authorities and individuals” (Bever,
2016). By uncovering three “conceptual models or principles” -- i.e. language as
problem, language as right, and language as resource -- Ruiz offered a new way
beyond the historically apolitical paradigm of traditional LPP research, practice,
and analysis (Baldauf, 2004). Before moving on to discuss how another
constructivist perspective might help with such policy analysis, let us first take a
brief look at the nature of the three orientations described by Ruiz (1984).
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Language Planning Orientations
Language as problem. The language as problem orientation is
fundamentally grounded in subtractive ideologies, focusing on a lack of
competence in the dominant language of the nation or community (Harrison,
2007). This type of orientation is most commonly found in English-dominating
cultures where English-only policies (like those discussed in Chapter 2) and
hegemonic belief structures are at play, though the recent parliamentary move in
Russia to ban “foreign languages” from the public sphere (Gutterman, 2013)
perfectly illustrates, as Ruiz (1984) suggests, that a language as problem discourse
can exist and be highly influential to the point of having tangible policy
implications in any multilingual context. Where this orientation predominates,
there exists an “othering” of language minority speakers, communities, or
cultures, viewing these populations as a drain on the dominant culture due to their
inability to access and fully participate in society-at-large. Indeed, where
“solving the problem” of the “barriers” and “personal deficits” of linguistic
minorities exists as the dominant influential discourse, conceptualizations of these
individuals and these cultures moves beyond the “drainage” metaphor and often
into the realm of threat to social-cohesiveness and civility of the monolingual
state (Harrison, 2007, p. 74-75). This orientation, which focuses on the
identification and repair of language “problems,” dominates, historically and
currently, in the language planning contexts around the world (Ruiz, 1984, p. 18).
Language as right. The second orientation outlined by Ruiz (1984) is that
of the language as right ideology, which maintains that, since language is a human
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right, language minority speakers are not only permitted but are also entitled to
use and maintain their mother tongue within the public sphere and for public and
educational services (Harrison, 2007; Ruiz, 1984). In addition, making the
connection between language and identity explicit, the Universal Declaration of
Linguistic Rights (UNESCO, 1996) states that, “All languages are the expression
of a collective identity and of a distinct way of perceiving and describing reality
and must therefore be able to enjoy the conditions required for their development
in all functions.” Of particular importance to the discussion in Ruiz (1984) on
this topic is that, however important and laudable this orientation is at its core,
and however much we all might agree that a major goal of LPP is achieved in
“acting to preserve, protect, or improve the status of a language and its
community in the society” (Ruiz, 2011), the direct, combative approach to
fighting for such rights is perhaps counter-productive in the face of the enduring
problem-orientations in most LPP settings (Ruiz, 1984, p. 25).
Language as resource. While the problem-orientation and the rightsorientation can be seen as the historically dominant (and opposing) stances in LPP
environments, Ruiz (1984) also introduced a third orientation that “resolves some
of the difficulties of the other two” (McKay & Hornberger, 1996). This resource
orientation is framed as ideologically and functionally opposed to the language as
problem orientation in that it is a highly-additive perspective that seeks to
emphasize the benefits of linguistic diversity within multilingual societies
(Harrison, 2007). Indeed, this resource-orientation is offered up by Ruiz (1984)
as holding real potential
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…for alleviating some of the conflicts emerging out of the other two
orientations: it can have a direct impact on enhancing the language
status of subordinate languages; it can help to ease tensions between
majority and minority communities; it can serve as a more consistent
way of viewing the role of non-English languages in U.S. society;
and it highlights the importance of cooperative language planning.
Criticisms of the Orientations
While the canonical influence of Ruiz (1984) has persisted in LPP
research and discussion, these perspectives have not remained impervious to
criticisms throughout the years. Besides the warning that a resource-orientation
might be a license to assign “rampant economic value” (Ruiz, 2010) to languages
(to the detriment of linguistic minority speakers), the criticisms against the
promotion of language as resource come with the argument that language rights,
or language as right, are/is “subordinated” by focusing on and promoting the
orientation of resource. Say these critiques, language as resource is dismissive of
the importance of orienting language ideologies toward the stance of linguistic
human rights that more intimately (and accurately) ties language use and
maintenance to the human condition (Ricento, 2005).
In response to the criticisms of Ruiz (1984) and the pursuit of reorienting
language planning ideology to more fully include the stance of language as
resource, two key rebuttals were put forward (Ruiz, 2010) and are summarized in
the following paragraphs.
First, from a conceptual (critical) stance, the notion that a “resource” is
necessarily economic in nature and the idea that any sort of concrete grounding of
the abstract model of “language” is necessarily a commodification in the worst
(read: capitalist) sense of the word is simply a misapprehension of the conceptual
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nature of the word “resource.” Simply thinking about the use of “resource” in
other aspects of society, we can find (whether in a “resource room” in a school or
library, the “resources” page at the end of an academic article, or under the
“resources” tab on an organization’s website) that RESOURCE is commonly
conceived to be a fount of utility if taken advantage of and a missed opportunity if
mismanaged or overlooked. A resource then, is simply an asset that can have
multiple conceptualizations of value, from intellectual to economic, cultural to
social (p. 162), which is precisely what Ruiz (1984) was arguing.
Secondly, to the question of subordinating language rights under the
conceptualization of language as a resource, Ruiz (2010) retorts that one could
never (or should never) interpret his argument as promoting the resource
orientation OVER the rights orientation, but rather that the former necessarily
predicates the latter in a way that the problem orientation never possibly could.
That is, a language must inherently be considered to have the intrinsic value of a
resource before it can be thought of as a human right (McKay & Hornberger,
1996). The question here again is one of value, and the work of establishing this
value need not diminish the important work of linguistic human rights activists
and the need by all to assert these rights; “there are very interesting ways in which
we could work these things out, if only they would let us in to the conversation
(“dove si grida non è vera scienza”)” (Ruiz, 2014).
Ruiz (1984) sets forth these three orientations not only to establish a
conceptual framework around which to discuss the impact of/effects on language
ideology and attitudes, but also to establish that perhaps the current status of
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orientations in LPP is counter-productive to the local, community-focused goals
toward which the field is moving. It was the intent of this piece, and remains the
intent of the reorientation paradigm, to suggest that linguistic human rights are
better served by first becoming aware of language ideologies that exist and then
moving toward a resource orientation so that language and linguistic minorities
can be valued, and thus their rights can be preserved. That is not to say that the
problem orientation doesn’t have its utility, but rather a better balance is called for
and that these three resources can be complementary and employed and engaged
differently with regard to different contexts and needs. The point is that through
providing a framework about how we think about languages, by advocating for an
analysis of policies to uncover these beliefs, we can understand how “what is
thinkable about languages” shapes social attitudes and political responses (Ruiz,
1984, p. 22). Meta-models such as these underscore the conceptual and social
nature of language policy and planning.
Conceptual Metaphor Theory
If language planners and policy makers, then, are interested in uncovering
ideologies that are embedded within the socially-constructed conceptualizations
behind language policy, it would seem both natural and strategic to seek out a
theoretical framework built upon the cognitive dimensions of linguistic
realizations. For more than three decades now, researchers from fields across a
varied and diverse spectrum of disciplines, from psychology to poetics and from
philosophy to political science, have expended countless resources researching the
theory and disciplinary application of one such framework: Conceptual Metaphor
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Theory (CMT). Born out of a response to and rejection of positivist views of
language, CMT confronted the following assumptions of literal and metaphorical
language (Lakoff, 1993, p. 2):
•
•
•
•
•

