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1 Introduction 

In February 2016, the British Prime Minister David Cameron announced the date for 

a vote on whether the United Kingdom should continue as a member of the European 

Union. After years of arguments for and against the EU within the British political 

sphere, the discussion moved into a phase of campaigning, the debates in the 

Parliament taking on those same arguments with renewed vigor. The campaign 

introduced a situation common to politics: two openly opposed groups, both aiming to 

undermine the other’s views and to garner support for their cause. Argumentation of 

this competitive period soon introduced new metaphorical roles for the institutions and 

people involved: the European Union became a beastly tiger, willing to eat the 

sovereignty of its members, and the answer-seeking voters turned into a curious 

Goldilocks, who was perplexed when met with a selection of realities from which to 

choose the perfect one.    

Studies of political discourse have focused on a wide variety of features from 

the connection between ideology and language to the rhetorical styles of individual 

politicians, with research conducted especially on the American and British spheres. 

Interest towards political discourse largely stems from the nature of politics, how it is 

inseparably connected to influencing others in relation to matters of national and 

international importance. The spread of ideas and values from speakers to listeners is 

accomplished through persuasion that is realized through many different aspects of the 

rhetoric. Metaphors, one of the rhetorical features much employed by politicians, have 

been the subject of numerous studies concentrating on the language of politics 

particularly after the inception of what is called the Conceptual Metaphor Theory 

(CMT), proposed in early 1980s by Lakoff and Johnson. The theory provided a more 

substantial theoretical framework for understanding metaphors, introducing the 

concept of metaphors permeating much of human thought and language use. It also 

allowed for the study of metaphors as used by politicians as tools of persuasion, 

enabling research on whether such metaphors as Goldilocks and the tiger were 

connected to underlying patterns, e.g. possible party agendas or other ideologies.  

The current study considers metaphors as used in connection to the withdrawal 

of the United Kingdom from the European Union, or what has come to be informally 

called the Brexit. The focus of the study is on the conceptual metaphors as employed 
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by the two opposing campaign groups in constructing two contesting narratives. While 

political discourse covers numerous platforms such as news interviews and party 

manifestos, this study is limited to parliamentary debates primarily due to them placing 

the opposing campaigners in a debate setting. The debates in both Houses of the 

Parliament, albeit discussing a range of topics, saw the Brexit discussion permeate the 

argumentation in all matters relating to Europe. The chosen debates are from the period 

between the announcement of the vote in late February 2016 and the vote itself that 

took place in the following June, i.e. the active campaign period. 

In order to study the possible narratives constructed by the campaign groups, 

the current study not only describes the specific metaphors used, but presents any 

possible differences found in the deployment of metaphors by the opposing groups 

present in the parliamentary debates. Deviating from the previous studies on metaphors 

in political discourse, the study will not give particular attention to the political parties 

represented by the members of parliament. Instead, the points of comparison are the 

two opposing sides of the debate on the European Union membership, the pro-leave 

and the pro-remain. The research questions of the study are the following: 

• What kind of conceptual metaphors can be found in the parliamentary 

rhetoric surrounding the Brexit campaign? 

• Are there any significant differences in the use of the conceptual 

metaphors between the pro-leave and pro-remain sides of the debate? 

• Furthermore, are there any significant differences in the use of 

conceptual metaphors between the two Houses of the Parliament?  

• How are the conceptual metaphors used to discuss concepts related to the 

Brexit referendum (i.e. Europe, the European Union, the other member 

states and Europeans, as well as the voters)?  

• Does the metaphor use of the campaign groups contribute to any 

overarching narratives? 

An introduction to the concepts of the current study, the following section 2 considers 

the theoretical framework and previous research. The section discusses the Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory and previous research on metaphors in politics, as well as the genre 

of parliamentary language and the historical background of the Brexit question. 

Section 3 focuses on the data and the methods used in the analysis, while section 4 
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covers the analysis and its results. Further discussion with concluding words and 

suggestions of further study follow in sections 5 and 6. 

