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1 Introduction 

This Master’s Thesis focuses on the vocabulary used in debates of the Marriage Act 

of 2013 in the UK Parliament, more specifically it demonstrates the differences in 

noun usage between the supporters and opponents of the Bill in both the House of 

Commons and the House of Lords. The motif of the thesis is that in political 

discourse, a speaker’s opinion on a subject reflects the lexical choices they make 

when discussing said subject. The discussions surrounding the marriage reform in the 

UK were not only frequently heated, but also marked by negotiation and re-

negotiation of entrenched concepts such as love, parenthood and equality. The title of 

this thesis is an attempt to reflect this process as well – the word ‘recognition’ was in 

the House of Commons used much more by the proponents in the legislative debates 

of the new law, arguing that the commitment same-gender couples have entered into 

would be granted equal recognition by society if the law were to change. 

‘Redefinition’, on the other hand, was overused by those Members of Parliament 

opposing the law, their position being that the intrinsic attributes of marriage would 

deteriorate if the reform would be followed through. Contrastingly, two MPs with 

contrasting views on the reform both employed the lemma ‘equality’ liberally – but 

their definitions of the term differed.  

The thesis will thus focus on parliamentary debates held in the context of the 

amendment made to the Marriage Act of England and Wales in 2013 – colloquially 

known as ‘gay marriage’. Due to the implementation of the Bill in March 2014, the 

institution of marriage is in these parts of the United Kingdom now available for all 

couples regardless of the legal gender of the people in a relationship. The Scottish 

Parliament approved similar legislation the following year, with the law coming into 

effect in December 2014, whereas the legislature in Northern Ireland has stated that 

it is unlikely in the near future to make marriage available for same-gender couples 

in its jurisdiction. In many parts of the world, there has in recent history occurred 

rapid change to reassert same-gender relationship recognition by granting all couples 

the option to enter into matrimony. This change is generally accompanied by a 

growing positive attitude to same-gender relationships among the major public as 

well. I found the option of researching a topical, unfolding reassessment of an old 

institution to be a fascinating one, since these sort of changes tend to inspire complex 
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thoughts and feelings in people. A question, such as should same-gender marriage be 

allowed, is something nearly everyone in society seems to have an opinion on. Thus 

the debates on the issue were unusually closely followed and reported on and the 

representatives of the UK Parliament were probably more likely to receive feedback 

on their conduct on this matter than on a less inflammatory question. So even if 

parliamentary debating is not currently a mass-consumed genre, this particular 

subject could be argued to be of great public interest and thus worthy of research. 

The reason why I wanted to research discourses in parliamentary debating and not, 

for example, in newspapers, was that the language of parliamentary debates is, 

according to scholars interested in it, not as widely researched as other genres of 

political discourse. In addition, a study on same-gender couple discourses in the 

debates of the Civil Partnership Act had previously been conducted by Ingo 

Bachmann in 2009. This offered the possibility to observe whether or not there had 

occurred any changes in the discourses used when arguing for or against relationship 

recognition.  

The major framework employed in this study is Paul Chilton’s theorisation on 

political discourse, especially the notion that the imperative of political debate above 

all is to appear knowledgeable and right, and due to this it often appears polarised. A 

cognitive model devised by Chilton, the model of deictic dimensions, will form the 

central part of the theoretical framework. This model states that it is possible to 

define from a speaker’s language use how close they feel to a certain entity, and thus 

whether their attitude towards it is positive or negative. The theory section will also 

present a framework for the peculiarities of political discourse and parliamentary 

language especially.  For the purpose of the study, an account of power in discourse 

and in Critical Discourse Analysis with some reservations will also be researched, 

followed by the concept of heteronormativity and how it can appear in British 

discourse as well as a brief socio-political contextualisation of the legislative process 

from which my research material stems from.  

This study of noun usage in the speeches of the legislators is conducted as a 

combination of corpus linguistics in the form of keyword analysis and semantic 

grouping, and of discourse analysis based on a cognitive model of the discourse 

worlds of those engaged in the political discourse. In the first stage, four corpora are 
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compiled from the parliamentary debates so that one corpus consists of the speeches 

of those MPs from the House of Commons who opposed the legislative change, with 

a comparative corpus made out of the speeches of proponent MPs of the Bill. 

Similarly corpora are devised from the opponents and the proponents from the House 

of Lords.  In the thesis, the intention is to research discourses affiliated with certain 

semantic categories of nouns. Firstly the intention is to gauge the most frequently 

used keywords in the corpora, words that appear unusually often in a data sample, in 

these parliamentary debates held in relation to the Bill. The nouns are then grouped 

semantically in an attempt to observe if certain semantic categories are especially 

dear to the debater’s hearts. In the second part of the study, one speaker from each 

side of the argument speaking in a key debate is chosen from both Houses. Next 

deictic dimension maps will be compiled for each of them according to the nouns 

they used most often in their speeches, as well as their stance to them. The results 

will then be discussed and transferred to a broader context that might explain the 

presumed differences in the vocabulary between those Members of Parliament who 

oppose the new law and those who support it.  

The hypotheses tested in the research are threefold. First, a statistical significance is 

to be expected in the corpus analysis of the noun usage of the proponents and the 

opponents. Secondly, the discourse world of a legislator is expected to show 

differences in their affinity with certain nouns depending on whether or not they 

support the Bill. This hypothesis is motivated by the notion brought forward by 

Chilton that arguments tend to reside in nouns. The tertiary hypothesis of this thesis 

is that the research material, especially the MPs complete speeches, will display 

discourses that renew heteronormativity. Since parliamentary discourse is, in 

addition of being a subset of political talk, also a subset of the institutional talk which 

will be touched upon in section 2.1, it is possible that the feature of asymmetrical 

power roles could manifest itself as the most prevalent discourse of a topic taking 

centre stage in the parliamentary debates, or at least making an appearance. It would 

be unusual in the sort of electoral system the UK has for example for an MP to argue 

with a straight face that we could all go for a walk on the rings of Saturn tomorrow if 

we just made the effort. Even if the speaker were a radical progressive or a 

relationship anarchist, institutional discourse tends to change slowly from the 

outside, which is why even the more forward-thinking participants are expected as 
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having to frame their arguments from the viewpoint that heterosexuality is 

understandable and the norm and non-heterosexuality an aberration from it.     

To reiterate, the main hypotheses for this thesis will thus be the following: 

 It is expected that there will be statistically significant 

differences in vocabulary in an MP’s argumentation 

according to whether or not they support the Bill. 

 The discourse world of a legislator will show differences 

in their employment of certain nouns depending on 

whether or not they support the Bill.  

 The discourses in the parliamentary debates will reassert 

heteronormativity, also in cases where the speaker 

supports same-gender marriage. 

2 Theoretical background 

This section offers an overview of the theoretical concepts most pertinent to this 

study. We start by defining the concepts of discourse and power as they are used in 

this thesis by approaching them from the theoretical viewpoint of Critical Discourse 

Analysis. After that, we define some key features of political language usage and 

then move into exceedingly specialised territory by looking into parliamentary 

discourse as a subgenre of political discourse. After that, the theoretical model for 

analysing political discourse devised by Chilton (2004), the model of deictic 

dimensions, will be introduced in detail. The section is completed by an account on 

heteronormativity and examples on how it can manifest itself in British discourses.  

2.1 Discourse from a CDA Stance, and Power in Discourse 

For the purposes of upcoming analysis, some key terms will be expanded upon in 

this section relating to the concepts of discourse, power, and language in an 

institutional setting. According to Johnston (2008: 58-59), word choices are often 

used to affect the listener and to communicate the speaker’s opinion on a subject in a 

roundabout way. Van Dijk reminds us that negative opinions tend to manifest itself 

by the language user choosing negative words to express them (2002: 232). These 

are just two formulations on how attitudes manifest themselves in discourse. The 

concept of discourse has for the past few decades become so popular and widely-

circulated in the fields of humanities and social sciences that attempting to offer a 
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concise but extensive definition of it can be rather taxing. As Wodak and Meyer 

point out, the term can be used to denote for example a historical monument, 

policies, political strategies, broad or narrow narratives, texts, spoken language, topic 

related conversation, etc. (2009: 2). The concept of discourse as it will be utilised in 

this thesis will be expanded upon especially from the point of view of Critical 

Discourse Analysis. This definition accepts the notion that discourses are entrenched 

ways of conceptualising different subjects in a speech community. One of the more 

successful definitions of discourse is that discourses manifest themselves in the way 

topics are discussed and reflect the power dynamics and inequalities in the society in 

which they operate. This definition has gained popularity due to the linguistic 

approach of Critical Discourse Analysis, or CDA. CDA is less an extensively 

structured theory framework or school and more of a network of researchers 

interested in the relationship of language and power. CDA scholars often take the 

explicit stance of unearthing inequalities in society by showing how they are 

reflected in language (Wodak and Meyer, 2009: 10). These manifestations of 

inequality do not have to be violent; they can also appear as latent backgrounds 

‘truths’ in speech (ibid. 8). Wodak and Weiss present CDA as mediating between 

social sciences and linguistics (2004: 7). They also constitute that the fragmented 

nature of the school is to thank for the fact that its methodological approaches are 

greatly varied as well (ibid. 12), and that the tools used for analysis tend to depend 

on the researched category (ibid. 10) as well. They, however, reference the common 

denominators of CDA-influenced scholars: that there are inequalities in human 

societies and that this is reflected in language usage, that especially institutions 

mediate ideologies in how they use language, that there can be several, often 

contradicting discourses on a subject operating in the same society, and that struggles 

between competing discourses can leave traces in the texts studied (ibid. 12-15).  

Another fundamental which is commonly referenced is the interaction between text 

and society. As Wodak and Weiss construct it: “Discursive practices should always 

be regarded as both structuring and structured actions” (2004: 10). Baker describes 

discourses as often reflecting the values, morals and taboos of a society (2008: 91), 

and writes that discourses tend to change when the society in which they appear in 

changes as well (ibid. 94). In practice, Critical Discourse analysts tend to propose 

that language should not be analysed as a stand-alone, but as something that is both a 
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reflection on reality and a force for altering that reality.  Wodak presents that Critical 

Discourse Analysis is for the time being rather a method of analysis than a unified 

theory (2009: 35), and that the theoretical background between analysts is varied and 

colourful. She defines the core concepts that Critical Discourse Analysis works with 

to be ‘critical’, ‘ideology’, and ‘power’, and takes the view that language in itself is 

not powerful, but certain discourses or ways of using language are made powerful by 

being used by powerful people, which is why CDA is often interested in unveiling 

which groups in society are included or excluded from a hegemonic truth (ibid. 35). 

Wodak summarises her account of the CDA school as follows: that it is interested in 

both opaque and transparent structural relationships that relate to dominance, 

discrimination, power and control in language (ibid. 10). CDA as an analysis method 

and loose theory framework also tends to stress the importance of taking into account 

the culture in which a text is produced, as well the worldview of the producer. One of 

the primary theorists of CDA, Norman Fairclough, prescribes in his book Language 

and Power (2000: 19) to the notion that language is not merely an account of social 

processes; it is in itself a social process. He also asserts the viewpoint that it is 

virtually impossible to be completely and utterly neutral as a scholar, and the nearest 

one can come to impartiality is by openly admitting to one’s positions and biases and 

attempting to be critical of them as well. Fairclough has written extensively on how 

worldviews, or ideologies, are formed and sustained. He defines a hegemonic 

ideology as being able to present one’s own assumptions or facts as ‘self-evident’ or 

‘common-sense’ (ibid. 69-70). Fairclough is of the opinion that implicitness is one of 

the most successful signs of a successful discourse, because ideas that are taken for 

granted are often not articulated and are therefore more difficult to challenge (ibid. 

70-71).  

The account above does not yet offer a concise explanation to what power actually 

should be defined as, as much as CDA is intrigued by it. For the purposes of this 

study, I will employ Thornborrow’s definition of power as being ‘a participant’s 

ability to affect or influence another’ (2002: 136). Thornborrow combines in her 

studies Conversation Analysis and CDA and has conducted research on 

institutionalised discourse, hence the term ‘participant’ in the definition. Chilton’s 

definition on different ways of influencing others in the section on political discourse 

offers further examples of how power could be wielded. Thornborrow explores in her 
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monograph Power Talk how power manifests itself in institutional discourse, as it is 

presumed, by for example many CDA scholars, that there are often clear-cut power 

imbalances in such situations. Thornborrow herself, while considering that one of the 

key features of institutional talk is an asymmetry in speaker rights and obligations, 

criticises the habit of some CDA scholars to predetermine very rigid power dynamics 

when conducting a study (ibid. 16-21). This habit leads to clear-cut accounts of one 

party demonstrating power and the other being virtually powerless, which ignores the 

fact that power relations can be multifaceted, that they are often under negotiation, 

and that power can also be challenged (ibid. 10).  

Returning to Wodak’s definition of CDAs core concepts (2009: 35), let us 

contemplate how they can be utilised in this study. The idea of being ‘critical’ in 

CDA includes not taking utterances at face value and, instead of merely describing 

them one should explore what they divulge of the speech community’s values. For 

my research, this means assuming that parliamentarians do not always say what they 

mean, or mean what they say, and that they are also each exposed to the discourses 

of their society and speech communities and may employ some discourses 

unconsciously. This is related to the concept of ideology as well, as Fairclough 

(2001) believes that the most wide-spread and successful assumptions are often 

implicit in speech. Additionally a parliamentarian’s life history and experiences will 

have affected their own individual worldview, which will be reflected in the 

qualitative analysis. A synthesis of Thornborrow’s reservations and the idea of 

researching power dynamics in discourse will also be touched upon in this study: it is 

possible from the corpus and the MPs speeches to extrapolate what sort of discourse 

is at play and do for example conflicting discourses exist in the material. Although 

undoubtedly complex, the power relations between those present in the debating 

chambers will fall beyond the scope of this study. We now move onto defining 

political discourse as a genre of speech in its own right.  

2.2 General Features of Political Discourse 

Parliamentary debates are an example of one type of political language use. Politics 

as a concept can be defined, according to Chilton and Schäffner, as either the 

struggle for power in a community, or as co-operation in a community in order to 

achieve goals for what tends to be framed as the greater good (2002: 5). They also 
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point out that one can make a distinction between ‘everyday politics’ and 

institutionalised politics of the state, with the latter featuring more rigid and explicit 

regulations and typically career politicians (ibid. 5). The kind of political discourse 

that has hitherto been researched the most enthusiastically, maybe at the cost of other 

forms, comes from political speeches aimed at the general public, since many of 

those have achieved the status of classics. Rhetoric, of course, has fascinated people 

at least since the antiquities, and there is ample of study conducted into the type of 

linguistic features typical for political rhetoric, such as the commonplace 

employment of metaphors, the usage of first person pronouns to denote unity, or 

punctuating your main idea with a rule of three. Chilton attempts to outline a more 

general theory of how language and politics intersect in Analysing Political 

Discourse, even proposing in the spirit of Aristotle that it is our ability to perform 

sophisticated acts of communication through language that makes politics even 

possible, it being not merely about conflict and struggle but also about co-operation 

(2004: 198-200). Chilton’s viewpoints are heavily influenced by cognition studies, 

though his thoughts on how one’s worldview influences one’s thinking affedct him 

being regarded as one of the primary founders of Critical Discourse analysis, even 

when he himself tends not to use CDA as a definition of his work (Wodak & M, 

2009: 14). This is why later in section 2.3 we shall return to the concept of language 

and power as it is viewed from a CDA standpoint but also Thornborrow’s expansion 

on it (2002). Chilton ends his monograph with several propositions for defining key 

characteristics of political language, of which the following are most relevant for the 

scope of this study:  

 that political discourse operates indexically, as in that 

language choices signal political distinctions;  

 that interaction in politics negotiates the representation of 

the world;  

 that political actors are capable of meta-representation, of 

imagining a differing ideology;  

 that binary conceptualisations are very frequent in 

politics, i.e. issues are presented as polarised;  

 that political argumentation can be placed on the 

threefold-axis model of deictic dimensions (2004: 201-

205)  

Chilton proposes that in the spirit of political activity being predominantly about 

problem-solving, what looms in the background of all political discourse is the 
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language user’s desire to convert others to their viewpoint or to strengthen the 

conviction of those already agreeing with them.  This of course, is not the only 

initiative political participants can have, as, for example, during Question Time in the 

UK parliament an MP might be posing questions to the minister without actually 

needing to acquire information, neither to establish camaraderie (ibid. 95-100). 

According to Chilton, due to this frame of reference operating in political discourse, 

there are also several key strategies functions exploited in political language to 

appear authoritative and right: coercion, legitimatisation/delegitimatisation, and 

representation/derepresentation. Coercion is convincing people to agree with the 

political actor’s ideology through the actor having power. This power can have been 

acquired either through the threat of sanctions behind a speech act, as is the case with 

commands, laws, etc. or through indirect means like having paramount authority to 

decide on speech roles that require the other party to react to them, to be able to set 

discussion agendas etc. Coercion can also be divided into cognitive coercion 

(presenting statistics, facts etc.), or emotional coercion where the actor hopes to 

entice feelings such as fear or hope in their audience (ibid. 118).  Legitimatisation is 

the art of attempting to make one appear authoritative and ‘in the right’, often 

appearing either knowledgeable or morally right (ibid. 111-117), while usually 

attempting to downplay your opponents positive sides and ideas and make them 

seem ill-informed or even depraved. Representation and misrepresentation entails the 

availability of information on a topic, either directly as censorship or indirectly as 

‘lying through omission’ where sources that would question the agent’s view are 

ignored. (ibid. 45-47). There is also the viewpoint that the recognised traits of the 

political genre depend more on other characteristics than on some common core of 

political language. Van Dijk, for example, has explained that there rather exists 

separate genres within what is often defined as ‘political’ language, such as 

interviews, party platforms, or advertisements, and that the features of each genre is 

dependent on the context of the discourse occurrence and the function of said genre 

(2002: 225). With this in mind, for the purpose of this study I feel the need to 

highlight the particularities assigned to parliamentary discourse. This shall be looked 

further into in section 2.3.  
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2.3  A Sub-genre of Political Discourse: Language in Parliament 

Unlike political speeches aimed predominantly at the general public, parliamentary 

debates have not yet enticed linguistics in an extensive way. Ilie laments in European 

Parliaments under Scrutiny that the discourse and linguistic particularities of 

parliamentary debating is still woefully under-researched, though the UK parliament 

has been slightly more interesting to researches in that regard (2010: 3). This lack of 

interest is quite surprising, considering that parliamentary debates are usually readily 

accessible online and that researches dabbling with discourse analysis, especially 

Critical Discourse Analysis, are often interested in analysing the rhetoric of the 

powerful. Additionally, as Bayley puts it, a parliament is an ‘institution of talk’ 

(2004: 1) so it would be plausible research ground for, for example, conversation 

analysts. An answer to why parliamentary language has been researched less in 

comparison with other forms of political discourse could lie in the fact that in the 21
st
 

century it is not, as Bayley also states, a mass-consumed text type, and the primary 

power of manoeuvring both political discourse and public opinion is perhaps 

nowadays rather wielded by the media (ibid. 10-11). Yet he reminds the reader as 

well that parliamentary discourse still does not take place in a void, and that 

politicians still have to mediate between party politics and the rest of society, as well 

as be aware of the various interests of their voters, their party, their interest groups 

etc. (ibid. 12). This facet will be expanded upon shortly by Ilie’s theory and in the 

section below on language and power.   

 ‘Community of practice’ has become a popular concept to describe groups with 

shared language usage, but for the purpose of party politics an alternative, perhaps a 

more relevant viewpoint is that of a discourse community. Chilton and Schäffner 

write that this concept is ‘hard to pin down’, but it can be defined as “[a group] of 

individuals who inter-communicate for public purposes in a public domain” (2002: 

21). Both theoretical notions refer to shared rules of a community. An example of 

such a rule in the context of British party politics is a right called parliamentary 

privilege: members of parliament are allowed to speak on a subject however they see 

fit; for example, usual laws against hate speech do not apply to them (Joint 

Committee on Parliamentary Privileges - Report). However, certain word choices 

can be deemed as unparliamentary language MPs are not allowed to use during 
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debates. Most of these relate to describing the legislator’s debating opponent, past 

offenders have included examples such as ‘coward’, ‘rat’ ‘and traitor’ (UK 

Parliament Website). The debates have a long tradition, even if most of the 

legislative work happens elsewhere, such as in ministries or parliamentary 

committees in which only certain Members of parliament take part. The elite both 

constructs discourses which then feed back into the masses to influence their 

attitudes, but the ideas often invoked by the masses also affect the discourses of the 

elite (Chilton and Schäffner, 2002: 5). The parliamentary debates can also be defined 

as a form of institutional language use, which has different traits compared to speech 

and texts which have an informal premise. Thornborrow has defined institutional 

language as having the following features, although this definition focuses on the 

relationships of the discourse participants, perhaps at the cost of an institution’s 

power to influence discourses in society at large: 

1. differentiated, prescribed and conventional participant roles; 

2. structurally asymmetrical relationship distribution of turn types; 

3. asymmetrical relationship between participants in terms of speaker     

rights and obligations;   

4. talk in which the discursive resources and identities available to 

participants are weakened and strengthened according to institutional 

identities (2002: 4) 

For the purpose of parliamentary language, it is perhaps pertinent to take into 

account the different relationships that influence a parliamentarian’s performance. 

