
Overall, though, by successfully engaging with more ‘global’matters, the volume shows
that Construction Grammar is no longer a niche framework, but a serious alternative to
other well-established approaches to language description.
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Corpus Pragmatic Studies on the History of Medical Discourse (2022), edited by Turo
Hiltunen and Irma Taavitsainen for John Benjamins, is a fascinating collection of
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thirteen articles by leading specialists in thefield, along the lines ofTaavitsainen, Jucker&
Tuominen (2014). The book constitutes a significant step forward in the general use of
corpus linguistics methodology for doing pragmatics on historical data. This being the
case, the studies seek to unveil and explore changing communicative patterns, roles,
language use, and functions in the language of medicine to gain insight for later
generalisations or to serve as springboards to benefit future studies that expand our
understanding of the changes that occur in genres, here broadly understood as agreed
institutionalised semiotic spaces. What sets this monograph apart is that it takes a
serious approach to the motivation of corpus-based registered evidence of variation and
change at any level of language output on appropriate historical, social and political
circumstances, rather than on solely individual idiosyncratic motivations. Other
variables come into play in the qualitative interpretation of data.

The book is divided into twomainparts, namely ‘Tracing discursive changes’ (chapters
2–7) and ‘Changing functions, roles and representations’ (chapters 8–13). Additionally,
the editors present a programmatic view of what the entire volume is about in an
introductory chapter, where they try to settle an idea of the methodological practices in
the book and provide other relevant information for understanding the rationale of the
edited volume so that one can easily see its place in the overall market of related
scholarly material. While they achieve this, they also address issues that may raise
eyebrows among those with a more traditional view of pragmatics and textual analysis.
I will address this below in this review. The organisation of the contents proposed by
the editors seems sensible, since overlapping areas, in my opinion, may be largely
unavoidable, as language cannot be diced up neatly and without side effects. The book
contains some typos and misplaced footnotes, but they do not diminish the overall
quality of the work.

The ‘Introduction’ (pp. 1–19), as alreadysaid, presents justificatory aspects concerning
the pragmatic study of early medical texts and the common methodological perspective
that gives unity to the entire volume, namely the use of corpus methodology.
The editors aptly evince the suitability of the object of study, the medical texts, to
unveil changing discourse patterns and functions in language to accommodate social,
historical and political aspects, and technological and epistemic novelties in existing
textual genres. The overall argument is convincing, and the reader finds that these texts
are certainly appropriate for corpus-based pragmatic explorations. The editors include a
wealth of scholarly references to back their stand, some of them dating back more than
twenty-five years. If anything, these references allow the reader to see the
epistemological tradition one should expect in this volume. In addition, this chapter
introduces a notion of corpus pragmatics (CP) taken from Romero-Trillo (2017: 1), to
which I add some serious caveats. To say that CP is ‘a science’ that pursues a
description of ‘language use in real contexts through corpora’ is, in my view,
inadequate. Pragmatics is indeed a science and the addition of the word corpus to this
barely reflects a particular methodology in the same way as corpus linguistics is a
methodology applied in language research, but the field and the science is linguistics.
Biber & Reppen (2015: 1–2) recall that, despite some minor supporters of the
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theoretical approach that corpus linguistics represents, ‘[c]orpus linguistics is a research
approach that facilitates empirical investigations of language variation and use’. Corpus
linguistics has great diagnostic and validating potential so that researchers may
empirically demonstrate the existence of language patterns and variation trends.
Indeed, how Hiltunen and Taavitsainen later describe the implications of combining
the use of corpora and pragmatics, define both concepts and show their role within CP
studies demonstrates that CP is not ‘a science’ in itself, but a methodological practice,
as they put it, ‘the use of corpora enables the analysis of patterns across a wide
spectrum of texts and brings quantitative rigour to the analysis of discourse’ (p. 2).