2 Theoretical Background 

This section introduces the theoretical background on the one hand from the viewpoint 

of metaphors and how they are understood in this study, and on the other hand from 

the viewpoint of the language of politics and of the parliament. The Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory (CMT) and some of the works that have further contributed to it are 

introduced in section 2.1, while section 2.2 looks further into studies of metaphor in 

the sphere of politics. In addition to the metaphors, section 2.3 elaborates on the genre 

of parliamentary debates and the final section 2.4 recounts the political background of 

the Brexit discussion.   

2.1 Conceptual Metaphor Theory  

Metaphor, as it is conventionally understood and defined in dictionaries of literary 

terms, is “[a] figure of speech in which two unlike objects are compared by 

identification or by the substitution of one for the other” (Beckson and Ganz 1993: 

156). Metaphors are seen as forms of creativity in discourse and, although often 

thought of as something inherent to literature, people admit to using them in 

conversations and messages to emphasize their points or to accentuate their reactions. 

This is enabled by a general sensitivity to the metaphoricity of language, which can 

also lead to such common expressions as, for example, a ‘table leg’ to sound 

surprisingly amusing. The contrast between this inanimate object and what is usually 

thought of as part of a living being is evident, but many consider it merely a quirk of 

the language. For that is indeed what metaphors have traditionally been considered as 

– a feature of language, a linguistic device. This prevalent view was, however, already 

challenged in the times of Greek rhetoricians, who thought of metaphors as a matter 

of thinking. A later theory considering metaphors as connected to human 

conceptualization of the world was introduced by Lakoff and Johnson in their 

revolutionary work The Metaphors We Live By (1980). 

What has come to be called the Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) argues 

that metaphors are not only a matter of language, but closely related to the conceptual 

systems on which our thinking processes are built and through which we understand 
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the world around us. As our everyday life is based on understanding and experiencing 

the world, this would mean that everything we do is, to a large degree, a matter of 

metaphors (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3). Furthermore, as these conceptual systems 

are largely something we are not normally aware of, it is in language where these 

conceptualizations are visible and can be studied (ibid.). Although Lakoff and Johnson 

were the first to articulate this rather revolutionary theory, the ideas it reflected had 

been anticipated by earlier scholars, albeit with some differences in emphasis and point 

of view (Semino 2008: 9). These include several European and Anglo-American 

philosophers and linguists, e.g. John Locke and Giambattista Vico, as well as literary 

critics, such as I. A. Richards and Max Black.  

At the lowest level metaphors are comparisons, as they are conventionally 

understood, and as Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 5) frame it, “[t]he essence of metaphor 

is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another.” When 

studying conceptual metaphors as introduced by the CMT, it is essential to understand 

the two participants that are compared in metaphor construction, the source and the 

target domains. The source domain is the concept from which the words used in the 

metaphor are taken, for example war, while the target domain is the concept onto 

which those words are mapped to. These domains are present in what are considered 

as conventional metaphors as well. 

The following examples shed some light on the workings of the two domains: 

(1) I defended my stance.1 

(2) She attacked all of his arguments. 

(3) Listening to his arguments, she thought she would win. 

In the examples above, the words defended, attacked and win are all common terms 

used in the context of arguments. Yet, if we look at the words themselves, they are all 

at their most concrete level related to the common concept of war: in war we defend, 

attack and ideally win at the end. But it is not only on the level of words that the two 

concepts are connected. Arguments can actually be defended, attacked and won – 

“many of the things we do in arguing is partially structured in terms of war” (Lakoff 