Ilie  has formed a theorem that five socio-psychological aspects affect the way a 

Member of Parliament expresses themselves in debates. They are: the conventions of 

the Parliament in question as well as the linguistic strategies of the culture observed, 

the MPs own identity as a political actor, role shifts where one MP can represent i.e. 

their constituency at one moment and their nation at another, the personal and power-

based relations between the parliamentarians, and finally, the interaction of the MP 

with a multilevel audience. This audience consists not merely of fellow MPs, but also 

of members of the public attending the sitting or tuning in through the television, 

going through the transcripts of the speeches on the Parliament’s website, reading a 



12 

 

 

newspaper article on the debate the following day, etc. etc. etc. (Ilie 2010: 2) For 

example, during the debates on the Marriage Act 2013, particularly invested 

organisations and private citizens followed live video footage of parliamentary 

sessions. The media was not far behind: the more inflammatory parts of the 

discussions from both Houses were recycled in the media, and could either come 

back to haunt parliamentarians or entrench their position on the subject through voter 

feedback. This fits well with Ilie’s remark that MPs can also use the sittings as a 

chance to define their role and to court popularity (idib. 13-14).  She claims as well 

that MPs tend to devote their attention differently according to if their party is in 

government or in opposition (idib 10). When researching the polarising piece of 

legislature my material consists of, it will probably be more likely that behaviour 

does not divide by party line, but by individual stance. One reason for this possibility 

comes from van Dijk, who argues that politicians develop a separate social identity 

for themselves which they channel when engaging politically, consisting of aspects 

such as values, peer groups and personal history (2010: 29-56). He also demonstrates 

with his own research that in political arguments, it is typical to divide the sides of an 

argument into ‘them’ and ‘us’, where ‘us’ denotes those agreeing with the speaker 

and that ‘them’ refers to those who are wrong (ibid. 40-41). This harmonises well 

with Chilton’s model of deictic dimensions, which will be explained in further detail 

in Section 2.4. 

Íñigo-Mora’s research into rhetorical strategies, employed in the parliaments of UK 

and Spain, concludes as well that parliamentarians make differing lexical choices 

according to their stance when discussing the same subject, in the case of her study 

to issues relating to the Iraqi war (2010: 337-338). For example, an MP opposing 

military intervention in Iraq uses the verb ‘to reconstruct’ while a supporting 

parliamentarian chooses to use ‘to modernise’ (ibid. 338).  Equally intriguing from 

the point of view of this thesis is the tendency of employing euphemisms and 

dyseuphemisms to further once goals. For example, Halmari asserts that politicians 

can employ euphemisms as an evasive strategy when they wish to reframe the 

audience’s expectations (2005: 108-110).  She demonstrates how in her study 

President Reagan, when pressed to comment on US nuclear warheads and bombers, 

referred to them exclusively in euphemistic ways, such as ‘our technology’, ‘the 

equipment’, or ‘strategic force’ (ibid. 110). It can thus be completely plausible that 
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two sides with differing opinion will use different language for the same 

phenomenon, as well as similar language for separate phenomena.  

In addition to these generalities of political language theory, there are also academic 

accounts on the peculiarities of the political system in the UK. Ilie references the 

different forms of institutionalised political debates that are typical for parliaments 

with a close history with the United Kingdom in one form or another, i.e. the 

Commonwealth countries and countries such as Ireland (2010). Verbal types of 

debating can typically be divided into ministerial statements, interpellations, debates 

and a Question Time, where the operative Head of State or ministers verbally give 

answers to questions from MPs. Chilton points out that Question Time and Prime 

Minister’s Question Time are largely structured, as MPs have to present their 

questions on paper to a clerk’s office where they are selected for session, and that 

ministers are usually aware beforehand which questions will be presented to them 

(2004: 93-94).  Often there is also a separate institution where an MP can have their 

question answered in writing.  (Ilie 2010: 9-10). Other forms of discussions are also 

rule-heavy, with the Speaker of the House of Commons regulating speech and 

managing turns to speak. The House of Lords does not have a speaker, as the Lords 

are expected to manage themselves. One rule of giving speeches in the UK 

parliament which is different to for example the Finnish Eduskunta, is that the person 

delivering the speech is not allowed to read it from a paper, though they may have 

notes with them as memory aids.  There all also publications provided for the MPs 

which reference the Parliaments many rules, such as the Erskine May. The 

Parliament’s rules are however often transgressed at the cost of another goal 

(Chilton, 2004: 94).  Ilie also points out that in Westminster, MPs are able to request 

a turn to speak during debates if they wish to comment on a colleague’s address, 

which makes the UK system a mixture of pre-planned and more spontaneous 

reacting to the utterances of others (ibid. 10).  

As for the general tone of discussion, the debates in the UK parliament are, 

especially in the House of Commons, known for their heatedness and polarisation 

between government parties and the opposition. This is in contrast to the idea that a 

first-past-the-post electoral system is seen as building a robust political mainstream 

where fringe voices have difficulty to be heard. As Bayley points out, ‘the role of the 
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opposition is generally to oppose, at all costs’. (2004: 5) Of course, it will be 

interesting to see how this plays out with the Marriage Act 2013, as there was both 

cross-party support and opposition towards the legislative proposal.  

2.4 Chilton’s ‘Dimensions of Deixis’ Model and Discourse Positioning 

In his monograph Analysing Political Discourse: Theory and Practice (2004) Paul 

Chilton presents the model he calls ‘Dimensions of deixis’, with which he 

demonstrates how a speaker’s stance on a topic can affect their language use and 

especially vocabulary choices in political discourse. He starts out from the 

presupposition that language-in-use is a collection of utterances that are generated 

and interpreted according to a situation in which the utterer or utterers and one or 

more interpreters are positioned, and according to what their worldview is (ibid. 56). 

The term ‘positioned’ in this case is to be understood, in Chilton’s words, as  “—a 

spatial metaphor conceptualising the speaker’s and /or hearer’s relationship to their 

interlocutor(s), to their physical location, to the point in time of the ongoing 

utterance, and to where they are in the ongoing discourse”, rather than a mere 

physical setting (ibid. 56). In other words, he emphasises the influence an 

individual’s or a situation’s particularities can have to interpretation, which is not 

exactly an uncommon sentiment in linguistics. Additionally, he argues that, with 

propositions dividing into arguments and predicates, it is in noun phrases that the 

arguments prototypically reside, and that analysing argument nominals will give 

insight into the discourse world of a speaker (ibid. 53). In other words, noun phrases 

in the form of content words referring to people, things or phenomena can be 

analysed to reveal the arguments that inhabit a language user’s discourse world. 

(ibid.  53-54.)  

Chilton’s own model approaches the subject by referring to a ‘deictic centre’, which 

is where a speaker/hearer or their immediate reference group is metaphorically 

positioned. In its most prototypical form, the deictic centre is realised in utterances 

referring to concepts such as ‘I’ or ‘we’. In the model, the deictic centre serves as an 

end point to three axes referred to as space (s), time (t) and modality (m), all three of 

which envelop different facets of argumentation and worldview building (ibid. 57-

58, see Fig. 1).  The major notion of the framework is that when people process 

discourse, they metaphorically position the discussed entities in relation to 
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themselves, i.e. ‘a scale of remoteness from the self’ along these three axes (ibid. 57). 

Space denotes that entities will be conceptualised as being either close or far from 

the deictic centre, the ‘self’, time denotes them being either processes taking place 

now, where the ‘self’ is, or maybe a long time ago or in the future. Modality refers to 

entities associated with the ‘self’ being conceptualised as true or right in political 

discourse, whereas the other end of the scale denotes falsehood or immorality. In 

Chilton’s theory, modality refers loosely to all expressions a speaker employs to 

denote a moral or deontic evaluation on a topic (ibid. 59). In political discourse 

especially, Chilton sees the modality aspect closely related to morality, where the 

‘self’, the speaker/writer or their peer group is presented as being in the right and the 

morally wrong idea is distanced from oneself (ibid. 59).      

 

Figure 1: Chilton's Dimensions of Deixis. Source: Analysing Political Discourse, Theory and Practice 

(2004) 

In relation to all three axes, Chilton thus proposes that those discourse topics that the 

speaker feels an affinity with will be mentally positioned closer to the deictic centre 

than the topics the speaker feels unfamiliarity or distaste towards.  In language use 

this phenomenon manifests itself so that objects close to a speaker’s heart will be 

referred to in ways that also denote closeness, whereas those that are unfamiliar or 

unpleasant are depicted as being metaphorically further away (ibid. 58). According to 
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Chilton, a language user performing this mental exercise will draw from their 

background information (or assumptions) on the topic as well as indexical cues 

present in the situation (ibid. 58). The fundamental of the model is conceptual rather 

than literal language. What is meant by this is that it is unlikely that a topic’s 

positioning on the dimension axes will be completely transparent. Rather it must be 

interpreted through either the text in which it appears and/or the background 

information we have of the speaker. When explicit linguistic hints on what kind of 

‘coordinates’ a concept should be given on the deictic model do appear in texts, 

Chilton points out that the indexical expressions related to each axis can be expressed 

as either literal deictic function words or more metaphorical expressions. In the case 

of the spatial dimension, indexicals relating to ‘political or geopolitical space’, this 

includes terms such as ‘in London’ or ‘in parliament’, but it also entails expressions 

that denote figurative ‘social’ distance, such as ‘near relatives’. With the temporal 

axis, the terms placed on the scale can be either literal, such as ‘nowadays’ or ‘today’ 

or figurative, e.g. something can be defined as ‘being a thing of the past’. The deictic 

expression denoting modality in this case refers to language use which includes a 

reference to the user’s attitude on the subject, e.g. we mustn’t do this. (ibid. 56-60) 

If presented as a summation, the three axes would thus denote the following scales 

(summation mine): 

• SPACE: I/WE equals HERE, opposite end of axis equals THERE 

• TIME: I/WE equals NOW, opposite end of axis equals THEN 

• MODALITY: I/WE equals TRUE and/or RIGHT, opposite end of axis 

equals WRONG and/or IMMORAL 

Another nomenclature for the opposite end of the deictic centre in the case of all 

three axes could be OTHER (ibid. 58-60). Chilton feels that discourses and 

‘discourse worlds’, a collection of discourses as they appear in someone’s ideology 

(2004: 54), can be unveiled by locating political arguments and placing them along 

‘coordinates’ on the three axes (ibid. 60-61). The model presented here shall serve as 

an analysis and explanatory tool for certain word choices in the debates. Next, we 

will look into the concepts of power in discourse, and heteronormativity in 

contemporary British discourse.     
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2.5 Heteronormativity and Same-Gender Attraction in British Discourse 

Heteronormativity is defined as a social construction that prefers heterosexual 

relationships over homosexual ones. Jackson explains in her article evaluating the 

usefulness of the term that both in academia and activism it is often used as 

‘shorthand for the numerous ways in which heterosexual privilege is woven into the 

fabric of social life, pervasively and insidiously ordering everyday existence’ (2006: 

108). It manifests itself in the idea that heterosexual relationships and love are 

innately more valuable and natural than other relationships, though Jackson argues 

that the ideals inherent in the concept, such as a desire for a monogamous romantic 

relationship, also exclude many heterosexuals (ibid. 117). Heteronormativity also 

entails that individuals who are not perceived to be heterosexual by society are less 

worth of humane engagement and respect than those who do appear heterosexual. 

The term originally emerged from US-based research, but for example Baker has 

looked into heteronormativity as it can manifest itself in British society (2008). He 

points out that heteronormativity entails a wide range of beliefs: including that 

humans are either male or female, that these two genders are fundamentally, 

naturally different but complimentary, and that heterosexual desire and behaviour are 

justified as normal because (supposedly) one man and one woman is needed for 

procreation (ibid. 109).  Heteronormative practices and discourses do not have to be 

overt to be evaluative or even potentially damaging, which Baker illustrates by 

analysing articles in teen magazines and newspapers.  With the newspaper data set 

especially, he recounts the finding of how closeted gay people are presented as 

‘being ashamed of themselves’, whereas those celebrities that discuss their non-

normative sexuality are addressed with adjectives that portray them as either 

hedonistic or attention-seeking, thus restoring the concept of heterosexuality as 

unmarked if discussed. (ibid. 110-118) However, he has also traced counter-

discourses to heteronormativity in contemporary British society, such as an increased 

tendency for inclusive language in more progressive circles (ibid. 116-117).      

What a firm clinging to heteronormativity is also seen contributing to is the 

maintaining of a strict social category divide between what is considered to be 

‘homosexuality’ and ‘heterosexuality’. Baker argues that keeping the hierarchies in 

place is in the interest of those who are at the top (ibid. 88), and this is why it is 
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common for people to paint complex phenomena as clear-cut polar opposites where 

there is an x and an y and the x is definitely, absolutely, nothing like y (ibid. 145). 

How this can be reflected in language is shown in Baker’s research on terms related 

to bisexuality, which he for the purpose of his study defines as an ability to feel 

sexual and/or romantic attraction to both men and women (ibid. 146). Baker’s 

research into six general corpora, three of them British and three American, unearths 

results that words relating to bisexuality are around 16.5 times less common than 

those relating to homosexuality, and several times less common than those denoting 

heterosexuality. He explains this as a form of erasure, where non-binary sexual 

identities are ignored, as well as an implication that in the mainstream, bisexuality is 

often thought to be included into ‘gay’, as a similarly deviant sexual category. (ibid. 

147-150) A closer analysis of bisexual as used in the British National Corpus reveals 

it a lexical item that is used in predominantly negative contexts, denoting 

irresponsible sexual conduct, scandals, or bisexuals being unwise options as long-

time romantic partners (ibid. 148-150).  Another peculiarity is that bisexuality or 

bisexual is often tagged with gay/homosexual as a kind of afterthought (“gay and 

bisexual people”), which again collapses the identity together with being gay or 

uninteresting in its own right (ibid. 148). Of course, the BNC consists of data 

compiled in the eighties and nineties, so change might have happened on the 

discourse level since then.  

Research on discourses of same-gender relationships in the British media and 

argumentation has been conducted to an extent. For example Jowett has conducted 

analysis in arguments against ‘same-sex marriage’ in the British press from a 

psychological background and notes that the national debate in the UK, compared to 

the US, features far less references to religious reasons against same-sex marriage 

from the side of the opponents, such as claiming that homosexuality itself is 

immoral. On the other hand, the UK debate made more reference to the economic 

crisis which should be prioritised over what was seen as a ‘minority issue’ (2014: 

16).  A related study this thesis owes a great deal to, and attempts to duplicate where 

relevant, is Bachmann’s corpus-based study on discourses relating to same-gender 

couples in the UK parliament (2011). Bachmann researched and analysed the 16 

parliamentary debates that took place as part of the legislation process leading to the 

Civil Partnership Act 2010. The predominant part of his research was conducted by 
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comparing the edited debate data with the BNC Baby, a subsection of the British 

National Corpus (ibid. 86), so as to reveal interesting keywords from the primary 

data. To a lesser extent, he also compared the data from both representative Houses 

with each other, and data between supporting and opposing sides of the debate (ibid.  

85). The latter reference work did not prove to be a terribly fruitful starting point for 

analysis, since the data set from opponents turned out to be so much smaller than the 

supporting side, 11,263 to 39,219, that it was not feasible to compare the two in a 

credible manner (ibid. 85).  Having compared the debate corpus to the BNC Baby, 

Bachmann set out to sort the keywords in thematic semantic fields, such as lexemes 

referring to religion, to relationships, to people’s identities and labels etc, though he 

does not divulge if the fields were decided by intuition or by some other manner 

(ibid. 87-88). He also conducted analysis of ‘key keywords’ to determine if certain 

lexemes appeared throughout the corpus or were just heavily concentrated in for 

example one parliamentary session (ibid. 87). The results of this work, when 

compared with collocation and concordance analysis, provided a road map to 

unveiling discourses related to same-gender relationships in the debates.  Bachmann 

concludes that there are six discourses of same-sex relationships to be found in the 

corpus data. One is the ‘difference’ discourse, which carries with it an idea that 

same-sex relationships have their own peculiarity which separates them from couples 

where the participants are of opposite genders. Another discourse takes the stand that 

civil partnerships should also be available to unmarried heterosexual couples, 

cohabiting friends and other people in close relationships, which Bachmann 

interprets to mean that same-gender couples are seen as different from heterosexual 

married couples. The third discourse talks about same-gender couples as being pretty 

similar to opposite-gender couples in the end, the fourth one is worried that allowing 

civil partnership will lead to legalising ‘gay marriage’ in the future, which in 

hindsight might have been an understandable worry. Discourse number five claims 

that civil partnerships will be detrimental to society, while the sixth, a counterpart to 

the fifth, is a discourse that proclaims them actually beneficial for society. (ibid. 89-

100) Bachmann concludes that as a sort of umbrella discourse, heteronormativity is 

present throughout most of the debate, as even supporting MPs tend to frame their 

arguments from the viewpoint that heterosexual feelings and behaviour are the 

predominant norm and will not be challenged (ibid. 101). This notion is expected to 

be present in the data of the Marriage Act as well. Additionally, Bachmann discovers 
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that in the debates on the Civil Partnership Act, it was the opponents who assumed 

that same-gender marriage would end up being introduced eventually, whereas the 

supporters of introducing partnership legislation went to great lengths to declare that 

they would not push for marriage in the foreseeable future (ibid. 97).  

3 Materials & Methodology 

The data used as research material in this study consists of parliamentary debates, 

whereas the methodology is a tailor-made combination of corpus-based keyword 

analysis, and discourse analysis based on a cognitive model. Both elements shall be 

elaborated on shortly. Combining corpus linguistics with more qualitative discourse 

analysis is seen as a beneficial way of avoiding common shortcomings in discourse 

analysis and CDA especially, such as that the data samples are frequently too small 

or could be accused of being cherry-picked to fit the researcher’s worldview. Firstly, 

I would like to explain why combining these seemingly different types of research 

tools are seen as beneficial by some. Typically, Critical Discourse Analysis is 

conducted with a small data collection. There has however emerged a trend of 

exploiting linguistic corpora to perform CDA on. For example Baker, who has both 

written about the subject from a more theoretical point of view, as well as performed 

extensive research on it (i.e. 2010: 121-145), demonstrates how analysing larger sets 

of data can unveil discourses, especially in terms of repetition (ibid. 124). Repetition, 

or a corpus search returning a higher frequency for one half of a word pair (such as 

man-woman), is deemed to be a manifestation of dominance in regards to the less-

frequent word. On the other hand, occasionally a higher frequency can be a 

demonstration of a problematisation of a subject in society; Baker highlights this by 

showing how lexemes referring to homosexuality return far more words than those 

that refer to heterosexuality. (ibid. 125-126) This serves as demonstration on how 

important it still is to analyse corpus searches with a societal context. A corpus 

programme should not be a substitute for proper contextualising.  Of course, the 

researcher’s interests and worldview must also be taking into account when 

analysing the results, since not everyone interprets the same linguistic features in an 

identical manner (ibid. 128).        
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Both corpus linguistics and CDA are relatively new concepts that have enjoyed a 

surge in popularity in the past few decades, yet only quite recently has it become 

commonplace to combine the two in the same study. Mautner points out that CDA’s 

theoretical background and the analysis devices of corpus research have a 

fundamental feature in common: both find data authenticity and observing language 

in use essential for meaningful research (2009b: 33, emphases mine). She also paints 

a compelling picture on how corpus linguistics can be employed to avoid some of the 

more common critiques levelled against CDA, for example that CDA traditionally 

focuses on data sets that are either influenced by the scholar’s presuppositions, or 

that they are too small in size or variety to represent wider patterns in language use 

(ibid. 34). Especially when working with a vast general corpus as a data set one can 

already cover quite a wide range of items that offer a more solid ground for analysing 

linguistics trends. Working with a corpus can also uncover patterns that could not be 

found by mere intuition (ibid. 44), another sin critical discourse analysts are 

frequently blamed of. Furthermore, the researcher can employ corpus linguistic 

analysis to verify intuitive conclusions they have already made with the help of a 

larger corpus (Mautner 2009a: 113-138).  