All everyday conventional language is literal, and none is
metaphorical.
All subject matter can be comprehended literally, without metaphor.
Only literal language can be contingently true or false.
All definitions given in the lexicon of a language are literal, not
metaphorical.
The concepts used in the grammar of a language are all literal; none
are metaphorical.

In essence, what was proposed by Lakoff & Johnson (1980) was that
metaphorical language was not simply a poetic trope playing the role of mere
stylistic decoration. Instead linguistic metaphors were the real-world products of
an underlying conceptual framework.
More precisely, drawing on usage-based theories and embodied notions of
cognition (Gibbs, 2006), CMT sees metaphor as the basis for our conceptual
organization in which we build meaning by mapping new and/or abstract concepts
onto concrete domains of knowledge that are grounded in perceived and lived
experiences (Lakoff & Johnson, 1999). This view challenges the assumptions
about language by putting forth that literal and metaphorical language cannot be
separated, that all language is inundated with metaphor, and that such ubiquity
can only be accounted for by situating metaphors at the level of thought rather
than the level of language (Lakoff, 1993).
Limitations of CMT
One of the loudest and most profound criticisms for CMT is its
dissociation from social discourse and the narrow, one-way direction of the

89
relationship between linguistic and conceptual metaphors. According to the
strong Lakoffian view of CMT, linguistic metaphors are strictly realizations of
underlying conceptual frameworks and mappings. They are valuable in terms of
their ability to provide evidence for the organization and instantiation of
conceptual domains, but they lack interpretation outside of that. While this
position has much strength in terms of challenging the equally restricted and
traditionally held view of metaphorical language as mere rhetorical flourish, it
goes too far and, in doing so, is dismissive of the power and influence of the
social context in the meaning-making process. Indeed, while remaining
persuasive in terms of its explanatory power in many ways, classical CMT
narrows its focus far too doggedly on conceptual categorization and fails largely
to acknowledge the situational and discursively-dependent nature of
communication (Musolff, 2012).
Indeed, because the ubiquity and position of metaphor as laid out by the
classic model of CMT is predicated on invented rather than contextualized
speech, there exists in this model a deficiency in explanatory power because of an
excessive “emphasis on the cognitive to the detriment of the textual” (Forceville,
2006, p. #). In the current condition within a CMT framework, discourse and
context play little or no role in the mapping process. As a solution for this,
Musolff (2012) suggests that, if CMT is to have any relevance to critical
perspectives, and if for our purposes it is to fully engage in the pursuit of
uncovering the hegemonic ideologies that underlay language policies, it must be
complemented by more “relevance-oriented” approaches. Such approaches
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deflate the pure cognitive perspective of metaphor to allow for some preservation
of literal meaning, thereby integrating cognitive and communicative aspects of
metaphor use. This move, then, strongly implicates communicative (pragmatic)
“intent” and marries it with CMT so that ‘lingering’ literal meanings are
preserved to an extent alongside figuratively complex meaning derived from our
cognitive metaphorical mappings. This mediated approach to metaphor moves
CMT into a critical domain and reflects the realities of real language, allowing us
to match context-dependent intent with the high meaning value of cognitive
metaphors. Metaphor thus offers a tool in this way that LPP researchers can use
to reveal more about how people think and feel and ultimately gain a deeper
understanding of how policy affects and is situated within language communities.
According to Charteris-Black (2004), the roles of metaphor in language
are manifold in that there exists a “semantic role in creating new meanings for
words, a cognitive role in developing or understanding on the basis of analogy
and a pragmatic role that aims to provide evaluations” (p.24). In our case with
regard to LPP, this concept that metaphors have logical and practical
consequences and can be evaluative as well as explanatory speaks vividly to the
ability of metaphorical language to reflect language ideologies and attitudes (i.e.
evaluative orientations, see Ruiz, 2011) and also to influence the same system of
beliefs within a population. After all, from a language planning perspective, any
tool that is to be effective enough to “dis-embed” belief systems from rules AND
chart the impact of policy must offer a “pragmatically and psychologically
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plausible analysis of intended utterance meaning that speakers can be held
accountable for” (Musolff, 2012, p. 307).
Interestingly, despite the sheer abundance of metaphorical language in
everyday usage, despite the evidence for a conceptual structure underlying this
usage, and despite the attention CMT has garnered over the years in both
academic and popular literature, people still largely fail to recognize the influence
that metaphors have on judgment, decisions, and actions at both the individual
and societal levels (Thibodeau & Boroditsky, 2011). Indeed, “Metaphors in
language appear to instantiate frame-consistent knowledge structures and invite
structurally consistent references. Far from being mere rhetorical flourishes,
metaphors have profound influences on how we conceptualize and act with
respect to important societal issues” (p. 1). Reviews of why CMT might not have
secured more of a toe-hold in this way vary, but many contend that while the
theory recognizes the impact of bodily experiences on conceptual structure (i.e.
embodied cognition, see Gibbs, 2006), what it may not account for is that
metaphor may not just be a means through which our experiences are reflected,
but instead metaphor may be a means through which we are able to transcend
human experience (Gibbs, Lima, & Francozo, 2004). That is, while traditional
CMT might have been a good start, if it is to prove sufficiently powerful, it must
also be implicated in a more critical perspective of ideology, language use, and
language policy.
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Metonymy First
But, while conceptual metaphor has for some time enjoyed an expanded
view among scholars for both its cognitive/conceptual basis and its persuasive
power (Catalano & Waugh, 2013), similar work with metonymy has been slow to
follow, and indeed metonymy is often seen as a “trope” subservient to metaphor
(Catalano & Waugh, 2014). This, however, is in the face of empirical findings
that point to a complex cognitive foundation for metonymy which is
demonstrative of its own power and influence in how we see, think about,
organize, and interact with the world around us (Gibbs, 1999 in Catalano &
Waugh, 2014, p. 407). Perhaps even more importantly, research has begun to
demonstrate that metonymy shares a conceptual relationship with metaphor in
which the two work together to jointly structure thought, with metonymy
providing the foundational access for the metaphoric mapping of abstract
concepts (Mittelberg & Waugh, 2009). Indeed, this research (Mittelberg &
Waugh, 2009) demonstrated that the interpretation of gesture metaphoricity is
anchored in metonymy, and if we are to accept that language orientations
themselves are conceptually metaphoric, so too we must accept that language
orientations are built upon the indexical value of their metonymic foundations.
The connection here between language orientations and metonymy becomes even
more obvious when considering that the language orientations are themselves