                                                 
1 Examples (1) to (6) are constructed sentences created to illustrate the theoretical basis, while all of the 

other examples come from the data. Throughout this study, the metaphorical keywords that are of note 

in the light of the following discussion have been bolded in the examples. For reasons of clarity, the 

same terms have been italicized in the body of the text.  
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and Johnson 1980: 4; original emphasis). In this situation, the two concepts are 

compared with each other, and one of them provides terms through which the other 

can be discussed and understood. In other words, we have a source domain of WAR 

that provides terms and understandable concepts that are then mapped onto the target 

domain of ARGUMENT. The relation between these two concepts can be formulated into 

a common conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR.2 The effect this conceptual 

comparison has on arguing as an activity becomes evident when considering another 

source domain that could be used instead of war. Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 5) conjure 

an alternative image of a culture in which arguments would be talked of in terms of 

dance. This form of arguing would have completely different goals, e.g. “[performing] 

in a balanced and aesthetically pleasing way.” It is indeed unclear whether it could 

even be considered the same kind of activity. 

Source domains tend to represent more concrete concepts, while the target 

domains represent more abstract ideas. This is the case in the above examples (1) to 

(3), where the physical acts executed during a war are mapped onto the spoken events 

taking place during a verbal argument. Likewise, love cannot be easily described 

without references to more concrete concepts, e.g. journeys: 

(4) They went their separate ways. 

(5) Their relationship isn’t going anywhere. 

(6) Look how far we’ve come. 

In (4) a shared road diverges as a relationship ends, while in (5) and (6) relationships 

have, respectively, either become stale or they have lasted long with much experienced 

over the years. These metaphors contribute to a common conceptual metaphor LOVE IS 

A JOURNEY. The abstract concept of time can be considered a similar case, and forms 

e.g. such metaphors as TIME IS MONEY. As abstract ideas are usually discussed in terms 

of more physical concepts, this supports the argument of metaphors being an inherent 

part of our conceptualization of the world.  

A further aspect related to the connection between the source and target 

domains that has to be considered is the dual function of highlighting and hiding. 

Looking at the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR, it is evident that the source 

                                                 
2 The conceptual metaphors as well as the metaphorical source domains have been written in small caps 

following the pattern established in previous works. 
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domain of war does not stretch to cover all of the various aspects of arguments. Should 

we wish to concentrate on the cooperative aspects that are connected to arguing, the 

source domain of war soon becomes insufficient. Instead, if we concentrate on the 

more confrontational sides of arguments, the source domain offers many words and 

ideas that can be thought of as part of arguments. This is a common phenomenon found 

to be part of conceptual metaphors, and it can be said that the conceptual metaphor 

ARGUMENT IS WAR is highlighting the confrontational aspects of arguments, while 

hiding the cooperative ones. In other words, “[in] allowing us to focus on one aspect 

of a concept […], a metaphorical concept can keep us from focusing on other aspects 

of the concept that are inconsistent with that metaphor” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 

10).  

The CMT divides conceptual metaphors in three main types: structural, 

orientational, and ontological metaphors. The first group, structural metaphors, 

concerns cases, as seen in the examples discussed above, “where one concept is 

metaphorically structured in terms of another” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 14). In 

contrast, orientational metaphors do not contrast two concepts, but rather, they 

organize a number of concepts in relation to each other. Most of them are connected 

with spatial orientation, and from this stems the name. The orientational metaphors 

base their structure on e.g. the human body, as evidenced by HAPPY IS UP. This 

conceptual metaphor is based on the way people carry themselves: “[d]rooping posture 

typically goes along with sadness and depression, erect posture with a positive 

emotional state” (ibid. 1980: 15). The opposite conceptual metaphor SAD IS DOWN can 

then be derived from the same basic idea. Examples of other similar metaphor pairs 

are numerous and they include e.g. MORE IS UP and LESS IS DOWN, GOOD IS UP and BAD 

IS DOWN (ibid.). 

The final type, ontological metaphors, concern entity and substance metaphors. 