The authors go on to describe the value of CP to offer empirical substantiation that
argues for pragmatic and discursive innovation by analysing the role of context. I
missed, though, an explicit mention of a unified theory of communication enabling
readers to know how to interpret form and context. The notion of context has ever been
pervasive in historical pragmatics, as the works of Taavitsainen, Jucker & Tuominen
(2014) and Kohnen (2009) illustrate. This volume wants to bring this to the forefront to
argue that studies in the field of discourse and pragmatics cannot ignore the fact that
changing patterns are due to a set of contextual forces in their various natures that lead
to the accommodation of existing communicative structures and functions.
The relationship between textual production (form) and context in the field of medical
texts is beautifully described in the section ‘Medical writing from a historical
perspective’, although I still have concerns about the alleged impersonal
characterisation of (medical) texts, as I have argued elsewhere (cf.Alonso-Almeida 2015).

Going to the core of this introductory chapter, how one may analyse language using
textual compilations largely depends on the author’s choice, the data at hand, the level
of annotation on specific corpora and the mark-up conventions. The more annotated
the compilation, the better, although this raises the questions of who does the
annotation and their intentions, how this annotation is done and how accurate the
annotation is. Although artificial intelligence may in the future remedy this by learning
how humans annotate corpora according to a set of pre-established parameters, safe
quasi-accurate automatic annotation is only possible at certain levels of grammatical
description (e.g. parts of speech) and according to a specific conventional annotation
scheme; the automatically annotated rendering is not always exact, even so. Pragmatic
annotation nowadays requires extensive manual work and consideration, and so does
discourse annotation, as the METOOL project carried out at Polytechnic University
Valencia has demonstrated (Carrió-Pastor 2020). This project pursues semi-automatic
annotation of metadiscourse variables, including other discourse features such as
polarity. The machine offers initial annotations of the corpus that are later checked by
experienced linguists. New input leads to more machine learning towards accuracy.
The results, however, reveal that semi-automatic discourse tagging is possible, but the
amount of human effort is still enormous and, altogether, annotated chunks still
include errors and avoid the possibility of providing categorical conclusions. As
explained in this volume, however, corpora may be used without prior annotation,
leaving linguists the option of conducting vertical and horizontal inspections of the
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data retrieved from the compilation and performing their annotations fromwhich empirical
conclusions are quantitatively and qualitatively substantiated; cf. McEnery & Baker’s and
Hiltunen’s chapters in this volume. In the latter, attention is drawn to careful examination of
the context obtained in automatic concordances as polarisation, for instance, may play a
role in the categorisation of certain epistemic items, e.g. doubt (p. 131).

The second chapter, by TonyMcEnery and Helen Baker, ‘“A geography of names”: A
genre analysis of nationality-driven names for venereal disease in seventeenth-century
England’ (pp. 23–48) is, in my opinion, an excellent sample of how well corpus
linguistics and pragmatics can combine to integrate context in the description of
language use, also with a diachronic scope. Overall, the chapter deals with how
reference to nationalities in labelling diseases was applied to seventeenth-century
venereal medical conditions, which raised issues of social moralising critique and
reproof to the extent that wrong accusations may also lead to legal actions, which, for
our benefit, ends in new texts in genres like the medical ones. The association of
nationalities and diseases also has a moral aspect, as blame for the existence of a
particular disease is supposedly laid on specific nations. The authors reckon the topic
cannot be timelier as the COVID-19 pandemic triggered nationalistic reactions, all
looking at China for responsibility. Using a fine-grained method to learn which words
were used during the modern English period to refer to a venereal disease, the authors
obtain a robust list of terms that serves for inquiry into the transcriptions of the Early
English Books Online (EEBO) as rendered by the EEBO-TCP consortium. They use a
genre approach to conclude that some of the words in their list barely show up in their
huge corpora, while a few others have a strong presence; in any case, the number of
instances also resonated in their distribution in the EEBO genre groups analysed.
The authors succeed in quantitatively and qualitatively showing certain associations
between the use of the attributive French and Neapolitan to refer to syphilis, based on
historical and social events. If affectivity is at the core of these uses, an aspect which I
find convincing, it does integrate nicely how a person as a member of society feels in
their own vital space and, therefore, uses language to represent this, accordingly. In
short, this is an excellent piece of research that uses the means of CP to provide and
explain evidence that demonstrates the factual relationship between the physical and
epistemic contexts and the use of linguistic forms with a persuasive tone based on
realistic and jargon-free descriptions. As a reader and linguist, I found this chapter a real
pleasure to read.