conceptual metaphors, in which the TARGET domain (i.e. language) is thought of
in terms of a SOURCE (i.e. problem, right, or resource). From this “metonymy
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first” perspective, what follows is a natural and theoretically justified call for
critical metonymy analysis in language policy discourse and language.
While a clear, precise, yet exhaustive definition of metonymy is a
challenge, a basic introduction to this figurative element situates it as a conceptual
relationship in which one entity stands in for another and does so based on a
relationship of contiguity (Catalano & Waugh, 2013). Accessible examples might
be found in the sentences “Nice wheels!” (PART FOR WHOLE where part of the
vehicle in proposition are standing in for the entire vehicle) or “The White House
had no comment” (BUILDING FOR INSTITUTION or BUILDING FOR INDIVIDUALS
where the “The White House”, a building, stands in for the U.S. Government, or
even more specifically, for certain individuals with official access to the press
commenting on behalf of the individuals in positions of authority within the
Executive Branch of the U.S. Government).
Furthermore, the influence of metonymy, working together with metaphor
and alone, and the metonymic “stands for” relationship in discourse is
increasingly seen as pragmatically powerful in its function of manipulating target
and source concepts with the effect of obscuring or privileging information
relevant to the pragmatic/discursive goals of the speaker (Catalano & Waugh,
2014). This, for example, can be seen when we refer to individuals by one of
many qualities/positions, etc. that they possess (i.e. waitress, illegal immigrant) in
order to highlight some certain perhaps persuasively undesirable qualities
(DEFINING PROPERTY FOR PERSON) or when the actions of a CEO are reported on
by the media using the name of the institution that they head (i.e. Merrill Lynch,
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Bear Stearns, INSTITUTION FOR PERSON) in order to possibly obscure individual
accountability for the actions taken (Catalano & Waugh, 2013, p. 46).
Since Ruiz (1984), other studies have applied metaphor as a conceptual
framework to language orientations (see for example Eggington, 1997; Rugen &
Johnson, 2007). But, while metaphor and to a small degree metonymy have been
used in LPP, no studies to date have undertaken proposed research that trains its
focus on metonymy as a specific lens that might provide a more rigorous
foundation in service of directly uncovering the conceptually-bound language
orientations embedded in policy and policy discourse. Furthermore, no studies
have “pushed forward” with an action research component that will actively
explore the reframing of policy documents and language using the persuasive
power of metonymy to reframe policy documents. This paper proposes that
metonymy, because of its revelatory power in uncovering intended meaning in
discourse, can be a useful tool for the field of LPP to uncover the orientations that
exist in policy documents and discourse. The value of this tool lies first in
confronting and ensuring authorial accountability for those that seek to couch
language as a problem ideologies in otherwise masked rhetoric, and secondly in
making available the powerful metonymic affordances to those that seek to
bolster the rhetorical influence of language as a right discourse with the
persuasiveness inherent in metonymy and in a language as a resource orientation.
In the following section, I outline operational steps toward deploying metonymy
analysis in LPP contexts. Following that brief but illustrative findings are
presented to demonstrate metonymy’s potential as an analytic framework before
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discussing how it might also be used to create discourse that is persuasive to those
reluctant to see minority languages as anything more than a problem.
Deploying Metonymy Analysis in LPP Contexts
What does it mean then, to hold speakers accountable for their intended
utterances? For that matter, how exactly does one hold those implicated in the
creation, deployment, and maintenance of language policy and planning
accountable for the intent, and thus the ideology, behind the rules and principles
they enact? As alluded to earlier in the discussion, a key component of utilizing
the language orientations paradigm within the language planning process is
participating in language policy analysis. Policy analysis allows planners and
other stakeholders to assess the real or probable effects of a language policy and
to evaluate, or “disembed,” the beliefs and orientations behind the policy (Ruiz,
2011). It is squarely here that metonymy, situated critically, offers researchers
and policy-makers the chance to use theoretically motivated analysis and
methodology to uncover such hidden beliefs, the covert intentions, behind
implemented language policies.
Although other methodologies exist to conduct research into metaphorical
language (see Forceville, 2009), Biernacka’s (2013), a critical approach to
metonymy analysis and identification has been widely adopted in influential work
on metonymy (see for example, Littlemore & Tagg, 2016) as sound methodology.
Indeed, the justifications for this approach are situated within the well-established
traditions of Hallidayan functional linguistics (1985) and Fairclough’s (1995)
critical discourse analysis three-staged approach of “identification, interpretation,
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and explanation” (Charteris-Black, 2004, p. 34-35). To wit, the metonymy
identification, metonymy interpretation, and metonymy explanation correspond
with near perfect association to Halliday’s ideational, interpersonal, and textual
functions (p. 35).
The methodological steps toward operationalizing critical metonymy
analysis are outlined in Table 1 below and are drawn from Charteris-Black’s 2004
set of processes for metaphor identification, and the steps are adapted for
identification of metonymy. It should be noted that with regard to metaphor
analysis, popular methodologies are interested in engaging only conventional
metaphors, not creative metaphors. The difference between these two tropes is
that whereas creative metaphors are, as their name suggests, created on an
individual basis and relatively novel, conventional metaphors are embedded
within the normalized language of discourse communities (Lakoff, 1993) and,
though clichéd, better represent ideological stances (Forceville, 2006). Regarding
metonymy, this distinction is less important, as both creative and
conventionalized metonymy can be seen as ideologically vigorous.
Table 1.
Basic procedure for uncovering ideology/evaluation through metonymy:
1. Read the entire text to get a general understanding of the overall meaning.
2. Determine lexical units.
3. Decide on metonymicity of each lexical unit:
• For each lexical unit establish its contextual meaning—consider how it
applies to an entity in the situation evoked by the text, as well as co-text.
• For each lexical unit determine if it has a more basic contemporary
meaning in other contexts than the meaning in the given context.
• If the lexical unit has a more basic contemporary meaning in other
contexts than the given context, and the contextual and basic meanings
are different, determine if they are connected by contiguity, defined as a
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relation of adjacency and closeness comprising not only spatial contact
but also temporal proximity, causal relations, and part-whole relations.
4. If a connection is found in step 3c that is one of contiguity: check backwards
and forwards to determine if any other lexical unit(s) belong(s) together
semantically, thus determining the extent of the metonym vehicle; and mark the
lexical unit (or lexical units which belong together) as metonymy vehicle.

