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Preface 

 

Before I attended lectures at VU University Amsterdam, it had never really come to mind that language 

can be of great influence. It had just been a tool to converse, which may sound rather naïve. The MA-

courses at the university dealt with metaphor and metaphor had always been a minor part of my train of 

thought and it was not until the very first lectures that it made me think about language more 

profoundly. The lecturers made me realize that metaphor is pervasive in human thought, and that 

language can be of major influence on the way we think, talk and even live. The lectures made me 

realize that metaphor plays an important part in everyday discourse, and that metaphors can change the 

way we think, bolster certain thoughts and undermine others. Since influencing what and how people 

think is very important for politicians,  I wondered whether metaphors could actually be identified in 

political discourse and for what purposes they might be used.  

 In 2008, Obama became the 44th president of the United States of America. Ever since he entered 

the stage, people have been baffled by his utterances, his way of addressing a nation in distress. In the last 

decade, the political situation in the US has become strained. American divisions were sent to Iraq and 

Afghanistan to wage a war after the US had been attacked on the 11th of September 2001. At first, people 

approved of these military operations, led by George Bush, but as time wore on, Americans realised that 

it was a never-ending story. Bush became less popular and then all of a sudden this young, black man 

entered the political stage. Since Obama was frequently in the news, I wondered why he was so popular, 

and why Bush, his predecessor, had become less popular and was proclaimed worst president ever. I 

buried myself in literature on political discourse, and soon I came across a book by George Lakoff (2002). 

He claimed that both political parties in the United States, Republicans and Democrats, have their own 

language; what is more, according to Lakoff (2002), both parties live by their own respective sets of 

metaphors. Lakoff asserted that both parties have their own views on life as far as moral values is 

concerned. What can be a moral act for Republicans, can be immoral for Democrats, and vice versa. 

Lakoff claims that many people, either consciously or unconsciously, live by the metaphors that are 

grounded in this morality model and that both conservatives and liberals have shaped their own political 

worldviews. The main question resulting from these contemplations was whether Bush and Obama do 

indeed speak these two distinct languages. That is, does Bush’s discourse reflect one morality model, and 

does Obama’s reflect another? 

 The research in this dissertation is theory-driven. That is to say, the ‘analyst starts from a 

hypothesis based on the literature on political discourse in the United States of America and uses a 

corpus to test this hypothesis’ (Granger 1998:15). In this dissertation, I will focus on the use of metaphors 

in political discourse by George Bush and Barack Obama and more specifically on metaphors in 

speeches on health care issues as well as the war waged in Iraq. The research of this study involves a 

comparison of the use of metaphors by both presidents in both topics; it hence tries establish whether the 

evidence supports  the assertion made by Lakoff (2002) that political discourse, republican or democratic 

discourse, is grounded in the two distinct morality models presented by Lakoff (2002). 



2 | P a g e  
 

The dissertation starts with a general discussion of metaphor and ends with a series of 

conclusions drawn from the data investigated.  Chapter one seeks to explain the concept of metaphor 

and how it is grounded. It discusses the use of metaphors in political discourse and its potential effects. 

Chapter two introduces the data and explains the methods applied in the analysis of the data. The results 

are dealt with in chapter three. In the final chapter, possible reasons are presented for the differences and 

similarities in usage of metaphor between the two presidents. Appendices A through H1 provide a 

complete overview of all metaphors in context which were used for this study, as well as detailed 

information on the corpora and morality models. 
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1 
_____________________ 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

When  people are requested to provide a definition of the term metaphor many of them claim that 

metaphor is a device of the poetic imagination and rhetorical flourish (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3). 

Metaphor is often interpreted as a characteristic of language only which has embellishment as its core 

function. When looking up the term in The Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners (Rundell 

2002) the following definition is given: ‘a word or phrase that means one thing and is used for referring to 

another thing in order to emphasize their similar qualities’. Metaphor is about transferring meaning.  

A number of questions arise from the definition provided by Macmillan Dictionary: how do we 

know the original meaning of words, how do we know which names belong to which things and how do 

we know what is normal or abnormal in language use? Macmillan also refers to the notion of transferring 

similar qualities of words, which means that metaphor is not only a transfer of meaning but a number of 

other factors as well. The idea that metaphor is not a mere characteristic of language was argued by 

Lakoff and Johnson in 1980. They claim metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, and that our ordinary 

conceptual system, in terms of which we think and act, is metaphorical in nature (Lakoff and Johnson, 

1980: 3). The concepts which govern our thought are not matters of intellect alone (ibid.: 3). They 

structure what we perceive, how we relate to other people and how we get around in the world (ibid.: 3). 

The following sections will provide some idea of what it could mean for a concept to be metaphorical 

and for such a concept to structure an everyday activity.  

 

1.1 Conceptual metaphor  

 

In identifying the true impact of metaphoric expressions in any given discourse, we first need to 

understand the basics of metaphor. As described by Aristotle and cited by Charteris-Black (2006), 

metaphor is defined as ‘giving the thing a name that belongs to something else’ (Charteris-Black, 2006: 

14). The etymological origin of the word metaphor is from the Greek meta=’with/after’ and 

pherein=’bear, carry’ (ibid.: 14). What is most notable here is that the central point of metaphor is one in 

which the transfer of meaning is most important. 

 Charteris-Black (2004) provides his own definition of metaphor, in that he thinks it is ‘a linguistic 

representation that results from the shift in use of a word or phrase from the context or domain in which 

it is expected to occur to another context or domain where it is not expected to occur, thereby causing 

semantic tension’ (2004: 14). Charteris-Black implies that metaphor occurs when words that are assumed 

to belong to a specific realm of language are transmitted to a realm in which they are less expected, 

importing  a certain meaning or structure into that second realm, and it is this meaning or structure that 

could help the alien realm to be better understood.  

It is important to note here that metaphor is not a mere linguistic phenomenon. Lakoff and 

Johnson (1980) found that metaphor is not a characteristic of language alone but argued that metaphor is 
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pervasive in everyday life in thought and action. The concepts that govern our thought are not just 

matters of intellect, they also govern our everyday functioning, down to the most mundane details 

(Lakoff and Johnson, 1980: 3). Consider the way native speakers of English often talk about arguments: 

(1)  Your claims are indefensible. 

(2)  He attacked every point in my argument. 

(3)  I have never won an argument with him. 

Most speakers of English would regard this way of speaking about arguments as normal and natural. We 

can see that a large part of the way we speak about arguments derives from the way we speak about 

wars. Yet, we do not just talk about arguments in terms of war, we actually win or lose arguments, we 

defend our own positions and we attack other people’s (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980: 4).  Even though there is 

no physical battle, there is a verbal battle which has similar properties or characteristics as a physical 

battle. The abstract concept of argument is structured by the concrete concept of war. The conceptual 

metaphor that is hence created involves not only using words in different settings, but the concept 

around that word is also transmitted. 

 Lakoff and Johnson (1980) hence defined metaphor as understanding one conceptual domain in 

terms of another conceptual domain. A convenient way of capturing this view of metaphor is the 

following: CONCEPTUAL DOMAIN (A) IS CONCEPTUAL DOMAIN (B), which is called a conceptual metaphor 

(Kövecses, 2002: 4). Please note that in cognitive linguistic approaches, upper case is reserved to 

represent the abstract thoughts underlying metaphors, the conceptual metaphors (cf. Charteris-Black, 

2004: xv).  The conceptual domain from which we draw metaphorical expressions is called the source 

domain, while the conceptual domain that is understood in figurative terms is the target domain. The 

target domain is the domain that we try to understand through use of the source domain. We need to 

distinguish conceptual metaphor from metaphorical linguistic expressions, which are words or linguistic 

expressions that come from the concrete conceptual domain, or source domain (Kövecses, 2002: 4). The 

expressions used in the examples above, indefensible, attacked and won, come from the domain of war 

and the corresponding conceptual metaphor they make manifest is ARGUMENT IS WAR. It is the 

metaphorical linguistic expressions that reveal the existence of a conceptual metaphor. 

 What is actually meant by ‘understanding one conceptual domain in terms of another’ is that the 

understanding part is rooted in a set of systematic correspondences between the source and the target in 

the sense that constituent conceptual elements of B correspond to constituent elements of A. The 

conceptual correspondences are often referred to as mappings (Kövecses, 2002: 6). It is not suggested that 

mapping constituent elements happens consciously and/or unconsciously, yet we use the linguistic 

expressions that reflect it in such a way that we do not violate the mappings. The fact that we 

conceptualize arguments in terms of battle systematically influences the shape arguments take and the 

way we talk about what we do in arguing (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980: 7).  

 When talking about mappings, what cannot be the case is that an entire target concept is 

understood in terms of an entire source concept. This would imply that both concepts would be one and 

the same. What has been pointed out above is that the structure of metaphor is constituted by a set of 
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mappings between source and target. This means that only a part of the source concept B is being 

involved in the mapping to the target domain A. Let us look at the example taken from Kövecses (2002), 

which comprises metaphorical expressions from the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING. 

 

(4) She constructed a solid argument. 

(5) We have got a good foundation for the argument. 

 

The metaphorical source domain focuses on a single aspect of the concept of building. The main focus is 

on the constructions and the strength of the argument. When a metaphor focuses on one aspect or some 

aspects of a target concept, it can be said that it highlights that or those aspects (Kövecses, 2002: 80). The 

concept of highlighting coincides with hiding other aspects of a target concept. That is, when a metaphor 

focuses on specific aspects of a domain, the other aspects will automatically remain hidden. In the 

example above, the focus is on the strength of the argument, however what is hidden here are issues of 

progress or content.  Different metaphors highlight different aspects of the same target concept and at 

the same time hide other aspects (Kövecses, 2002: 81). It is the mapping that constitutes the metaphor. 

The metaphor maps knowledge about building onto the knowledge about arguments.  

In sum, the classical cognitive view on metaphor, presented by Lakoff and Johnson in 1980, 

defines metaphor as a conceptual phenomenon which can be realized at the surface level of language 

(Koller, 2004: 9). The most important feature of metaphoric language is the transmission of meaning from 

a source domain to a target domain. Not every concrete source domain can be used to describe or 

explain the concept in the target domain. The two domains, source and target, are supposed to have 

some elements in common, pre-existing similarities. However, this is not always the case since some 

mappings are based on perceived similarity. Picking specific source domains, either consciously or 

unconsciously, can be crucial in interpreting the target domain. In this way people can possibly build 

their language and thus mould particular outcomes and it is therefore that usage of metaphors in politics 

is extremely crucial. Politicians could adapt their language, alter it or focus on specific linguistic 

elements in order to convince or persuade their audience. Research has shown that political rhetoric is 

replete with metaphors. The following section will go into more detail about metaphors in politics and 

focuses on American politics in particular. 

 

1.2 Metaphor in politics 

 

Metaphors are used discursively by politicians as strategies for advocating their own policies or opposing 

the policies of others (Charteris-Black, 2006: 16). Within all types of political system, leaders have tried to 

convince others of the benefits that come with their leadership (Charteris-Black, 2006: 1). It is their 

linguistic performance that should arouse and engage the motives of their followers. In democracies, 

decisions are made on the basis of a number of impressions of the politicians, such as reliability, honesty, 

morality and integrity (ibid.: 1). Moreover, there are multiple other factors that influence the impressions 

we have of politicians; we measure their personality through aspects of appearance, physical features, 
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dress etc. and through visual aspects of their behaviour. These interacting attributes contribute to our 

judgment of a politicians’ credibility (ibid.: 1) but language is crucial in the arts of persuasion and 

impression management.   

Rhetoric is the art of persuading others, thus rhetoric and persuasion are inseparable (Charteris-

Black, 2006: 8). The main difference between the two is that rhetoric refers to the act of communication 

from the hearer’s perspective while persuasion refers both to speakers intentions and to successful 

outcomes (ibid.: 9). Aristotle was perhaps the first person to recognize that rhetoric as an art of 

communication was morally neutral, that it could be used for either good or ill (ibid.: x). He says that 

persuasion depends on three things: the truth and logical validity of what is being argued, the speaker’s 

success in conveying to the audience a perception that he or she can be trusted, and the emotions that a 

speaker is able to awaken in an audience to accept the views advanced and act in accordance with them 

(Aristotle, 2007: x). 

 Persuasion is a communicative process in which the sender aims to influence the beliefs, 

attitudes and behaviour of interlocutors, listeners, opponents or potential followers (Charteris-Black, 

2005: 9). Yet, to convince a message receiver of something new or different from what they are used to is 

not as easy as it seems since people are reluctant to change. Persuasion either seeks to confirm or to 

challenge existing beliefs, attitude and behaviours (ibid.: 10) and as Jowett and O’Donnell, cited in 

Charteris-Black (2005), put it: in order to convince people to change, the persuader has to relate change 

to something in which the persuadee already believes. Metaphor is a very effective means through which 

potential leaders can communicate with the ‘voice within’. That is, successful politicians are those who 

can develop their arguments with evidence taken from beliefs about the world around them (ibid.: 10). 

These arguments then evoke things that are already known or are at least familiar. This ‘voice within’ 

creates evocative representations of the speaker and their policies by arousing emotions and forms part 

of the process by which an audience reconstructs the causal relationship of an argument (Charteris-

Black, 2007: 11).  