 However, Mautner points out that corpus-based CDA can have its own drawbacks. 

These include clinging to high-frequency concordances, because low-frequency 

items can sometimes be more useful to analyse than the most prevalent ones, that 

corpora that are not tailor-made for the purpose of the study might not have enough 

contextual information on its data, and that large general corpora are so slow to 

assemble that they often lag behind organic language development (2009b: 44-45). 

Due to all this, it is important to keep corpus linguistics as a contributing tool and not 

to let it overtake all of the analysis, says Mautner (2009a: 124). With these caveats in 

mind, I conduct my research on a well-defined data set that I have assembled myself. 

There exists an expanding amount of research that illustrates how discourse analysis 

can in practice be facilitated by incorporating corpus linguistic to the process. As just 

one example, Ferrari has conducted discourse analysis from political speeches with 

the help of  keywords by comparing how George W Bush and Tony Blair talked 

about foreign policy to the general public (Ferrari, 2011). He also compared the 

speeches of the two statesmen to each other so he could draw up a list of keywords.  
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He for example concludes that lexemes considering the audience’s ‘homeland’ return 

higher relevance in Bush’s speeches, words like ‘Americans’ and ‘Nation’, whereas 

Blair’s keywords position him more as someone with an international perspective, 

with the keyword list including ‘European’, ‘UN’, ‘Commonwealth’ and ‘EU’, 

though ‘British’ also appears in the results (ibid. 166-167).  

The peculiarity of the study carried out in this thesis in comparison with the research 

described above is that my quantitative corpus analysis and qualitative discourse 

analysis are not performed on the exact same data set. Rather, choosing the noun 

categories especially focused on in the qualitative part is influenced by the findings 

from the quantitative part. Nevertheless, the benefits of combining quantitative and 

qualitative analysis still stand, as the quantitative part offers a bird’s eye view on the 

parliamentary discussions, and the quantitative analysis offers the possibility of 

contextualisation on the micro scale.  

3.1 Research Material 

This section is divided into describing the research material of the quantitative part, 

corpora of parliamentary debates considering marriage reform, and the qualitative 

research material. The quantitative material consists of speeches of four legislators, 

two Members from the House of Commons and two peers from the House of Lords, 

which were held in the parliamentary debates where the Bill was debated. 

3.1.1 Corpora on Debates 

The research data for the first part of the research consists of those parliamentary 

debate stages relating to the Marriage (Same-sex Couples) Act of 2013 that all 

Members of either the House of Commons or House of Lords were entitled to take 

part in. Committee discussions were omitted from the data because the amount of 

Members attending them is so much smaller compared to House meetings, possibly 

leading to skewed results. In addition, the Commons committee meetings consisted 

largely of interviewing lobbyists or other interest groups wishing to give a statement 

on the Bill. These sorts of discussions would as a genre fall outside of what usually is 

regarded as parliamentary discourse as well, and also, the power dynamics in the 

conversations and the discourse community would be different from the main 

research focus of my thesis. For the first stage, a corpus has been built from the 9 
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debates, of which 4 took place in the House of Commons and 5 in the House of 

Lords, whereas in the second stage we focus more closely on two speakers each in 

one debate from both Houses. As the data used in this study has been collected from 

the Parliament’s official records, an important point should be stressed now. 

According to Chilton, the Hansard, i.e. the official records of parliamentary debates 

in the UK parliament, does not provide meticulous transcripts or even repeat 

everything verbatim, it rather subscribes to an ideal of language where for example 

grammatical errors are often corrected (2004: 97). Thus the study does not claim to 

be an objective description of the discussions themselves, but a study on one 

representation of them. The parliamentary records may well include discrepancies 

with the actual sessions. Of course, the scope of this thesis does not include non-

verbal communication such as gesticulating, but it bears to remember that the 

Hansard is not a carbon copy of the debates and can also, as is accounted by Chilton 

and Shäffner, subscribe to a tenacious ideal of proper parliamentary records and 

follow its own, maybe even obscure rules to how they should be formed (2002: 7). 

The Hansard documents were comprised of over 700 pages of texts, so endeavouring 

a detailed reading of them all would have been impossible, time-wise. Instead, to 

determine the stance of a Member towards the Bill, I chose to examine how they had 

voted during certain key stages of the process. In the House of Commons, divisions 

took place after both the Second Reading of the Bill, on March the 5
th

, and the Third 

Reading at May the 21
st
. Voting ‘AYE’ in these divisions could be interpreted as an 

indication of the Member accepting the general makeup of the Bill and wishing to 

see it advanced. A corresponding division in the House of Lords took place after that 

houses Second Reading on the 4
th

 of June, because a wrecking amendment promoted 

by Lord Dear was voted on that day and had it gained a majority, the advancement of 

the Marriage Act would have been successfully stalled. I collected the supporting and 

opposing speeches according to the speaker’s voting records and saved them by 

stance and debate. This also made it possible to compare the keywords according to 

which side the speakers support. In some cases of Members abstaining from voting it 

was hard to determine the stance of the speaker: In those cases I either tried to 

determine it by reading their speech or left their speeches out of the opinion data 

altogether.  
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I then set out to edit the records in such a way that the material which went into the 

corpus would mostly include only discussion on the Bill, as Bachmann did with his 

own study on the Civil partnership Act (2011). This entailed two major types of 

omissions. The first kind of omissions made were those features in the written 

register of the records which would not have been verbalised during the debates: i.e. 

indication of speaker in the document, lists of voting results, and references to 

publications of the parliament mentioned in the speeches for example. The other 

general decision was to omit those instances of communication recorded where the 

participants talked about other subjects than the Bill and its procession. These 

discussion topics included, for example, negotiating the floor, the Speaker of the 

House interfering to manage the discussions, Members apologising if they came late 

to a debate, or a speaker complimenting the weather before turning to their actual 

subject. Utterances peculiar to parliamentary discussions with a ritualistic or 

discussion steering intention, such as ‘Will the [person who has the floor] give way?’ 

or ‘I beg to move’, were also removed.  

3.1.2 Speeches of Legislators 

The second part of the research is conducted by analysing certain nouns on a case 

study basis. The nouns appear in the speeches of one opponent and one proponent of 

the Bill from both the House of Commons and the House of Lords, making for the 

speeches of 4 legislators being subjected to analysis in total. For the MPs, I have 

chosen MP Tony Perkins and MP Robert Flello’s respective speeches held during the 

Second Reading of the Marriage Act (2013); for the House of Lords, the speeches 

analysed will be those of Baroness Cumberlege and Baroness Jenkin of Kennington, 

who are both female Conservative peers. The transcript in the Hansard for the 

supporting MP Perkins’ speeches is 1013 words long, including names to denote the 

speaker; the opposing Flello’s tally up to 899. Flello is the MP for Stoke-on-Trent 

and a Roman Catholic, born in 1966, whereas Perkins is from Chesterfield and only 

slightly younger, as he was born in 1970. Both are Members of Parliament for the 

Labour Party, and both are devout Christians. I deliberately wanted to pick two 

speakers whose political leanings and attitude to religion could be assumed to be 

broadly similar and who are close in age, even if their view on the benefits of same-

gender marriage differs. In addition I wanted their total speech length to be 
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somewhat similar. This turned out to be more of a challenge when choosing the case 

peers, due to the House of Lords not having a speaker and the average speech length 

thus looking different to the House of Commons where it is monitored more strictly. 

Due to this, the case study speeches are shorter than the ones for the Commons: 

Baroness Cumberlege, who opposes the amendment, holds a speech which is 614 

words in length when the supporting Baroness Jenkin’s speech is 803 words in 

length.  Speeches of this length are very brief and arguably should not be able to 

provide a satisfactory overview of the discussion in the House of Lords in general. 

However, I feel that as case studies they probably contain ample of instances to 

analyse the discourses they draw from. Additionally, there is also a larger age 

difference between the two peers: Baroness Cumberlege was born in 1943 and 

Baroness Jenkin of Kennington in 1955.   

3.2 Methodology 

This section is divided into two parts, 3.2.1 explaining the methodology of a 

quantitative corpus analysis, 3.2.2 that of a context-based discourse analysis 

exploiting Chilton’s model of deictic dimensioning.  

3.2.1 Corpus Analysis with Semantic Grouping 

The Hansard documents of the relevant debates were converted into text files, 

resulting in a corpus which were then divided into the following subcorpora: one 

consisting of the speeches of the proponents, or HoC-AYE, another build out of 

speeches given by the opponents, named HoC-NO, and corresponding corpora for 

the House of Lords, named HoL-AYE and HoL-NO. With the help of the WMatrix 

Software, I set out to run keyword searches in the corpus. WMatrix is a web-based 

software tool for corpus analysis and comparison maintained by the University of 

Lancaster. It was chosen as the corpus programme for this study due to its capability 

to perform many different functions of corpus analysis, including part-of-speech and 

semantic tagging in addition to the more conventional functions. Initial keyword 

comparisons were conducted by the free programme Antconc, but since it does not 

have an inbuilt semantic tagging feature, the multi-functionality of WMatrix was 

successful in the end. For the purpose of this Master’s thesis, 4 keyword lists were 

thus compiled with WMatrix by performing the following searches:  
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 comparing the entire House of Commons pro-legislation 

side to the anti-side in the 4 HoC debates (HoC-AYE) 

 comparing the HoC opponents to the proponents in the 4 

debates (HoC-NO) 

 comparing the entire House of Lords pro-legislation side 

to the anti-side in the 5 HoL debates (HoL-AYE) 

 comparing the HoL opponents to the proponents in the 5 

debates (HoL-NO) 

 

The result of this was thus four lists of keywords: two lists that showed those tokens 

that appeared more often in a proponent’s speech than that of an opponent’s and vice 

versa. As established in the background section, Chilton recounts that prototypically 

in political discourse, arguments appear as noun phrases, while processes appear as 

verbs (2004: 53). This notion led to the analysis of keywords being narrowed down 

to include only common nouns and those proper nouns that denoted companies, 

institutions, et cetera. Thus, from the keyword lists, those nouns that returned a log-

likelihood value of 6.63 or higher were chosen for further analysis. The cut-off point 

of 6.63 was chosen because it is the point where a keyword is seen to retain at least a 

99 per cent chance of being statistically significant. There were quite a few keywords 

in the lists where it was impossible to divine the token’s word class by sight; for 

example support or views could theoretically be either nouns or verbs. In these cases, 

I manually checked with the part-of-speech-tool whether or not the keyword had 

been used as a noun, and if they had been, I included them in the keyword noun list.   

The results were then divided into semantic fields to see if that could give any 

indication of the general traits of the debate. Bachmann appeared to have done a 

similar division in his study by employing his intuition, but I decided to consult the 

semantic tagger feature in WMatrix to guide me in the right direction. The 

programme’s semantic grouping device follows the USAS semantic category system, 

a hierarchical conceptualisation of a vocabulary that consists of 21 main discourse 

fields and expands into 232 categories in total (Archer D, Wilson A. & Rayson P: 

2002). I do not find it necessary, or indeed very readable, to embark upon a full 

explanation of the main categories here; the complete list of them is included in the 

appendix and the complete description of all the 232 categories is available in the 

source mentioned above. The tagging and grouping is meant to serve as a roadmap to 

what sort of semantic categories of nouns would be especially interesting to analyse 
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in the qualitative part. While this was conducted, keywords that seemed to relate only 

to ritualistic functions of the parliamentary discourse community that had not been 

deleted from the data during the editing process could also be removed, since 

analysing them was not within the scope of the study. These included for example 

place names such as Tottenham, since in the UK parliament it is common to refer to 

other MPs by their constituency and one partaker in the discussion was from 

Tottenham. With the help of the semantic categorising tool of WMatrix, I then set 

out to explore what kind of functions some of the nouns and their parent semantic 

fields had been given and whether or not there were significant differences in the 

vocabulary of the proponents and opponents in the debate. These results were then 

exploited in the following part of the study, the methodology of which we will look 

into now. 

3.2.2 Discourse Analysis with Chilton’s Model as Aid 

The qualitative part of the study is conducted as a context-based analysis of the 

nouns used by two MPs in their speeches of the Bill’s Second Reading in the 

Commons on February 5
th

 2013, and by two Members of the House of Lords’ 

speeches from the Lords’ Second Reading on June the 3
th

 and 4
th

 2013. The opposing 

House of Commons MP chosen for this purpose was Robert Flello, whereas the 

proponent was Toby Perkins. For the House of Lords, the peers chosen for closer 

study were Baroness Cumberlege and Baroness Jenkin of Kennington. As explained 

in the materials section (3.2.1), the legislators have been chosen so that their 

ideological counterpart for the purpose of this study, i.e. the other member of their 

House also analysed, would otherwise be socio-culturally and ideologically close to 

them.  In practice the MPs are thus of the same gender, age, social class and political 

party, and the same holds true for the two female peers. To begin the qualitative 

analysis, I consulted WMatrix once again to draw up four  lists of all the nouns these 

legislators used in their speeches, and as a starting point focused on the nouns used 

most frequently by each speaker. I also read the speeches carefully, focusing 

especially on those semantic fields that had turned out to be rich in variety for 

keywords or otherwise remarkably in the quantitative part, and then chose for further 

analysis those nouns that both appeared most frequently in the MP’s speeches and 

corresponded to a popular semantic field. Concentrating then on each individual 
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speaker, I set out to place their chosen nouns, or ‘discourse entities’, used in 

Chilton’s framework of deictic dimensions. This was done by analysing the context 

of the nouns in the speeches and what kind of attitude this combination could be seen 

to convey and thus what sort of discourses they present. The information provided 

from placing the entities and phenomena discussed on the scale of 

remoteness/closeness in the model is then elaborated on in the discussion section. 

The attempt is to explain what these results might tell us about how much the 

discourse world of one speaker differs from an opposing view. Former studies and 

the aforementioned theory background are the basis of the hypotheses of this study, 

which therefore, as mentioned in the introduction, are:  

 It is expected that there will be statistically significant 

differences in vocabulary in an MP’s argumentation 

according to whether or not they support the Bill. 

 The discourse world of a legislator will show differences 

in their employment of certain nouns depending on 

whether or not they support the Bill.  

 The discourses in the parliamentary debates will reassert 

heteronormativity, also in cases where the speaker 

supports same-gender marriage. 

 

3.3 Political Context Pertinent to the Bill 

This section serves as a short contextualisation of the socio-political climate of the 

time the Bill was debated, and the slightly out-of-ordinary political process that 

ended with it being approved.  

The Civil Partnership Act came into effect in 2005. A first for the United Kingdom, 

but not unlike legislation in many other countries by then, it granted the possibility 

for two people of the same legal gender to enter into a formalized union similar to 

marriage but with a different name. The rights and responsibilities in the two 

institutions were very nearly identical, with some differences relating to 

divorce/abolishment of a union, what type of ceremony is allowed at the officiating 

of a civil partnership et cetera (Civil Partnership Act 2004).  

Despite the minor differences in rights, there was movement to re-estimate the 

institution of marriage to make it available to all couples regardless of their legal 

genders. During the General Election of 2010, none of the three major political 
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parties mentioned ‘same-sex marriage’ in their election platforms, but nevertheless, 

the Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government put forward plans to make 

marriage available to those who previously had only been able to acquire a civil 

partnership as well. The Bill received major support in both Houses of Parliament by 

the summer of 2013, received royal assent on the 17
th

 of July, and took effect on 

March 29
th

 2014. A peculiar phenomenon from the Bill’s legislative process was 

how much opposition it faced from Conservative Members of Parliament, even 

though the process was instigated by a Conservative minister and the Prime Minister 

backed the Bill publicly several times. In fact, a slight majority of Conservative 

Members of the House of Commons ended up voting against the proposed legislation 

in both of the free-vote sessions where the Bill was advanced, though it still ended up 

passing with a clear majority. There was also both an active national debate on the 

issue and campaigning both for and against the Bill, as well as organisations from 

both sides lobbying MPs and attempting to steer public opinion. The parliamentary 

debates on marriage reform were much followed compared to the debates on average 

and some of the more colourful argumentation used during them were eagerly 

disseminated by both the traditional and social media. This public interest is one of 

the reasons the debates are worthy of study.   

4 Results 

In this section, I shall go through the results, beginning from what the corpus 

research revealed. After that, I move forward to scrutinising the more qualitative part 

of the ‘case study’ legislators according to the results established in the quantitative 

section. As a reminder regarding the corpus analysis, proper nouns referring to 

people were not included in either part of the analysis, and neither were names of 

cities or constituencies, but names of companies or institutions have been included, 

for example in the semantic grouping section, if they scored sufficiently high as 

keywords. 

4.1 Corpora of House of Commons Debates 

The attached Table 1 shows the sizes of the House of Commons corpora devised 

from the two sides of the debate. It is instantaneously evident that the proponents 

spoke much more during the debates, hence WMatrix calculating over twice as many 
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tokens in the HoC-AYE sub-corpus than in the HoC-NO. There is a possibility that 

the keyword results will be distorted due to the uneven sizes of the HoC corpora. On 

the other hand, the division following the Second Reading in the Commons was 

overpoweringly in favour of the Bill, as 400 MPs out of 600 voted for it and 175 

voted against. So perhaps the unevenness in corpora sizes merely serves as a 

reminder of the prevalence of each stance and is thus in harmony with the complete 

result. In the House of Lords, the corpora were more even in size, as we can also 

deduce from Table 1.  

Table 1: Sizes of the sub-corpora for House of Commons debates 

Corpora Tokens 

    

HoC-AYE (proponents) 108,256 

HoC-NO (opponents) 47,826 

Total 156,082 

 

4.1.1 Key Nouns in HoC-AYE and HoC-NO   

In the HoC-AYE corpus, 62 nouns scored a log-likelihood value of 6.63 or higher 

when the HoC-NO was used as a reference corpus. In the HoC-NO, the search for 

keywords yielded almost twice as many: 111 nouns with a value of 6.63 or more. It 

should be noted though that many key nouns in the HoC-NO actually appeared only 

a couple of times in the corpus, and with regards to those the log-likelihood value 

may not be entirely reliable. For example, nouns such as ‘activists’, ‘parenthood’, 

and ‘television’ all scored a LL-value of 7.10 despite only appearing three times each 

in the target corpus when they were completely absent from the reference corpus. 

However, I decided to include these sorts of dubious keywords in the semantic 

grouping as well, because they might still offer insight into the opposing side’s 

vocabulary once placed in their relevant semantic field. Another point of order is the 

fact that WMatrix does not always group the same lemma together if there is a 

chance that the two tokens could actually be homonyms. This we can see from Table 

2 below which, apart from demonstrating the top 20 highest scoring keywords for 

both corpora, also shows that WMatrix has placed ‘lords’ as a keyword for HoC-

AYE and ‘Lords’ as key for HoC-NO, and has done similarly with ‘Bill’ and ‘bill’, 
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because the former has been categorised as a proper noun. These sort of obvious 

errors were made a note of for the purpose of further research as well.  

Table 2: 20 highest-scoring key nouns for HoC corpora and problem cases highlighted 

HoC-AYE  freq. LL HoC-NO freq. LL 

Bill 83 60.74 bill 107 71.40 

Humanist 157 51.11 woman 64 42.08 

Gender 88 33.96 government 180 39.64 

transgender 36 26.34 mandate 15 35.48 

Lords 31 22.68 courts 23 31.79 

Survivor 30 21.95 manifesto 20 28.61 

Scotland 71 19.08 marriage 496 27.74 

Religions 26 19.03 man 69 26.61 

Lesbian 35 18.84 workplace 13 24.28 

Pension 66 16.53 word 28 23.02 

objections 43 16.38 view 65 21.77 

recognition 72 15.53 protection 42 20.62 

People 566 14.63 nation 15 18.85 

humanism 28 14.16 Northern_Ireland 26 18.63 

Measures 19 13.90 case_law 12 18.37 

association 19 13.90 definition 37 18.23 

Support 219 13.18 Lords 13 17.51 

certificate 18 13.17 guarantee 15 16.65 

ceremonies 42 13.02 leader 7 16.56 

humanists 62 12.67 bigotry 7 16.56 

 

4.1.2 Semantic Grouping of HoC-AYE and HoC-NO 

The keyword search left us with 60 keyword nouns to analyse further in the HoC-

AYE corpus and 110 in HoC-NO. For each corpus separately, the USAS tags of the 

words were checked and the words were then placed into a grid according to which 

one of the 21 main semantic classes of the USAS system they belonged to. The 

letters in Table 3 that are used as shorthand to denote these main categories are thus a 

division made by those who have devised the USAS system. In the table below, all 

key nouns with a log-likelihood value of 6.63 or more are thus included. Words in 

bold scored a log-likelihood value of 15.13 or more (possibility of statistical 

significance when compared to frequency in reference corpus at 99.99 per cent), 

those in italics scored 10.83 or more (99.9 per cent), and those in plain text scored 
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6.63 or more (99 per cent). For several key lemmas, both the singular and plural 

forms appeared as keywords; in this case they have both been included in the grid.  