Charteris-Black (2004) includes in the iteration of this methodology an
extensive illustration of this process through the metaphorical identification,
interpretation, and evaluation of the word “crusade” and its collocations in White
House-related news media in the months following the 9/11 bombings (for full
illustration see pp. 34-41). Through this example, he demonstrates how
ideological aims played out when rhetorical and discursive intent was coupled
with the cognitive power of figurative language in authentic, distributed language.
Such are the discussions and discoveries that potentially exist when critical
analysis of metonymy in discourse is applied to research domains that are
interested in uncovering hidden ideologies.
Illustration of Metonymy’s Potential in LPP Analysis
To identify the source texts for this review of metonymy’s potential in
analysis, I went directly to policy documents widely available online that might
provide illustrative and representative source material for this research. When
conducting comprehensive LPP research and policy analysis, the processes and
considerations for how researchers identify, select, collect, analyze, and interpret
data are justifiably complex and multivariate and rely on “methodological rich
points” that serve questions of data sufficiency and the affordance of rigor-bound
generalizability (Hornberger, 2015, see also Hult & Johnson, 2015; Moore &
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Wiley, 2015, and Tollefson, 2015 for more methods and approaches to LPP
policy analysis and research). For this current piece that seeks only to establish
the viability of metonymy as a conceptual bedfellow and analytic instrument that
can be injected into such rigorous research agendas, these methodological
considerations are much abbreviated to serve a more illustrative purpose. It is my
assertion that metonymy, given its fundamentally conceptual and embodied social
nature, may easily (and rightly) have a place in the toolkit of any language policy
analyst concerned with examining and uncovering the language orientations in
place and in practice in a given LPP context. In the following three sections, to
introduce the utility of metonymy analysis as an effective part of an analytical
toolkit (Wodak, 2011), I first look at two examples of texts drawn from top-down
policy documents from two U.S. states known to have widely different
approaches to language and language access (i.e. Arizona and Hawaii) in which
the metonymies embedded within these documents can be revealed to work in
ideological service of language as problem and language as right orientations.
The “supporting argument” for Arizona Proposition 103 (also known as
the English as the Official Language Act) appeared first among published
arguments on the official Arizona Secretary of State 2006 Ballot Proposition
Guide (2006) and on the website Ballotpedia (“Arizona English”, 2006), whose
prominence as an online repository for legislative summaries at all levels of state,
local, and federal government alongside its professed mission of comprehensive
coverage and absolute neutrality made it an ideal candidate for data sourcing for
this paper’s purposes. On the other side, the “general purpose” introducing the
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State of Hawai’i’s Language Access Law, a document embedded within the
website of Hawai’i’s Office of Language Access (2006) was selected to represent
the language as right policy document. Finally, it is this second text and what
metonymy analysis can reveal about it that allows us to look at how metonymy
might be engaged not only for exploratory purposes, but for productive purposes
that might allow language planning and policy makers to tap into a discourse that
more effectively counters the message of a language as a problem. Such a
discourse, where resource-oriented language can be integrated and productively
used beside the language of linguistic rights, has a potential to be far more
persuasive than the use only of rights-oriented discourse for language policy
makers and planners.
Language as Problem
In 2006 in the U.S. state of Arizona, Proposition 103 was put forth to
establish English as the official language of the state. Proposition 103 set out to
replace the existing provision of the Constitution of Arizona with a
new provision establishing English as the official language of this
state. Representatives of the state or a local government would be
required to preserve, protect and enhance the role of English as the
official language.
Proposition 103 would require that all official actions of the
government be conducted in English. Official actions include
actions on behalf of the government that appear to present the
position of the government or that bind the government (“2006
Ballot Proposition Guide”, 2006).
The proposition passed with 74% majority vote, and in the following statement
the Honorable Russel Pearce, a now-former Republican member of the Arizona
legislature penned the following as the published argument in support of the bill:
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English must be designated the official language of the state of
Arizona. President Theodore Roosevelt made the simple
observation that "we have one language here and that is the English
language." English has always been the primary means of
assimilating millions of immigrants into American society. A
common language promotes unity and understanding and is as vital
to the health of a nation as having a common currency. Had our
government catered to each new group of immigrants by using their
language instead of English, there would never have been any
incentive to truly become Americans. Arizonans must recognize
these facts and require that all official government actions be
conducted in English. By making English the official language, we
also eliminate the wasteful spending used to translate millions of
state documents into hundreds of languages, although other
languages can still be used in a wide variety of key government
functions such as trade and tourism. By making English the official
state language we provide an even greater incentive for all
immigrants to learn English, become empowered and productive
citizens, and participate in society as full Americans (“2006 Ballot
Proposition Guide”, 2006).
In addition, Representative Pearce called the piece of legislation “common
sense government” and went on to directly implicate the establishment of English
as the official language through this bill in promoting unity and empowering
immigrants and wrote that the bill will specifically “eliminate the needless
duplication of government services in multiple languages” (“2006 Ballot
Proposition Guide”, 2006).
Analysis of the metonymies present in this supporting argument for Prop
103 reveal very clearly that this statute is served by a narrow, monolingual
perspective on language and sees minority (i.e., non-English) languages as a
problem on multiple fronts. After the patriotic indexing of President Theodore
Roosevelt (PERSON FOR NATION) to add nationalistic influence on the statement,
the casting of non-English languages as a societal and individual problem begins.
Specifically, to frame minority languages as a problem, the argument for
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Proposition 103 sets up the tried and true threats of multilingualism that represent
economic, health, and unity problems for Arizona/society at-large (and its
constituents) and also for the minority language speakers themselves, and it first
does this through the process of “othering.”
Wodak (2001) describes the very powerful discursive strategy of othering
as a referential strategy in which in-groups and out-groups are created and
metaphors and metonymies are implicated in the categorical establishment of who
is and is not allowed membership (see Table 2). WHOLE FOR PART metonyms like
we, their, and our—pronouns in abundance in the supporting argument for
Proposition 103—serve the function of reinforcing these in-group and out-group
categories where the in-group (i.e. native English speaking) American citizens
wall themselves off from the non-native English speaking immigrants. This is a
WHOLE FOR PART