Chapter 3, entitled ‘Medical topics and style from 1500 to 2018: A corpus-driven
exploration’ (pp. 49–78), is authored by Gerold Schneider. This study entails
methodologically intricate research that is applied to multiple corpora to uncover
changes over time in common patterns found in medical discourse, also using
document classification. The study builds upon the concept of ‘culturomics’ introduced
by Michel et al. in 2011, although this term is not explicitly defined in the scope of
this chapter. Conclusions report on top features that are computationally retrieved,
including lexical items as well as Arabic numbers and combinations of parts of speech,
which the author interprets according to different contextual aspects, e.g. time and
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genre. I sorely missed clear instances for each of the features taken as more frequent in
each period and genre, which I understand that space limitations work against, in this
case. Indeed, one of my major concerns is the number of research questions developed
in the second section of this chapter, which inevitably require attention throughout the
chapter; I would have preferred a good display of factual instances illustrating the
findings. The conceptual maps given in this chapter unveil pivotal vocabulary for each
era and terminology shared across multiple periods. Furthermore, the maps
demonstrate a progression from scholasticism towards empiricism, as evidenced by the
inclusion of words related to empirical testing in the earliest periods examined.

The following chapter is ‘Medical discourse in Late Modern English: Insights from a
multidisciplinary corpus of scientific journal articles’ (pp. 79–104) by Katrin Menzel.
This chapter deals with language features in research articles in Late Modern English.
While the author offers valuable information from a diachronic perspective, some
aspects have remained underexplored, as is the case with the It BE adjective structure
to indicate its value as a stance marker to signal modulation. This chapter simply
categorises this structure as evaluative language (for the author, a pragmatic function),
without providing additional semantic details or other specific pragmatic functions.
Research on the Coruña Corpus, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, has already
revealed evidence of this and other language structures in Late Modern English
scientific writing, particularly in related registers, as demonstrated in the studies
drawing data from the Corpus of English Life Sciences Texts (CeLiST, Moskowich
et al. 2021). To strengthen the persuasive findings, it would have been useful also to
reference Banks (2008, 2017), which I believe is essential literature for studies like the
one presented in this chapter.

In ‘Survival or death: Mine/my and thine/thy variation in Early Modern English
medical writing’ (pp. 105–25), Terry Walker and Merja Kytö study, as the title itself
suggests, the loss or preservation of these determiners on evidence from the corpus of
Early Modern English Medical Texts (EMEMT, 1500–1700). The chapter reports the
gradual loss of the n-forms during the centuries covered in this study and explains this
with instances showing varied phonological environments co-occurring in the corpus.
Interestingly, the authors have shown that popular medical genres, contrary to what has
been reported in the literature, also exhibit a similar pattern of decline. Their findings
in EMEMT are consistent with the evidence they have obtained from the Corpus of
English Dialogues (1560–1760).

Chapter 6 is ‘Towards a local grammar of stance expression in Late Modern English
medical writing’ (pp. 127–52) by Turo Hiltunen. The author focuses on stance within
the framework of local grammar (Hunston & Su 2017). His definition of stance on
page 127 strongly echoes that of Biber et al. (1999), among others, and, as it stands,
shows a traditional view of the concept. At this point, I missed the inclusion of the
notion of ‘involvement’, which he otherwise uses later in the chapter on page 128,
and which for many linguists is subsumed within the notion of ‘commitment’.
As explained in Cornillie (2009) and Alonso-Almeida (2015), these are not
homonymous terms in linguistic description, as they may reflect different attitudes and
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communicative intentions and are therefore treated differently in the literature. This study
deals with stance as reflected by the so-called stance that-clause, as described by Hyland
& Tse (2005a, 2005b), which has a primary interpersonal dimension. The use of the term
‘stance that-clauses’, which I have used in my study of these structures in Late Modern
English (see Alonso-Almeida & Álvarez-Gil 2021), following Hyland and colleagues
(Hyland & Tse 2005a, 2005b; revised and updated in Hyland & Jiang 2018), seems
quite unconvincing, because the that-clause, as it is, appears to have the potential for
showing perspective. For that reason, in a recent article (Alonso-Almeida
forthcoming), I opted for the phrase ‘stance matrices licensing that-clauses’ to mean
the evaluative dimension of these matrices in terms of modulation and involvement
concerning the information claimed in the subordinated clauses. This is, however, a
nuanced observation that does not undermine the quality of the chapter and solely
represents my preference in this respect.