Table 3: Semantic groups of HoC-AYE key nouns 

General and 

abstract terms (A) 

Emotions (E) Government and public (G) 

opportunity, 

transition, survivor, 

detail 

objections, 

happiness 

House of Lords 

Money and 

commerce in 

industry (I) 

Movement, 

location, travel and 

transport (M) 

Numbers and measurement 

(N) 

pension scheme, 

pension schemes, 

pension, pensions 

journey, step, 

countries 

measures, decline 

Substances,  

materials, objects  

and equipment  (O) 

 Language and  

communication (Q) 

 Social actions, states  

and processes (S) 

Thing certificate, 

arguments, 

conversations, 

arrangement 

conduct, ceremonies, gender, 

people, partner, friends, lesbian, 

transgender*, couples, 

wedding, weddings, association, 

attorney-general, slavery, 

benefits, support, religions, 

humanist, humanists, Quakers, 

spirit, humanism 

Time (T) Psychological  

actions, states and  

processes (X) 

Names and grammar  (Z) 

present, date, adult feeling, attitudes, 

recognition, review, 

issues, systems, way, 

approach, schemes, 

objective, choice 

Scotland, States, friends 

As we can see from Table 3 above, 12 of the possible 21 main semantic categories 

were represented in the HoC-AYE key nouns. The most categories with the most 

keywords are X: Psychological actions, states and Processes (11 key nouns), and S: 

Social actions, states and processes (22 key nouns). A large percentage of the key 

words in those categories are also of the most high-scoring threshold in log-
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likelihood value, such as ‘recognition’ for category X as well as ‘gender’, 

‘humanist’, and ‘religions’ for S. However, the USAS tagging function has its 

shortcomings: the plural noun schemes has been placed in X when it is most likely an 

abbreviation of pension schemes, which also appears in the table, and belongs thus 

rather in category I with it (Money and commerce in industry). Additionally, for the 

purpose of analysis, the key word ‘transgender’ is problematic because firstly, the 

part-of-sentence tagger classified it earlier as a noun when it actually is not used as 

one, neither generally in English or in the debates analysed. Secondly, it is, due to its 

relative novelty, unknown to the USAS tagger, and is given the label Z99: 

Unmatched.  Also the high occurrence of ‘humanist’, ‘humanists’, and ‘humanism’ 

is due to the proponents of the Marriage Act calling for an additional change in law 

that would allow Humanist Associations the right to wed people. In the UK, a 

Humanist Association usually means a secular or even atheist society. The topic of 

discussion is thus not the ideology or worldview of humanism itself, but the 

associations and their rights and responsibilities in England and Wales. Even if we 

were to discard these three complicated cases we can say that for the HoC-AYE key 

nouns, the categories of psychological and social actions, states and processes are the 

most common. In my qualitative case study of the MP supporting marriage reform, I 

will when possible concentrate on nouns that belong to these categories. 

Table 4: Semantic groups of HoC-NO key nouns: 

General and 

abstract terms (A) 

The body and the 

individual (B) 

Arts and crafts (C) 

guarantee, 

production, creation, 

detriment, locks, 

liberty, exclusion, 

parity, division 

heart, abortions perception 

Emotions (E) Government and public 

(G) 

Architecture, housing and 

the home (H) 

Trust government, nation, Prime 

Minister, Schedule 2, 

ministers, party, rule bill, 

partnership bill, union, 

tory, constituents, activists, 

PACS, courts, penalties, 

case law, witness, 

litigation, QC, adultery, 

garrison 

wall 
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Money and 

commerce in 

industry (I) 

Entertainment, sports and 

games (K) 

Movement, location, travel 

and transport (M) 

salary, agencies, 

workplace, job, fees 

scene, scenario immigration, movement, 

street, raft 

Numbers and 

measurement (N) 

Education (P)  Language and  

communication (Q) 

deficit, 

complementarity 

teacher clauses, manifesto, page, 

pages, speaker (also of 

House), discourse, 

consultation, interview, 

definition, redefinition, 

assurances, word, expression, 

title,  television, pamphlets 

Social actions, states  

and processes (S) 

World and environment 

(W) 

Psychological  

actions, states and  

processes (X) 

bigotry, woman, 

man, marriage, 

sisters, parenthood, 

brothers, coalition, 

faithfulness, 

mandate, leader, 

derision, protection, 

supporters, aid, 

opposition, preacher, 

preachers, God, 

scriptures, chapels, 

gospel 

nature, unclarity (sic) view (>2%), views, meaning, 

convictions, opinions, 

conscience, scrutiny, view, 

will 

Names and 

grammar  (Z) 

Northern Ireland, 

United Kingdom, 

Facebook, European 

Court [of Human 

Rights], Democrats 

Table 4 presents the most common keywords from the HoC-NO corpus. As we can 

see, Social actions, states and processes (S) is again the largest category. A notable 

difference from HoC-AYE is that the HoC-NO key words form large categories in 

Government and public (G) with 21 key words, as well as in Language and 

communication (Q) with 16 key nouns. These two categorisations done by the USAS 

tagger also overlap somewhat due to nouns appearing in Q, such as ‘manifesto’, 

‘speaker’, and ‘consultation’, referring to manifestos of political parties, an MP 

speaking in Parliament, the Speaker of the House of Commons, and a consultation 

relating to the legislative process respectively. Thus these communicative concepts 
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are related to governmental and party political vocabulary. It can thus be extrapolated 

that the opposing MPs refer to governmental processes and bodies far more often 

than the proposing side. This is an interesting feature and speaks probably of 

something else than the opposing side’s love of the genre of parliamentary debates. 

Especially the language of litigation is remarkable in the G-words of the opposition;’ 

courts’, ‘penalties’, ‘case law’, ‘witness’, ‘litigation’, and ‘QC’ are all key nouns in 

it. The opponents of the legislation are most likely presenting the problem that under 

the new law professionals like registrars or teachers will be sued if they do not 

comply with it. The socio-political-context in which this particular Bill is discussed 

is likely to offer some further insight into this fear. Additionally, the category on 

abstract things (A) is larger in HoC-NO with 9 nouns to 4 in HoC-AYE, but the 

corresponding difference is even larger with the House of Lords corpora.  

A remarkable detail when Tables 3 and 4 are compared to one another is that one 

main category shares popularity between both sides of the debate: the category of 

words relating to social phenomena. Both sides have half a dozen key words relating 

to religion and worldview in category S. This is noteworthy considering the fact that 

the main intention of the law reform was to legislate on civil marriage and no 

religious institutions were forced to marry same-gender couples. Another, possibly 

remarkable difference is that the supporting side’s key nouns referring to people are 

more gender-neutral (‘gender’, ‘people’, ‘partner’, ‘friends’, ‘couples’, ‘lesbian’ being an 

exception) whereas the language of the opposing side features the gender-specific key 

nouns ‘woman’, ‘man’, ‘sisters’, and ‘brothers’ (though parenthood also appears). 

This might denote that the opponents base their argumentation more on a worldview 

found on binaries, trying to motivate their stance on the subject on the fact that 

masculinity and femininity are complementary. The differences can also be due to 

the supporters wanting to stress a common humanity. We will see soon in the 

speeches of individual MPs from both sides if any of these speculations have any 

bearing.   

4.2 Corpora of House of Lords Debates 

Table 5 below reiterates the size of the corpora composed out of the selected House 

of Lords discussions. This time, the division of speaking time between the 

proponents and the opponents is more even than in the HoC corpus, but nevertheless 
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the proponent corpora is 28,190 tokens larger than the opponent corpus. It is of 

course possible that the word count would be slightly different if analysed with a 

different corpus programme, depending for example on how the programme 

recognises compound nouns or common phrases. WMatrix tends to categories 

phrases such as for_the_life_of_me into just one token.  

Table 4: Sizes of sub-corpora for House of Lords debates 

Corpora Tokens 

    

HoL-AYE (proponents) 86,755 

HoL-NO (opponents) 58,565 

Total 145,320 

    

 

4.2.1 Key Nouns in HoL-AYE and HoL-NO 

The HoL corpora unearthed plenty of statistically significant key nouns when the 

HoL-AYE and HoL-NO were compared to each other as well. There was less of a 

discrepancy between the amounts of significant keyword nouns of the two sides of 

the debate than with the HoC corpora. As was mentioned previously, HoC-AYE had 

62 significant key nouns when the HoC-NO had 111, but with the HoL corpora 

compared to each other the difference was far smaller. The HoL keyword 

equivalencies were 75 nouns for HoL-AYE and 82 for HoL-NO. Excluding common 

nouns referring to individuals again and error cases stemming from WMatrix’s quirk 

to occasionally differentiate the same lemma when it is spelt with a capital initial, 67 

nouns for HoL-AYE and 70 nouns for HoL-NO was the amount chosen for further 

analysis. A previously, the 20 highest scoring keywords are present in the table 

attached and the full table can be found in Appendix 1. The lemmas ‘lord’ and 

‘baroness’ are highlighted due to WMatrix once more not recognising them as the 

same lemma depending on whether the first letter is in capitals or not. Furthermore, 

again the effect from the HoC corpora where a statistically significant key noun may 

actually only occur a couple of times of the corpus manifests itself. This is not most 

evident in the highest-scoring nouns, but for example the lemma ‘uniformity’ scores 



37 

 

 

a log-likelihood value of 7.27 in HoC-NO when it only appears 4 times in the corpus. 

We now move on to the semantic grouping of the keywords analysed.  

Table 5: 20 highest scoring key nouns for HoL corpora 

HoL-AYE  freq. LL HoL-NO freq. LL 

Lord 197 203.24 lord 172 65.12 

Couples 274 52.10 situation 28 27.98 

Bill 50 51.59 union 43 25.70 

Tribute 27 27.86 inquiry 14 25.45 

Humanist 43 27.64 schools 82 18.21 

regulations 33 26.84 character 24 17.73 

Survivor 25 25.79 haste 9 16.36 

Cost 20 20.63 complementarity 9 16.36 

Benefits 48 20.32 children 118 14.90 

Gender 44 19.61 words 40 14.75 

Pension 25 19.13 difference 42 14.58 

pension_schemes 18 18.57 authorities 11 14.14 

Powers 23 17.23 referenda 7 12.72 

Pay 31 17.14 discipline 7 12.72 

Marriages 125 16.01 church_schools 7 12.72 

Lesbian 39 15.80 bond 7 12.72 

Schemes 21 15.35 life 46 12.60 

Earl 21 15.35 degree 10 12.51 

Baroness 141 14.44 parenting 17 12.48 

Strength 14 14.44 family 62 11.51 

 

4.2.2 Semantic grouping of HoL-AYE and HoL-NO 

The semantic categorising of the House of Lords debates does not reveal any 

astonishing findings when compared to the categories of the Commons key nouns. 

As we can see from Table 7, the key nouns of HoL-AYE offer examples of 11 of the 

21 main categories, whereas HoL-NO nouns represent 12 out 21 categories (Table 

8). In contrast, the HoC-AYE words spanned 12 categories and the HoC-NO 16. 

There are no vast differences in the way the keywords distribute themselves across 

the categories, with categories relating to general and abstract terms, the government, 

money, social actions, and communication being the most popular categories again. 

Some differences of course do emerge, and they will be discussed shortly. Many of 

the keywords from the Commons corpora also make a reappearance here, not just the 
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main categories. As an addendum, it must be noted that the USAS tagger system of 

WMatrix made certain educated guesses and ended up categorising a couple of the 

nouns in evidently the wrong categories, similar to what happened with ‘scheme(s)’ 

in the HoC-AYE grid. I have in those clear cases taken the liberty of placing the 

words in a more suitable category after checking their concordances to an extent. For 

example, the noun ‘union’ was tagged by USAS as G as in Government and public, 

when the concordances clearly showed that the opponents where more likely to 

employ it as a synonym for ‘relationship’, often as a paraphrase of the notion 

‘marriage is defined as a union between a man and a woman’. Currently those nouns 

have been placed in their semantically most logical main category grids below 

together with the addendum ‘mistagged’.  

Table 6: Semantic categories of HoL-AYE key nouns 

General and abstract terms 

(A) 

Emotions (E) Government and public (G) 

survivor, powers, 

discrimination, service, 

amendments, changes, point, 

right,  

bullying, joy Bill, regulations, Commons, 

registrar-general, armed forces, 

civil rights, regime 

Money and commerce in 

industry (I) 

Movement, location, travel 

and transport (M) 

Substances, materials, objects 

and equipment  (O) 

cost, pension, pension 

schemes, pay, schemes 

(mistagged), pension scheme, 

pensions, scheme 

(mistagged), taxpayer 

approach provisions 

 Language and 

communication (Q) 

Social actions, states and 

processes (S) 

Time (T) 

Point couples, tribute, humanist, 

benefits, gender, marriages, 

lesbian, earl, strength, 

committees, church, widows, 

widowers, service, Bishops, 

transgender*, transpeople, 

friends, organisations, 

homosexuality, sexuality, 

comfort, lords, lesbians, right, 

equalisation (mistagged), 

beginning, weeks, lifetime 

Psychological actions, states 

and processes (X) 

Names and grammar  (Z) 

issues, procedure, approach, 

policy, hope 

Church in Wales, YouGov, 

Scotland 
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One feature that appeared more while categorising words from HoL-AYE was that 

some lemmas were placed by the USAS tagger into more than one category, and 

these examples are underlined in the grid. For example, WMatrix interpreted the key 

noun ‘approach’ as denoting physical movement in other instances (category M) and 

as metaphorical stance-taking to a topic (category X). Again, the category of the 

Social actions, states and processes (S) is the one where most of the statistically 

significant key words end up in, 27 for HoL-AYE. Because ‘transgender’ is again 

treated as a noun by WMatrix, when it mostly appears as a modifier, we could 

jettison it and treat the S category as having 26 key nouns for HoL-AYE. In addition, 

the relatively new term ‘transpeople’, perhaps surprisingly, appears as a HoL-AYE 

keyword, especially since it did not do so in the HoC corpora. It could have been 

assumed that due to the higher medium age of the House of Lords peers and the fact 

that they are not elected, neologisms would have been more likely to appear in the 

HoC key nouns. HoL-AYE also features 9 tokens relating to money and pensions in 

category I (Money and commerce in industry) from 6 lemmas, whereas the category 

is completely absent from the HoL-NO keywords. Probably this is due to the 

supporters appealing that in Britain, some tax benefits are different for married 

couples than for couples who are not married or are in a civil partnership. 

Interestingly, the category of I does claim five keywords in the semantic grouping 

grid of HoC-NO.   

For the HoL-AYE (Table 8), the most common keywords, which appear in bold, 

seem to be related to the bill’s desired legal repercussions, featuring pension talk and 

the words ‘survivor’ and ‘benefits’, and secondarily to identity, with words such as 

‘gender’ and ‘lesbian’. Few of them take an explicitly emotional stance, with the 

exception of ‘tribute’, though ‘joy’ and ‘hope’ appear with a lower log-likelihood 

value. The category of social processes once again features many words related to 

(Christian) organised religion, whereas it is absent from an otherwise similarly 

populated main category in HoL-NO.  
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Table 7: Semantic categories of HoC-NO key nouns 

General and abstract terms 

(A) 

The body and the individual (B) Government and public (G) 

situation, difference, degree, 

factor, conflict, development, 

consensus, exceptions, 

importance, problems, 

discretion, uniformity, 

manifestation, disadvantages, 

fact 

fertilisation, fashion, childbearing  authorities, referenda, 

discipline, marriage bill, 

counsel, criminal law, law, 

section 403 (mistagged), 

registrars (mistagged), 

referendum 

Life and living things (L) Numbers and measurement (N) Substances,  

materials, objects  

and equipment  (O) 

Life haste, complementarity balance 

Education (P)  Language and communication 

(Q) 

Social actions, states and 

processes (S) 

schools, church schools, 

study, teacher, pupils 

inquiry, words, covenant, word, 

drafting, speakers, terms, name 

union (mistagged), 

character, children, bond, 

parenting, family, child,  

mandate, consummation 

(tagged as Z99), necessity, 

jurisdiction, incest, household, 

common sense, guidance, 

population, zealots, nurturing, 

faithfulness, associations, 

siblings 

World and environment 

(W) 

Psychological actions, states and 

processes (X) 

Names and grammar  (Z) 

Tide conscience, outcomes, 

presumption, confusion, check, 

opinion 

ComRes 

The largest main category for HoL-NO as well is S with 21 key nouns. The category 

relating to government (G) is well-stocked again with 10 nouns, but this time it has 7 

types in HoL-AYE as well, when HoC-AYE only has one word in the category, 

‘House of Lords’.  Also the category of General and abstract terms (A) includes 15 

lemmas in HoL-NO as opposed to 9 in HoC-NO. In both of the opponent corpora, 

this category includes may nouns related to conflict/unity, with examples such as 

‘guarantee’, ‘exclusion’, ‘parity’, and ‘division’ from HoC-NO and ‘difference’, 

‘conflict’, ‘consensus’, ‘problems’, and ‘uniformity’ from HoL-NO. The fact that the 

A category of HoL-NO also includes the nouns ‘consensus’, ‘discretion’ and 

‘disadvantages’ might be due to the House of Lord opponents having an even 

stronger conviction than their Commons counterparts to paint the proposed 
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legislation as a divisive and polarising matter. As a contrast to HoC-NO, the HoL-

NO semantic category of Language and communication (L) includes far less key 

nouns (16 to 8), and in HoL-No they have more to do with speech and abstract 

language ideas such as ‘term’ and ‘name’ than other media such as ‘television’ in 

HoC-NO. 

The differences between keywords in the S category again appears, but not exactly in 

the same way as with the HoC corpora. This time, the HoL-NO key words referring 

to people include many words relating to reproducing the human race or society, 

such as ‘child’/‘children’, ‘parenting’, ‘family’, ‘consummation’, ‘population’, and 

‘nurturing’. The S words for HoL-AYE   in contrast have more examples of words 

relating to romantic relationships and coupledom, such as ‘couples’, ‘marriages’ 

‘lesbian’/’lesbians’, ‘widows’, ‘widowers’, ‘homosexuality’, and ‘sexuality’. This is 

interesting, as with the HoC corpora the differences in this category had more to do 

with the opponents having more gender-specific words than the words relating to 

religion being more evenly split. Without the concordances this is in the danger of 

becoming guesswork, but it could be an indication of a general discourse among the 

House of Lords peers that the difference between genders is a given and thus the 

opposition would not have to stress it in their debating. The vocabulary on parenting 

can also be more prevalent in HoL-NO because the Commons members may, due to 

voter pressure or their generally younger age, be discouraged from questioning 

LGBT citizen’s capability of being equally good parents as heterosexual couples. We 

shall now continue to the qualitative analysis based on these keyword findings.   

4.3 Context-based Analysis of Two MPs in HoC Debate 

In this qualitative part of the study, I intend to analyse discourses and affinity 

associated with certain nouns two Members of the House of Commons used often in 

the speeches they made during the Second Reading of the Marriage Act 2013.  For 

Toby Perkins MP who supports same-gender marriage, the word ‘people’ will be 

placed in the deictic dimensions grid and analysed, whereas for Robert Flello, who 

opposes same-gender marriage, the terms will be ‘love’ and ‘commitment’. 