relationship because it fully (and inaccurately) homogenizes the

in-group, allowing PART of the American citizenry (i.e. native English speakers)
to stand in for the entire (i.e. WHOLE) U.S. population where, as a de facto
immigrant country, our population of citizens is already multilingual and
multicultural. Even more interesting is that the PART that is supposedly
representative of the WHOLE here is the privileged part, a fact that is important
when considering that the obfuscation of huge parts of the U.S. population, parts
that are diverse racially, linguistically, and otherwise, is a reification of the
hegemonic structures perpetually at play in our society where the power-full exert
forces of control and marginalization on the power-less.
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Table 2.

In further support of this power-laden othering are nouns like immigrant
(DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC FOR PERSON) and American (WHOLE FOR PART).
With the term immigrant, not only does it first highlight the status of individuals
not born in this country, even though all Americans are or had family who once
immigrated from another country to the United States, but the term also taps into
a PART FOR PART (IMMIGRATION STATUS FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE ABILITY)
metonymic false equivalency wherein one’s citizenship status looms large
regardless of that individual’s language ability. Immigrant represents as well a
WHOLE FOR FEARED PART

metonymy in that the catch-all term is used to refer to

the “problematic” portion of immigrants that represent a threat to the white,
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Anglo, native-English speaking American (WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART)
culture that promotes this brand of ideology.
When “others” share our space and our resources, unity is difficult to
come by and be secure in, and much of the metonymic weight in this piece can be
attributed to the notion of authenticity and legitimacy laid out through the
rhetorical choices of the text. When immigrants truly become American, fully
American (LANGUAGE FOR AUTHENTICITY) they also become empowered and
productive citizens and are able to participate in society (LANGUAGE FOR
VALUE/WORTH, LACK OF LANGUAGE FOR LACK OF VALUE/WORTH).

Not only are

these terms completely obscuring the multitude of ways beyond language
proficiency in which a person can have great value to themselves and to others
and society, but the problem that is so directly set up here is that an inability to
speak fluent English presents real problems to the American society.
First among these problems, according to the argument, come in the form
of money and economics. While readily and continually employing a strategy of
othering, the text sets up a value proposition that is very difficult to argue with in
terms of the “waste” problem that multilingualism represents in contrast to the
common currency (SHARED LANGUAGE FOR SHARED MONEY, SHARED MONEY
FOR SHARED VALUES, LANGUAGE IS MONEY metaphor) that

monolingualism

embraces. Not only this, but multilingualism in practice represents catering
(SERVICES ARE FINANCIAL BURDENS) to minority populations, an economic
problem that is as much a barrier to the society at-large as it is to the non-native
English speaker. Indeed, such “waste” is a problem for the American economy
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and the American people, and multilingualism is indexed as a source of “waste”
throughout Pearce’s statement. In the end, the metaphor of LANGUAGE AS
PROBLEM

is readily and continually served, with specific appeals to problems

related to economics and financial security to the American society as a whole
and to individual (native English-speaking) Americans.
Notably, it is also the immigrants themselves who will suffer if English
does not become the official language of Arizona, as any incentives (ENGLISH
LANGUAGE LEARNING FOR PROSPERITY)

for non-native English speakers to

assimilate to American culture would be lost without such legislation. Indeed,
the common currency (SHARED LANGUAGE FOR SHARED MONEY, SHARED
MONEY FOR SHARED VALUES, LANGUAGE IS MONEY metaphor) that

Official

English policies represent is of significant value to the American immigrant
population and any such de-incentivizing of their assimilation in this regard robs
them of a clearer path toward truly becoming actualized citizens and people in
America. The metonyms and metonymies in this short supporting argument
abound—in larger number than I name here in this discussion—and do so in
service of the larger LANGUAGE IS PROBLEM metaphor. By identifying this frame
in which language is presented through metonymy, it becomes easier to
understand and come to know the language orientations through which this
language policy/ideology operates.
I turn now to the second section of this study that looks at the language in
a policy document whose goal it is to treat language as a human right before