Metaphors of this type are used to categorize our experiences in terms of clearly 

bounded matters by imposing artificial boundaries on various phenomena (Lakoff and 

Johnson 1980: 25). This allows us to refer to these experiences, to quantify them, and 

to identify their aspects and causes. One example of an ontological metaphor, as shown 

by Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 27), is THE MIND IS A MACHINE. This enables us to talk 

about our minds as if they were engines – when we are tired, we run out of steam, and 

when we cannot remember as we should, our minds have gotten rusty. 
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A further distinction between conceptual metaphors is between primary and 

complex metaphors. Primary metaphors are a core part of our language use and do not 

necessarily have commonly used non-metaphorical equivalents. Primary metaphors 

like up in such expressions as “I’m feeling up,” where they convey the positivity of 

the feeling, are common in everyday language. These kinds of metaphorical 

expressions are not considered metaphorical in the general terms and speakers cannot 

be said to have specifically chosen to use these metaphors. Primary metaphors are 

acquired through subjective experiences and an average human has an enormous range 

of them (Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 48; see also Grady 1997).  

In contrast, complex metaphors are composed of primary metaphors and 

common knowledge. This common knowledge consists of “cultural models, folk 

theories, or simply knowledge or beliefs that are widely accepted in a culture” (Lakoff 

and Johnson 1999: 52). Complex metaphors, such as A PURPOSEFUL LIFE IS A JOURNEY, 

are built from sub-metaphors that explain their different parts and connections between 

ideas. In the case of this JOURNEY metaphor, the complex metaphorical mapping 

contains the following sub-metaphors: A PURPOSEFUL LIFE IS A JOURNEY, A PERSON 

LIVING A LIFE IS A TRAVELER, LIFE GOALS ARE DESTINATIONS, and A LIFE PLAN IS AN 

ITINERARY (Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 53). These metaphors contribute to a complex 

metaphor that is realized by connecting the common knowledge related to journeys 

and the two primary metaphors PURPOSES ARE DESTINATIONS and ACTIONS ARE 

MOTIONS. Complex metaphors can further be used as building blocks for other complex 

metaphors, creating metaphors with multiple tiers of related concepts. The complexity 

of metaphors is also related to their use, with both common and novel complex 

metaphors consciously used in literature and speech for a variety of purposes.  

Since its introduction in 1980, the CMT has been used by many researchers in 

a wide a variety of studies, and it has been amended with attention to e.g. the impact 

of different cultural backgrounds. In the light of this study, a relevant example of 

extension to the theory can be found in the patterning of metaphors in discourse, 

especially in regards to the concepts of extended, combined/mixed and nested 

metaphors that map out further hierarchies between metaphors. Extended metaphors 

are those clusters of metaphors that use several terms from the same source domain to 

discuss one target domain or concept (Semino 2008: 25). For example, when 

discussing arguments, one could refer to its many facets with various terms related to 

war in succession, thus creating an extended metaphor. As the use of metaphors in 
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discourse tends to attract other metaphors, however, extended metaphors often appear 

with metaphors of other source domains (Semino 2008: 26-7), whether clustered or 

not. This co-occurrence leads to both combined metaphors, i.e. those with compatible 

source domains, and mixed metaphors, i.e. those with incompatible source domains 

(ibid.). Further, Charteris-Black has identified what he calls nested metaphors, wherein 

a metaphor of one source domain has been nested within a metaphor of another source 

domain (2011: 74). Although a distinction between nested and mixed metaphors is 

made based on nested metaphors being harder to perceive as containing additional 

source domains, all of these varieties exist without set outlines – whether something is 

a mixed metaphor is based on how it is perceived (Semino 2008: 27). Much of the 

discussion and studies surrounding the CMT are concerned with the lack of reliable 

identification, but it has continued as a prevalent theory behind the construction and 

use of metaphors. 