Additionally, the terms ‘marriage’ and ‘equality’/’inequality’ will be analysed from 

both the MPs speeches, since they both used them often.  The nouns analysed all 

belong to the USAS semantic categories of Government and public (G), Language 
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and communication (Q), Social actions, states and processes (S), or Psychological 

actions, states and processes (X) due to the prevalence of these categories in the 

corpus results. The following table presents those nouns from the speeches our case 

MPs they used more than once when speaking in the Second Reading of the Bill. The 

nouns that are classified as their semantic category being one of those which will be 

especially emphasised in the analysis have a grey background in the picture: 

Table 8: Nouns in speeches of case MPs appearing more than once 

Toby Perkins MP (Lab), supporter Robert Flello MP, (Lab) opponent 

Noun Tokens % of text Noun Tokens % of text 

People 14 1.12 marriage 24 2.79 

Equalities 6 0.48 love 7 0.81 

Members 6 0.48 commitment 7 0.81 

Marriage 6 0.48 partnerships 7 0.81 

Bill 5 0.40 inequality 7 0.81 

Principles 5 0.40 equality 6 0.70 

Argument 4 0.32 society 6 0.70 

Equality 4 0.32 marriages 5 0.58 

Member 4 0.32 state 5 0.58 

government 4 0.32 divisions 3 0.35 

Way 4 0.32 people 3 0.35 

Contract 4 0.32 couples 3 0.35 

Agenda 3 0.24 basis 3 0.35 

Years 3 0.24 government 3 0.35 

Time 3 0.24 issue 2 0.23 

Day 3 0.24 argument 2 0.23 

Rest 3 0.24 nature 2 0.23 

representations 3 0.24 views 2 0.23 

Detail 3 0.24 union 2 0.23 

Debate 3 0.24 man 2 0.23 

Groups 3 0.24 woman 2 0.23 

opportunity 3 0.24 creation 2 0.23 

Point 3 0.24 care 2 0.23 

homosexuality 3 0.24 recognition 2 0.23 

Respect 3 0.24 definition 2 0.23 

Right 3 0.24 partnership 2 0.23 

Lab 2 0.16 churches 2 0.23 

importance 2 0.16 bill 2 0.23 

Faith 2 0.16 issues 2 0.23 

Friend 2 0.16 legislation 2 0.23 

partnerships 2 0.16 community 2 0.23 
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Majority 2 0.16 

Meetings 2 0.16 

Things 2 0.16 

Minister 2 0.16 

Colleague 2 0.16 

Council 2 0.16 

councillors 2 0.16 

Appalled 2 0.16 

Response 2 0.16 

Question 2 0.16 

Manifesto 2 0.16 

commitment 2 0.16 

Parties 2 0.16 

Subject 2 0.16 

Election 2 0.16 

conservatives 2 0.16 

Top 2 0.16 

Issue 2 0.16 

Pride 2 0.16 

Decision 2 0.16 

Place 2 0.16 

Society 2 0.16 

relationships 2 0.16 

The semantic categories frequent in the corpus key nouns are thus also frequent in 

Perkins’ and Flello’s speeches. We will now embark upon the venture of drawing 

deictic dimension maps for both MPs according to what kind of discourses they 

exploit in their oratory. 

4.3.1 Toby Perkins MP and Some Dimensions for Groups of People 

We begin with the supporting MP, Toby Perkins. The most frequent noun used by 

Perkins is by WMatrix denoted to be ‘people’, which is why in my analysis I will 

focus on how he speaks about certain groups of people. Actually, of these 14 tokens, 

3 refer too ‘gay people/people who are gay’, and one refers to young people. The 

other 10 instances present ‘people’ as a more general term, whereas the modifiers 

attributed to these 4 tokens might hint that young or gay people are not 

conceptualised as prototypical members of the collective noun ‘people’. Perkins also 

draws from personal experience in one of his speeches, as we can see in extract 1: 

(1) “I have never said this in political terms before, but at the end of her life my mother 

was gay. It was difficult for me as a young man growing up in Sheffield to think that 
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my friends might discover that. People do not deserve to live in that way, so this is 

fundamentally about mutual respect. I think that is why the majority of people, as 

polls have shown, ultimately support the proposal. They recognise that people are 

made differently and have a right to enjoy the same things as others.” (House of 

Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013. Bolding in all data extracts is by me.) 

Perkins thus motivates the need for law reform not just as a way to better a 

minority’s position, but justifies it by the anxiety he expressed by growing up in an 

environment where he suffered due to his mother’s sexuality not being accepted. 

This anecdote, with the speaker’s reference to ‘the majority’ supporting same-gender 

marriage according to polls, seems to denote concepts of group solidarity caused by 

an understanding of a common humanity. With these in mind I think it is fair to place 

‘gay people’ close to the deictic centre on the modality-scale in the figure (see Fig. 

2), but not entirely in the centre itself. Perkins still distances himself from being 

exactly like people that are gay, yet he still strives to presents himself as an emphatic 

ally.

 

Figure 2: Nouns in MP Perkins' speech denoting groups of people 
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Speaking about citizens who might not accept the reform, Perkins states the 

following:  

(2) “I recognise that some people—predominantly older members of society—are 

worried about the way the world is changing and the things that they are seeing.” 

(House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

He thus mentally places the elderly as a group who prefer the way things are now 

and who are of another era than those like Perkins himself, who supports the Act. In 

doing this, he also characterises them as being ‘worried’, not for example, evil or 

bigoted, thus reinforcing the notion that these older people are not to be blamed for 

their worldview. The referent ‘young people’ appears in Perkins’ speech when he 

presents what his impression of one of the opposition’s ideas are, exploiting one of 

the most iconic characteristics of political discourse according to Chilton, namely the 

art of meta-representation:  

(3) “Some of those who have written to me seem to believe that the argument is about 

whether heterosexuality or homosexuality is better. They seem to argue that, because 

gay marriage will be an option, some young people will suddenly decide that they 

are not straight anymore, but gay.” (House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 

2013) 

This, in turn, presents young people as the sort of individuals who are subject to 

influences and able to decide on almost a whim what their sexual orientation might 

be. The stereotyping forms an interesting contrast to the previous characterization of 

the elderly as more entrenched in their ideology and character. However, what both 

groups have in common, both with each other and the aforementioned ‘gay people’, 

is that Perkins shows understanding and a benevolent attitude towards all of them but 

in his speech also reflects that he is not strictly speaking of one of them – the elderly 

and the young are even more than gay people characterized as groups whose conduct 

would be unusual for Perkins himself, possible due to the subject under discussion. 

4.3.2 MP Robert Flello on ‘Love’  and ‘Commitment’ 

The noun ‘love’ appears in Robert Flello’s speeches 8 times, interestingly 6 times out 

of those in the phrase ‘love and commitment’. Since it is one of his most high-

scoring nouns, the phenomenon is worth exploring. The following deictic dimensions 

map denotes what sort of value Flello places on these concepts in different 

circumstances: 
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Figure 3: Robert Flello MP's use of the nouns 'love' and 'commitment' 

Flello does not try to argue against love and commitment in itself, but still sees 

equating it with the essence of marriage to be disingenuous. We talking about 

marriage, he says that it is: 

(4) “–not simply about the love and commitment of the happy couple, as important as 

that is.” (House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

Flello thus states directly that love and commitment are not trivial aspects in a 

romantic relationship, which is why the phrase on its own finds itself close to the 

deictic centre in the map (Fig. 3, number 1). He also mentions civil partnerships as    

‘–a celebration and recognition of the love and commitment that two people of the 

same gender have–’, which denotes his approval of such a union and thusly this 

concept has been placed rather close to the deictic centre as well. However, as we 

can see in examples 5 and 6, Flello wants to reiterate that the definition of marriage 

needs further ingredients to be viable (what that would be shall be explored below in 

section 4.3.3.): 
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(5) “Some of the divisions arise from the campaign to steer people into thinking that 

marriage is simply about love and commitment.” (House of Commons: 2nd 

reading, 5 February 2013) 

(6) “If marriage were simply about love and commitment, we would first have to define 

love as being sexual love, because otherwise non-sexual relationships that are based 

on love and commitment would also have to be treated as marriage on the basis of 

the definition of equality. If the definition of marriage is simply love and 

commitment, why is the state interested at all?” (House of Commons: 2nd reading, 

5 February 2013) 

More than one interesting factor is at play here. Firstly, the concept that marriage as 

only a sign of love of commitment, is according to Flello, not a reality in the present 

moment where he voices his thoughts. Instead he insinuates that the public is 

manipulated by the proponents of the law to adopt this notion, and that the new 

legislation would stem from this misconception of marriage. Flello’s intention 

appears to be to describe this marriage-as-only-love-and-commitment, to be a 

lacking, maybe even an absurd and distasteful concept. This is why the concept is 

based in the model on the far end of the morality scale as a clearly faulty way to 

observe the world. He further distances himself from the assumed just-love-and-

commitment discourse by claiming that we would have to define marriage as sexual 

love, as otherwise non-sexual relationships based on love and commitment would 

also need to be defined as marriage. This thought process was admittedly slightly 

difficult to follow but he seems to attempt to show the absurdity of the love-and-

commitment argument by simultaneously trying to maintain that it devaluates 

friendships and similar interaction as well as saying that there would be no sense in 

redefining marriage as sexual love. Ironically, Flello either knowingly or 

unknowingly actually employs rhetoric sometimes used by radical queer activists and 

scholars to explain why they do not see same-gender marriage as a worthy cause, 

namely that reserving a special status in society to one form of relationship is unfair 

towards all the other ways that people experience coming together and caring for one 

another. Flello of course still wants to maintain the special status of marriage 

himself. It is also interesting that his rhetoric can be interpreted to presume that 

marriage equals sexual love, which is perhaps the overwhelming norm in current 

society but not necessarily true.  His speech does however include the discourse that 

non-sexual relationships are often based on love and commitment as well. This 

notion is placed in the map close to the deictic centre morally but slightly further 



48 

 

 

away from it spatially, as Flello gives no indication that committed non-sexual 

relationships would be of significant importance to him.   

So, interestingly, Flello has employed the phrase ‘love and commitment’ six times, 

mostly to illuminate how a marriage should not be judged on merely those merits. 

The following results map focuses on the use of ‘marriage’ in the MP’s speeches, 

where we also find out what the lacking feature in this definition of marriage is 

according to Flello.    

4.3.3 Dimensions of the Noun ‘Marriage’ in Flello’s and Perkins’s’ Speeches  

The word ‘marriage’ appears in Robert Flello MP’s speeches 24 times, adding up to 

2.79 per cent of all his input in the debate. The plural form ‘marriages’ appears an 

additional 5 times. Due to this, I decided to scrutinise this noun and the concepts 

connected with it in Flello’s speeches more closely. Perkins’s usage of the noun will 

also be explored as a contrast, though his speech only includes 5 instances of it.  

Flello takes issue with the colloquial name of the law reform –equal marriage–    

because according to him, it does not reflect the proposed change in an accurate 

manner:   

(7) “[…] this is not a matter of equality, no matter how often it is referred to as equal 

marriage.” ( MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

(8) “Under the law as it stands, as tested in the European Court of Human Rights, civil 

partnerships are equal to marriage. They might not have the same name, but they 

are equal.” (MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

With these arguments, Flello does not propose that equality should not be aspired to; 

he instead states that the contemporary model of two separate institutions is an equal 

one due to the practical similarities between civil partnerships and marriage. He also 

refers to the ECHR as an authority figure to legitimise a ‘separate but equal’ stance. 

Interestingly, the ECHR in the form ‘european_court’ appeared as a key noun in the 

HoC-NO corpus with a log-likelihood value of  8.39, so it must have been referenced 

in other opposing speeches as well in that House. Since Flello also states that “– civil 

partnerships are a celebration and recognition of the love and commitment that two 

people of the same gender have for each other,” he finds it important to show that he 

values same-gender relationships and does not find them depraved. Within these 
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parameters, we can place the concept of ‘equal marriage’ at the far end of the 

morality axis, because Flello finds it dishonest as a term and unnecessary as a 

reform. ‘Civil partnerships [as equal to marriage]’ would find themselves much 

closer to the deictic centre on the morality scale, since Flello states that they are 

valued by the people in them and by society.     

 

Figure 4: Deictic dimensions of 'marriage' and its close associates in Robert Flello MP's speeches 

Yet Flello also spends some time asserting that marriage has a special function in 

society: reproduction, and this characteristic is why it deserves to be treated 

differently from all other forms of relationships. As we discovered earlier, he tends to 

use the phrase ‘love and commitment’ to argue that these elements do not yet a 

marriage make, but he also argues that: 

(9)  “Perhaps the parts of society that do not view civil partnerships as being exactly 

identical to marriage do so because a large proportion of society views marriage as 

being about the union of a man and a woman for the creation and care of children, 

and not simply about the love and commitment of the happy couple, as important as 

that is.” ( MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

 



50 

 

 

(10) “Marriage is the union of a man and a woman that is open to the creation and care 

of children—not in all cases, but fundamentally that is its intrinsic value. This Bill 

will fundamentally change that.” (MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 

February 2013) 

Marriage is thus constructed as the best, in fact almost the only way of regenerate the 

human race. It is notable that other aspects are thought to be part of a successful 

marriage, but the potential for most opposite-gender couples to create new life 

together is used to legitimise their slightly higher status in the relationship hierarchy. 

This, I feel, entails that in the dimension model ‘a marriage for the purpose of 

reproduction’ could be placed almost on the deictic centre, since it is shown to be 

right and essential for the continuation of humanity. I have set ‘marriage as only a 

sign of love and commitment’ much closer to the Immoral far end of the axis, 

because it could be said that the emphasis on children gives the impression that 

marriages entered into without the intention of bearing them are lacking. Perkins 

offers a more multi-faceted view in his speech when stating: 

(11) “[…] [Shadow Home Secretary Yvette Cooper] also made very well the point that 

marriage belongs to all of us, rather than simply to religious groups.” ( MP Perkins, 

House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 

In extract 11 he expresses his agreement to the opinion that marriage is for the entire 

society to define as it sees fit. Also, though Perkins himself is a devoted Christian, he 

presumes that it is especially the religious who feel unease with same-gender 

marriage. In extract 12, Perkins talks about his happiness for freedom of opinion: 

(12) “I am also glad that the Minister has confirmed that there will be no requirement on 

teachers to promote gay marriage --“ (MP Perkins, House of Commons: 2nd 

reading, 5 February 2013) 

This utterance suggests that ‘promoting gay marriage’ would be very taxing for 

someone who disagrees with it, even if they are in a profession where they are 

expected to educate others. It is possibly a rebuke to the opposition’s argumentation 

that there will be new constraints to freedom of expression if the legislation changes. 

However, it still carries the idea that same-gender marriage is understandably a 

controversial thing, whereas there is no questioning whether or not a teacher would 

want to promote opposite-gender marriage. I would place promoting gay marriage 

far from the deictic centre due to it being both unlikely and unwanted. Also, Perkins 

used the phrase, ‘gay marriage will be an option’, when he talked about young 

people, denoting the fact that such unions would be available to those who want to 
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enter into one, again employing the discourse that the Bill gives more freedom for 

people by giving some of them more options in life and letting the rest carry on as 

before. ‘Gay marriage as an option’, would thus be close to the moral deictic centre.  

 

Figure 5: Deictic dimensions of 'marriage' in Toby Perkins MP's speeches 

 

Interestingly, Flello feels the need to stress that he is not a bigot. He refers to gay 

friends and relatives, like Perkins referred to his mother, possibly to assure that he 

does not personally shun gay people and is also liked by some of them due to having 

some of them as friends. But Flello uses his relations to argue that the minority the 

MPs are discussing has not actually requested the reform themselves:  

(13) “I am amazed that the Government should bring forward this Bill at a time when 

there are other pressing issues. Despite having gay friends and relatives, the issue of 

same-sex marriage has never once been brought to my attention- -“ ( MP Flello, 

House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 2013) 
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Flello hopes to convey that the reform is both unnecessary and unpopular, since he 

has not been alerted of its essentiality. To him, ‘same-sex marriage’ is an issue that 

has never been brought to his attention, which I think justifies its place in the deictic 

dimensions grid: far from the centre, both spatially and morally. As a trait running 

through the speech, he seems to attempt to frame his stance to be one of common-

sense and logic, instead of relying on emotional arguments. Perkins, it could be 

argued, uses a mixture of both when speaking of his faith and his own marriage: 

(14) “As a Christian, I see Christianity as a tremendously generous religion. As I have 

said previously, I think that Jesus Christ led the way on promoting equalities. There 

are any number of stories in the Bible that make it absolutely clear that Jesus stuck 

up for groups that had been oppressed over the years. As a Christian, I feel entirely 

comfortable voting in favour of this Bill. As someone who got married at the famous 

Crooked Spire church in Chesterfield, I do not think that my marriage will be 

besmirched or undermined in any way by the fact that gay people in the future might 

also be able to say that they are married.” (MP Perkins, House of Commons: 2nd 

reading, 5 February 2013) 

Perkins expresses being able to negotiate his religious beliefs with the proposed 

reform by interpreting that the authority figure of the religion would have stood up 

for the disadvantaged. Though not in line with the current scientific method, from his 

point of view doing what Jesus would have done could be seen as an exhibition of 

logical conduct. Jesus could also be said to serve as an inspiration for Perkins here, 

so he might also be arguing from an emotional perspective. His use of strong positive 

adjectives when describing Christianity as a ’tremendously generous’ strengthens 

this interpretation, I feel. The way he later uses the strong adjectives ‘undermined’ 

and ‘besmirched’ to express what he feels will not happen to his marriage, is also an 

indication of emotional argumentation, though here Perkins for his turn could be 

attempting to borrow the rhetoric of the opposition. Marriage can thus as a concept 

take on many forms in even such short texts as these speeches are.  

4.3.4 Perkins and Flello on ‘Equality(ies)’ and ‘Inequality’ 

The noun ‘equality’ and its plural form ‘equalities’ occur together 7 times in the 

speeches of Toby Perkins MP and 6 times in the speeches of Flello (only in singular 

form). In contrast, Flello also employs the opposite term, ‘inequality’ a further 7 

times. In Flello’s case, he on several occasions uses the two terms as a rhetoric 

device by repeating them close to one another in his text. Because both ‘equality’ and 

‘inequality’ are in Flello’s speeches often modified by negation, as in ‘there is no 
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inequality’, I found it justifiable to explore them together and in the same section. 

These concepts were already touched upon in the section on ‘marriage’, when Flello 

ascertained that opposing this amendment in the marriage law is not the same as 

opposing equality. So what do these MPs speak about when they speak about 

‘equality’ and’ inequality’? 

 

Figure 6: Deictic dimensions on '(in)equality' in the speeches of Flello (letters) and Perkins (numbers) 

Figure 6 above demonstrates examples of both of the MP’s discourse worlds that can 

be extrapolated from the nouns relating to ‘equality’. As has already been observed 

in section 4.3.3, extract 7 Flello does not denounce the concept of equality, even 

when he rejects the notion that same-gender marriage would be a necessary step to 

promote it. The previously quoted ‘this is not about equality’-part in section 4.3.3. 

can be paraphrased thus: Flello opposes the Marriage Amendment 2013, and he also 

feels that it is not about equality. This claim, especially together with the idea that 

civil partnerships are a valuable institution and that the ECHR declared them to be 

equal to marriage, offers the impression that Flello values equality immensely, but 

the frame of the amendment is about something different. Therefore the ‘not a matter 
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of equality’ idea is placed close to the deictic centre, as it would according to Flello 

not be immoral to oppose the amendment. He also proposes that: 

(15) “The Bill is trying to engineer a cultural equivalence to tackle a perceived lack of 

equality in wider society – “(MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 

February 2013) 

Here equality as part of the phrase ‘lack of equality’ is shown to be a falsehood by 

the lexical choice of ‘perceived’, as in Flello cannot confirm that the observation is 

true. Also the word choice of ‘trying to engineer’ a cultural equivalence promotes the 

notion that the essence of the Bill does not originate from the natural world. 

Therefore the ‘perceived lack of equality’ is situated on the map towards the 

immoral/wrong end of the scale. In fact, Flello does not just disagree with the 

thought that the Bill promotes equality, but goes as far to proclaims that it in fact 

creates inequality. He motivates this in extract 16 in the following ways: 

(16) “Under the terms of the Bill, there will be marriage in two forms—traditional 

marriage and same-sex marriage, which are neither the same nor equal. The Bill 

creates further inequality, with traditional marriages being allowed within some 

Churches and same-sex marriages not allowed. Same-sex couples will have the 

choice of civil partnership or marriage, whereas opposite-sex couples can have only 

traditional marriages—yet more inequality.” (MP Flello, House of Commons: 2nd 

reading, 5 February 2013) 

So Flello draws attention to the fact that there are small differences in legislation 

between same-gender and opposite-gender marriages, that religious organisations are 

allowed to decide on their own stance, and that under the amended law civil 

partnerships would still be permitted to only to same-gender couples. He argues that 

the outcome would be that same-gender couples would end up having more rights 

according to the last point, which would result in further inequality. A counterpart to 

this is the aforementioned authority figure, the European Court of Human Rights as 

mentioned by Flello in extract 8: a previous case has in his opinion stated ‘‒ ‒ that 

there is no inequality’. Mentioning the court feeds back to the corpus results that the 

semantic field related to litigation was employed more frequently by the opposition. 