105
making observations about how language as resource discourse could be
integrated with such a document to increase its persuasive power.
Language as Right & Language as Resource
Language as right. While the eminently important research and activism
surrounding the linguistic human rights (LHR) advocacy (see for example the
work of Skutnabb-Kangas & Philippson, 2008) are indispensable, Richard Ruiz
believed that the rhetorical opposition between those that view minority languages
(and their speakers) as a problem versus those that seek to protect the language as
right paradigm created conflicts that might more productively be avoided or at
least tempered and that “the conflicts create resistance, even by those who might
otherwise be supportive” (2014). Indeed, when much of the policy discourse
embedded in laws and missions of organizations set up to put a LHR vision into
practice, a metonymy analysis reveals the construction of a narrative that might
not do as much as it could in terms of its persuasive power, a point that might be
further bolstered by the legislative evidence of the growing support these days of
narrow, assimilationist, monolingual ideologies (see Chapter 2 of this
dissertation).
But, where metonymy can often be seen at work to reinforce the aims and
goals of the narrative as in the Proposition 103 example, it might also be
inadvertently at work to undermine the rhetorical goals of the author. Take for
example the State of Hawai’i’s Language Access Law (“Hawai’i Office of
Language Access, 2017) passed in 2006 with the goal of “removing language
barriers” (“2006 Ballot Proposition Guide”, 2006) to State-funding resources and
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services for limited English proficient (LEP) speakers. With the passage of this
law, the Office of Language Access (OLA) was created in Hawai’i whose
laudable general purpose, according to the law, is to be the watchdog and
protector of LEP speaker rights. A closer look at many of the metonymies present
in HRS 321c as written reveals a narrative that might inadvertently feed into a
subtractive, deficit-model representation of the same population whose equitable
value the law is attempting to safeguard. With the repeated use of access and
accessing, and services (SIMPLIFIED TERMS FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA), the
othering and devaluing of these multilingual speakers that is so present in the
language as problem rhetoric is reproduced and propagated. A repeated focus on
what these individuals do not have, with additional nominalizations like needs
(THING FOR ACTION/STATE OF BEING) reinforces a deficit-model of the
multilingual speaker. This feeds into the idea that the non-Native English speaker
is somehow less (Darder, 2011; Freire, 1970; Ruíz, 1984) and they are defined by
what they do not have and what must be provided for them.
The use of barrier, a harmonizing counterpart to the access metonym,
further sets a metonymic foundation (OBJECT FOR CONCEPT, OBJECT FOR
PROBLEM)

that cascades directly into the sub- and primary metaphors of

LANGUAGE IS A BARRIER

and LANGUAGE IS A PROBLEM. Even the use of limited

English proficient (DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC FOR PERSON) is problematic, if
widespread, in this narrative. It is clear that the values embodied in HRS 321c
rest in the perspective that everyone has a right to speak and operate in one’s
native language, and it is the obligation of our society to protect and ensure those
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rights. With the term limited English proficient, however, these individuals are
being named for what they lack rather than what they have. Such deficit-model,
needs-based rhetoric feeds a narrative of charity. That is, when speakers of other
languages are named and repeatedly labelled for their lack of proficiency in
English, their individual rights become subservient to their perceived lack of
capital, and charity on the part of Anglo, native English-speaking America is
required to keep those in need from otherwise posing threats to national unity and
prosperity (McNelly, 2015). Inadvertently, by metonymically defining a group of
people by what they are not able to do, work is being done, however
inadvertently, that undermines the LANGUAGE AS RIGHT orientation and feeds
into the LANGUAGE AS PROBLEM framing of non-native English speakers.
Table 3.
HRS 321c, State of Hawaii
[§321C-1] General purpose; purpose of the office of language access. Many
individuals living in Hawaii read, write, speak, and understand English. There
are many individuals, however, who are limited English proficient. Language
for limited English proficient persons can be a barrier to accessing important
benefits or services, understanding and exercising important rights, complying
with applicable responsibilities, or understanding other information provided by
state-funded programs and activities.
The purpose of this chapter is to affirmatively address, on account of
national origin, the language access needs of limited English proficient persons.
It is the intent of the legislature that these services be guided by Executive
Order No. 13166 and succeeding provisions of federal law, regulation, or
guidance.
The purpose of the office of language access is to address the language
access needs of limited English proficient persons and ensure meaningful
access to services, programs, and activities offered by the executive, legislative,
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and judicial branches of state government, including departments, offices,
commissions, boards, or other agencies, and all covered entities, for limited
English proficient persons. [L 2012, c 201, pt of §2]
For those already inured to the idea that minority languages represent a
problem, the metonymic vehicles discussed above do little to counter the
problems, as they see it, of multilingualism. In fact, the setting up of minority
languages more as representing needs (for which charity is the answer) for their
speakers rather than rights (for which problems can and should be endured), does
not afford a call to action or a re-tooling of one’s perspective on these languages.
In the following section, I take another look at the set of problems set up by the
metonymic language present in the analysis of Arizona’s Proposition 103 above,
and suggest a direct response that demonstrates how metonymies can be engaged
in the service of a resource orientation that might also work in tandem with the
orientation of language as right (LHR).

Language as resource. So, policy documents that seek to depict minority
languages as a matter of human rights may often inadvertently end up serving the
same narrative espoused by language as problem discourse, and at best they may
simply be unconvincing to those same people that oppose a multilingual society.
However, by shifting the language in LHR policy documents toward a resource
perspective, the same documents might become more persuasive while still
standing in close enough direct opposition to the problem-orientation to be helpful
alongside and in addition to traditional LHR discourse. For example, where the
Arizona Proposition 103 document metonymically sets up language as an
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economic problem and unity problem for American society and as a problem of
prosperity for non-Native English speakers, engaging metonymy to focus on these
same problems but replacing the problem-perspective with a resource-perspective
might be more persuasive to many Americans. After all, this view of language as
resource is alive and well for native English-speaking families in the discourse
surrounding dual language immersion programs. In these language program
contexts at U.S. primary and secondary schools, and writ-large across Anglocentric U.S. culture, the tendency is to value the acquisition of additional
languages by native English speakers while at the same time devaluing the
communities who own them and cheapening the worth of multilingualism for this
same population (Baker, 2011).
Much like Lakoff (1995) suggests with the strategic deployment of
conceptual metaphor, it is my contention that harnessing the power of metonymy
for the purposes of propagating a language as resource justification for
multilingualism in American society may be rhetorically useful where the
discourse of the language as right orientation falls persuasively short. In doing so,
metonymy emerges as more than just a tool for analysis; it becomes a potential
tool of persuasion through its strategic use that embeds a resource-orientation into
the same type of appeals and arguments made by those that espouse the language
as problem orientation. Said more diplomatically, by adding language that appeals
to a resource-orientation to policy documents that contain only rights-orientation
rhetoric, the engagement of metonymy rather than just the mere analysis of it
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might be a way to harness its ideological and persuasive power for the good of
minority languages and their users.
An easy example of this proposition might be seen in the simple
presentation of facts related to the U.S. founding fathers in Pearce’s statement
above in support of Arizona Proposition 103. Instead of quoting Theodore
Roosevelt’s observation (i.e. "we have one language here and that is the English
language."), for example, a policy document looking to frame language as a
resource might site the fact that 21 out of the 44 historical U.S. Presidents were
multilingual. In doing so, the patriotic indexing and the PERSON FOR NATION
metonymy are maintained, but instead of being used to further a monolingual
ideology, the metonymic force and the appeal to patriotism can be repackaged to
service the argument for valuing multilingualism.
Similarly, one could easily co-opt the following statement (again made by
Pearce in his statement on Arizona Proposition 103) to be deployed in the service
of the language as resources orientation:
“English has always been the primary means of assimilating millions of
immigrants into American society.”
By relating to the fears and threats inherent in the language as problem paradigm,
but doing so alongside an effort to reframe national cohesiveness and solidarity
through the lens of the resource-orientation, we can rebrand this argument to read:
“Multilingualism promotes unity and understanding and is as vital to the
health of a nation as having a common currency.”
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It may seem like a simple, artless imitation, but with this change, the metonymic
force of words like unity and understanding (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX
PHENOMENA)