2.2 Metaphors in Political Discourse  

Political discourse as a term encompasses a wide variety of discourse types, including 

campaign speeches, election debates, parliamentary debates and speeches, as well as 

interviews. Due to this variety, political discourse can be found in various contexts 

from legislation to mass media. Politics could even be seen as fundamentally 

constructed around discourse, as it is generally understood in terms of discussion and 

interaction. Arguably one of the most important functions of political discourse on all 

levels is to build support for certain views or values. According to Charteris-Black, 

political speeches, which he considers to include all “coherent stream[s] of spoken 

language that [are] usually prepared for delivery by a speaker to an audience for a 

purpose on a political occasion” (2014: xiii), can be divided into two classes based on 

their goals. On one hand, the goal of some speeches is to arrive at a political decision, 

while on the other hand some aim to establish shared values (ibid.). These are not, 

however, well-defined divisions, as all political speech to some extent aims to establish 

shared values, i.e. to present the speaker’s view as the most desirable one. In this 

context, political speech covers all of the different varieties. 

Due to its primary concern with establishing following for particular ideas or 

selling these ideas to people, the various tools that political discourse uses to affect 

people have been subject to extensive studies. Especially political sciences and 

linguistics, including discourse analysis and sociolinguistics, have been prominent in 



9 

 

 

producing research on many of these aspects, such as credibility and sincerity, 

phraseological units, and representation.3 In their introductory work to conceptual 

metaphors, Lakoff and Johnson note that metaphors “play a central role in the 

construction of social and political reality” (1980: 159), and this role has not gone 

unnoticed. Among studies of political discourse, a vast number concentrates 

particularly on the use of metaphors in political speeches and how they are used to 

craft persuasive scenarios. In the Western sphere, metaphors in the discourse of politics 

have been studied with focus on e.g. the language use of individual politicians, 

tendencies within certain political parties, and tendencies within a political area such 

as the European Union. Most emphasis has been given to the American and British 

contexts – or to the English language context – but research has been conducted in, for 

example, Italian and German as well.  

Metaphors as used by individual politicians are usually narrowed to cases of 

important public figures, such as the American presidents and the British prime 

ministers. Charteris-Black (2004) gives examples of both British and American 

political spheres but concentrates on individual speakers only through American 

presidential inaugural speeches. In a later study, he continues to elaborate on various 

myth-based metaphor strategies by looking into both American and British political 

figures, including Martin Luther King, Margaret Thatcher, and Barack Obama 

(Charteris-Black 2011). The former study establishes that CONFLICT, JOURNEYS, and 

BUILDINGS are the most frequently used source domains in the inaugural speeches and 

that these source domains are, despite some variation, shared with the British data 

(Charteris-Black 2004: 106). The latter study, however, connects the strength of 

metaphors as pragmatic devices to their connection to and simultaneous use with other 

figures of speech. In the studies, Charteris-Black shows how the combination of 

metaphors and contrast is closely connected to communicating value-based political 

meaning, as highlighting contrast between political opinions gives positive values to 

those the speaker is defending (2011: 312). Furthermore, the study brings forth the 

increasing effectiveness of metaphors when they are used in combination with other 

metaphors or when they are “nested metaphors [that draw] on two or more source 

domains” (Charteris-Black 2011: 212). The myth-based strategies the speeches 

introduced were of various types (e.g. Obama and the myth of the American dream), 

                                                 
3 Studies concerned with these particular topics include Hudson (1978), Beard (2000) and Chilton 

(2004) as well as Chilton and Schäffner (2002). 
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but of the four most common source domains in both American and British data, three 

– namely JOURNEYS, PERSONIFICATION, and REIFICATION – were prevalent regardless 

of the country of origin. Similar case study examples can be found in Charteris-Black’s 

later work (2014). 