Metaphor is an important characteristic of persuasive discourse because it mediates between 

conscious and unconscious means of persuasion, and it mediates between cognition and emotion 

(Charteris-Black, 2006: 13). Metaphor uses language to activate unconscious emotional associations and 

it influences the value that we place on ideas and beliefs on a scale of goodness and badness (ibid.: 13). It 

is used by politicians in order to convince their audience of their beliefs and thus provoke the audience 

to help them change or better the country they aspire to govern. This, the changing of belief systems, 

happens since metaphor transfers positive or negative associations of various source domains to a 

metaphor target. The metaphorical meaning is determined by the sort of connotations aroused by the 

words in their normal non-metaphorical or literal use (ibid.: 14). The discourse role of metaphor is to 

legitimate policies by accessing the underlying social and cultural value system (ibid.: 14). It is this value 

system that is supposedly referred to in American politics. 

 According to Jonathan Charteris-Black (2006), it is the choice of language in general and 

metaphor in particular that is essential to the overall persuasiveness of politicians. Charteris-Black (2006) 

also asserts that it is not just metaphor but a combination of metaphor and other linguistic strategies that 
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are central to the creation of persuasive belief systems. The reason for this is that metaphor exploits the 

subliminal resources of language by arousing hidden associations that govern our systems of evaluation 

(ibid.: 2).  

 In order to convince the audience of a particular new belief, the speaker, for instance a 

politician, has to create a speech with which s/he attempts to either confirm an existing belief system or 

challenge an existing belief system. Speeches need to be persuasive because they deal with an important 

topic within a public setting. People are reluctant to change; thus, in order to convince them to do so, 

the persuader has to relate change to something in which the persuadee already believes (ibid.: 10). 

Metaphor influences our beliefs by using language that activates unconscious emotional associations by 

transferring positive or negative associations of various source words to a metaphor target (ibid.: 13). 

 Political leaders become persuasive when their metaphors interact with other linguistic features 

to legitimize policies. What politicians attempt to do is use metaphors that represent their own policies in 

a positive light while they will disparage those of opponents. Chilton, cited by Charteris-Black (2006), 

defines legitimisation as:  

 

discourse involves the promotion of representations, and a pervasive feature of representation is 

the evident need for political speakers to imbue their utterances with evidence, authority and 

truth (Charteris-Black, 2006: 17).   

 

Metaphor is a figure of speech that is typically used in persuasive political arguments. This is because it 

represents a certain way of viewing the world that reflects a shared system of beliefs as to what the world 

is and culture-specific beliefs about mankind’s place in it. Metaphor offers a way of looking at the world 

that may differ from the way we normally look at it and offers some fresh insight.  

 Persuasion and rhetoric are interdependent in political discourse. Persuasion is a 

communicative process in which the sender aims to influence existing beliefs or challenges those existing 

beliefs. Choosing specific source domains, either consciously or unconsciously, can be crucial in 

interpreting the target domain. In this way people can possibly build their language and thus mould 

particular outcomes and it is therefore that usage of metaphors in politics is extremely crucial. Politicians 

could develop their arguments with evidence taken from beliefs about the world around them, with it 

possibly persuading people to vote in favour of their policies. A  means to shift the way we understand 

the world we live in and influence our feelings about it is by using metaphor. Metaphors could be used to 

activate unconscious emotional associations and could be used to influence the values we place on ideas 

and beliefs on a scale of good and bad. George Lakoff has studied American politics and the rhetoric that 

is used by prominent American politicians and he claims that American politics is based on two 

important value systems. 
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1.2.1 American political argumentation 

 

George Lakoff has undertaken a range of interesting studies of metaphor in political issues in the United 

States of America. Lakoff travelled the USA in 2002 and 2003, talking with thousands of activists and 

leaders and turning them on to the importance of framing and the way metaphor can build frames. He 

explains: ‘frames are mental structures that shape the way we see the world’ (Lakoff, 2004: xv). As a result 

of this, the frames we adopt shape the goals we try to seek, the plans we make, what counts as evil and 

what not.  It is those frames in politics that shape our social policies. To change our frames is to change 

the social policies, hence reframing is social change (ibid.: xv). 

 Lakoff suggests that the American political language is based on two different understandings of 

the nation: ‘a strict father family’ and ‘a nurturant parent family’.  The two different models of ideal 

family life can motivate corresponding sets of metaphorical priorities, each of which constitutes a 

distinct moral system (Lakoff, 2002: 65). The belief in a particular frame comes together with a set of 

metaphors that have run foreign policy for a long time (Lakoff, 2004: 10). The link between these 

metaphors is provided by the conceptual metaphor THE NATION IS A PERSON. We all have a metaphor for 

the nation as a family (Lakoff, 2004: 5). Americans have Founding Fathers, daughters of the American 

Revolution, and they send their “sons” to war.  The reason for using this metaphor is because we 

understand large social groups, such as nations, in terms of small social groups, like families or 

communities (ibid.: 5). This metaphor is pervasive in our social life, and both parties in the United States 

have supposedly based their policies on this frame. The two different understandings of a nation, as 

mentioned above, are described in more detail below. 

 

1.2.2 Strict Father Morality 

 

The conservative policies are based on a Strict Father model (SF). The model takes as background the 

view that life is difficult and that the world is fundamentally dangerous. Survival is a major concern and 

there are dangers and evils lurking everywhere, particularly in the human soul (Lakoff, 2002: 65). A 

synopsis of the model as presented by Lakoff in Moral Politics (2002) is given below. 

 

A traditional nuclear family, with the father having primary responsibility for supporting and 

protecting the family as well as the authority to set overall family policy.  He teaches children 

right from wrong by setting rules for their behaviour and enforcing them through punishment. 

This punishment is sufficiently painful. The father gains the children’s cooperation by showing 

them love and appreciation when they follow the rules. However, children should not be 

coddled, since they may become spoiled. The mother has day-to-day responsibility for the care 

of the house. Children must respect and obey their parents, for they will build character. Self-

discipline, self-reliance and respect for legitimate authority are the crucial things a child must 

learn. Survival is a matter of competition. The mature children of the Strict Father have to sink 
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or swim by themselves. They have attained, through discipline, authority over themselves 

(Lakoff, 2002: 65-67). 

 

The assumption is that children will become self-reliant adults by obeying the rules. The entire SF model 

is based on the further assumption that the exercise of authority is itself moral (ibid.: 67). This means that 

it is moral to reward obedience as well as moral to punish those who are disobedient.  Reward and 

punishment are of relevance since the model assumes that life is struggle for survival. Being an adult 

means that you have become sufficiently self-disciplined so that you can be your own authority. 

Obedience to authority thus does not appear. That is, when being an adult, you are able to carry out 

plans you make and the commitments you take. Success is therefore a sign of having been obedient and 

having become self-disciplined. It is a reward for acting within the moral system. Rewards given to those 

who have not earned them through competition are thus immoral. They remove the incentive to both 

become self-disciplined and the need for obedience to authority.  

 The model is not only about what a person should be, it is also about what the world must be. It 

must be and must remain a competitive place. If competition were removed, self-discipline would cease 

and people would stop developing and using their talents (Lakoff, 2002: 69). It is thus that competition is 

moral. If competition is a prerequisite for a moral world, what kind of a world is a moral world? It is one 

in which people are better off than others, and they deserve to be. It is a meritocracy (ibid.: 69). Just as 

the Strict Father has to support and protect his wife and children, so those who hold high positions have 

a responsibility to exercise their authority for the benefit of all under their authority (ibid.: 70).  

The model of the family does not occur alone. To accept the model is to accept certain moral 

priorities that go with it, many of which are metaphorical in nature (Lakoff, 2002: 70). It is this set of 

metaphors, combined with the vision of what a person should be and what the world should be, that 

Lakoff (2002) calls the Strict Father model. The metaphors that have the highest priority in Strict Father 

morality, according to Lakoff (2002), are the metaphors of Moral Strength, Moral Authority, Moral Order, 

Moral Boundaries, Moral Essence, Moral Wholeness, Moral Purity, Moral Health and Moral Self-interest. 

Much of the metaphor of Moral Strength is concerned with the conception of immorality, or evil.  Evil is 

manifested as either an internal or an external force which can make you fail, as Lakoff (2002) puts it. The 

metaphor of moral strength is a complex one with a number of parts, being: 

 

 Being good is being upright 

 Being bad is being low 

Doing evil is falling 

Evil is a force 

Morality is strength 

 

A large portion of metaphorical meaning derives from our experience of our own body (Kövecses, 2002: 

16). Drooping postures typically goes along with sadness, while erect postures with a positive emotional 

state (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980: 15). Moreover, Lakoff and Johnson (1980) claim that serious illness forces 
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us to lie down physically (ibid.: 15). Thus, being low is most likely to be associated with unfavourable 

situations while the opposite is associated with happy or good situations. Moving from a position of 

morality to a position of immorality is moving from an upright position to a low position. To remain 

upright one must be strong and stand up to evil. Words like upright, fall, stand up to etc. are taken from 

the physical domain and applied to morality by the Moral Strength metaphor. Hence, morality is 

conceptualized as strength.  

The concept of Moral Authority within communities is patterned on parental authority within 

families (ibid.: 77). Parental authority comes from the inability of the child to know what is in the best 

interest of himself and the family (ibid. 76). Therefore, parents act accordingly and choose what is best for 

their child, whether this is through approval or punishment. Parents set the standard and children should 

obey their parents. This parental authority is generalized to all forms of moral authority. So, an authority 

figure, for example the president or the government, sets standards of behaviour and punishes those who 

cannot meet these standards. People who obey the rules are seen as moral, people who disobey the rules 

are seen as weak, and therefore immoral. The ones can stand up to authority are strong and behave 

morally right, while those who fail to stand up to authority are seen as immoral. 

 The Moral Order metaphor is based on a folk theory of the natural order: the natural order is the 

order of dominance that occurs in the world. God is more powerful than people, people are more 

powerful than animals and plants, adults are more powerful than children, man are more powerful than 

women.  This natural hierarchy of power is seen as moral. The moral order metaphor sees the natural 

hierarchy of power as moral. The metaphor looks like this: 

 

 The moral order is the natural order 

 

The metaphor legitimates a certain class of existing power relations as being natural and therefore moral 

(ibid.: 82). The idea that the rich have moral authority over the poor fits American Strict Father morality 

very well (ibid.: 83). The harder you work, the more money you should get, with it gaining wealth. When 

people are poor, it is because they have not worked hard enough. If s/he has not worked hard enough 

s/he is slothful and hence morally weak (ibid.: 83). 

 The concept of Moral Action is seen as bounded movement. Immoral action is seen as motion 

outside of the permissible range. Immoral behaviour is deviant behaviour, a form of metaphorical 

motion into unsanctioned areas. The Moral Boundary metaphor interacts with one of the most important 

metaphors in our conceptual system: LIFE IS A JOURNEY (ibid.: 85). People have certain goals and 

destinations in their life, and to get to these destinations is to walk along a certain path. If morality is seen 

as going along a particular path, then deviating from that path is seen as immoral behaviour. A central 

notion in SF morality is ‘character’ (ibid.: 87). We commonly understand people metaphorically as if they 

were objects made of substances which determine how they will behave (ibid.: 87). Therefore it is 

common to conceive of people as if they had an essence or a collection of essences which determine 

their behaviour.  This is called the Metaphor of Essence: 
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 A person is an object 

 

His essence is the substance of the object is made of. To judge people is to assign that person an inherent 

trait, and if this trait is a moral trait, then we have a special case of the Metaphor of Essence.  To attribute 

a moral essence to someone is to make a moral judgement about a person in general. Commonly, 

particular virtues are attributed to people like self-discipline, courage, temperance etc.  The metaphor of 

Moral Essence is used to define virtues and vices of all sorts (Lakoff, 2002: 89). The metaphorical nature of 

Moral Essence is that people, who are metaphorically portrayed as containers, either possess or lack such 

moral traits. 

 Another way to conceptualize uniform standards of behaviour is through the metaphor if Moral 

Wholeness. It entails a homogeneity, an overall unity of form that makes an entity strong and resistant to 

pressures. An object with physical integrity can be trusted to function the way it is supposed to, while an 

object starting to crumble or rot is likely to fall apart and therefore not being able to function (ibid.: 

90).Words like rupture, tearing, decay etc. are taken from the physical domain and applied to morality by 

the Moral Wholeness metaphor.  

This metaphor goes hand in hand with the metaphor of Moral Purity. The purity of moral 

standards is threatened by any impurity. Morality is therefore conceptualized as purity and immorality as 

impurity. Impurities are seen as causes of illness. This link between impurity and health has led to a 

metaphor in which morality is conceptualized as health and immorality as disease. Diseases are 

conceptualised as forces which a human being has to fight. As long as people are able to fight such 

diseases, or as long as people are able to stay healthy, they are morally strong. Any intrusion on 

someone’s health, and thus someone’s body, has to be battled and this battle has to be won. The 

metaphor of Moral Self-interest is based on Adam Smith’s economics (ibid.: 94): if each person seeks to 

maximize his own wealth, then by an invisible hand, the wealth of all will be maximized.  

 Strict Father morality is organized around the Strict Father model of the family. The group of 

metaphors presented above fit naturally with the model. These metaphors have entailments that go 

beyond the SF family model and these entailments define a well-organized and far-reaching moral 

system. 

 

1.2.3 Nurturant Parent Morality 

 

The other moral system that is built around a model of an ideal family and which is highly supported by 

the democratic people in the USA is a Nurturant Parent family. The belief in the Nurturant Parent model 

(NP) contains different values. It implies the following. 