It can thus be concluded that were there any inequality, Flello would of course be 

concerned. It is quite simple to assert that Flello presents himself as regarding actual 

inequality as a disagreeable thing, which is why it in the dimensions map is placed at 

the Immoral/Wrong end of the scale, and the ‘no inequality’ notion is by the deictic 

centre.  
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The point underlying Flello’s argumentation is that he attempts to show how the 

supporters are interested in arguing semantics, more about impressions than the 

actual content of the reform. In the light of this framework, Perkins’s 

conceptualisation of the subject could be said to appear more abstract, as his 

utterances on ‘equality’/’equalities’ include, 

(17)   “Perhaps in a few years’ time, the argument will have moved on and we will all be 

able to recognise that equality in our country is a good thing.” 

(18) “Today is a significant day for Britain as an equal nation. Today is about equality. “ 

(19)  "Perhaps that says something about how we need to start putting equalities at the 

top of the agenda.” (MP Perkins, House of Commons: 2nd reading, 5 February 

2013) 

These are all three rather general statements but unequivocally positive: equality is 

presented as solely beneficial in the first example. The use of ‘in our country’ 

indicates that furthering it would be a benefit for the whole society, which is 

strengthened by calling the day ‘significant for Britain’. When Perkins muses on 

putting equalities on top of the agenda, he simultaneously insinuates that some 

groups are less committed to it than he and his reference group. Together with the 

already referenced ideas that Jesus would have supported equality, it is evident that 

Perkins sees the term as wholly positive and feels an affinity with it, which is why in 

the map all examples of it can be found close to the deictic centre to donate closeness 

and rightness. The most interesting finding of this section is that the two MPs have 

quite similar attitudes to equality as an abstract concept, namely that it should 

definitely be aspired to. Flello even solidified this by employing an ‘inequality is 

bad’ discourse. What he and Perkins disagree on is how the concept of equality is 

best reflected in practice, when for Perkins allowing ‘equal’ marriage would be an 

example of it and whereas Flello feels the exact opposite. Perhaps the discourse of 

‘equality good, inequality bad’ is so ingrained in contemporary British society that 

jettisoning it completely is not a fruitful way of being taken seriously in an argument. 

4.4 Context-based Analysis of Two Peers in HoL Debate 

Due to the analysed speeches of the House of Lords peers being shorter than the MPs 

one’s, the lists of nouns used more than once are also shorter, see Table 10 below. Of 

course, the peers may have a convention of preferring propositions to nouns. The 



56 

 

 

nouns belonging to those categories that had most key nouns in the quantitative 

analysis have once again been highlighted. For the House of Lords case speeches, the 

often-used nouns that are chosen for the deictic dimension mapping are ‘people’ for 

the supporting peer, ‘institution’ for the opposing peer, and ‘marriage’ for both 

speakers. The fact that two of these words were already analysed for the Commons 

speeches also provides an opportunity to compare the discourse worlds between 

Houses. We shall now apply the deictic dimension model to the speeches in The 

House of Lords as well.  

Table 9: Nouns in speeches of case peers that appear more than once 

Baroness Jenkin 

of Kennington 

(Con.), supporter     
Baroness Cumberlege 

(Con.), opponent     

Noun Tokens % of text Noun Tokens % of text 

Marriage 8 1.07 institution 7 1.19 

People 6 0.80 marriage 6 1.02 

Part 3 0.40 woman 4 0.68 

Heart 3 0.40 man 4 0.68 

World 3 0.40 lords 3 0.51 

Lords 2 0.27 people 3 0.51 

Debate 2 0.27 women 3 0.51 

Marriages 2 0.27 union 3 0.51 

Kinsman 2 0.27 interests 2 0.34 

commitment 2 0.27 members 2 0.34 

Work 2 0.27 bill 2 0.34 

Bill 2 0.27 premise 2 0.34 

Institution 2 0.27 contribution 2 0.34 

Change 2 0.27 life 2 0.34 

legislation 2 0.27 lordships 2 0.34 

Public 2 0.27 equality 2 0.34 

Opinion 2 0.27 college 2 0.34 

Father 2 0.27 institutions 2 0.34 

 

word 2 0.34 

communities 2 0.34 

rights 2 0.34 
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4.4.1 Baroness Jenkin of Kennington and the Token ‘People’ 

As a noteworthy feature, the word ‘people’ appears in the speech of marriage reform 

supporter Baroness Jenkin of Kennington 6 times, 3 times with a modifier: these 

instances are ‘gay people’, ‘young people’ and ‘younger people’ respectively. I find 

this a compelling finding because words relating to people were also frequent in the 

MP Toby Perkins’ speeches. It is possible, if desired, to make comparisons between 

the two legislators. The deictic dimension mappings denoting the way the Baroness 

uses words relating to people in her argumentation will be examined below.  

Baroness Jenkin mostly takes a positive stance when discussing groups of individuals 

in her speech. For example, she first characterises herself as someone who ‘–strongly 

believe[s] in marriage as a force for good –‘, then continues: 

(20) “Now we have people who want to get married, to make a lifetime commitment, yet 

some of us are not sure whether we should allow that to happen.” (House of Lords: 

2nd reading, 4 June 2013) 

 

Figure 7: Deictic dimension mapping for 'people' in Baroness Jenkin's speech 
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She thus sees wishing to enter in an institution she values to be a commendable wish, 

especially since she paraphrases this as ‘a lifetime commitment’. Due to this the 

phrase ‘people who want to get married’ is placed close to the deictic centre both 

morally and spatially (see Figure 7). The reason it is not on the deictic centre is that 

Baroness Jenkin also remarks that other people do not find the reform a good idea. 

Interestingly, she refers to the doubters by calling them ‘some of us’, which gives the 

impressions that they belong to the same group as her, whereas the people wanting to 

marry are more distant to her. It is not entirely clear what the Baroness means by 

‘us’: it could refer to the House of Lords or to everyone in society taking part in the 

debate. All in all, the wording gives an indication that the same-gender couples who 

want to utilise marriage reform are not part of ‘us’ in the Baroness’ speech. This is 

why the deictic dimensions show those couples as slightly removed from the centre, 

as the Baroness has a positive opinion on them but does not indicate that she is one 

of them.  

Baroness Jenkin expands on her stance, as shown in extract 20: 

(21) “Let us be clear: marriage and the lifelong commitment it involves are far from 

easy, and a successful marriage takes work. We do not do enough to help 

floundering marriages and struggling relationships, such as strengthening them and 

rewarding people for doing the right thing. We should. But stopping gay people 

marrying is not part of that.” (House of Lords: 2nd reading, 4 June 2013) 

As a believer in marriage, the Baroness also feels that lasting relationships mean that 

‘people’ should be ‘[rewarded] for doing the right thing’, i.e. be allowed to get 

married after committing to a life together. The concept of ‘people’ as it appears here 

thus finds itself very close to the deictic centre, both morally and spatially, as 

Baroness Jenkin has previously referred to her positive attitude to marriage and also 

to a study that stated that married couples are more likely to remain together than 

those who are not married. I also wish to demonstrate that chronologically the 

placement of the concept is supposed to be in the deictic centre as well, as an 

indication that couples are wishing to pledge commitment to each other already in 

current system, yet not all can do that through marriage. She also argues that denying 

marriage from same-gender couples does not strengthen the institution of marriage, 

as ‘stopping gay people from marrying’ does not eradicate the fact that some existing 

marriages might face difficulties. Gay people being stopped from marrying is the 

only concept in her speech where the category ‘people’ appears in an idea that this 
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speaker does not approve of. It is placed on the disapproving end from the deictic 

centre to denote its undesirability and strangeness. 

The Baroness takes on the issue of religious institutions choosing whether or not 

marry same-gender couples with this sentiment in extract 21: 

(22) “The Bill simply allows people to get married—a clear and simple objective, 

delivered in a way that promotes and protects religious freedom.” (House of Lords: 

2nd reading, 4 June 2013) 

She thus finds people marrying to be a positive thing in light of the Bill. The notion 

‘simply allowing people’ could indicate that by choosing the term ‘people’ instead of 

‘gay couples’ or similar, the Baroness wishes to convey the idea that from a legal 

standpoint, there will not ensue ‘gay marriage’, only ‘marriage’. It attempts not to 

highlight the assumed differences between heterosexual and non-heterosexual 

couples, rather denoting that in the eyes of the law, individuals will not be 

differentiated into separate groups without a sufficient reason. This is why the 

concept is close to the deictic centre in the map in Figure 7, slightly to the right side 

of the ‘time’ axis since the reform would apparently be a sign of progress and is thus 

something that would move the nation forward.   

The last two mentions of collective groups refer to the younger generations and 

reflect a change in both the Baroness and society at large. Baroness Jenkin talks 

about her own journey: 

(23) “Times have changed, and I have changed, and one of the reasons why I now 

support the Bill is because I have children in their twenties who, like many other 

young people in their teens, twenties and thirties—whose voice incidentally has 

been lacking from the national debate over the past few months—just do not 

understand what on earth the fuss is about. As others have said, the polls all show 

younger people to be overwhelmingly in favour of the Bill.” (House of Lords: 2nd 

reading, 4 June 2013) 

Members of society under 40 do not just only share the Baroness’ opinion on same-

gender marriage, but are presented as one of the factors that led to her changing her 

mind and becoming a supporter. Especially the example of her own children is 

presented as influential. She clearly demonstrates that she has younger people in her 

life but is not young herself; she has the influence of another group of people with a 

different upbringing to show her that nowadays many people have a positive attitude 

to marriage reform. She also laments the fact that ‘young people’ have not had the 
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chance to take part in the discussion on the reform, which again denotes that she 

hopes for this group of people to get a platform but does not belong to them 

themselves, especially since in the House of Lords a certain segment of older people 

is rather well represented. The Baroness does not either voice an opinion on what she 

thinks of the worldview of young people in general. Due to this, both instances of 

talking about young people are spatially somewhat removed from the deictic centre. 

‘Young people’ as opinion holders and a group containing her children is rather close 

to the ‘right’ side of the morality axis, whereas the remark that ‘younger people’ 

support the bill in polls is approximately halfway on the morality axis, since it could 

be interpreted as a somewhat neutral, factual statement, that nevertheless is used in 

the speech to provide evidence to the Baroness’ claim. In conclusion, it could be said 

that Baroness Jenkin, when referring to groups of people, rarely includes herself in 

them. Similarly to the Commons supporter Toby Perkins, she does indicate a strong 

sense of solidarity towards gay people and young people. As a contrast, in extract 20 

she talks about ‘us’ in an instance which might indicate an affinity with older people, 

which is understandable due to the demographics of her immediate audience as well 

as her own age.         

4.4.2 The Concept of ‘Institution’ in Baroness Cumberlege’s Speech 

The noun ‘institution’ appears 7 times in the speech of Baroness Cumberlege, and 

the plural form of ‘institutions’ appears twice.  This is a commendable number in a 

text of only 603 words. Interestingly, the first two appearances of the word occur as 

an analogy, and are actually references to educational institutions: 

(24) “[…], I have a particular interest in health and medical issues, where I have seen 

new specialties emerge. Initially, they were part of an existing institution or a royal 

college. After a while, they felt confident enough to establish and create their own 

specialty, as with the Royal College of General Practitioners and the anaesthetists. 

These royal colleges are now accepted and are respected institutions in their own 

right.” (House of Lords: 2nd reading, 3 June 2013, bolding mine) 

The passage referred to in extract 24 has been precluded by the Baroness reflecting 

on her own career in a male-heavy work environment where she wished to be treated 

as a woman, and it is followed by argumentation that we will expand on soon. 

Though the talk about medical institutions is intended as a metaphor for 

acknowledging existing differences, I will not analyse the two tokens here in great 
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detail. Instead, let us look at the other five uses of ‘institution/s’ in the Baronesses 

speech. 

Perhaps surprisingly, in the speech of Baroness Cumberlege, the topic of marriage is 

attached to ‘institution’ only twice out of the 7 instances she uses the noun, as in: 

(25) “[…] [LGBT people] want to attach their union to an existing institution and use 

existing words. (House of Lords: 2nd reading, 3 June 2013, bolding mine) 

[…] 

(26) They should not seek to attach themselves to the institution of marriage. Their 

rights are assured and their love is acknowledged.” (House of Lords: 2nd reading, 3 

June 2013, bolding mine) 

These passages together convey that LGBT citizens wishing to enter into a same-

gender marriage are wrong, or at least absurd. Especially the use of the modal verb 

‘should’ is a high morality marker according to Chilton. Due to this, both of the 

sentiments are placed at the at the far end of the morality axis in the accompanying 

map, even though the Baroness appears to display in the latter passage that queer 

people’s feelings are catered for, which could even be an attempt to highlight the 

presumption that same-gender couples are already quite respected in society. My 

interpretation of the word ‘institution’ here does however not denote solely 

immorality; it stems more from the context it appears in. I feel the passages do not 

offer an evaluation on the ‘existing institution’ of marriage itself, but rather attempts 

to propose that civil partnership and marriage are equally respectful institutions that 

are separated for a reason. Baroness Cumberlege’s uses of the noun ‘marriage’ will 

be analysed separately in the next section.  
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Figure 8: Baroness Cumberlege and deictic dimensions of the noun ‘institution’ 

The rest of the examples of Baroness Cumberlege using ‘institution’ stem from her 

proposition that the LGBT community ought to build their own institution if they 

want one. She welcomes this attempt readily but does not mention that civil 

partnerships already exist as an institution reserved for same-gender couples: 

(27) “I believe that the lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender communities should have 

the confidence to establish their own institution. “ 

(28) “I urge these people to be bold, to be confident and eschew the institutions of 

others, to build their own and be themselves. “(House of Lords: 2nd reading, 3 June 

2013, bolding mine) 

The notion of an institution that is not marriage is thus in both instances close to the 

right/good end of the morality scale and slightly to the right of the deictic centre 

chronologically, as it yet needs to happen. The Baroness conveys that another 

institution devised by LGBT people themselves would be a positive thing, and her 

way of attempting to encourage these people and to offer them advice is an 

indication of wanting to seem reasonable and not unfriendly towards queer people. It 

is interesting how she, as well as her House of Commons counterpart Flello, employ 
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argumentation patterns that are associated with radical queer activism, arguing from 

a vein that does not sound like wanting to protect marriage, but insinuating that it 

would be for the LGBT community’s benefit not to push for marriage.  

The idea that homosexuality itself would be immoral does not make an explicit 

appearance in Baroness Cumberlege’s speech. She, as well as her Commons 

counterpart Flello, needs to emphasise that a long-term same-gender partnership is 

rightfully respected by society: 

(29) “What [the LGBT community] lack is the lexicology to establish and name their 

own institution, which will be respected and accepted. […]Like a flag, a motto or a 

name, they need to find their own terminology, their own symbols to express their 

rights and their different contribution to society—acknowledgment and respect for 

their own institution of partnership.” (House of Lords: 2nd reading, 3 June 2013) 

As an ingenious relationship institution for LGBT citizens is thus presented as a 

positive thing which would be respected by society as well, in the dimensions map 

these instances thus find themselves close to the deictic centre of morality. Also, the 

attempt to wanting to establish an institution is shown as a positive move, so the term 

denotes something worth aspiring to. Interestingly this sort of opinion does not touch 

upon the fact that civil partnerships have been available since 2005, not to mention 

the fact that for example a heterosexual transgender person was able to enter into 

marriage pre 2014 if he or she had undergone gender reassignment. Perhaps the 

Baroness intends to argue that civil partnerships were created by the heterosexual 

majority for LGBT people and what they actually would need is an institution they 

could define themselves. She also feels that the LGBT community would soon grow 

tired of marriage: 

(30)  “I believe that, in time, LGBT people will regret attaching their unions to 

heterosexual marriage. Soon they will say, ‘No, we are different. We want be 

different and we need to create our own institution’.”  (House of Lords: 2nd 

reading, 3 June 2013) 

Extract 29 gives the impression that allowing same-gender marriage would not even 

be appreciated by those initially wanting to enter into one. When talking about 

‘institution’, Baroness Cumberlege heavily formulates her argumentation on the 

presumption that a group of people who share a sexual orientation have more in 

common with each other than with people from another orientation. There is a 

fundamental feature that all non-heterosexual people have in common and which 
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does not occur amongst heterosexuals, but she does not seem to clarify what this 

feature is.  She also speaks as if there would be no heterosexuals wanting language 

reform, again promoting an ‘us vs. them’ attitude. As for the term itself, there seems 

to be a slightly positive attitude to the concept of ‘institution’, only the context in 

which it appears in can be negative. The Baroness does not encourage the LGBT 

community to shun institutions altogether, just ‘institutions of others’.  

4.4.3 The Concept of ‘Marriage’ in the Peers’ Speeches 

Due to the noun ‘marriage’ appearing in the peers’ speeches 16 times in total, it will 

be granted its own section of analysis here. I do not intend to work through all of the 

statements, but focus on the tendencies that have not yet been discussed previously. 

The mappings of this noun reveals that in the House of Lords as well, the legislators 

wish to discuss terminology and meaning when they discuss marriage:   

(31) “’Marriage’ is the word that means a union of a man and a woman. […] Marriage 

between a man and a woman is different from a union between two women or two 

men. […] Adopting an ancient word in the belief that same-sex marriage is the 

same as heterosexual marriage is false. (Baroness Cumberlege, House of Lords: 

2nd reading, 3 June 2013) 

Baroness Cumberlege’s point stems again from a duality that makes marriage an 

impracticality when the couple entering into one does not consist of one man and one 

woman. ‘Marriage as a union between man and woman’, is almost on the deictic 

centre in the deictic dimension grid due to being presented as right epistemologically, 

perhaps also morally. Her reiteration that there is a clear difference between 

heterosexual and non-heterosexual couples means that the notion of there being no 

discernible difference has been placed spatially and morally far away from her 

deictic centre (number 2 in Figure 9). She makes a firm judgement by calling the 

appropriation of the word ‘marriage’ for same-sex couples as ‘false’, which is why 

the concept can be found as far from the deictic centre as possible. Perhaps slightly 

surprisingly, Baroness Cumberlege does not offer any other definition or description 

of marriage in her speech, merely the fact that it should be reserved for a 

heterosexual union. She does not even refer to the heterosexual couples’ assumed 

skill to reproduce like Flello did in the Commons.    
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Figure 9: Some conceptualisations on 'marriage' in the Baronesses' speeches 

The examples of Baroness Jenkin’s use of ‘marriage’ argue from another 

perspective. As previously mentioned, she states that relationships should be 

supported by society to flourish, and offers an explanation to why that is: 

(32) “Let us be clear: marriage and the lifelong commitment it involves are far from 

easy, and a successful marriage takes work. “(Baroness Jenkin, House of Lords: 

2nd reading, 4 June 2013) 

Here, she paints a picture of marriage as a complicated state of beign, since it 

involves loyalty and commitment, and as something you have to make the effort for, 

not something that is sorted by simply entering into one. Yet this difficulty is not 

presented as negative, otherwise she would discourage people for entering this 

‘lifelong commitment’, which must thus have benefits that make the struggle 

worthwhile. The concept of marriage here (A on the map) is somewhat removed 

from the deictic centre, but not on the immoral/wrong side of the morality axis, to 

reflect this complexity. Marriage is presented as a positive here, but with 

reservations, perhaps even a warning. 
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As for the legislation, Baroness Jenkin takes a different view from Baroness 

Cumberlege: she presents the legislation not as a new change, but actually a return to 

the institution’s fundamentals, as she claims:   

(33) “’The effect will be to place centrally in marriage the idea of a stable, loving 

relationship, rather than anything else.’” (Baroness Jenkin, House of Lords: 2nd 

reading, 4 June 2013) 

This is perhaps a comment on the opposing side’s view that for a relationship to be 

viewed as a marriage, the essentials are the couple’s genders and maybe the 

possibility of reproduction. Baroness Cumberlege even quotes a priest who has 

become a supporter of the reform, who argues that the legislative change is ‘radical’ 

only in the definition of radical as ‘returning to the heart of a concept’. The concept 

of marriage as ‘a stable, loving relationship’, is thus almost on the deictic centre, 

because in Baroness Jenkin’s speech, it is mostly presented as the definitive way to 

view marriage.  