and the indexical value of common currency (SHARED LANGUAGE

FOR SHARED MONEY, SHARED MONEY FOR SHARED VALUES, LANGUAGE IS
MONEY metaphor)

can be preserved. The benefit of such preservation lies in the

leveraging of loaded language but to a much different effect as the statement now
directly addresses and co-opts the anxiety and fears inherent in the otherwise
jingoistic, monolingual, essentializing rhetoric.
Drawing again on Arizona Proposition 103 above, we see that
opportunities to reframe problems as resources persist where language is indexed
as a barrier for unity and economic prosperity for the country and for the
prosperity of non-native English speakers and native English speakers alike.
Mapping this reframing onto HRS 321c in the state of Hawai’i’s OLA statement,
we can change the orientation and engage in similar metonymically strong
rhetoric to come up with the following statement:
By making English and Hawaiian the official state languages we
provide (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA) an even
greater incentive (LANGUAGE LEARNING FOR PROSPERITY) for all
Americans (DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC FOR PERSON) to learn
(SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA) multiple languages,
become (SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA)
empowered and productive (LANGUAGE FOR VALUE/WORTH) global
citizens, and participate in our international, transcultural, and
translingual (DEFINING CHARACTERISTIC FOR ENTITY) society as
full Americans (LANGUAGE FOR AUTHENTICITY)
In this last example, the power of metonymic language is in its ability to
hide and obscure certain information to fit the rhetorical goals of the author, in its
power to tap into shared ideologies and cultural values, and in its persuasiveness
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through encouraging the reader to deal with ideas, presuppositions, and factives
rather regardless of the truth-value of the statement. Of perhaps particular note
here is the possibility of retaining terms like full Americans. Doing so within a
new language as resource context allows the meaning and the ideological
foundations of the term to remain unchanged while the emotive and persuasive
forces are preserved.
Ways Forward
The modest goals of this paper are to attempt an introduction and to
establish first-contact between two conceptually-oriented paradigms—conceptual
metonymy and language policy and planning. The goal also is, however, to
demonstrate the potential in expanding the relationship between metonymy and
LPP research so that metonymy can be seen as a productive tool not only for
analysis but also for persuasive production of discourse that, alongside the
language of linguistic human rights in policy documents, can answer the fears and
misconceptions so successfully manufactured by the rhetoric of problemorientation language. Much future work is needed to flush out any
inconsistencies and make more explicit both the possible connections and the
implications for this relationship. Future research can and should collect and
engage with a large corpus of texts and I have no doubt that continued work in
this vein will enrich the discussion and provide as-yet-unseen avenues for further
exploration. With an eye on the past, both fields and the conceptual overlap that
they enjoy leave wide-open the door for very interesting and profitable
possibilities.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
In Chapter 2, we see how ideas and beliefs of prejudice that might
otherwise be dismissed, ridiculed, or scorned can and are presented
persuasively—and are often successful in this persuasion—to people that might
otherwise not support them. In the second study, Chapter 3, the abstraction of
complex propositions and processes—in this case the propositions and processes
involved in increasing matriculation and hosting large numbers of international
students within U.S. higher education systems—is presented and revealed for how
it allows and encourages people to focus on generalized ideas and positive value
propositions when, again, persuasion is one of the ultimate goals. And finally, in
Chapter 4, this research trains its focus on how analytical tools like metonymy can
be used not only to help uncover important ideologies that are promoted through
language policy discourse and documents, but also how the language in such
discourse might be working against the stated goals by either remaining
unpersuasive to or by feeding into the essentialized notions propagated by those
on the opposite “side.”
Metonymy is complicit in all of these contexts (intentionally or not)—
contexts where persuasiveness and the construction of an authorial rhetorical
agenda is the goal. In the following section, we push the conversation forward to
highlight what the research in this dissertation might reveal and what possible
implications arise in its conversations with and contributions to the scholarly
connections made between language and ideology.
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What this research does: Conversations with and contributions to the field
Chapter 2 – Metonymy, Ideology, and English Only
This study makes its first contribution to the critical analysis of online
discourse through the introduction of two “new” productive metonymies:
1.

SIMPLIFIED TERM FOR COMPLEX PHENOMENA

2.