 

A family of preferably two parents who share household responsibilities. The most important 

experiences behind this model is of being cared about and being cared for, living as happily as 

possible and deriving meaning from mutual interaction and care. Children develop best through 

positive relationships to others and through contribution to the community. They become 



12 | P a g e  
 

responsible, self-reliant and self-disciplined through caring for others, and through being cared 

for and respected. Support and protection are part of nurturance and they require strength and 

courage on the part of the parents. Respectful communication is crucial. Protection is a form of 

caring. The world is filled with evils that can harm a child, and it is the nurturant parent’s duty to 

ward them off. The principal goal for children is to become nurturant parents themselves. The 

most important thing children need to learn is empathy for others, the capacity to nurture, 

cooperation and the maintenance of social ties. (Lakoff, 2002: 108-110). 

 

At first glance the model seems very different from the SF model, yet there is one very important thing 

that the models have in common. They both assume that the system of childrearing will be reproduced 

in the child. That is, in the SF model the parents try to raise their child to be disciplined etc., hoping the 

child will discipline others by adulthood. In the NP model, the parents attempt to raise a child by being 

nurturant etc. with the intention that the child, by adulthood, would do the same thing to others. 

 The means by which this is accomplished are entirely different. The NP model assumes that 

children learn through their attachment to their parents. They follow the model of their parent’s 

behaviour, then being securely attached to their parents, they become attuned to their parent’s 

expectations and try to meet them (Lakoff, 2002: 110-111).  If parents make their expectations realistic 

and appropriately challenging, children will be able to meet them and develop mastery. The ideal 

nurturant parents must be what they want their children to be: happy, empathetic, able to take care of 

themselves, responsible, creative, communicative, and fair (ibid.: 111). Children gradually become self-

conscious. They need to learn honest questioning and sincere probing, to know what is not so nice about 

themselves and their parents, both to improve themselves and to have a realistic understanding about 

who they are and what their parents are like (ibid.: 111). This is a reason why parents encourage 

questioning, openness, and self-examination.  Children become the kind of person their parents want 

them to be. Children finally learn to be responsible, enjoy life, develop their potential, take care of 

themselves etc. They become self-nurturant and nurturant to others.  

Again, the model is not only about what a person should be, it is also about what the world must 

be. The world must be as nurturant as possible. A world in which people are encouraged to reach their 

full potential and provides help when necessary. It must also be a place where people who are helped 

feel the need to help others and carry out that responsibility.  The world must be governed by empathy, 

where the weak who desperately need help get it from the strong. It must be a world governed by respect 

and interdependence. And the natural world must be sustained at all times. 

 The metaphors that have the highest priority in NP morality, according to Lakoff (2002), are the 

metaphors of Morality as Empathy, Morality as Nurturance, Moral Self-Nurturance, Morality as Social 

Nurturance, Morality is Happiness, Morality as Self-Development, Morality as Fair Distribution, and Moral 

Growth. Empathy is understood metaphorically as the capacity to project your consciousness into other 

people so that you can feel what they feel (Lakoff, 2002: 114). Even though it is not possible to project our 

consciousness into someone else’s mind, we could imagine being someone else. This is what we have to 

do, as best as we can. People living by the NP model conceptualize moral action as fully empathetic 
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action, which is abiding by the Gold Rule: to do unto others as you would have them do unto you (ibid.: 

115). 

Nurturance goes hand in hand with empathy. Without empathy, nurturance would not be likely 

to occur. Seeing that a child is helpless and thus unable to care for itself, it requires someone to care for 

it, and to care for a child you have to care about the child (ibid.:116). Nurturance presupposed empathy. 

It is assumed to be impossible to care for a child if the person does not care about the child. Nurturance 

also involves right and duties. A parent has to provide nurturance and a child has a right to nurturance. 

Therefore, a parent who does not adequately nurture a child is metaphorically robbing that child of 

something (ibid.: 117). The NP model assumes that you are unable to care for others adequately if you do 

not care for yourself. Therefore, an important part of morality of nurturance is the requirement of self-

nurturance, taking care of one’s own basic needs. For instance, these can metaphorically be seen as 

building character, building confidence or gaining knowledge by education. Basic needs could be 

maintaining one’s health, making a living, maintaining interpersonal relationships, and so on.  

If members of a community are to empathize with one another and be nurturant toward each 

other, social ties must be mended and maintained constantly. It is wrong not to maintain and mend 

social ties. Metaphorically, people are linked through ties, and when these are broken, relationships are 

broken. The relationships need to be mended in order to be moral. Nurturance requires sacrifice. Yet, 

morality is happiness for the NP model assumes that unhappy people are less likely to be compassionate 

than happy people, since they are not likely to want others to be happier than they are. Thus, to promote 

one’s own capacity for compassion, one should make oneself as happy as possible (ibid.: 121). As soon as 

people are happy, they can metaphorically give their happiness to others. As soon as people start caring 

for each other by being nurturant, giving them hope and happiness, social ties become stronger. These 

emotions of happiness can be seen as metaphorical entities within a person. These entities are passed 

around to improve relations in a community.  

Nurturant parents want to see their children develop their abilities that serve nurturance. Thus, 

Morality as Nurturance entails Morality as Self-Development. It is self-development in the cause of 

increasing empathy, helping others, nurturing social ties, making people happy, or increasing one’s 

capacity for happiness (ibid.: 123). Emotions or ideas can metaphorically be depicted as entities within 

people. Therefore, emotions such as love, hope, empathy can metaphorically rise within a person. 

Nurturing is taking care of other people, but could also be accepting other people. Accepting can 

metaphorically be interpreted as swallowing. The more of these feeling or skills a person possesses, the 

more s/he develops his/her own character. Being morally right is to develop oneself, so being moral is to 

develop one’s character in order to project the nurturing traits onto others. The NP model requires that 

children be nurtured equally and that the responsibilities of parenthood be equally shared between 

spouses.  This implies: one child, one cookie, playing by the rules determines what you get, you get what 

you have a right to, we share the burden equally etc. Models of distribution could be:  

  

 Equality of distribution 
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For instance, when financial problems surface, certain sacrifices may have to be made. These sacrifices 

can metaphorically be seen as burdens to bear. Since the NP model’s main principle is empathy, such 

burdens have to be borne by everyone.  

Similarly, if positive progress is made in whatever situation, everyone has to benefit from this. 

The metaphor of Moral Growth assumes that adults are seen as capable of growing morally either 

through help or work. The nurturance of children is in the service of growth. Given that morality is 

conceptualized in terms of verticality, becoming more moral is seen as ‘growing’ (ibid.: 125). The 

metaphor of Moral Growth can be stated as follows: 

 

 The degree of morality is physical height 

 Moral growth is physical growth 

 

When we can speak of a person’s moral growth as being ‘stunted’,  we know that this person has not fully 

developed yet, or may have stopped developing. Like SF morality, NP morality is an elaborate moral 

system centred around a central, idealized model of the Nurturant Parent family. This metaphor induces 

other metaphors by structuring morality in terms of concepts intimately related to nurturance.  

The most important feature of metaphoric language is the transmission of meaning from a 

source domain to a target domain. The conceptual domain from which we draw metaphorical 

expressions is called the source domain, while the conceptual domain that is understood in figurative 

terms is the target domain. The target domain is the domain that we try to understand through use of the 

source domain. Picking specific source domains, either consciously or unconsciously, can be crucial in 

interpreting the target domain.  The discourse role of metaphor is to legitimate policies by accessing the 

underlying social and cultural value system (ibid.: 14). It is this value system that is supposedly referred to 

in American politics. Lakoff suggests that the American political language is based on two different 

understandings of the nation: ‘a strict father family’ and ‘a nurturant parent family’. The belief in one 

particular frame or the other comes together with a set of metaphors (Lakoff, 2004: 10).  

Both parties in the United States have supposedly based their policies on one of these frames. 

When determining whether this is correct, it is essential to know how the two morality models relate to 

the worldviews of the conservative or the democratic party. One could assume that Bush’s view, the 

republican or conservative view of the world and America, relate to the SF morality model and that his 

way of speaking reflects this morality model. Equally, the same can be said with regard to Obama’s view 

of America and the world, being a democrat. To understand how both models relate to daily life, and in 

particular to life seen through the eyes of a republican such as Bush or a democrat such as Obama, a 

number of examples taken from daily life are given to illustrate how democrats and republicans 

supposedly live by these moral principles. 
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1.3 Political worldviews 

 

Part of our conceptual system is a common metaphorical conception of the Nation As Family (Lakoff, 

2002: 153). The family metaphor exists as part of our standard conceptual repertoire (ibid.: 154). Since 

many people, either consciously or unconsciously, live by this metaphor, as claimed by Lakoff (2002), 

both conservatives and liberals have shaped their own political worldviews (ibid.: 154). The nation as a 

family metaphor allows us to reason about the nation on the basis of our knowledge of a family. As 

parents protect their children, so does the government have to protect its citizens. For conservatives, the 

nation is conceptualized as a strict father family, whereas for liberals the nation is conceptualized as a 

nurturant parent family. These two models of the family induce two moral systems as described above.  

 The Strict Father model approves of punishment and praise. Punishment for violating strict 

moral rules and praise for following them, which will result in the child’s learning to obey those rules 

(ibid.: 67). The entire Strict Father model is based on the assumption that the exercise of authority is itself 

moral. That is, people living by this metaphor assume that life is a struggle, survival in the world is a 

matter of competing successfully, children must be disciplined and build character, and people are 

punished in order to become self-disciplined (ibid.: 67-68). The metaphor that is central to Strict Father 

morality is the metaphor of Moral Strength. This metaphor can be considered a complex metaphor and 

can be divided into a number of parts, such as: Being Good is Being Upright, Doing Evil is Falling, Evil is a 

Force and Morality is Strength. Moral Strength has two very different aspects. The first one is that it is 

required if one is to stand up to some externally defined evil. Second, the lack of self-discipline and the 

refusal to engage in self-denial is defined a form of evil. Evil is metaphorically seen as a force. This force 

has to be reckoned with. Once a person is able to fight the evil force, he is morally strong. Being moral is 

being physically strong. 

 How does the moral system translate to examples from everyday life? To conservatives, social 

programs amount to coddling people. Instead of having to learn to fend for themselves, people can 

depend on the public dole. This, according to conservatives, makes people weak, removing the need to 

fight for their own rights and removing the need for self-discipline and willpower. This weakness is a 

form of immorality. SF morality assumes that it is human nature to be motivated by rewards and 

deterred by punishment. This morality of reward and punishment plays an enormous role in the 

conservative worldview. The reward sides rules out any governmental interference in the private life of 

Americans, that is, any distribution of wealth or benefits that is not based on free market competition is 

seen as immoral.  The nation is seen as a family, with the government being the father and citizens being 

the children. Social programs would coddle people. That is, the “father” would spoil his children. This is 

seen as immoral, since children need to be learned to be disciplined, and strong. The punishment side 

focuses the criminal justice system on retribution. People without discipline, people who cannot say no 

to, for instance drugs, are immoral and deserve punishment. This is the same as the conservative answer 

to teen pregnancy or the death penalty. Be tough and teach self-discipline, self-restraint, and abstinence. 

Conservatives claim that violent crime has been the result of ‘permissive’ childrearing practices. A violent 

crime later in life is caused by a lack of strict discipline at home. Using this reasoning, corporal 
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punishment is the moral alternative. Again, it is moral to punish your children when they have fail to be 

disciplined. The government is therefore obliged to punish those who have failed to live by the law. If the 

government would not punish criminals, then the government would have failed to exercise authority, 

which would have been immoral as well. The morality metaphor can be laid out as follows: according to 

the metaphorical system of morality, evil is a force which people can either succumb to or stand up to. A 

moral person would apply a counterforce in an effort to overcome the force of evil and would be 

successful in overcoming it. The view of being morally vigorous is based on the notion of physical 

strength. 

 The Nurturant Parent model assumes that children learn through their attachment to their 

parents. The ideal nurturant parents must be happy, empathetic, able to take care of themselves, 

responsible, creative, communicative and fair (ibid.: 110-111). Children become the kind of persons their 

parents want them to be. They learn to take care of each other, to be responsible but also to take care of 

themselves. Where the Strict Father model stressed discipline, authority, order, boundaries, purity etc., 

the Nurturant Parent model stresses empathy, nurturance, self-nurturance, social ties, fairness, and 

happiness (ibid.: 114). The conception of morality as nurturance can be stated as the following 

conceptual metaphor: the community is a family, moral agents are nurturing parents, people needing 

help are children needing nurturance, and moral action is nurturance (ibid.:  117). 

  How does the moral system translate to examples from everyday life? For liberals, it is natural to 

see the federal government as a strong nurturant parent, responsible for making sure that the basic needs 

of citizen are met. Social programmes are seen as ways for the government to simultaneously help 

people. Social programs are conceptualized metaphorically as investments in unproductive citizens to 

make them into productive citizens (ibid.: 180).  By putting money into the hands of people who do not 

have it, the government creates jobs in poor communities. Liberals assume that violence among 

fatherless children living in high-crime districts is a result of a number of features. Mothers could have 

been neglectful, abusive or poor, and the peer pressure could have been of influence to children’s 

behaviour. Liberals argue that the conservative solution to criminal activity, such as imprisonment or 

corporal punishment, would only increase crime rate. Therefore, liberals argue that the long-term cure 

for violent crime is nurturant environments in which children are delivered from any abuse or peer 

pressure. Second, poverty should be reduced by provision of job training and jobs. As far as the notion of 

class and social forces is concerned, liberals assume that the reason for people being at the lower side of 

the social ladder is not because they are not self-disciplined, it is because they have not gotten the 

opportunity to gain access to wealth and power. Social forces are usually postulated to account for the 

failure of certain lower-class groups to success. People in the lower class can get caught in the system 

and be unable to rise. For liberals, this is considered unfair; it is social injustice.  The government, 

according to liberals, has a duty to help change the social and economic system that traps people. The 

problem is not in the people who got caught in the system, it is the system  that is the problem. A number 

of metaphors go with these liberal views. Difficulties that people are in, such as economic and social 

traps, are bounded spaces. The metaphor DIFFICULTIES ARE CONTAINERS explains this. People find 

themselves in trouble and it is hard to get out of it. To solve such problems, people should be helped. 
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Being at the bottom of the social ladder is seen as immoral. A metaphor that goes with this is MORAL IS UP, 

IMMORAL IS DOWN. Giving people the opportunity to climb the social ladder is to put someone back on his 

feet again which can be metaphorically laid out as BEING GOOD IS BEING UPRIGHT. And by providing jobs or 

opportunities for people to get on their feet, the government opens paths, so OPPORTUNITIES ARE OPEN 

PATHS.   