Hiltunen’s analysis focuses exclusively on verbs found in matrices, with no
consideration given to nouns and adjectives, to obtain a list of verbs revealing the type
of processes involved in the evaluation of the information in the subordinated clause.
My major concern with his analysis involves the classification of social actors into
averral and attribution following Sinclair (1986), Hunston (2000) and Charles (2006),
as this distinction focuses on the (in)visibility of actors and may, therefore, blur further
pragmatic and discursive aspects in terms of how (inter)subjectively claims have been
construed. In this context, the example It is well known … is classified as a plain
averral, which means that no explicit attribution is made, while These experiments
indicate, that … (p. 141) is a case of hidden averral in which an inanimate entity is
presented. Both, however, may signal intersubjective claims by using an opaque
conceptualiser in the case of the former, and a hidden or even contextually implicit one
in the case of the latter, representing how authors engage in the modalisation and
construal of the contents in the subordinated sentence. In addition, emphasised averalls
and plain averrals may be indicative of intersubjective positioning in the context of a
particular community of practice. Therefore, they can fulfil similar discursive functions
as attributions. Finally, the discussion of top stance verbs (and the evidence in figure 5)
developed in the conclusion should be given earlier, as it deserves more space. The
author highlights the increase in the number of ‘verbs of accomplishment’ in line with
the contemporary empirical trends in scientific research, while this also encompasses a
decrease in the use of ‘communication verbs’. Nothing is said, however, of cognitive
verbs, even though these appear in figure 5, showing uneven frequencies. I wonder
whether grouping these verbs by semantic category would have been more visually
revealing. These findings could have been compared to those obtained in the study of
these structures in CeLiST, as research verbs are preferred over cognitive and
communicative verbs in general terms (see Alonso-Almeida & Álvarez-Gil 2021).

Chapter 7, written by Gohar Schnelle, Carolin Odebrecht, Anke Lüdeling, Laura
Perlitz and Catharina Fisher, is entitled ‘“Die Blumenzeit der Frau”: A corpus-based
study on the development of medical references to menstruation in historical texts on
herbology’ (pp. 153–76) and offers a diachronic study of linguistic expressions
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referring to menstruation in a corpus of medical texts written in German during four
centuries, from different grammatical and semiotic perspectives. Their research reveals
certain tendencies in the development of terminology, which the authors consider with
regard to the social context in which these texts circulate, and which also encompasses
the consideration of authorial perspective over the terminology. As stated by the
authors, the corpus has its drawbacks and, given the topic of menstruation, they
consider that an alternative corpus of midwifery would be more revealing, which
comes as no surprise, as these texts seem more likely to provide the terminology they
expect. I missed some scholarly references which, I think, might have added much to
the contextualisation of findings, at least to the section of the earliest texts; Green
(2005) on menstruation in medieval Europe is one such example.

Sharing an interest in the field of midwifery, Richard J. Whitt’s chapter ‘Language,
labour and ideology: Constructing epistemologies of childbirth in the first three
centuries of English-language midwifery texts (1540–1800)’ opens Part II. This
chapter explores how midwifery texts developed, departing from a more theoretical
view of the subject matter into a scenario more considerate to patients, which is
explained by the new authoritative role played by women. In this sense, the author
pursues how ideology is construed in these texts. For this, the author finds important
the construction of a corpus exclusively dealing with midwifery texts. In this chapter,
the author focuses on a set of prefaces preceding these texts to unveil language aspects
revealing ideology. Among these, the author claims that some categories should be
analysed under the prism of Critical Discourse Analysis, some of which have to do
with actors, argumentative resources and perspectivisation strategies. The author
criticises scholars reporting on ‘historical and medical changes in the field’ for doing
so ‘without any systematic linguistic framework at hand’, and therefore their
‘observations – while apt – lack in precision and technical rigour’ (pp. 184–5).
Yet Whitt’s study seems to have ignored other published material that coincides with
his research agenda. Alonso-Almeida & Mele-Marrero’s (2014) study on the authorial
stance in the prefatory material of seventeenth-century manuals on women’s diseases is
an instance, encompassing the examination of effective and epistemic strategies,
including evidential devices.