WHOLE FOR FEARED PART/WHOLE FOR PRIVILEGED PART

These metonymies are “new” in that, while they are fundamentally rooted in more
commonly engaged metonymies (i.e. SIMPLIFIED EVENT FOR COMPLEX
SUBEVENTS and WHOLE FOR PART/PART FOR WHOLE), these shifts from
“event” to “term” and from “sub-events” to “phenomena” are important ones in
that the scope of analysis and interpretation is broadened to include grammatical
metonymies (see Panther & Thornburg, 2009) beyond the “event” and noun-form
parameters. This is significant when considering, as the data and discussion in
Chapter 2 does, that much of what is hidden or obscured and what is privileged or
prioritized through metonymy happens in the abstraction of prepositions, verbs,
etc. It is the hope that by broadening the scope of metonymy analysis to include,
for example, calls to action on an English Only website or characterizations of the
actions of linguistic minority populations, we might gain additional insight into
how race, language, and persuasion interact in today’s multimodal environment.
In addition, this work seems particularly germane to the current political
context in the United States with the resurgence of political populism and white
supremacy ideologies concealed in the identity politics of the Alt-Right
movement (Futrell & Simi, 2017). “Racism without racists” (Bonilla-Silva, 2006)
is not a new phenomenon, but its very nature may very well be more insidious
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than many may think. This kind of “’new racism,’ or the set of mostly subtle,
institutional, and seemingly nonracial mechanisms and practices that comprise the
racial regime of “post-racial” America”, this “new, more “civil” way of
maintaining and justifying racial things is a more formidable way of maintaining
racial domination” (Bonilla-Silva, 2015). By examining the underlying belief
structures of organizations that promote monolingual policies in an otherwise
linguistically (and racially) diverse country like the United States, the kind of
critical metonymy analysis conducted in my current research adds to the literature
and current research on the power of hidden ideologies.
Chapter 3 – Metonymy, Ideology, and Higher Ed
The second study outlined in Chapter 3, likewise takes aim at the power
inherent in the resulting abstraction that takes place through metonymy in
(written) discourse. When complex ideas and systems that comprise the entirety
of the concept of “internationalization” are packed into small, abstract linguistic
vehicles, the goal often is one of persuasion (Charteris-Black, 2009). Specifically,
one of the driving forces behind the power of metonymy is its potential to be
persuasive through the process of obfuscation. That is, the obscuring and
privileging of certain information serves a productive purpose in persuasive texts
that encourages the reader to deal with abstract, ideologically-laden ideas rather
than concrete events and action. And, when what is at stake as a result of this
persuasion deals with such heady issues as the essentializing and commodification
of entire populations of people (i.e. international students), work such as this that
strives to de-abstract the discourse can be seen as important.
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With unprecedented levels of global movement by individuals of diverse
ethnic, cultural, and class backgrounds, the notion that we must examine how and
through what means we participate in and contribute to the maintenance of power
through the discursive construction of individuals is an essential idea to hold.
That language and discourse are direct players in the ongoing act of globalization
(Fairclough, 2009) is understood, and therefore when we examine the
contributions of discourse analytical research of the kind that exists in Chapter 3,
the potential for this work to inform the current body of research on
internationalization of others in dominant discourses is evident. But, just as
important as contributions to the scholarly research on this topic—perhaps even
more important—is the potential for this work to join the conversation on how we
as teachers and administrators can better reflect on and serve the international
community on our American university and college campus . Through this work,
more and more “foreign language professionals might examine the academic,
linguistic, and cultural experiences of both domestic and international students
within and beyond their academic unit and ask whether any gap exists in the
institutional support for academic development, how the gap can be narrowed,
and how translingual and transcultural learning can be promoted across diverse”
(Kubota, 2009).
Chapter 4 – Metonymy, Ideology, and LPP
This research takes Ruiz 1984 language orientations and unites it with a
field of inquiry and conceptual exploration that can be both revealing and
productive. Using metonymy as a tool for language policy analysis can be

121
revealing in that it provides a theoretically potent and justified tool/framework
through which LPP professional can rely on to do their work of uncovering
language orientations and ideologies. But also, metonymy might also provide
further validation for Ruiz’s contention that policies and practices that front the
language as a right orientation at the forfeit of any platform or language that sees
language also as a resource for all, might do so at the expense of otherwise more
rhetorically powerful and convincing (and productive) argumentation. By
highlighting what metonymy reveals about language as a right-oriented policy
documents in their inadvertent “othering” of linguistic minority speakers, a
persuasive gap appears that potentially demonstrates an opportunity. This
opportunity is built upon in the final section of this chapter, as we see resource
metaphors replace problem metaphors of language through a shift in the
metonymic language that indexes them.
By reframing the subtractive argument against minority languages and
their speakers as additive (for society and all language users) instead of only as a
right, those that seek to enshrine value in the breadth of languages and cultures
that exist around us go beyond the deconstruction of language in the active
service of change. While the sub-movement within CDA that emerged in the early
2000s around the idea of Positive Discourse Analysis (see Macgilchrist, 2016;
Martin, J.R., 2004; Bartlett, T., 2010) failed to gain much serious traction, I
believe still that there is an opportunity, especially where metonymy/metaphor
and LPP dovetail, to nurture this idea of a more engaged activist role for critical
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discourse analysts where texts and ideas are counter-produced that engage with a
critical understanding of metonymy to serve their persuasive purposes.
With this, there is a kind of active, deliberate reframing that calls on the
same language, the same appeals, the same metonymic forces to appeal to
persuasive ideals that have made language as problem orientations in language
policy so appealing to many. Working alongside the promotion of linguistic
human rights, it is my contention that in this way a critical and action-oriented
deployment of metonymy can be of great benefit to minority languages and their
speakers across language policy contexts where persuasion can be beneficial to
the preservation and promotion of language rights.
Final Thoughts
It is my goal through this research to help reveal the utility of metonymy as an
analytical lens to help shine a light on the ideologies, sometimes hidden, that
drive political, social, economic, and commercial agendas. But, it is also my goal
to help push the conversation forward, beyond analysis into action. In Chapter 2,
by helping to make sense of ways in which racial ideologies are made appealing
to the masses, I hope to add to the important work already being done and help
those with the power to do so to combat dangerous rhetoric that is couched in
otherwise appealing notions that have increasingly broad if unnerving appeal. In
Chapter 3, this work strives to reveal on how international students are and are not
constructed at American universities, and through doing so we might recognize
the ways in which our departments and our institutions can better serve these
students for their good and the good of everyone. And in Chapter 4, it is my

123
position that by helping to understand the language orientations that lay at the
foundation of our language policies, we might find ways to promote the language
as a resource orientation and draft minority policy discourse that is persuasive and
effective alongside the language as rights orientation. Separately, these three
research programs represent robust inquiries into fields that chart the nature
and/or deepen the understanding of the relationships between these fields and
conceptual metonymy. Together, it is my hope that this dissertation can represent
a cogent, forceful interdisciplinary petition on behalf of the power and potency of
metonymy in language research, language ideology, and social action.
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