To determine whether the political worldviews are actually upheld, we need to describe both 

presidents. That is, it is important to see how both presidents present themselves, or have presented 

themselves, on the American political stage in the last decade. 

 

1.3.1 Barack Hussein Obama 

 

As is evident from the political campaign in recent years, Obama is a gifted public communicator 

(Greenstein, 2009: 7). His strength derives in part from his oratorical gifts and in part from his message 

(ibid.: 7). The media could not get enough of him, and neither could his growing legion of followers 

(Mendell, 2007: 376). His political vision has been influenced by his effort to resolve the seeming 

contradictions in what he himself described as his ‘complicated’ upbringing (ibid.: 7). Obama considered 

this complicated for he was moved to different places in the world, different countries, attended many 

different school, had friends of different races, and above all, was raised in a family of an American 

mother and an African father. Obama provided the country with a vision for the future of America.  

A concept that is key to Obama’s vision is the idealized model of family (Lakoff, 2009: xv). He 

explicitly makes the connection between the family and the national government (ibid.: xv). He called for 

more civility and unity in the American culture (Mendell, 2007: 379). If everyone would join together 

behind him, he could be the one to make the world a better place (ibid.: 387). Obama asserts that 

democracy is based on empathy, on caring about each other and acting on that (ibid.: xv). He sees the 

value of empathy and responsibility as uniting the United States. His reasoning is clear since he asserts 

that you need to teach children empathy, and by doing so a generation of people is created which cares 

about each other. He says that empathy should be strengthened by a nurturant upbringing or it will 

decay (ibid: xvi). The link between his moral and political views is provided by a metaphor of nation: A 

NATION OR SOCIETY IS A FAMILY. Society is viewed as a family with the state as a parent and citizens as 

children. The family consists of people having the moral obligation to help each other (Kövecses, 2002: 

63). Particular difficulties the United States have to face are metaphorical obstacles and these need to be 

removed or overcome. Joint effort is the best means to overcoming difficulties and to achieve the 

objectives. Since Obama is head of state, he is the leader of the country, and thus metaphorically he can 

be seen as the father of the family. Together with his spouse, the government, he could set the standard 

and take responsible measures which are in the best interest of the nation. 

1.3.2 George Walker Bush 

In a close and controversial election, Bush was elected President in 2000 as the Republican candidate, 

defeating Vice President Al Gore in the Electoral College. Candidate Bush gave a variety of speeches to 
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military and party organizations during the course of the campaign, many peppered with typical 

American presidential election chestnuts proclaiming the need to maintain America's strength, to build a 

more powerful military, and to raise pay for military personnel. Because of the problem of terrorism, 

however, Bush's foreign policy rhetoric eventually changed dramatically (Shrader, 2007: 24).  

Bush's upbringing in West Texas, his accent, his vacations on his Texas ranch, and his penchant 

for country metaphors contribute to his folksy, American cowboy image. In contrast to his father, who 

was perceived as having troubles with an overarching unifying theme, Bush embraced larger visions and 

was seen as a man of larger ideas and associated huge risks. The foreign policy section of the book A 

Charge to Keep: My journey to the White House (Bush, 1999) contains a discussion of Bush's view of 

America's role in the world and the type of foreign policy that he would pursue if elected. Bush states that 

the quest for peace "requires tough realism in our dealings with China and Russia. It requires firmness 

with regimes like North Korea and Iraq, regimes that hate our values and resent our success. And the 

foundation of our peace is a strong, capable, and modern American military” (Bush, 1999: 239). 

After the September 11th attacks, Bush grasped his role as moral spokesman (Shogan, 2007:3). He 

called the war in Afghanistan a ‘just cause’ and announced that times of tragedy have made Americans 

realize “God is near” (ibid.: 3). Bush described countries such as North Korea and Iran as “axis of evil” and 

asserted that these evils were real and had to be opposed.  Again, the NATION IS A FAMILY metaphor is very 

evident here. More precisely, the metaphor SOCIETY IS A PERSON is more important while certain societies 

or nations are seen as rogue states and need to be defeated. America is seen as the metaphorical father, 

the one who has to be disciplined, who has to be strong, who is authoritative and should tell what is good 

and what not. After the September 11th attacks, Bush was confident enough to judge which countries 

were to be deemed as evil.  The “evil” that come from these states was seen as a force which America had 

to grapple with. Americans needed to be strong, and moral strength was the tool to fight these forces. 

Moral behaviour by someone in authority, in this case Bush, is setting standard and enforcing such 

behaviour. It is Bush who contended the seriousness of such forces and he wanted to lead the country to 

victory at all cost. “Bush used his rhetoric to redefine the war against terrorism; his words implied that 

terrorism was not a foreign policy problem but a moral struggle. The language in some of his speeches 

assaulted the realist belief that morality is indeterminate in world affairs. Through his rhetoric, Bush 

elevated his authority by depicting the president as the defender of eternal moral values shared by the 

entire human race“ (Shogan, 2007: 3-4).  

 

1.4 Political issues 

 

In 2001, it was George W. Bush who inherited a peaceful and prosperous nation (Murphy, 2003: 607). A 

year later, Bush found himself in war and recession. On September 11th 2001, nearly 3000 people died in 

the bloodiest terrorist attacks on U.S. soil. The attacks could be seen as an extraordinary intelligence 

failure on the part of the United States. The responsibility for the attacks were claimed by Osama Bin 

Laden, who was supported by Mullah Omar, the leader of the Afghan Taliban. The threat posed by global 

terrorism was confronted with an unprecedented worldwide coalition.  The 9/11 terrorist attacks were 
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classified as an attack on all member states and pledged any necessary assistance. A campaign was 

launched against Al Qaeda and its affiliates and support structures.  As a result of Operation Enduring 

Freedom, the Taliban fell from power and the first elections in more than 40 years took place in 

Afghanistan. In September 2002, president Bush warned Iraq that unless it fully cooperated with United 

Nations weapons inspectors, the United States wanted to eliminate any possibility for transferring 

weapons of mass destruction to terrorist groups. In March 2003, the United States and a coalition of 30 

countries launched “Operation Iraqi Freedom,” a war effort to disarm Iraq and change its regime. On 

April 2003, the Iraqi regime under Saddam Hussein fell. Despite disagreement on military action in Iraq, 

there was broad international support for reconstruction and democracy-building initiatives in both Iraq 

and Afghanistan.  

 Reconstruction in both Iraq and Afghanistan proved to be challenging.  By 2004, with the United 

States facing a violent insurgency in Iraq and considerable foreign opposition to the war there, the 

country appeared as sharply divided as it had been four years earlier. However, president Bush was 

sworn in for a second term on January 20, 2005. His administration continued to face many challenges. 

Global terrorism remained a serious threat. There were important challenges to be faced in Iraq and 

Afghanistan. In addition, the full impact of globalization is making itself felt in full force. The U.S. 

economy was becoming a fast-moving, innovative and novel economy -- and Americans were having to 

adjust to those changes. There were increasing numbers of older Americans who were facing the 

economic and health consequences of a 21st century economy. "The impact of 9/11 was to destroy any 

semblance of fiscal discipline in Washington. There's been a tremendous widening in the federal deficit 

and the government's involvement in the economy, and expansion in overseas military commitments, all 

under the flag of defending America against terrorism. The financial structure of the United States 

became much worse after 2001. Household credit, mortgage debt, government debt, unfunded liabilities, 

fewer people employed, the U.S. became much worse since 9/11. 

With Bush being a conservative and being a person who made the decisions to go to war in Iraq, 

to fight terrorism by trying to defeat the Taliban, with it putting at risk the financial wellbeing of 

Americans, Bush may be a possible representative of the SF model. He claimed to comprehend who was 

wrong, and who was to trust. When Obama came to the political stage, he hinted that he opposed the 

war and that there were other ways of recovering the United States. The question that arises is whether 

the morality models described by Lakoff (2002) can actually be identified in American political discourse. 

That is, is Bush a Strict Father and is Obama a Nurturant Parent? 

1.5 Conclusion 

Persuasion and rhetoric are inseparable. As Aristotle claimed hundreds of years ago, it is the language 

that is uttered that either recoils or attracts listeners. The best way to convince the audience of your own 

beliefs, since this is the main task of politicians, is to speak with the ‘voice within’. It is this ‘voice within’ 

that is used by many politicians. To speak with this particular voice, metaphor is used excessively and 

therefore politics is replete with metaphors. The reason for this is that metaphor is a very effective means 
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through which potential leaders can communicate with this ‘voice within’. It creates evocative 

representations of the speaker and their policies by arousing emotions. Metaphor is an important 

characteristic of persuasive discourse since it mediates between conscious and unconscious means of 

persuasion. In order to convince the audience of a particular belief, the orator has to create a speech 

with which s/he attempts to confirm existing beliefs or challenge an existing belief system.  

According to Lakoff (2002), two belief systems can be identified in the United States of America. 

Both are based on the conceptual metaphor a NATION IS A PERSON. That is, nations are conceptualized as 

being persons who can be either kind, unkind, mean, sociable etc. For conservatives, the nation is 

conceptualized as a strict father family, whereas for liberals the nation is conceptualized as a nurturant 

parent family. These frames, or belief systems, create the basis for dozens of conceptual metaphors. 

According to Lakoff, it is the republicans that live by the SF model and thus the SF metaphors, and it is 

the democrats who live by the NP model and thus the NP metaphors. What remains to be answered is 

whether these models can actually be identified in political discourse.  

Seeing the frames that were presented by Lakoff in 2002, one could assume that both Barack 

Obama and George W. Bush, his predecessor, used these frames in their political discourse. The political 

environment in which Obama thrived was sharply polarized. A bevy of Democratic presidential aspirants 

had vied to challenge President George W. Bush. He has led the country into war in Afghanistan, and 

then Iraq. Democrats desperately craved a strong candidate who could defeat George Bush. They 

hungered for something more than Kerry could offer years ago – a political saviour, an inspirational 

figure who could lead them out of one of the darkest periods in their party’s history (Mendell, 2007: 3,4). 

Question is whether both men did rely on the value systems which were presented by Lakoff in 2002. Did 

Obama really tell his nation that he was better than any other republican by using words, phrases, 

insinuations that could be labelled NP morality and did Bush use words, phrases or the like that 

represented SF morality in his first and second term? The question that remains to be answered is: Is Bush 

a Strict Father and Obama a Nurturing Parent?  
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2 
_____________________ 

METHODS 

 

2.1 Aim 

 

I will examine the connection between metaphors and the models that have been proposed against 

actual political discourse. The study is performed to test the degree to which NP and SF conceptual 

metaphors proposed by Lakoff (2002) were actually manifested in a corpus of language used in a political 

context by the American politicians Barack Obama and George W. Bush. The speeches analysed dealt 

with Health Care issues, as well as the war in Iraq. The aim is to test whether or not there is a considerable 

amount of metaphorical language representing SF and NP morality in the speeches addressed by the 

current and former president of the U.S. That is, is there a relationship between the SF morality model 

and president Bush and is there a relationship between the NP morality model and president Obama. 

 Cienki (2005) also looked for metaphorical components of the two cognitive models of morality 

presented by Lakoff (2002), in  a set of televised debates between two candidates for US president, George 

W. Bush and Al Gore.  Some questions arose from comparing the central metaphors in the two models 

side by side. In many ways the models are described in parallel structure, with one large group of 

metaphors comprising what is the priority for each model, and there are approximately the same 

number of metaphors and groupings of them in each model (Cienki, 2005: 285). The priorities mirror 

each other in the two models, with STRENGTH and NURTURANCE as source domains at opposite ends of the 

scale in each case. However, if the metaphors that comprise the priority group in each model are 

compared, there are some noticeable differences. There is a difference in target groups as far as morality 

is concerned. In the SF model, the target domains are more varied, and many of them represent ideas 

that are talked about more frequently. (BEING GOOD OR BAD, RIGHTS, PERSONS). In the NP model, they are 

concepts that are used less frequently in normal discourse, and more specific to the realm of morality 

itself. (MORAL AGENTS, MORAL ACTIONS, MORAL GROWTH). In part, this is in line with Lakoff’s argument that 

conservatives have a rhetorical edge over liberals because of the coherent way in which they use SF 

metaphors in political talk (ibid.: 285). In addition, there are noticeable differences as far as source 

domains are concerned. Many of the SF model source domains represent simple objects (OBJECT, PATH), 

orientations (BEING UPRIGHT, BEING LOW) or abstract nouns captured by single lexemes (WHOLENESS, PURITY, 

HEALTH). A number of source domains that are important in the NP model represent concepts that are 

themselves more involved, that require multi-word characterizations (FAIR DISTRIBUTION, CHILDREN NEEDING 

NURTURANCE, THE NURTURANCE OF SOCIAL TIES). Cienki (2005) asked whether these differences would have 

any effect on the results of any analysis on the representation of the two cognitive models presented by 

Lakoff (2002).  