Nevertheless, Baroness Jenkin admits as well that the reform is controversial. She 

says that: 

(34) ‘[…] I have not heard a convincing explanation of how [the legislation] would 

undermine marriage. Yes, it is controversial, but decriminalising homosexuality 

was controversial. […]’ , (Baroness Jenkin, House of Lords: 2nd reading, 4 June 

2013) 

,thus not personally following the idea of the Bill’s controversy but allowing the 

opponents to feel uncomfortable about it, as well as reminding that previous civil 

rights advances were not unanimously approved of either.  This is why the notion of 

the legislative proposal as controversial is not too far removed from the deictic centre 

in the picture. Baroness Jenkin, though being a supporter herself, accepts the 

opposition of some people but simultaneously attempts to convince them that they 

have nothing to fear. Because of this, I argue that the controversial nature of same-

gender marriage is not in this context presented as a negativity. The baronesses have 

at least that sentiment in common, as well as the conceptualisation that marriage in 

its fundamental meaning is a good thing for society, even when they have a very 

different view on what that definition actually should be.  
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5 Discussion of Results 

This section offers an evaluation on how the hypotheses presented in sections 1 and 

3.2.2 lived up to the research in practice, as well as tentative reflections on what sort 

of worldview is presented by the results. The first hypothesis, that there would be 

statistically significant differences in vocabulary between the two corpora, was 

confirmed solidly. When a keyword search was conducted with the sister corpus as 

reference, all four corpora contained dozens of statistically significant tokens. This 

confirms the notion that different sides of a debate can have large differences in their 

vocabulary, or as Chilton (2004) put it, that political discourse is often indexical, so 

that vocabulary choice also denotes which side of the argument the speaker is on. Of 

course, the HoC-AYE corpus (108,256 tokens) was over twice the size of the HoC-

NO corpus (47,826), and this unbalance might have affected the results. Possibly the 

list of statistically significant key nouns would have been longer for HoC-AYE if 

there would have been easy access to a reference corpus of the same size or larger. 

The difference between corpus sizes of HoL-AYE and HoL-NO was smaller, but still 

remarkable, with 86,755 types calculated for HoL-AYE and 58,565 for HoL-NO.  A 

possible problem in the analysis is that WMatrix is programmed to recognise certain 

fixed phrases, such as ‘in other words’, which it will count as one token, so that if the 

searches were duplicated with another corpus programme, the amount of tokens 

could vary slightly. When researching noun usage, this is not as much of a problem 

as it could be with, say, phrasal verbs. As for the semantic grouping, the USAS 

tagging function of WMatrix was mostly reliable. Only focusing on the main 21 

semantic USAS categories seemed to be a wise choice, as taking into account all 232 

of them would have made for very confusing analysing in a study of this scale. Of 

course, some lemmas were tagged into the wrong category, due to WMatrix not 

recognising the semantic category in context and defaulting to the most common 

usage. In addition, WMatrix did not recognise the terms ‘transpeople’ and 

‘transgender’ (which it also mistagged as a noun when it was not used as one), 

apparently its ability to recognise terminology is reliant on the researchers 

developing it.  However, these sort of obvious errors were possible to rectify by 

checking concordances and then moving the problem lemma to a more appropriate 

category.  
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When the key nouns were categorised according to the USAS system, in general both 

sides of the debates from both Houses preferred broadly similar major categories. For 

example, the categories of Social actions, states and processes (S) and Psychological 

actions, states and processes (P) having many key nouns in all four subcorpora. The 

major differences in the semantic distribution of the keywords could be due to the 

different sides of the debate employing different tactics. It is perhaps possible to 

extrapolate from this that often the two sides of the debate argue about the same 

general topic with either using different vocabulary of the same phenomenon or by 

focusing on different aspects of it. In Chilton’s terms, we could further hypothesise 

that, for example, the reason why psychological processes are more frequent in the 

key nouns of the supporters could be because the supporters emphasise the 

importance of the personal thought process in decision making. In contrast, the 

opponents from both Houses overuse vocabulary related to parliamentary process 

and litigation: this is probably due to the unusual way the bill came into parliament, 

i.e. none of the main parties mentioned it in their election manifestos, and due to the 

opponents presenting worry that the Marriage Act being amended would also lead to 

suppression of free speech, religious freedom, and freedom of conscience. They 

seem to convey a firmer belief in the government’s potential to abuse its right-

thinking citizens, possibly because the opponents at the time of speaking hold the 

less popular opinion. A significant common trait for all subcorpora was the large 

amount of nouns belonging to the category of social actions, states and processes (S). 

There were interesting differences in what sort of nouns each subcorpora featured, 

however. First of all, the opposing side in both Houses used more gender-specific 

nouns than the supporting one, for example ‘gender’ being a key noun in this 

category for both supporting corpora. Some differences emerged in this category 

between the Houses as well: the opponents in the House of Commons used more 

gendered nouns referring to family relations and gender categories than the 

proponents in said House. Also, the opponents in the HoC used words relating to 

religion less than the proponents, which is in line with Jowett’s research that 

opponents of marriage reform in the UK use less religious reasoning than opponents 

in the US. In contrast, the opponents in the House of Lords sported several keywords 

referring to parenting and childhood, whereas the supporters there used more 

frequently words relating to  identity and other sorts of relationships than parent-

child ones. This could denote that the supporters rely less on a dualistic worldview 
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based on a male-female division, which the opponents eagerly used to legitimise the 

importance of retaining marriage as a union between a man and a woman. 

Furthermore, the typically older members of the House of Lords could be tapping 

into an older discourse world where gay people were more readily dismissed as unfit 

for parenthood than in the current climate. This urge to keep to dualistic categories 

was also carried over to the individual Member’s speeches, such as when Robert 

Flello MP wanted to emphasise that marriage is a union between a man and a 

woman, or when Baroness Cumberlege felt it very important to stress that same-

gender relationships are fundamentally different from heterosexual relationships. It 

confirms Chilton’s other thesis that polarised representations are a feature of political 

discourse. What also denotes this use of clear-cut categories is that gender minorities 

are visible only in the HoC-AYE corpora with the key word ‘transgender’ that the 

WMatrix does not recognise, though ‘transpeople’ is key in HoL-AYE with 9 types. 

Additionally, non- sexual orientations, such as bisexuality, are not key nouns in any 

corpora. The implications of these particular findings are returned to below when the 

third hypothesis is tested.  

The results of the corpus analysis were used as inspiration to decide what traits 

should be focused on in the qualitative analysis of the parliamentary speeches. Not 

all frequently employed categories from the semantic grouping grids could be 

returned to in the qualitative analysis, since this part of the research depended on the 

topics the case study legislators choose to speak about in their own speeches. It might 

have been academically more valid to choose the case legislators so that they would 

have represented a quintessential Member of their House, so that the results could 

have been more generally applied. However, I attempted to choose both opponent-

proponent pairs in a way that ensured that their backgrounds as well as speech length 

were somewhat similar, and I find I succeeded in this. The second hypothesis, that 

the discourse world of a legislator will be different in their affinity with certain nouns 

depending on their opinion on the reform, could also be said to be true, but the issue 

is perhaps slightly more convoluted. The notion behind this was that the speakers 

conceptualise the referents they feel familiar with as being mentally closer to them 

than those referents they did not agree with. For example the opposing MP, Robert 

Flello, was comfortable to praise civil partnerships but conceptualised ‘so-called’ 

‘same-sex marriage’ as an impossibility. He did not respond favourably to the idea 
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being promoted. Toby Perkins MP for his part distanced himself from both older 

people stuck in the past and hypothetical unruly youngsters by showing he did not 

share their hypothetical thought processes. In the House of Lords, Baroness Jenkin 

talked about her respect and positive opinion on marriage when arguing that it should 

be available for all, whereas Baroness Cumberlege distanced herself from the LGBT 

community by apparent benevolence; by giving them the friendly advice that they 

should establish their own institution due to being different from heterosexuals. A 

consistent feature throughout the speeches of all parliamentarians was that the 

concepts belonging to the ‘immoral’ part of the morality scale were usually explicitly 

described as such, for example, when Toby Perkins MP described being ‘glad’ that 

schools would not ‘promote gay marriage’. However, the attitude of the same 

legislator to a certain noun could also fluctuate depending on the context of the idea 

behind it. This could give indication that the Chilton model can be problematic when 

applied to analysing certain lexemes in texts, rather than analysing abstracts or 

sentence constituents. For example, Baroness Jenkin’s affiliation to the noun 

‘marriage’ could be interpreted as close in the idea ‘marriage is important’, but 

distant in the idea ‘stopping gay people get married’, where the same concept can be 

seen to be both important but imperfect in its current form. A similar thing occurs 

with Robert Flello MP when he discusses different definitions of equality, with his 

own definition of the concept not including same-gender marriage. The conclusion of 

this thesis is that those nouns the MPs and peers used in their speeches could be 

analysed through their attitudes to the debated subject, with topics they felt 

familiarity with generally being contextualised as being metaphorically closer to 

them. Though a coherent entity, the subject of affinity in political debate might need 

to be researched more, for example in accordance with, for example, the question of 

how speakers create a feeling of closeness with groups of people they do not belong 

to themselves. 

A multitude of discourses were at play in the speeches of the legislators analysed. 

Some discourses typical to the opposing Flello in the debate were the following, if 

we extrapolate from the results of the deictic dimension mapping: ‘equality has 

already been achieved (he even proposes that reform would increase inequality 

because civil partnerships would still be available for opposite-sex couples)’, 

‘tradition is long-standing and therefore right’, ‘this reform is not as popular as 
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supporters want to present and will not create that much joy’; and that ‘the 

continuation of the human race is imperative and heterosexual couples are granted 

marriage as a reward for reproducing’. Perkins, on the other hand, employs 

discourses such as: ‘gay people and their associates should feel accepted by society’, 

‘elderly people are to be respected but they should not dictate how the world should 

be’, ‘young people may not be as fickle as the opposition wants to make them sound 

but they are still unfamiliar to me personally’. From the House of Lords, Baroness 

Jenkin’s discourses included: ‘marriage is important and rewarding, but also 

difficult’, ‘same-gender couples are similar enough to be granted marriage’, and 

‘young people support this reform, and have also influenced my thinking of it’. With 

Baroness Cumberlege, the discourses appeared in forms such as ‘categories can be 

different, yet still equal’, ‘everyone who is not heterosexual and cisgendered is 

different from heterosexuals’ and ‘the LGBT community craves respect, and falsely 

think they can acquire this by emulating heterosexuals’. One problem with 

unearthing discourses from texts such as these is that even in such short pieces of 

data, the amount of presumptions and inexplicit beliefs is manifold, and it can be 

difficult to know when to cut short in a thesis of this length. An interesting finding 

from analysing the speeches was that the supporters and the opponents actually also 

shared several discourses, such as: ‘equality is important’, ‘it is also important to me 

to present myself as friendly and well-meaning’, ‘it is important to be civil and 

reasonable’, ‘this reform is controversial to many’ and, importantly, ‘it is seen as 

immoral by some to be in a same-gender relationship’. None of the four legislator 

claimed homosexuality as to be wrong, with three resorting to personal anecdotes on 

the subject. Baroness Jenkin talked of her opinion having evolved due to the 

influence of her children, with a possible intention to coach an emotional reaction out 

of the listeners. Also, both of the MPs were very keen to stress that they have 

associates who are gay, to the extent that behind it could have been a desire to stress 

that the MPs themselves are heterosexual. What these sentiments actually included 

was in practice different for Flello and Perkins, like when Perkins supported same-

gender marriage to further equality, whereas Flello felt that the same could be 

achieved by supporting the contemporary legislation. Actually, the way Flello used 

the nouns ‘equality’ and ‘inequality’ interchangeably with the help of negation to 

perform the respective intentions in his utterances demonstrates why it is important 

to analyse words in context as well. All parties also employed the possibility of 
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giving witness to what the saw the other side to be thinking – though this was used 

more as a device to emphasise the sensibility of one’s arguments than as an 

expression of empathy towards the opposition. This confirmed one of Chilton’s 

pillars of political discourse: the potential to speak as if predicting the thoughts of 

those one disagrees with, often in a disapproving way. The same concepts can thus 

be negotiated to incorporate different realities according to the discourse world of the 

language user.  

When we look at the discourses, we have the opportunity to observe if the most 

frequent ones are any different on this round of debating than when Bachmann 

(2011) conducted his study on the Civil Partnership Act. From the discourses on 

same-sex relationships that Bachmann found, the following, slightly paraphrased 

here, are still evident in the current material: ‘homosexual life partnership is not that 

different from heterosexual life partnership’, ‘homosexual life partnership is very 

different from heterosexual life partnership’,  ‘marriage reform is beneficial to the 

people involved and to society’, and ‘marriage reform is detrimental to society.’ In 

this way, certain aspects of the debate of 2013 appeared to be repetition of the former 

reform debate. On the other hand, I did not find widespread occurrence of the 

Bachmann referred discourses ‘this will lead to same-sex marriage’, because, of 

course, that could have said to have happened, and to ‘same-sex relationships are 

only one out of disadvantaged relationships’, though Flello did refer to it fleetingly. I 

would argue that the absence of the latter could be an indication of the idea of same-

gender relationships being more assimilated into mainstream culture, especially 

together with the fact that none of the four speakers denounced committed same-

gender relationships. The idea of ‘gay’ relationships being ‘pretty much the same as 

straight relationships’ could have become ingrained in British society to the extent 

that the speakers had less possibility to compare them to fraternal relationships, for 

example.  

The third, not strictly linguistic, hypothesis was that the research material would 

conform to heteronormativity, due to the widespread and longstanding nature of it in 

British society and the parliament’s status as a governmental power. It was expected 

that in a speech arena of the elite the dominant ideology of society would be well 

represented. The study conforms this pretty extensively and also duplicates the 
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finding of Bachmann’s study that even pro-gay proponents tend to argue from the 

position that heterosexuality romance is either the norm or even the gold standard of 

relationship that other kinds of relationships are judged against. All four speakers in 

the qualitative analysis agreed that the Bill was controversial, or that it faced very 

vocal opposition. They all also see opposition of the Bill as a valid and 

understandable view, whereas no-one tackles the idea that finding heterosexual 

conduct strange could be widespread or logical. There is also debate between the two 

sides whether or not the reform would strengthen or weaken heterosexual unions, 

where all speakers view it self-evident that heterosexual relationships should not be 

allowed to suffer and that they are, without question, worthy of respect. In 

accordance with Fairclough’s ideas of dominant ideologies (2000) and Baker’s 

argument that binaries exist to benefit the powerful (2008), another aspect of 

heteronormativity occurring in the research material is the aforementioned 

polarisation and duality common for much of the reform debate. It is at its strongest 

with Baroness Cumberlege arguing that heterosexual and homosexual relationships 

just are different, but it is also present in the way both MPs and peers constantly 

divide people into gay and straight, or couples into gay couples and other (straight 

couples). With the exception of Baroness Cumberlege using the abbreviation LGBT 

community (as in lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender), orientations other than homo- 

or heterosexual ones are completely absent from the speeches. Though gender 

minorities crop up in the corpus keywords, they are almost invisible from the case 

study debates. It seems to be too early to deem sexual orientations and gender 

identity to be irrelevant to how one is treated in British public life.      

6 Conclusions & Further Research 

It can thus be concluded from the study that speeches held in the Houses of 

Parliament are not monologues in a vacuum, but the speakers draw from both the 

tradition of parliamentary debating, many sort of discourses from the broader society, 

and from the audience and fellow debaters they enjoy both in and out of the debating 

chamber. This is reflected in the way the legislator’s argumentation often draws on 

discourses recognised in wider society. We can additionally conclude that at least 

when debating this particular piece of legislation, its opponents and proponents often 

use quite dissimilar vocabulary, occasionally because they are focusing on different 
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aspects of the proposed legislation, on other occasions because they are talking about 

the same concepts with different terms. In the case of ‘equality’ in the speeches of 

Perkins and Flello, it could even be said that the two MPs are on different terms 

altogether: both think of equality as important but define its place in the debate on 

marriage reform in their own way. The MPs taking part in the debate have a large 

array of rhetorical choices at their disposal and are apparently generally very aware 

of the possibilities their reasoning could be interpreted as. The unevenness of the two 

corpora used in this study can affect some of the results in the quantitative part of the 

study, and it would be wise to work around it somewhat in future research. A 

shortcoming of the qualitative part could be an approach relying too heavily on 

intuition, since Chilton does not give a clear-cut methodology for how the model 

should be applied to research, not even in his own studies. The study offers a window 

into political discourse on a polarised subject, but it is not necessarily possible to 

make broad generalisations of the marriage reform discourses based on it. The corpus 

analysis can be difficult to translate into definite existing discourses without taking 

concordances into account. The qualitative part suffers from the problem that the 

data set consists of rather short speeches that represent only a small minority of all 

House Members who took part in the debating. Also, the choice of these specific 

speakers to analyse has been motivated in the study but it might not be able to offer a 

representative cross-section of argumentation used by the two sides of the debate. 

For example, the case study peers from the House of Lords were not necessarily the 

most prototypical examples of their peer group, considering that in 2012 female 

members made up 22 per cent of the peers, and out of the Conservative peers only 18 

per cent were female (House of Lords statistics 2012). A more extensive study where 

more members per House could be included in the analysis would certainly be in 

demand.  

Chilton’s framework, however, offers possibilities to analysing attitudes in a perhaps 

unique genre, since political speech is an interesting mixture of genuine need for 

persuasion and often pre-planned theatrics. Firstly, it puts focus on the 

speaker/writer’s cognition as an active organ, so that the speaker’s worldview, or 

discourse world, is reflected in the way they process information or form arguments. 

Placing the ‘self’ in the centre is not so much egoistical as a nod to a language user’s 

ability to process information. It also offers a simple visualisation on how, in the 
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British political discourse at least, the metaphorical and the concrete plain often 

operate simultaneously, so that a concept can be regarded by a speaker as both 

spatially and morally distant at the same time, for example. For the purpose of 

qualitative discourse analysis, the visual framework can help prevent the analysis 

from becoming too subjective, in a similar way that corpus linguistics is argued to be 

preventing for CDA.  

I did not have the opportunity to research the case legislators’ identities and 

backgrounds sufficiently as to draw definite conclusions on their worldview in 

accordance with Ilie’s five-part theorem on influences to a politician’s speech. All 

four in their own way however gave inclinations of a ‘us and them’ mentality that 

appeared quite heteronormative. The fact that all politicians wanted to show their 

acceptance of gay people but firmly displayed themselves as not being one of them 

could also be interpreted as a manifestation of heteronormativity. Because in 

contemporary British culture, being heterosexual, or at least appearing to be so, could 

still give you higher social status than being of another sexual orientation, even a 

proponent of the Bill such as Perkins had to conform to heteronormativity by clearly 

establishing himself as heterosexual in the parameters of the debate. In discussion 

arenas such as the parliament, where discourses can have a strong power hierarchy, it 

would be interesting to see what sort of discourse worlds an MP or peer who was 

openly a member of the LGBT community could demonstrate. Would they 

conceptualise the sort of nouns analysed in the qualitative part similarly as the 

apparently heterosexual and cisgendered legislators?  There actually were several 

openly non-heterosexual members of both Houses taking part in the debates, 

including Chris Bryant MP in the House of Commons and Baron Alli and Baroness 

Barker in the House of Lords. Their stance and discourse worlds when compared to 

the majority of members could have unearthed something unique.   

A fascinating feature in parliamentary debates is the relationship between the 

participant(s) and the audience. The parliamentary debate’s tradition of verbal 

argument where the speakers peer group were the primary audience was submerged 

by the establishing of newspapers, and at least since then there has existed the 

knowledge that if parliamentary privilege should not hold an MP back, the opinion of 

his voters might.  But in the 21
st
 century with live broadcasts and video recordings of 
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the debates, many politicians interacting with the public on social media, and for 

example the easy accessibility of the Hansard  that made the writing of this thesis 

possible, the parliamentarian might just be ‘playing to the gallery’ more than ever 

previously. In this study, this feature of the case MPs arguing was clear when both 

the supporting and the opposing MP were very careful not to appear hateful towards 

sexual minorities, possible because that sorts of attitude is being seen as increasingly 

barbaric in the UK. One facet of further research could be to focus solely on the self-

presentation of politicians in parliamentary debates, especially because it is the genre 

often overlooked when scrutinising the language of party politics. Another aspect of 

research to conduct could be who actually speaks at parliamentary debates. As 

someone who managed to end up heavily involved in the citizen’s initiative for 

‘equal marriage law’, which at the time of writing has been approved by the 

parliament and is expected to become law in Finland in March 2017, I am aware of 

the fact that there are MPs who might not even want to engage verbally with any 

sensitive subjects in parliament. Their reluctance might be due to them holding an 

opinion that differs from the party line, or because they are still undecided on the 

subject but do not wish to disclose it to the nation. Perhaps an extensive study could 

be conducted on what sort of strategies an MP uses when they are arguing against the 

majority or their own party’s view?  Of course, I personally would be very intrigued 

in a study where the discourses on same-sex marriage debates in the Finnish and UK 

parliaments were compared. However, because I have lobbied for the reform in my 

own country, I feel it should be someone else’s to conduct. 

As a device of linguistic research, the Chilton model as it has been exploited in this 

study has a drawback: it is not very detailed, nor does it come with clear instructions 

on how to operate it. Another intriguing study idea would be to conduct comparative 

research on how a political issue is discussed in the mass media and then in 

parliament, since the latter is not followed by the masses but has connections to the 

media and vice-versa. 