The following chapter by Anu Lehto is entitled ‘Unhappy patients and eminent
physicians: The representation of patients and practitioners in Late Modern English
medical writing’ (pp. 203–28). This text examines how patients and practitioners are
represented in the corpus of Late Modern English medical texts. The author presents
ample evidence from the corpus to demonstrate the descriptive techniques and
evaluative language employed to portray patients and practitioners (physicians,
surgeons, apothecaries). The study concludes that collocates may polarise into such
functional criteria as treatment and reputation in the case of patients and practitioners,
respectively.

In chapter 10, ‘The discursive dynamics of personal experience narratives andmedical
advice in 18th-century British consultation letters: The case of Dr. William Cullen’
(pp. 229–49), Anna Franca Plastina analyses twenty-three letters related to Dr William
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Cullen; these include patients’ narratives and Dr Cullen’s responses. Plastina’s argument
concerning language strategies is clear, reveals particular viewpoints of medical practice
and knowledge, and is well illustrated with evidence from her corpus, which is also
properly contextualised. All in all, this text evinces the importance of emotional
language in medical narratives (cf. Taavitsainen 2011) and sociolinguistic analysis to
understand language selection.

Chapter 11, ‘Communicating authority: Self-mentions in Early Modern English
medical narratives (1500–1700)’ by Karoliina Ollikainen, provides a
sociopragmatic approach to the study of self-mentions in medical narratives to
conclude that the use of these devices responds to raising notions of expertise,
authority and credibility. In chapter 12, ‘How old is old? The discourse of “good”
ageing in nineteenth-century self-help medical texts’ (pp. 273–96), Kim Grego’s
work delves into the historical evolution of the concept of ‘old age’ through a
micro-diachronic analysis of self-help medical texts from the Wellcome collection.
While the corpus used in this study is limited to only four texts, chosen to
represent the categories identified after examining a collection of 130 texts
responding to the search ‘old age’, this constraint provides the opportunity for a
more in-depth analysis of the language used. This approach allows for the
identification of nuances concerning the notion of ‘old age’ over time and their
contextual interpretation. Although the small corpus may limit the generalisability
of the author’s conclusions, it provides valuable insights into the evolution of this
concept and highlights the importance of examining language in its historical
context.

The last chapter in this monograph, ‘The popularization of learned medicine in late
seventeenth-century England: Accommodating translation strategies and textual
aspects’ (pp. 297–316) by Giulia Rovelli, describes the role of translation in
disseminating Latin medical texts in English. The author uses a corpus of three
recipe collections in Latin and their corresponding translations in English and two
treatises on specific diseases, distributed evenly across three decades. She intends
to see whether information on the diachronic evolution of these genres can be
traced out, which I see as hardly feasible given the period covered, unless a
micro-diachronic analysis of specific forms and functions is intended. Her analysis
of the translation strategies and procedures adapted from Alonso-Almeida &
Sánchez (2016) reveals the tendency of translators to offer verbatim translations
along with amplification and adaptation procedures. These appear to come from a
desire to make information more accessible to readers. Interestingly, explication is
not among the most frequent procedures. The procedures may also have been a
matter of preference, regardless of the potential audience of the texts, if vernacular
terminology tended to be privileged over more learned variants. Rovelli makes
clear in this chapter that corpora, pragmatics and translation can be combined to
examine how social and cultural and idiosyncratic circumstances lead to variation
in the forms selected for communication.
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Corpus Pragmatic Studies on the History ofMedical Discourse is indeed a remarkable
demonstration of the effective use of corpora to investigate changes in language patterns
and functions, specifically in the context of medical language. This volume is an
impressive achievement and is sure to inspire new research avenues in the field,
offering excellent opportunities to explore historical pragmatics through selected corpora.
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Social and Regional Variation in World Englishes is a Festschrift for Juhani Klemola
on the occasion of his 65th birthday. As typical of this publication format, and as
indicated by the title, the volume comprises a topically diverse range of contributions.
In addition to the unifying focus on variation and World Englishes, however, all
chapters follow a corpus-based, empirical methodology, giving coherence to the book
despite its breadth of topics. Following a foreword by Kate Corrigan, the first chapter is
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