The transcripts scrutinized by Cienki (2005) were coded only for words and phrases which were 

deemed to express the metaphors listed by Lakoff (2002). That is, Cienki tried to find words and phrases 

that would refer to the morality models of either the SF model or the NP model. On this basis the 
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expressions were marked accordingly as either SF or NP metaphorical expressions. Expressions which 

were marked ranged in length from individual words to syntactic phrases at or below the sentence level. 

Unfortunately, the central conceptual metaphors of the SF and NP models were expressed seldom 

through metaphorical language in the debates. 

What could account for the small number of actual expressions reflecting the conceptual 

metaphors proposed in the models was the genre of the political debate. The genre was not one which 

lent itself to the characterization of political issues, via the NATION AS FAMILY metaphor, in terms of SF and 

NP family metaphors. Second, the two candidates simply did not use much metaphorical language in 

their debates, in which case it would be difficult to ascertain whether or not the models are correct. 

Third, the models themselves could be incorrect or radically incomplete. Finally, rather than talking 

about morality per se, the candidates were discussing other domains, such as foreign policy, economic 

issues etc. Any metaphors they used may have related more to target domains which are different from 

those proposed in the models, thus MORALITY, MORAL ORDER, MORAL ACTION etc. 

Furthermore, a number of problems arose even before starting to analyse the data. According to 

Cienki (2005), one encounters many expressions which seem coherent with the intent behind either the 

SF or the NP model, yet a vast number of metaphors that can directly be ascribed to the SF or NP models 

are scarce.  Therefore, he also coded for any expression which followed the logic of the NP conceptual 

metaphor, but was not a direct metaphorical expression of one the conceptual metaphor. The 

expressions were called “entailments”, following Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980) use of this term in reference 

to inferences which are logical consequences of a given conceptual metaphoric mapping. Cienki (2005) 

coded the entailments and concluded that only 11% of the expressions were coded as a subcategory of 

expressions that were metaphorical in some way, but not directly expressing the SF or NP conceptual 

metaphor. 

It became clear that Cienki needed a greater specification of how the SF and NP metaphors 

related to the specific issues under discussion by the candidates. Cienki (2005) came to the conclusion 

that SF and NP metaphors were not at the level of the data from the debates. He argued that most of the 

conceptual metaphors proposed in the SF and NP models are at the level of values. That is, at the level of 

discourse on big ideas such as freedom, justice or prevention. To determine whether the conclusions 

posed by Cienki are justifiable, the analysis performed in this study focuses on another level of discourse 

than the debates analysed in 2005. Cienki suggests that the number of conceptual metaphors or 

entailments of the cognitive models could increase as the analysis is narrowed down to analysing 

discourse involving a potentially higher level of values or morals. It is therefore that this study focuses on 

speeches about two specific issues only.  

 

2.2 Genre 

 

Cienki (2005) argued that a potential reason for the small number of actual expressions reflecting the two 

models could be the genre of the political debates. Since the debates were about a variety of topics, 

mainly foreign policy or economics, Cienki presumed those topics did not lend themselves to moral 
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discourse. The study performed for this dissertation therefore focuses on the speeches about two topics 

that have been of relevance in US politics: Health Care System in the United States and the War in Iraq. 

The addresses were delivered in a period from 2001 – 2010 by both the democratic president Barack 

Obama and the former republican president George W. Bush. The reason for analyzing speeches on 

Health Care and Iraq is because it could be assumed that the morality level in speeches on these matters, 

whether or not Health Care is a costly service or a service which should be provided by the government 

in order to support the less gifted in the country, and whether or not the president wants the nation to 

believe waging a war is the best solution to national or international predicaments, is higher than in the 

debates scrutinized by Cienki (2005). Furthermore, the Health Care system has always been of great 

importance to American presidents. Many presidents have tried to alter and/or change it, with different 

results. The U.S. health care system is unusual in the degree to which it is privately owned and operated 

and lacking in direction by a central authority or agency (Greenwald, 2010: 2). The health care system’s 

tasks include, among other things, the development of cultural competence (ibid.: 2). It is here where the 

president may be of influence.  

The war in Iraq has both generated opponents and proponents as it was waged, and the question 

is whether both presidents used “their” rhetoric to maintain or gain credibility towards the American 

people. Did Bush actually utilize many SF metaphors about the strength of the US, the punishment of Iraq 

and Saddam Hussein etc., and did Obama use a gentler, more lenient approach to the war? 

  

2.3  The data 

 

The database for this study consists of twenty speeches delivered by both Bush and Obama from 2001 

through 2010, with ten speeches on Health Care in the United States of America and ten speeches on the 

war in Iraq. When seeking proper speeches on both the topics mentioned above, problems emerged. It 

proved that many of the speeches delivered by George W. Bush were not on Health Care only, yet certain 

passages were dedicated to the subject. It is therefore that, for some speeches, these passages were used 

only instead of the entire speech. The reason for not analysing the complete script is since the analysis 

focuses on the use of the cognitive models in discourse on a specific topic. Analyzing metaphors in 

speeches about topics other than Health Care or the Iraqi War would not provide legitimate results to this 

analysis.   

 When reading the Obama speeches which were added to the corpus, it can be noticed that they 

were not all delivered in Barack’s first term as president of the U.S.. Some speeches analysed were 

delivered when Obama was still a senator. When looking at the distinction between speeches delivered 

during a term of office and speeches delivered not during such a term, no difference should be expected 

when looking at the number of metaphors and type of metaphors used. It is according to this line of 

reasoning: the speeches delivered by Obama at the end of 2007 and during 2008 were potentially to 

persuade swing voters. The speeches delivered by Obama before or after that period, one could assume, 

would not differ from each other when it comes to discourse since Obama was and still is a democrat. 
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Assuming that Obama did not change his personality, his way of reasoning has not been changed and 

therefore one could assume that the metaphors he used and uses may not have altered.  

It is well-known that presidential speeches have not always been written by the person delivering 

them. Therefore, to claim that either Obama or Bush uses verbal metaphorical expressions which reflect 

one cognitive model or the other is subjective to some extent, since the speeches could have been 

written by a female, a male, or even a group of people, either including or excluding the president him- 

or herself. Since it is a rather intricate task to find out who exactly wrote the speech delivered, hurdles 

such as gender, age, or heritage of the author were not taken into account. Therefore, it has been 

assumed that the speeches have been written by both presidents themselves, and that if the morality 

models are identified, this could be used as evidence that Bush is a strict father or not and Obama is a 

nurturant parent or not. 

After having found suitable speeches, the number of words was counted to create two corpora of 

approximately the same size. This would be of importance since performing a quantitative analysis 

would go awry as soon as both corpora have a distinct number of words. Therefore, the number of words 

were counted, resulting in two corpora: a collection of speeches on health care by Obama and Bush, 

with an average of 15,000 words each; a collection of speeches on Iraq by Obama and Bush, with an 

average of 15,000 words each. That is, 5 speeches by Obama on health care issues with a total number of 

some 15,000 words, and 5 speeches by Obama on Iraq with a total of some 15,000 words. A similar 

procedure was applied to compose the Bush corpus. Consult appendix D for detailed information on 

both corpora (in annex).  

 

2.4 Metaphor Analysis 

 

How can one in empirical research with linguistic data find out whether the posited metaphorical 

models have been applied? Since the purpose of this study is to identify the presence of the central 

models in a given corpus of political discourse on a specific topic, the coding procedure was restricted to 

looking for metaphorical expressions which reflect the metaphors gathered in the book Moral Politics by 

Lakoff (2005).  

 

2.4.1 The corpora 

 

According the Cienki, not many metaphorically related words which represent either the SF morality or 

the NP morality could be found in the debates he analysed. He suggested that the corpus should be 

narrowed down to discourse at the level of values, which is what has been done in this study. Yet, to 

determine whether or not both models are represented fairly by both the presidents, another technique, 

provided by Koller (2004), was adopted. 

 Koller (2008) generated two corpora which were collections of magazines and newspaper articles 

on marketing and sales on the one hand, and mergers and acquisition on the other. Those corpora were 

subjected to both a quantitative and a qualitative analysis. To ascertain clusters of dominant metaphors 
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as well as alternative metaphors in the two corpora, Koller defined lexical fields that captured 35 lemmas 

each from clustering domains. To illustrate this: the dominant clusters of the marketing and sales articles 

were WAR, SPORTS and GAMES. For each of the clusters, Koller came up with 35 lemmas representing the 

cluster.  She jotted down relevant lemmas collected from individual articles, thesauri and glossaries on 

the represented topics.  Previous knowledge of the source domains and anecdotal evidence from the 

individual media texts served as a starting point.  The resulting fields of 35 lemmas each were then 

checked for word class distribution: with some lemmas, a particular word class seemed to be outside the 

metaphoric spectrum (Koller, 2008: 49).  

A similar approach was adopted for this study. Since the lexical fields, or source domains, had 

already been identified by Lakoff in Moral Politics, lemmas and lexemes were looked for that represented 

the priority of both the SF and the NP model. The metaphors described by Lakoff (2002), see appendix A,  

were taken as the foundation for the compilation of the collection of lemmas and lexemes, henceforth 

referred to as lexical items. For every moral priority of the Strict Father model, a number of lexical items 

was chosen that represent the priority.  

 The Strict Father Morality consists of 8 priorities: MORAL STRENGTH, MORAL AUTHORITY, MORAL 

ESSENCE, MORAL WHOLENESS, MORAL ORDER, MORAL BOUNDARIES, MORAL PURITY, and MORAL HEALTH. For each 

priority, a number of nouns, verbs, and adjectives were chosen to represent the moral priority, with an 

average of 11,7 items per priority. The items chosen were taken from the book Moral Politics (2002) by 

Lakoff and several were taken from the survey by Cienki (2005). 

However, to compile a substantial collection of lexical items proved to be complex. Take the 

word joy. The word may represent the Nurturant Parent priority MORALITY AS HAPPINESS, yet the lemma is 

unlikely to be used metaphorically since it only has two basic meanings, based on the definition 

provided by The Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners (Rundell 2002), which are more or 

less similar and their contrast cannot be resolved by comparison.  

Moreover, lexical units were not chosen completely randomly. The reason for this is that 

particular words do not occur in daily vernacular very frequently, hence the word would be less likely to 

occur in the speeches.  The frequency of a particular word in daily speech is indicated in Macmillan by a 

number of stars, increasing from 1 to 3 stars maximum. Furthermore, the colour of the word in the 

dictionary, when being labelled frequent, is red. Consider the following example to illustrate this. 

 

(6) help *** 

  VERB 

 

When looking up the verb help in Macmillan Dictionary, the word will turn up red with three stars, as in 

the example above. This indicates that the words is frequently used in daily vernacular. Words that turn 

up black are not used frequently in our daily speech. When deciding on the words, attention was paid to 

the frequency of occurrence in daily speech. Most words turned up red in Macmillan Dictionary, with 

some exceptions to the rule. 
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The total number of nouns, verbs and adjectives combined to represent the Strict Father Morality 

consisted of 91 words, with 40 nouns, 26 verbs and 25 adjectives. The exact similar process was 

conducted to compile the Obama corpus, with the 8 Nurturant Parent priorities being: MORALITY AS 

EMPATHY, MORAL SELF-NURTURANCE, MORALITY AS HAPPINESS, MORALITY AS FAIR DISTRIBUTION, MORALITY AS 

NURTURANCE, MORALITY AS SOCIAL NURTURANCE, MORALITY AS SELF-DEVELOPMENT, and MORAL GROWTH. The total 

number of nouns, verbs and adjectives combined to represent the Nurturant Parent Morality consisted of 

94 words, with 40 nouns, 40 verbs and 14 adjectives.   

Some verbs seemed to be suitable for the analysis, yet after closer scrutiny they turned out to be 

of no use. An example of such a verb is to determine. When looking at Lakoff’s morality models, the 

lexical unit determination could easily fit the MORALITY AS SELF-NURTURANCE category. Being moral would 

imply that a person is determined to achieve his or her goals. However, the verb to determine, which 

could quickly be linked to the noun, does not have anything to do with morality, since its meaning is 

different from the noun determination or the adjective determined. So both the lexical units 

determination and determined have been analysed, whereas the matching verb has been omitted from 

the corpus. The lemmas chosen for each morality can be found in Appendix B while data on the total 

number of words to be analysed in the speeches is shown in Appendix C.  

 

2.4.2 Metaphor identification 

 

Identifying whether or not a particular word is metaphorically used can be complicated. Although Lakoff 

and Johnson (1980) have provided us with a basic knowledge of our conceptual system and the way we 

may structure our understanding, they may not have been able to implement a proper way of identifying 

metaphor. After publishing their book in 1980 much research has been done on metaphor identification, 

yet the lack of agreed criteria for metaphor identification complicated any evaluation of theoretical 

claims about possible metaphorical language and metaphorical thought relations, theoretical claims 

about the frequency of metaphor and its organization in discourse. This is where the Pragglejaz group 

comes up: a group of metaphor scholars who have tried to provide a reliable research method for 

determining whether or not words in contexts convey metaphorical meaning, the so-called “metaphor 

identification procedure” (MIP). The procedure aims to establish whether or not words can be described 

as metaphorical in their particular context. To determine if a word conveys metaphorical meaning, a 

number of steps have to be taken. 