To conclude, it is pertinent to reiterate that much of the analysis of political rhetoric 

and discourse has focused on speeches geared towards the public. Parliamentary 

language is a different beast in the sense that it is often more a ceremonial text type 

where most of the decisions taken to affect the discussed subject actually take place 
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outside the debating chamber. A lawmaker can be more likely to affect a piece of 

legislation by having good connections with ministries or influential politicians 

within his own party than by convincing argumentation, even in the case of the 

Marriage Act 2013 where the MPs were allowed a free vote according to their 

conscience. However, because the parliamentary speeches offer reflections on 

society’s discourses and also in an indirect way can influence those, they are a 

subject still worthy of further research.   
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Primary sources 

For the corpus linguistic part of the study, the corpora have been compiled from the 

following parliamentary discussions of the Marriage (same-sex couples) Bill 2013: 

HoC Deb 5 Feb2013, vol. 558, columns 125-231. 

HoC Deb 20 May 2013, vol. 563, columns 921-1022. 

HoC Deb 21 May 2013, vol. 563, columns 1071-1169. 

HoC Deb 16 Jul 2013, vol. 566, columns 1026-1059 

 

HoL Deb 3 June 2013, vol. 745, columns 937-969. 

HoL Deb 4 June 2013, vol. 745, columns 1059-1109. 

HoL Deb 8 Jul 2013, vol. 747, columns 89-149. 

HoL Deb 10 Jul 2013, vol. 747, columns 278-325, 351-394. 

HoL Deb 15 Jul 2013, vol. 747, columns 531-549.  

 

For the qualitative analysis, the speeches of the peers and MPs analysed have been 

lifted from the following sections of the debates: 

 

HoC Deb 5 Feb 2013, vol. 558, columns 128, 135, 145-146, 148-149. 

HoL Deb 3 June 2013, vol. 745, columns 967-968.  

HoL Deb 4 June 2013, vol. 745, columns 187-188. 
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Appendixes 

Appendix 1 

Lists of all nouns with a log-likelihood value of 6.63 or higher by corpus. 

HoC-AYE  freq. LL HoC-NO freq. LL 

Bill 83 60.74 Bill 107 71.40 

humanist 157 51.11 woman 64 42.08 

gender 88 33.96 government 180 39.64 

transgender 36 26.34 mandate 15 35.48 

lords 31 22.68 courts 23 31.79 

survivor 30 21.95 manifesto 20 28.61 

Scotland 71 19.08 marriage 496 27.74 

religions 26 19.03 man 69 26.61 

lesbian 35 18.84 workplace 13 24.28 

pension 66 16.53 word 28 23.02 

objections 43 16.38 view 65 21.77 

recognition 72 15.53 protection 42 20.62 

people 566 14.63 nation 15 18.85 

humanism 28 14.16 Northern_Ireland 26 18.63 

measures 19 13.90 case_law 12 18.37 

association 19 13.90 definition 37 18.23 

support 219 13.18 Lords 13 17.51 

certificate 18 13.17 guarantee 15 16.65 

ceremonies 42 13.02 leader 7 16.56 

humanists 62 12.67 bigotry 7 16.56 

thing 58 12.62 Job 21 16.54 

benefits 41 12.47 union 27 16.47 

schemes 17 12.44 redefinition 16 16.46 

journey 17 12.44 locks 18 16.34 

couples 308 12.18 division 12 15.57 

systems 16 11.71 liberty 14 14.88 

partner 47 11.15 prime_minister 22 13.06 

pension_schemes 15 10.98 meaning 21 12.81 

countries 33 10.59 nature 24 12.58 

objective 14 10.24 heart 17 11.94 

way 148 9.85 preacher 5 11.83 

attorney-general 40 9.70 pages 5 11.83 

present 13 9.51 page 5 11.83 

pension_scheme 13 9.51 faithfulness 5 11.83 

happiness 13 9.51 aims 5 11.83 

feeling 13 9.51 Facebook 5 11.83 
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review 95 9.47 God 15 11.62 

detail 51 9.41 constituents 42 10.65 

issues 128 9.24 speaker 9 9.99 

conduct 68 9.15 coalition 12 9.86 

transition 12 8.78 supporters 10 9.83 

decline 12 8.78 wall 4 9.46 

arrangement 12 8.78 vow 4 9.46 

quakers 34 8.77 sisters 4 9.46 

attitudes 25 8.77 scriptures 4 9.46 

choice 29 8.41 salary 4 9.46 

approach 29 8.41 penalties 4 9.46 

arguments 41 8.30 partnership_bill 4 9.46 

slavery 11 8.05 immigration 4 9.46 

conversations 11 8.05 garrison 4 9.46 

date 28 7.87 exclusion 4 9.46 

section_28 18 7.70 discourse 4 9.46 

weddings 86 7.57 deficit 4 9.46 

opportunity 76 7.37 convictions 4 9.46 

step 27 7.35 complementarity 4 9.46 

spirit 10 7.32 chapels 4 9.46 

adult 10 7.32 Title 6 9.18 

States 10 7.32 party 28 9.09 

LGBT 10 7.32 Will 422 8.64 

house_of_Lords 22 7.06 european_court 19 8.39 

wedding 38 6.95 opinions 11 8.34 

friends 68 6.81 adultery 15 8.11 

 

clauses 28 7.85 

consultation 24 7.80 

views 52 7.77 

conscience 29 7.60 

assurances 13 7.57 

expression 18 7.27 

teacher 15 7.17 

scrutiny 15 7.17 

form 24 7.16 

tens 5 7.15 

detriment 5 7.15 

democrats 5 7.15 

Aid 5 7.15 

witness 3 7.10 

united_kingdom 3 7.10 

unclarity 3 7.10 

trust 3 7.10 

television 3 7.10 

street 3 7.10 
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schedule_2 3 7.10 

scene 3 7.10 

scenario 3 7.10 

rule_bill 3 7.10 

raft 3 7.10 

production 3 7.10 

preachers 3 7.10 

picture 3 7.10 

perception 3 7.10 

parenthood 3 7.10 

pamphlets 3 7.10 

movement 3 7.10 

moderate 3 7.10 

man-woman 3 7.10 

litigation 3 7.10 

interview 3 7.10 

gospel 3 7.10 

fees 3 7.10 

dutch 3 7.10 

derision 3 7.10 

brothers 3 7.10 

agencies 3 7.10 

activists 3 7.10 

abortions 3 7.10 

QC 3 7.10 

PACS 3 7.10 

opposition 36 6.80 

parity 6 6.66 

creation 6 6.66 

ministers 34 6.65 
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HoL-AYE  freq. LL HoL-NO freq. LL 

Lord 197 203.24 lord 172 65.12 

couples 274 52.10 situation 28 27.98 

Bill 50 51.59 union 43 25.70 

tribute 27 27.86 inquiry 14 25.45 

humanist 43 27.64 schools 82 18.21 

regulations 33 26.84 character 24 17.73 

survivor 25 25.79 haste 9 16.36 

cost 20 20.63 complementarity 9 16.36 

benefits 48 20.32 children 118 14.90 

gender 44 19.61 words 40 14.75 

pension 25 19.13 difference 42 14.58 

pension_schemes 18 18.57 authorities 11 14.14 

powers 23 17.23 referenda 7 12.72 

pay 31 17.14 discipline 7 12.72 

marriages 125 16.01 church_schools 7 12.72 

lesbian 39 15.80 bond 7 12.72 

schemes 21 15.35 life 46 12.60 

earl 21 15.35 degree 10 12.51 

baroness 141 14.44 parenting 17 12.48 

strength 14 14.44 family 62 11.51 

committees 14 12.71 Reading 34 11.24 

issues 80 12.18 child 38 11.07 

Commons 25 11.82 conscience 39 11.04 

discrimination 56 11.40 factor 6 10.91 

church 73 11.35 study 9 10.89 

widows 11 11.35 mandate 11 10.89 

widowers 11 11.35 balance 11 10.89 

registrar-general 11 11.35 conflict 14 10.50 

church_in_Wales 11 11.35 development 15 9.93 

Lady_Meacher 11 11.28 consensus 10 9.43 

service 27 11.28 marriage_bill 8 9.29 

procedure 27 10.32 outcomes 13 9.21 

pension_scheme 10 10.32 tide 5 9.09 

armed_forces 10 10.32 presumption 5 9.09 

Bishops 10 10.09 non-consummation 5 9.09 

approach 31 10.03 necessity 5 9.09 

policy 19 10.03 jurisdiction 5 9.09 

amendments 120 9.81 incest 5 9.09 

transgender 

15, 12 

nouns 9.81 household 5 9.09 

hope 100 9.79 exceptions 5 9.09 

pensions 25 9.65 covenant 5 9.09 

changes 52 9.65 consulting 5 9.09 
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reading 35 9.29 common_sense 5 9.09 

transpeople 9 9.29 John_Bowers 5 9.09 

scheme 9 9.29 teacher 27 8.82 

equalisation 9 9.29 guidance 40 8.73 

bullying 9 9.29 word 32 8.66 

beginning 9 9.29 importance 23 8.13 

YouGov 9 9.29 counsel 9 7.99 

friend 171 9.03 confusion 9 7.99 

organisation 21 8.86 problems 17 7.81 

homosexuality 17 8.39 population 7 7.73 

Scotland 17 8.35 drafting 7 7.73 

provisions 23 8.35 discretion 7 7.73 

sexuality 8 8.25 zealots 4 7.27 

joy 8 8.25 uniformity 4 7.27 

comfort 8 8.25 speakers 4 7.27 

civil_rights 8 8.25 nurturing 4 7.27 

Mr_Clooney 8 8.25 manifestation 4 7.27 

Lady_Gould 8 8.25 fertilisation 4 7.27 

George_Clooney 8 8.25 fashion 4 7.27 

Baroness 8 8.07 faithfulness 4 7.27 

lords 313 8.02 disadvantages 4 7.27 

friends 55 7.85 criminal_law 4 7.27 

point 121 7.22 childbearing 4 7.27 

weeks 7 7.22 check 4 7.27 

taxpayer 7 7.22 associations 4 7.27 

regime 7 7.22 Lord_Marks 4 7.27 

lifetime 7 7.22 ComRes 4 7.27 

lesbians 12 7.15 law 136 7.24 

right 190 6.95 siblings 10 7.23 

Lady_Thornton 21 6.92 terms 26 7.08 

discussions 18 6.80 name 29 7.08 

 

opinion 28 7.07 

fact 45 7.07 

pupils 16 6.78 

section_403 11 6.72 

registrars 55 6.69 

referendum 17 6.64 
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Appendix 2 

 
Summary of USAS major categories, as presented in Introduction to the USAS 

category system (Archer, D. Wilson, A. and Rayson, P. (2002)). 

 

A: General and abstract terms 

B: The body and the individual 

C: Arts and crafts 

E: Emotion 

F: Food and farming 

G: Government and public 

H: Architecture, housing and the home 

I: Money and commerce in industry 

K: Entertainment, sports and games 

L: Life and living things 

M: Movement, location, travel and transport 

N: Numbers and measurement 

O: Substances, materials, objects and equipment 

P: Education 

Q: Language and communication 

S: Social actions, states and processes 

T: Time 

W: World and environment 

X: Psychological actions, states and processes 

Y: Science and technology 

Z: Names and grammar 
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Appendix 3 

List of nouns found in the legislator’s speeches by House (misspellings included as 

they appear).  

 

Toby Perkins MP 

(Lab), supporter     

Robert Flello MP, 

(Lab)opponent     

Noun Tokens % of text Noun Tokens % of text 

people 11 1.14 marriage 24 2.79 

bill 5 0.52 love 7 0.81 

members 5 0.52 commitment 7 0.81 

marriage 5 0.52 partnerships 7 0.81 

equalities 4 0.41 inequality 7 0.81 

argument 4 0.41 equality 6 0.70 

principles 4 0.41 society 6 0.70 

way 4 0.41 marriages 5 0.58 

equality 3 0.31 state 5 0.58 

member 3 0.31 divisions 3 0.35 

government 3 0.31 people 3 0.35 

groups 3 0.31 couples 3 0.35 

importance 2 0.21 basis 3 0.35 

faith 2 0.21 government 3 0.35 

agenda 2 0.21 issue 2 0.23 

friend 2 0.21 argument 2 0.23 

partnerships 2 0.21 nature 2 0.23 

years 2 0.21 views 2 0.23 

time 2 0.21 union 2 0.23 

day 2 0.21 man 2 0.23 

rest 2 0.21 woman 2 0.23 

representations 2 0.21 creation 2 0.23 

majority 2 0.21 care 2 0.23 

meetings 2 0.21 recognition 2 0.23 

detail 2 0.21 definition 2 0.23 

debate 2 0.21 partnership 2 0.23 

things 2 0.21 churches 2 0.23 

minister 2 0.21 bill 2 0.23 

opportunity 2 0.21 issues 2 0.23 

point 2 0.21 legislation 2 0.23 

homosexuality 2 0.21 community 2 0.23 

respect 2 0.21 lab 1 0.12 

right 2 0.21 quarters 1 0.12 

contract 2 0.21 debate 1 0.12 
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lady 1 0.10 religion 1 0.12 

worries 1 0.10 christians 1 0.12 

example 1 0.10 matter 1 0.12 

success 1 0.10 campaign 1 0.12 

country 1 0.10 parliaments 1 0.12 

thing 1 0.10 convention 1 0.12 

nation 1 0.10 law 1 0.12 

house 1 0.10 rights 1 0.12 

lives 1 0.10 name 1 0.12 

rights 1 0.10 relationship 1 0.12 

amount 1 0.10 way 1 0.12 

views 1 0.10 years 1 0.12 

objectors 1 0.10 appreciation 1 0.12 

objections 1 0.10 parts 1 0.12 

second 1 0.10 proportion 1 0.12 

flaws 1 0.10 children 1 0.12 

flaw 1 0.10 couple 1 0.12 

reading 1 0.10 celebration 1 0.12 

societyare 1 0.10 gender 1 0.12 

world 1 0.10 reason 1 0.12 

compulsion 1 0.10 interest 1 0.12 

church_of_England 1 0.10 relationships 1 0.12 

requirement 1 0.10 business 1 0.12 

teachers 1 0.10 unions 1 0.12 

difference 1 0.10 aspects 1 0.12 

questions 1 0.10 values 1 0.12 

constituents 1 0.10 irony 1 0.12 

christianity 1 0.10 situation 1 0.12 

religion 1 0.10 terms 1 0.12 

number 1 0.10 choice 1 0.12 

stories 1 0.10 marriagesyet 1 0.12 

bible 1 0.10 equivalence 1 0.12 

voting 1 0.10 lack 1 0.12 

spire 1 0.10 organisations 1 0.12 

church 1 0.10 opinions 1 0.12 

fact 1 0.10 view 1 0.12 

future 1 0.10 commentators 1 0.12 

heterosexuality 1 0.10 church_of_England 1 0.12 

option 1 0.10 faiths 1 0.12 

terms 1 0.10 challenge 1 0.12 

end 1 0.10 friends 1 0.12 

life 1 0.10 relatives 1 0.12 

mother 1 0.10 constituent 1 0.12 

man 1 0.10 mps 1 0.12 

friends 1 0.10 friend 1 0.12 
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polls 1 0.10 member 1 0.12 

proposal 1 0.10 idea 1 0.12 

others 1 0.10 nonsense 1 0.12 

colleague 1 0.10 childrennot 1 0.12 

council 1 0.10 cases 1 0.12 

councillors 1 0.10 value 1 0.12 

appalledthe 1 0.10 insults 1 0.12 

response 1 0.10 members 1 0.12 

question 1 0.10 

manifesto 1 0.10 

commitment 1 0.10 

partys 1 0.10 

subject 1 0.10 

election 1 0.10 

conservatives 1 0.10 

top 1 0.10 

issue 1 0.10 

pride 1 0.10 

decision 1 0.10 

place 1 0.10 

society 1 0.10 

relationships 1 0.10 



 

 

Baroness Jenkin 

of Kennington 

(Con.), supporter     
Baroness Cumberlege 

(Con.), opponent     

Noun Tokens % of text Noun Tokens % of text 

marriage 8 1.07 institution 7 1.19 

people 6 0.80 marriage 6 1.02 

part 3 0.40 woman 4 0.68 

heart 3 0.40 man 4 0.68 

world 3 0.40 lords 3 0.51 

lords 2 0.27 people 3 0.51 

debate 2 0.27 women 3 0.51 

marriages 2 0.27 union 3 0.51 

kinsman 2 0.27 interests 2 0.34 

commitment 2 0.27 members 2 0.34 

work 2 0.27 bill 2 0.34 

bill 2 0.27 premise 2 0.34 

institution 2 0.27 contribution 2 0.34 

change 2 0.27 life 2 0.34 

legislation 2 0.27 lordships 2 0.34 

public 2 0.27 equality 2 0.34 

opinion 2 0.27 college 2 0.34 

father 2 0.27 institutions 2 0.34 

stage 1 0.13 word 2 0.34 

contributions 1 0.13 communities 2 0.34 

arguments 1 0.13 rights 2 0.34 

challenge 1 0.13 register 1 0.17 

diamond_wedding 1 0.13 debate 1 0.17 

rest 1 0.13 society 1 0.17 

family 1 0.13 individuals 1 0.17 

conservative 1 0.13 partnerships 1 0.17 

silver 1 0.13 discrimination 1 0.17 

wedding 1 0.13 advantage 1 0.17 

force 1 0.13 lordships_house 1 0.17 

decline 1 0.13 husband 1 0.17 

society 1 0.13 million 1 0.17 

couples 1 0.13 alsoperhaps 1 0.17 

lifetime 1 0.13 thiswhen 1 0.17 

relationships 1 0.13 cards 1 0.17 

thing 1 0.13 teenager 1 0.17 

proposition 1 0.13 prelate 1 0.17 

state 1 0.13 bishop_of_Leicester 1 0.17 

reason 1 0.13 politics 1 0.17 

reasonif 1 0.13 business 1 0.17 

religions 1 0.13 discussions 1 0.17 

faiths 1 0.13 interest 1 0.17 



 

 

beliefs 1 0.13 health 1 0.17 

result 1 0.13 issues 1 0.17 

rights 1 0.13 specialties 1 0.17 

organisations 1 0.13 part 1 0.17 

marrieda 1 0.13 while 1 0.17 

objective 1 0.13 specialty 1 0.17 

freedom 1 0.13 practitioners 1 0.17 

quotes 1 0.13 anaesthetists 1 0.17 

correspondence 1 0.13 colleges 1 0.17 

remarks 1 0.13 right 1 0.17 

e-mail 1 0.13 couples 1 0.17 

church_of_England 1 0.13 yearning 1 0.17 

vicar 1 0.13 words 1 0.17 

matter 1 0.13 men 1 0.17 

conclusion 1 0.13 lesbian 1 0.17 

unions 1 0.13 confidence 1 0.17 

effect 1 0.13 lexicology 1 0.17 

idea 1 0.13 unions 1 0.17 

relationship 1 0.13 flag 1 0.17 

reform 1 0.13 motto 1 0.17 

sense 1 0.13 name 1 0.17 

radical 1 0.13 terminology 1 0.17 

meaning 1 0.13 symbols 1 0.17 

words 1 0.13 societyacknowledgment 1 0.17 

ones 1 0.13 respect 1 0.17 

church 1 0.13 partnership 1 0.17 

argument 1 0.13 others 1 0.17 

explanation 1 0.13 organisations 1 0.17 

homosexuality 1 0.13 solution 1 0.17 

age_of_consent 1 0.13 need 1 0.17 

government 1 0.13 countries 1 0.17 

partnerships 1 0.13 situation 1 0.17 

things 1 0.13 traces 1 0.17 

nature 1 0.13 love 1 0.17 

childhood 1 0.13 belief 1 0.17 

friends 1 0.13 rationale 1 0.17 

Lord_Fowler 1 0.13 rethink 1 0.17 

Lady_Noakes 1 0.13 

Lord_Jenkin 1 0.13 

approach 1 0.13 

steps 1 0.13 

throne 1 0.13 

yesterdays 1 0.13 

lord 1 0.13 

Lord_Filkin 1 0.13 



 

 

speech 1 0.13 

times 1 0.13 

reasons 1 0.13 

children 1 0.13 

teens 1 0.13 

voice 1 0.13 

monthsjust 1 0.13 

earth 1 0.13 

fuss 1 0.13 

others 1 0.13 

polls 1 0.13 

sons 1 0.13 

conservatism 1 0.13 

changes 1 0.13 

anachronism 1 0.13 

 