 While the Pragglejaz group were preparing their publication in 2007, Gerard Steen started a 

research group to apply MIP to a substantial amount of discourse data. The application of the MIP 

procedure led to a refinement and extension which is labelled MIPVU (Steen et al., 2010: 5). This 

procedure has greater statistical reliability than MIP and has a broader coverage of metaphor in 

discourse. The MIPVU procedure instructs to identify a contextual meaning of words and to check 

whether there is a more basic meaning of that same word. If this is the case and the contrast can be 

resolved by comparison, the word is used metaphorically.  
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Yet it is not that transparent as it seems, since many decisions have to be made before a word 

can be annotated as metaphorically related. Decisions as to what class words belong to, what is 

considered the basic meaning of a word, what dictionary is used, what register does the text belong to 

etc. The book by Steen et al. (2010) called A method for linguistic metaphor identification: From MIP to 

MIPVU takes away many of those entanglements, for it provides us with a step by step procedure as to 

determine the metaphoricity of a word.  

This study examines whether particular units, belonging to a specific SF or NP priority, are used 

metaphorically. A systematic and explicit approach to the relevant unit of analysis is crucial for a 

consistent and correct quantitative analysis of the data (Steen et al., 2010: 27).  To decide what counts as 

a lexical unit, MIPVU follows most of the BNC practice (British National Corpus). The British National 

Corpus is a 100 million word collection of samples of written and spoken language from a wide range of 

sources, designed to represent a wide cross-section of current British English, both spoken and written. 

All words provided with an independent Part-of-Speech (POS) tag in the corpus are taken as separate 

lexical units.  

After having decided on all the issues mentioned above, the lexical units were analysed for 

metaphoricity. This was done by applying the MIPVU. A concise description of the basic procedure, as 

presented in Steen et al. (2010: 25,26), is given below. 

 

1. find metaphor-related words (MRWs) be examining the text on a word-by-word basis. 

 

2. when a word is used indirectly and that use may potentially be explained by some form of cross-

domain mapping from a more basic meaning of that word, mark the word as metaphorically 

used (MRW). 

3. when a word is used directly and its use may potentially be explained by some form of cross-

domain mapping to a more basic referent or topic in the text, mark the word as direct metaphor 

(MRW, direct). 

 

4. When words are used for the purpose of lexico-grammatical substitution, or when ellipsis occurs, 

and when a direct or indirect meaning is conveyed by those substitutions or ellipses that may 

potentially be explained by some form of cross-domain mapping from a more basic meaning, 

referent, or topic, insert a code for implicit metaphor (MRW, implicit). 

 

5.  when a word functions as a signal that a cross-domain mappings may be at play, mark it as a 

metaphor flag (Mflag). 

 

6. When a word is a new-formation coined, examine the distinct words that are its independent 

parts according to steps 2 through 5. 
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These are the 6 basic steps to be taken in order to determine whether a word is used metaphorically. Yet, 

since this study narrows down the survey to a given number of lexical units, the very first step of the 

procedure could be omitted. The speeches were not examined on a word-by-word basis, yet only the 

lexical units belonging to the SF and NP priority were analysed for metaphoricity.  

The main line of research is to find the contextual meaning of a lexical unit. This contextual 

meaning will then be compared to a more basic meaning of the lexical unit. When a cross-domain 

mapping may be at play, the lexical unit may be coded as a ‘metaphor related word’ (MRW). The 

contextual meaning of a lexical unit is the meaning it has in the situation in which it is used (Steen, et al., 

2010: 33). It may be conventionalised and it will most likely be found in a general user’s dictionary. A 

more basic meaning of a lexical unit is defined as a more concrete, specific, and human-oriented sense 

in contemporary language use (Steen, et al., 2010: 35).  From a linguistic point of view, a more basic 

meaning of a word is its historically older meaning (ibid.: 35). However, this definition may not fully be 

optimal since many language users are not aware of the ages of various meaning of most words in the 

contemporary language (ibid.: 35) . Therefore, I will not check the history of the lexical units in my 

procedure. When attempting to find basic meanings, I will use a dictionary. Given the present data, the 

dictionary used was the Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners of American English 

(Rundell, et al., 2002), which is based on a 200 million word corpus of contemporary English. 

Metaphorical meaning depends on a contrast between a contextual meaning and a more basic meaning. 

To determine the sufficient distinctness, the MIPVU guideline will be followed: when a lexical unit has 

more than one separate, numbered sense description within its grammatical category, these senses are 

regarded as sufficiently distinct; when a lexical unit has only one numbered sense description within its 

grammatical category, this counts as the basic sense and any difference within the contextual sense of 

the item under investigation will count as sufficient distinctness (ibid.: 37). For detailed information on 

the distinction between direct and indirect metaphor, implicit use and Mflags, I recommend to consult 

the book A Method for Linguistic Metaphor Identification, by G. Steen et al. (2010).  

 An important issue of concern was to determine whether or not the source domain relates to 

morality. As both the presidents may use a reasonable number of metaphorical expressions, not every 

metaphor seems to express the mapping MORALITY IS …. Consider the following example taken from a 

speech by Obama to illustrate this: 

 

(7)  … not just to repair the immediate damage to our economy, but to build a new  

foundation for lasting and sustained growth … 

It could be assumed that the MORALITY IS STRENGTH metaphor is at play. The building of a new foundation 

assumes that when something has a good foundation, it will last long and it will be strong. Being upright 

and being strong is understood as being moral. Yet, it is not morality that is referred to here, but the 

economy. Lexical units like these will therefore be coded metaphorical, though non-moral.  
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2.4.3 Examples from the speeches 

 

Within the eight priorities of the Strict Father morality, a number of lexical units were chosen that were 

supposed to represent the morality model. One of those lexical units was strengthen. In one of the 

speeches by Bush, the following sentence occurred:   

(8) “.. By lending a hand to neighbours in need, you are strengthening your communities and 

showing .. “ 

The lexical unit strengthen is metaphorically used, based on the procedure by MIPVU. The contextual 

meaning of the word, according to Macmillan, is “to make a relationship stronger or more powerful” 

while the basic meaning of the verb to strengthen is “to make your body physically stronger or more 

healthy” (Macmillan). The metaphor is based on the SF metaphor of Moral Strength. Both meanings in 

the speech are distinct but can be understood by comparison. According to Lakoff (2002), people are not 

simply born strong. Moral strength must be built, just as building physical strength, where self-denial  and 

self-discipline are crucial (Lakoff, 2002:72). If a relationship is healthy and strong, this is associated with 

the relation being good and it takes effort to build such a good relationship. The deeper meaning of this 

metaphor is that when relationships within communities are healthy, people care for each other, help 

each other and/or cling together. This “clinging together” cannot be taken for granted and people have 

to be disciplined to maintain a good relation with each other. Maintaining a healthy community in which 

people look after each other can be interpreted as a moral act, and thus the lexical unit strengthening 

was labelled “referring to morality”. Another example taken from the speeches by Bush is given below. 

(9) “.. There ought to be transparency in medicine.” 

This lexical unit was labelled SF morality and categorized under the Moral Purity metaphor. The word 

transparency in (9) is metaphorically used. The contextual meaning of the word is “an honest way of 

doing things that allows people to know exactly what you are doing” (Macmillan) while the basic 

meaning is “the state of being clear or thin enough to see through”. These two meanings can be 

understood by comparison. If every deed or act within an organization is transparent, people will know 

how things are done within the company and thus know that the company is trustworthy or more 

trustworthy than another company. The purity of moral standards is jeopardized by any impurity (Lakoff, 

2002: 92). Moral impurities can ruin a person or society (ibid: 92) and Bush utters the sentence to instil in 

the nation a sense of morality. Medicine is, in fact, the most important part of industry mankind has 

while being healthy is inherent in human life. Therefore, medicine needs to be transparent and morally 

right since trifling with peoples’ lives is immoral. 

Obviously, some lexical units which could  refer to morality were used metaphorically while not 

referring to morality whatsoever. An example taken from one of the Bush speeches on the war in Iraq is 

given below. 

(10) “.. by measured force or overwhelming force to achieve a stable Iraq.” 
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The lexical unit stable in (10) is used metaphorically according to MIPVU. That is, the contextual meaning 

of the adjective stable is “not changing frequently and not likely to suddenly become worse” while the 

more concrete and thus basic meaning of the lexical unit is “not likely to fall or move in the wrong way”. 

The meaning of the words stable in this context can be understood by comparison. If Iraq would fall, with 

the word fall being associated with a sedentary or lying posture which, for its part, is associated with 

misery, illness or sadness, then the future of Iraq would not be prosperous or happy. A stable Iraq would 

mean that Iraq a group of people leading the country, a government,  Iraq would take part in world trade 

or the like. The lexical unit stable is metaphorically used, though it does not refer to morality but to the 

status of a country, in this case Iraq.  

Another example is  taken from a speech on Health Care by Obama, delivered in 2009. 

(11) “.. Democrats and Republicans -- did not back down. They joined together so that all of us could 

enter our golden years with some basic peace of mind.” 

The lexical unit joined in (11) is metaphorically used. Two groups of people put their strength together 

for a common goal. When both meanings, contextual and basic, are set side by side, the contextual 

meaning can be understood by comparison. When reading the entire passage of the speech in which this 

sentence occurred, the verb join does not only refer to “two groups working together towards a common 

goal”, but the deeper meaning here described by Obama is that people should set differences aside. 

People in crises should not oppose each other but they should join forces, they should fight together in 

spite of their politically distinct beliefs. It is the social ties that have to be maintained and one may have 

to make sacrifices to maintain the ties (Lakoff, 2002: 120).  

An example of a lexical unit which was used metaphorically, but which did not refer to morality, 

is given below. The example was taken from one of the speeches on Iraq by Obama. 

(12) “.. Those are the battles that we willingly join.” 

The lexical unit join, again, is used metaphorically since both contextual and basic meaning are distinct 

and the contextual meaning can be understood by comparison. What differs here is that the unit join 

does not refer to morality. The word does refer to one group of people participating in an act, which in 

this case is a battle somewhere in Iraq. The battle itself could be a moral act, or not. This depends. What 

can be drawn from (12) is that the lexical unit join here does not refer to morality whatsoever, and 

therefore was not added to the total count of metaphorically and morally used words.  

Here are two examples of lexical units which were not used metaphorically at all. These are not 

the most intriguing cases, yet to fully display how the procedure was applied in this study the examples 

have been added. Consider the following example, taken from a speech by Obama: 

(13) “.. as another father weeps over a flag-draped casket and another wife feeds her husband the 

dinner he can't fix for himself .. ” 
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In principle, the verb to feed may be used metaphorically in the context of the nurturant parent model. 

Moreover, in a time of war, the word may be used in contexts such as to feed anger or to feed the revolt. 

However, in this case the verb feed is not used metaphorically since the concrete basic meaning of the 

verb is applied in the sentence. The woman literally feeds her husband since he was injured during the 

war and has to face his disabilities from the day he got injured.  

Another example occurs in a speech by Bush.  

(14) “.. and move toward a national election that will bring forward new leaders empowered by the 

Iraqi people.” 

The contextual meaning of the noun leader does not differ from the basic meaning of the noun. Both are, 

according to Macmillan, someone who is responsible for or in control of a group, organization, country 

etc and therefore the lexical unit is used literally.  

2.4.4 Potential problem cases 

Whilst performing the analysis, a number of lexical units was complicated to analyse. This because it was 

hard to decide on the contextual meaning of the lexical unit, or because of different reasons. Below a 

concise synopsis of a number of conspicuous cases. 

(15) “.. including three uranium enrichment sites.” 

The MIPVU procedure demands to look for a contextual and a basic meaning. Sometimes, it is hard to 

determine the exact contextual meaning. Finding the contextual meaning of the word enrichment in (15) 

proved to be difficult. The contextual meaning could not be drawn from Macmillan. Reason for this is 

that the word does not occur as a separate entry in the dictionary. The proper thing to do in such cases is 

to look at the verb, which does occur in Macmillan. However, the verb does not reflect the meaning of 

the word enrichment in this situation. So, both the contextual and basic meaning of the noun 

enrichment were taken from the Longman Dictionary.  

(16) “.. Like Najaf, Mosul's infrastructure was devastated during Saddam's reign.” 

In (16), the contextual meaning of the word reign is a period of time during which a particular person, 

group, or thing is very important  or a powerful influence. The basic meaning of the word reign is the 

period of time when a king or queen rules a country. Even though these two meanings can be 

interpreted as being distinct, the question is whether people actually think of a time in which a king or 

queen in particular rules a country. It is therefore that this lexical unit was labelled WIDLII, and thus 

added to the total count of lexical units which were metaphorically used.   

One of the lexical units chosen for this study was the verb to root. Once reading the speeches, 

other forms of the verb occurred, such as the one shown in (17).  
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(17) “.. Savings that will come from steps like reducing Medicare overpayments to insurance 

companies and rooting out waste, fraud and abuse in both Medicare and Medicaid.” 

 

The lexical units which were of interest for this study were tagged. That is, every lexical unit received a 

POS tag, and the verb to root out  was tagged VVG/RP, meaning prepositional verb. Macmillan on the 

contrary claims the verb to be a phrasal verb. In order to decide what type of verb this is, MIPVU was 

consulted. MIPVU advises to apply a test, consult Steen 2010 page 29, to decide whether this is a 

prepositional verb or a phrasal verb. The result of this test showed that the verb to root out is a phrasal 

verb. Unfortunately, a second problem occurred. After deciding the type of verb, a proper meaning of the 

word was sought using Macmillan. However, only one entry for the verb to root out was given by 

Macmillan being: to find something bad or illegal and get rid of it. In my opinion this was not the most 

basic and concrete meaning of the verb. Therefore, the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) was consulted 

to find a proper basic meaning of the word. Since the first entry of the verb to root in the OED provided a 

concrete meaning, the verb could be analysed further. It was then determined that the lexical unit in this 

sentence was used metaphorically.  

(18) “.. where we tinker around the edges of this challenge for the next few years.” 

Analysing the plural noun edges proved to be challenging as well. The contextual meaning of the word 

was again taken from Longman. Reason for that is that Macmillan, which is advised to be used by the 

MIPVU procedure, did not provide a proper description of the word in this context. Longman did and 

therefore the following contextual meaning was chosen: close to the point at which something different, 

especially something bad, will happen. The basic meaning of the word edge was taken from Macmillan 

and reads the part of something that is furthest from its centre. Both descriptions can be interpreted as 

being distinct. However, “the part of something that is furthest from its centre’ can be interpreted in 

several ways. If something is on the edge of town one presumably does not have any negative 

connotations of the word edge. In a sentence such as he liked to live on the edge we do presume that 

somebody has a life with many dangers and risks. In (18) I do think that this is what Obama tried to 

convey. We, the American people, are tinkering around the edges of this challenge, the challenge of 

suppressing an imminent war, avoiding a financial crisis, the risk of losing allies oversees etc. The word 

does not refer to “being somewhere on the edge” but living a risky life and having to face great dangers 

in the foreseeable future. It is therefore that this noun was considered metaphorically used.  

 

The majority of the lexical units were analysed by means of the MIPVU procedure. In a small number of 

cases a different dictionary than Macmillan was consulted. Moreover, the words which were analysed 

with another dictionary were often one and the same. 

 These were just a number of examples taken from the speeches. These example were chosen to 

illustrate how the various procedures were performed. The vast majority of the lexical units could be 

analysed effortlessly by using the MIPVU procedure. In a very small number of cases another dictionary 
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was used to analyse the verb or noun. By doing this, the lexical unit could still be analysed  which means 

that no serious problems were encountered during the analysis. 

2.5 Conclusion 

 

As indicated in chapter two, the first step to take in the procedure was finding proper lexical 

units that were supposed to represent either the Strict Father Morality or the Nurturant Parent Morality. 

The eight priorities, as I call them, proposed by George Lakoff in 2002 were taken as target domains. The 

lexical units were chosen on the basis of frequency in daily speech, as well as the level of 

representativeness of the priorities. The second step was finding speeches delivered by both Obama and 

Bush on the issues of interest: health care in the United States and the war waged in Iraq. The speeches 

found were combined into one document per president per subject, that is health care or Iraq war, and 

tagged using an online tag service. Third, the tags provided by the online service were manually checked 

for their accuracy. Fourth, to indicate the number of occurrences in the speeches, I consulted the word 

find option embedded in Microsoft Word 2007. When opening a Word-document, one can press the key 

combination Ctrl+F. This function is called the find-function. While entering one of the lexical units and 

pressing ENTER, the find-option would mark the lexical units. Words were categorized in three ways; 

noun, verb and adjective. All the individual verb forms, that is present tense, past tense and perfect tense 

were counted as verb. That is, when looking for the verb grow¸ every other form of the verb, such as 

grew or grown¸ were labelled verb. Fifth, the lexical units were checked for metaphoricity using the 

MIPVU procedure presented by Steen et al. (2010).  Question was whether or not the concept of morality 

was at play in the speeches, as presumed. Therefore, every lexical unit which was labelled metaphorical 

was checked again. This time to decide whether or not the unit referred to morality to some extent. The 

total count was then statistically analysed using the software called SPSS. This software was used to 

perform a series of non-parametric tests, which was needed to decide whether observed patterns of 

metaphor distribution were statistically significant. 
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 3 
_____________________ 

RESULTS 

 

3.1 Frequencies lexical units 

 

The total number of potentially SF/NP related lexical units used by George Bush, that is in both models 

and in both topics, is 508. The total number of potentially SF/NP related lexical units used by Barack 

Obama, so in both models and in both topics, is 440. When these numbers are set alongside each other 

and compared to the total number of words per corpus, both presidents’ usage of lexical units that could 

be labelled as either SF or NP is practically similar. For Bush, 1.74% of the total number of words were 

lexical units which either represented the SF or the NP morality model. For Obama, 1.38% of the total 

number of words were lexical units which represented one or the other morality model. 

 Table 1 shows that Bush uses about as many lexical units which were labelled SF morality as the 

lexical units which were labelled NP morality, 267 versus 241. This tendency can also be noted in the 

speeches by Obama, whose use of lexical units is nearly similar in SF morality and NP morality, 221 

versus 219. The total number of lexical units in the SF morality model is almost similar to the number of 

lexical units in the NP morality model, for SF being 488 (267 for Bush and 221 for Obama) and for  NP 460 

(241 for Bush and 219 for Obama). 

 

Table 1 Cross tabulation, frequencies of lexical units, divided by president, model and topic. 

Total SF Total NP Total NP/SF Total SF Total NP Total NP/SF

57 99 156 75 78 153

moral ≠ moral moral ≠ moral Tmoral T≠moral moral ≠ moral moral ≠ moral Tmoral T≠moral

19 16 19 40 38 56 24 16 8 37 32 53

Total SF Total NP Total NP/SF Total SF Total NP Total NP/SF

210 142 352 146 141 287

moral ≠ moral moral ≠ moral Tmoral T≠moral moral ≠ moral moral ≠ moral Tmoral T≠moral

26 108 44 46 70 154 46 65 92 17 138 82

45 124 267 63 86 241 508 70 81 221 100 54 219 440

Strict Father morality Nurturant Parent Morality

met

35 59 4022

Strict Father morality Nurturant Parent Morality

met nonmetmet nonmet
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98 92

met nonmet nonmetmet
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Looking at the overall figures, table 1 shows that out of the 508 lexical units used by Bush, 267 were 

labelled SF, which is 52.5%, and 241 lexical units were labelled NP, which is 47.4%. This would suggest that 

Bush does not really prefer one morality model over the other. Obama uses 221 lexical units labelled SF 

out of 440, which is 50,2%. As far as lexical units labelled NP morality is concerned, he uses 219 lexical 

units labelled NP out of 440, which is 49.7%.  Both presidents use approximately as many lexical units 

from the one morality model or the other. 

 It seems that both presidents do not prefer one morality model over the other.  Regardless of 

metaphoricity or morality, both presidents use just as many potentially SF/NP related lexical units in both 

morality models. However, it is expected that Bush prefers SF morality over NP and that Obama prefers 



35 | P a g e  
 

NP morality over SF. More precisely, it is expected that Bush uses more metaphoricity referring to the SF 

morality model and Obama using more metaphoricity referring to the NP morality model. Let us 

examine these figures now. 

 The total number of lexical units which were used metaphorically and denoted morality by 

George Bush, that is in both models and in both topics, is 108.  Within the speeches on Health Care by 

Bush, 19 lexical units were used metaphorically and referred to morality in the SF morality model. 

Additionally, in the NP morality model, another 19 units were used metaphorically and referred to 

morality. As for the speeches on Iraq, Bush uses 26 lexical units metaphorically and referring to morality 

in the SF morality modal and 44 metaphorically and morally in the NP morality model. All of this adds 

up to 108 lexical units being used metaphorically and referring to morality.  

The total number of metaphorically and morally used lexical units used by Barack Obama, so in 

both models and in both topics, is 170. Within the speeches on Health Care by Obama and within the SF 

morality model, 24 lexical units were used metaphorically and referred to morality. Within the NP 

morality model, 8 lexical units  were used metaphorically and referred to morality. In the Iraq speeches, 

we see the following figures: 46 units labelled SF morality were metaphorically used and referred to 

morality, while  92 labelled NP morality were metaphorically used and referred to morality, adding up to 

170 lexical units being used metaphorically by Obama and referring to morality. The total number of 

lexical units which were metaphorically used and which would refer to morality, irrespective of the 

morality models, is higher for Obama than for Bush (170 vs 108):  Obama has more  lexical units which 

are used metaphorically and refer to morality than Bush.  

To turn to a comparison between the two models, the total number of lexical units that were 

used metaphorically and which were labelled SF morality is 115, 45 for Bush plus 70 for Obama. The total 

number of lexical units that were used metaphorically and which were labelled NP morality is 163, 63 for 

Bush and a 100 for Obama. The lexical units labelled NP morality (163) are much more frequently 

represented than the units labelled SF morality (115). What is even more important, it suggests that 

Obama uses metaphorical terms more often than Bush, and that this happens for both models. Within 

the SF morality model, Bush uses 45 lexical units metaphorically and refers to morality, while Obama 

uses 70 in this way. As for NP morality, Bush uses 63 lexical units metaphorically and refers to morality 

while Obama uses 100 in this way. Obama appears to be the more metaphorical speaker when it comes 

to morality, whether SF or NP related morality. However, these general figures need to be related to 

different tendencies for the two topics.  

When looking at the data in the speeches on Health Care, table 1 shows that both presidents use 

approximately the same number of potentially SF/NP related lexical units. In the speeches on Health 

Care, Bush uses 156 of such lexical units, and Obama uses 153 lexical units, adding up to a total of 309 

occurrences. When looking at the data in the speeches on Iraq, a similar tendency can be noticed. Even 

though Bush uses slightly more than Obama, 352 versus 287, the numbers are fairly similar, based on the 

total size of the entire corpus. However, when comparing the total number of lexical units per topic, a 

difference can be noticed. The number of occurrences in the speeches on Health Care is much less, being 

309 occurrences, than the number of occurrences in the speeches on the war in Iraq, being 639 
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occurrences. The topic of the Iraq war appears to elicit more uses of key terms than the topic of Health 

Care; the question now arises how this relates to their metaphorical versus non-metaphorical use. 

The total number of metaphorically and morally used lexical units in the speeches on Health 

Care was 70, of which 38 were used by Bush and 32 were used by Obama. When looking at the total 

number of units used in the speeches on the war in Iraq, a very different tendency can be noticed. Bush 

uses 70 lexical items and Obama uses 138. This adds up to a total number of metaphorically and morally 

used lexical units in the speeches on the war in Iraq of 208, which is about 3 times more than in the 

speeches on Health Care (70). 

 

The aim of the study is to find out whether there is a relation between metaphoricity, president 

and model. That is, does one president prefer one model (SF or NP) over the other and does he use more 

metaphoricity in that specific morality model or not? Statistical testing is needed to find answers to this 

question, and in order to keep the analyses manageable, one separate analysis will be carried out for 

each topic. First the results of the analysis of the Health Care speeches is discussed, followed by a 

discussion of the analysis of the speeches on the Iraq war.  

 

3.2 Health Care speeches 

 

Table 2 shows the metaphorically and morally used lexical units in the speeches on Health Care, divided 

by president and model. A loglinear analysis showed that there is a statistically reliable three-way 

interaction between president, model, and metaphor: likelihood ratio is X2(0) = 0, p =1. To break down 

this effect into its component parts, separate chi-square tests were performed for the following 

comparisons. 

 

Table 2 Moral-metaphorical vs nonmoral-metaphorical uses in HC, divided by president and model 

total total

118 121

38 32

156 153total

metaphorical

nonmetaphorical 38

19

57

70

8

78

Obama

99

Bush

Strict Father Nurturant Parent

51

24

75

Strict Father Nurturant Parent

80

19

 
Table 2 shows that, for the SF model, Bush uses 19 SF lexical units metaphorically and 38 SF 

lexical units non-metaphorically. This is a ratio of 1 out of 3. The ratio between metaphorical and non-

metaphorical uses of SF items for Obama is practically similar, since there are 24 lexical units 

metaphorically used out of 75. A chi-square test confirmed that there is no statistically significant relation 

between president and metaphor for the SF model: X2(1) = 0.03, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p 

=0.51.Concerning the frequencies for metaphoricity and the NP morality model, Bush uses 19 out of 99 

lexical units metaphorically, which is about 1 metaphorically used lexical unit out of 5. For Obama, 8 out 

of 78 lexical units are used metaphorically, which is about 1 in 8. According to the chi-square test this is 

not statistically significant, and thus based on chance: X2(1) = 0.10, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p =0.08. 
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In all then, Bush and Obama display comparable proportions of metaphorical versus non-metaphorical 

uses of both SF and NP key terms in the Health Care speeches. 

Another way of examining  the data is by looking at the data for each president. Concerning 

Bush’s SF speeches, table 2 shows that Bush uses 19 lexical units metaphorically, while 38 non-

metaphorically (1 out of 3). As far as the NP morality model is concerned, table 2 shows that Bush uses 19 

lexical units metaphorically, while 80 nonmetaphorically (1 out of 5).  There is a significant effect where 

Bush uses more lexical units metaphorically labelled SF morality and less lexical units labelled NP 

morality than expected, X2(1) = 3.93, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p =0.04. 

When looking at the Obama data, table 2 shows that within SF morality Obama uses 24 lexical 

units metaphorically, while 51 non-metaphorically. In other words, approximately 1 out of 3 lexical units 

are used metaphorically. As far as the NP morality model is concerned, table 2 shows that Obama uses 8 

lexical units metaphorically, while 70 non-metaphorically. That is, out of every 8 words 1 is used 

metaphorically. So, there is a significant effect where Obama uses more lexical units metaphorically 

which are labelled SF morality and less lexical units which are labelled NP morality than expected,  X2(1) 

= 10.93, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p =0.001. In all, both presidents use more SF terms metaphorically 

than they do for NP terms. 

 

3.3 Iraq War speeches 

 

Table 3 shows the metaphorically and morally used lexical units in the speeches on the war in Iraq, 

divided by president and model. A loglinear analysis showed that there is a statistically reliable three-way 

interaction between president, model, and metaphor: likelihood ratio is X2(0) = 0, p =1. To break down 

this effect into its component parts, separate chi-square tests were performed for the following 

comparisons. 

 

Table 3 Moral-metaphorical vs nonmoral-metaphorical uses in IQ, divided by president and model 

Total Total

282 149

70 138

352 287

Bush Obama

Strict Father Nurturant Parent Strict Father Nurturant Parent

nonmetaphorical 184 98 100 49

total 210 142 146 141

metaphorical 26 44 46 92

 

Table 3 shows that, for the SF model, Bush uses 26 SF lexical units metaphorically and 184 SF lexical units 

non-metaphorically. This is a ratio of 1 out of 8. The ratio between metaphorically used units and non-

metaphorical use of SF items for Obama is different — 46 lexical units were used metaphorically and 

referred to morality while the remaining 100 units were either non-metaphorical or were metaphorical 

but did not refer to morality, so 1 in 3 units was used metaphorically. That is, for every metaphorically 

and morally used lexical units, Obama uses two lexical units non-metaphorically or does not refer to 

morality. So within the boundaries of the IQ speeches and the SF morality model, Obama uses more 

metaphoricity than Bush: X2(1) = 19.53, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p < 0.001. 
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Concerning the frequencies for metaphoricity and the NP morality model, the following effect 

can be identified.  For Bush, 44 out of 142 lexical units are metaphorically used, which is about 1 out of 3. 

So for every metaphorically and morally used lexical units, 2 lexical units occur. For Obama, it is the 

other way around, 2 out of 3 lexical units are used metaphorically. That means that for every 2 

metaphorically and morally used lexical items, Obama uses 1 lexical item non-metaphorically or the unit 

does not refer to morality. Again, within the boundaries of the IQ speeches and the NP morality model 

Obama uses more metaphoricity than Bush: X2(1) = 33.27, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p =0.51. 

 A second way of examining the data is looking at the data for each president. 

Concerning the Bush’s SF speeches, table 3 shows that he uses 26 lexical units metaphorically and refers 

to morality, while 184 units are not metaphorically used or do not refer to morality. In other words, 1 out 

of every 8 lexical units is used metaphorically and morally by Bush. Within the NP morality model, Bush 

uses 44 lexical units metaphorically and 98 non-metaphorically or does not refer to morality, which is 1 

out of 3. Bush uses more metaphorical lexical units labelled NP morality and less lexical units labelled SF 

morality than expected according to chance: X2(1) = 18.417, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p <0.001. 

Concerning the Obama speeches, table 3 shows that within SF morality he uses 46 lexical units 

metaphorically, while 100 non-metaphorically or not referring to morality. In other words, 1 out of every 

3 lexical units is used metaphorically. Within the NP morality model, Obama uses 92 lexical units 

metaphorically and 49 non-metaphorically or not referring to morality, which means that for every 2 

metaphorically used lexical unit, Obama uses 1 unit non-metaphorically or does not refer to morality. 

Obama uses more metaphorical lexical units labelled NP morality and less lexical units labelled SF 

morality than expected according to chance. X2(1) = 32.71, Fisher’s Exact test, one-sided p <0.001. 

In all, there is a significant effect where Bush uses more lexical units metaphorically which are 

labelled NP morality and less lexical units which are labelled SF morality than expected. Obama uses 

more lexical units metaphorically which were labelled NP morality and less lexical units which were 

labelled SF morality.  

 

3.4 Conclusion  

 

At first glance, both presidents use nearly as many SF lexical units as NP lexical units. This however does 

not instantly say something about the presidents’ preference for one morality model over the other. It 

does indicate that both models are equally represented within the corpus. To determine whether this is 

true, we have to go deeper into details. It could be the case that one presidents uses one morality model 

more frequently than the other and vice versa, whereas the overall frequencies are similar for both 

presidents. Looking at the use of the SF model versus the NP model, the data show that Bush uses about 

as many SF lexical units as NP lexical units. This tendency can also be seen in the speeches by Obama. It 

could mean that both presidents do not prefer one model over the other. Bush uses 267 SF lexical units 

and 241 NP lexical units. And Obama uses 221 SF lexical units and 219 NP lexical units. What can be 

concluded is that both morality models are equally represented by both presidents.  
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However, it is not as simple as it seems. We expected that Bush prefers the SF morality model over the NP 

model, thus being a Strict Father, and we expected Obama to prefer the NP morality model over the SF 

model, thus being a Nurturant Parent. In other words, we expected to see more SF metaphors which 

referred to morality within the speeches of Bush, and to see more NP metaphors which referred to 

morality within the speeches of Obama. When looking at the use of metaphorical lexical units that refer 

to morality, so both the SF morality and the NP morality, the following can be observed. The total 

number of lexical units used metaphorically and referring to morality for Bush is 108. For Obama this 

number of 170. This could mean that Obama uses more metaphorical moral language than Bush. That is, 

Obama refers to either morality model more often than Bush does.  Moreover, the number of SF lexical 

units for both presidents and for both topics is 115, while this number for NP lexical units is 163. This 

means that both presidents refer to the NP morality model more often than they refer to the SF morality 

model.  

Furthermore, the use of both morality models, so SF plus NP, is much more frequent within the 

speeches on Iraq than in the speeches on Health Care (639 versus 309). This could indicate that the topic 

of the Iraq War elicits more use of metaphorical language than the topic of Health Care.  The total 

number of lexical units in the Health Care speeches which was used metaphorically and which referred 

to morality is 70. For the speeches on Iraq the number is 208. When the presidents spoke about the war in 

Iraq, both presidents use metaphorical lexical units much more often than when they speak about the 

Health Care system in the US. But does Bush do so as a Strict Father and Obama as a Nurturant Parent? 

To answer this question, we looked at the data within both topics separately. 

 Within the speeches on Health Care, the data show that Bush uses 1 out of 3 SF lexical units 

metaphorically. When looking at the NP lexical units, we can see that he uses 1 out of 5 NP lexical units 

metaphorically.  As similar tendency can be noticed for Obama. He too uses 1 out of 3 SF lexical units 

metaphorically and he uses 1 out of 8 NP lexical units metaphorically. Within the speeches on Health 

Care the data show that the correspondence between metaphorically used lexical units and non-

metaphorically used lexical units is practically similar for both models. According to the chi-square tests, 

the differences were not  statistically significant.  

 When looking at whether Bush is a Strict Father and Obama a Nurturant Parent, we need to look 

at the data for each president separately. The following can be noticed. Within the speeches on Health 

Care the data show that Bush uses 1 out of 3 SF lexical unit metaphorically, while he uses 1 out of 5 NP 

lexical unit metaphorically. Bush thus prefers the SF morality model over the NP morality model. 

Looking at the data for Obama, the following can be identified. 1 out of 3 SF lexical units is used 

metaphorically, while 1 out of 8 NP lexical units is used metaphorically. Obama too prefers the SF 

morality model over the NP morality models within the speeches on Health Care. In other words, when 

speaking about Health Care, both presidents present themselves in an equal degree as Strict Fathers 

rather than Nurturant Parents. 

 Within the speeches on the war in Iraq, the data show that Bush uses 1 out of 8 SF lexical unit 

metaphorically. When looking at the NP lexical units, the data show that he uses 1 out of 3 NP lexical 

units metaphorically. Looking at the data for Obama, we can see that Obama uses 1 out of 3 SF lexical 
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units metaphorically. As for the NP morality model, Obama uses 2 out of 3 NP lexical units 

metaphorically. So within the speeches on the war in Iraq, the data show that the NP morality model is 

more frequently represented than the SF morality model. 

 Looking at the presidents separately, the following can be noticed. Within the speeches on Iraq, 

Bush uses 1 out of 8 SF lexical units metaphorically, while he uses 1 out of 3 NP lexical units 

metaphorically. Bush here prefers the NP morality model over the SF morality model. Looking at the 

data for Obama, the data show that Obama uses 1 out of 3 SF lexical units metaphorically, while he uses 

2 out of 3 NP lexical units metaphorically. He too prefers the NP morality model over the SF morality 

model. When speaking about the war in Iraq, both presidents presents themselves in relatively equal 

degrees as Nurturant Parents rather than Strict Fathers. 
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4 
_____________________ 

DISCUSSION 

 

I set out to analyse whether or not the SF and NP morality models could be identified in political 

discourse in the United States of America. That is, according to George Lakoff, republicans and 

democrats use a language that is supposed to represent a, or their, value system. According to Lakoff, the 

nation is seen as a person. Republicans live by a moral value system in which there is a strict father who 

is responsible for the deeds of his inferiors and in which strength and purity are seen as traits of 

paramount importance. Democrats are supposed to live according to a more or less opposing moral 

value system, in which the parents are supportive towards their children and in which empathy is seen as 

a trait of paramount importance. Living by these systems would mean that both parties have different 

views of life and thereby make use of a different set of metaphors to support their view.  

I have endeavoured to prove whether both presidents actually do speak with a voice within by 

analysing speeches on two specific subjects. The reason for selecting these particular subjects was 

because of the analysis performed by Cienki (2005). He did a related study and concluded that future 

research had to be narrowed down to issues or subjects that should evoke moral language. That is, when 

talking about health care issues, people have to make decisions which are likely to be based on moral 

principles. So, this advice was heeded and the analysis was narrowed down to speeches on Health Care 

in the United States as well as speeches on the war in Iraq.  

To perform the analysis as accurately as possible, a research method once implemented by 

Veronika Koller was adopted. The data ensuing from the analysis proved to be intricate to analyse since 

there were multiple ways to interpret it. To keep things uncomplicated and perceptible, the data was 

divided into a number of sections. First, it was analysed whether there was a correlation between 

metaphoricity, morality model and president within the boundaries of the Heath Care speeches. Second, 

it was analysed whether there was a correlation between metaphoricity, morality model and president 

within the boundaries of the Iraq War speeches. Finally, both sections were compared.  

Within the boundaries of the Health Care speeches, the data indicates that both presidents use 

approximately as many metaphorical lexical units which were labelled SF. A similar effect can be notified 

for the NP lexical units. Both presidents use as many lexical units labelled NP, which means there is no 

significant correlation between model and metaphoricity. However, when looking at what the presidents 

individually do in the speeches, the data tell us that there is a relation between metaphorically used 

lexical units and morality model. Bush uses more lexical units labelled SF than units labelled NP, which is 

what was expected. Since Bush is a republican, he was expected to use more lexical units that would 

represent the Strict Father morality. The data on Obama show that he uses more lexical units which 

represent the Strict Father morality, too, which is not what was expected.  

The fact that both presidents used lexical units which were labelled SF morality more frequently 

than lexical units which were labelled NP was not expected. What was expected was that there was a 

correlation between president and morality model. Instead, a correlation between metaphoricity and 
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morality model was found. Within the boundaries of the speeches on health care in the United States, the 

one morality model, Strict Father, evokes more metaphorical language than the Nurturant Parent 

morality.  

 As far as the speeches on the war in Iraq are concerned, a different tendency can be noticed. A 

correlation between metaphoricity, morality model and president can be found. Within the morality 

models, it is Bush who uses less metaphorical lexical units labelled SF than Obama does. Similarly, Bush 

uses less metaphorical lexical units labelled NP than Obama does. So, compared to George Bush, it is 

Obama who uses more metaphorical lexical units for both morality models.  When looking at presidents 

individually, it is Bush who uses more lexical units labelled NP morality, which is not what was expected, 

while Obama uses more NP morality than SF morality, which is what was expected.  

Overall, it can be concluded that there is a correlation between president and metaphoricity, 

which is not dependent on either the SF morality model or the NP morality model, but which is 

dependent on the topic of the speech. That is, it is not by definition true that any republican president 

would refer to the SF morality model and that any democratic president would refer to the NP morality 

model. Yet, what can be concluded from the data is that usage of metaphors which represent a moral 

system could depend on the topic of the speech or conversation. Reasons for this tendency could be that 

both presidents feel the need to be strict when it comes to domestic issues. The overall concept of 

Americans is that they live the American dream. That is, work as hard as you can in order to become 

rich, to become better or self-sufficient. Whenever people fail to achieve their goals, it is the people 

themselves to blame. Apparently, both presidents live by this concept. As soon as foreign issues are 

broached, it seems that both presidents become somewhat gentler.  

The fact that the NP morality models is used more often in the Iraq War speeches could indicate 

that the American government is more careful when dealing with other countries, either allies or 

adversaries.  

From the data in this study, it can be concluded that Obama uses more metaphorical language 

than Bush. Could it be because he was in the race for president and that he needed to pull votes or 

needed to attract people? Could it be because Bush could not be re-elected anyway and as time passed 

by, Bush may have realized that his popularity had come to an all-time low?  Evidently, the topic of a 

speech plays a decisive role when it comes to discourse. It is plausible that a specific topic lends itself to 

specific political or social views, which for their part, lend themselves to specific conceptual metaphors 

which facilitate upholding or confirming a particular value system. 
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