Study of American presidential rhetoric has further been continued by Neagu 

(2013), who has looked into metaphors in argumentation, concentrating on presidential 

debates held in 2008 between Barack Obama and John McCain. Neagu concurs with 

Charteris-Black in recognizing that metaphors, like other pragmatic devices, are most 

often “consciously created and employed by politicians to persuade their audience of 

the feasibility of their political plans […] and to find solutions that may contribute to 

the resolution of their controversies” (Neagu 2013: 4). Neagu’s study focuses on the 

place and role of metaphors in the speeches, and the identification of conceptual 

metaphors has been conducted by contrasting the two candidates and the two main 

topics, domestic and foreign policy issues. Contrast between candidates has been 

formulated into conceptual metaphor pairs (e.g. CRISIS IS DISEASE – CRISIS IS 

CALAMITY) and the domestic and foreign policy issues are discussed from the point of 

view of two main metaphors: PRODUCT LIFE-CYCLE and POLITICS IS ETHICS, 

respectively. Neagu gives extensive accounts of the contrasting metaphors used by 

Obama and McCain, and compares the metaphor use between the two while drawing 

conclusions on which strategy works better in each case. She notes a clear contrast 

between the strategies of the two speakers in regards to metaphor use, with connections 

drawn to the use of moral politics models constructed by Lakoff (2002; see below).  

Works discussing parties have generally concentrated on the differences 

between the metaphor use of two competing parties (such as the New Labour and the 

Conservatives in British context or the Democrats and the Republicans of the US). 

While it does look into American presidential inaugural speeches, much of the data in 

Charteris-Black’s 2004 study concentrates on the British context and the political 

manifestos of the Labour and Conservative parties. The most frequently used source 

domains are, as mentioned above, common to both the manifestos and the inaugural 

speeches. In comparing the manifestos, however, Charteris-Black found that while the 

major source domains are shared between the two parties and there is an overall 

diachronic shift towards CONFLICT metaphors, the discourse strategies leading to this 

shared rise in one source domain are starkly different – Conservatives claim defence 

while the Labour uses the source domain more freely (Charteris-Black 2004: 84-5). 
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Charteris-Black concludes that while differences in source domains may not be 

significant, the differences are evident in “how [the source domains] are employed 

linguistically in constructing an argument” (2004: 85). He also adds that some source 

domains, e.g. JOURNEY, are highly productive for the British political rhetoric and that 

cultural and environmental aspects do have their effect on the choice of metaphors as 

well (ibid.). 

Lakoff (2002) compares the metaphors employed by the conservatives and the 

liberals on the US political stage, concentrating on the FAMILY metaphors that both 

political theories use, albeit with a different focus. According to Lakoff, the 

fundamental differences in the moral systems of these major theories are evident in the 

way they structure the NATION IS A FAMILY metaphor – while the conservatives lean 

towards a Strict Father model (centered on a nuclear family led by an authoritative 

father), the liberals display a Nurturant Parent model (central to which are love, 

empathy and nurturance) (Lakoff 2002: 32-5). The moral politics theory is discussed 

through examples from the various fundamental issues that the major US parties 

disagree on, e.g. gun control and abortion, and one of the main concerns Lakoff brings 

forth is the degree to which these parties are unaware of the opponent’s or their own 

use of the models (Lakoff 2002: 18-9). 

While the majority of metaphor studies revolves around the United Kingdom 

and the United States, works have also been written on the European context and the 

European Union. In their 1993 study, Chilton and Ilyin point out the use of the 

COMMON EUROPEAN HOUSE metaphor as it appears in several European languages, 

including Russian, German and French. The study includes such constructions as a 

single house with many entrances that was used by Mikhail Gorbachev to refer to the 

Europe in terms of an apartment building (Chilton and Ilyin 1993: 14). Even as the 

study details the use of this metaphor in the three languages, it concludes with a note 

on how metaphors are not transferred one to one between languages, but “are 

processed in accordance with local languages, local discourse formations and local 

political interests” (Chilton and Ilyin 1993: 27).  

Musolff (2004) shows some of the largest metaphors in European context from 

another point of view. He discusses five main metaphors in connection with Europe 

and the European Union, that is, FAMILY, JOURNEY, (HUMAN) BODY, and the EUROPEAN 

HOUSE metaphors. Musolff’s account includes discussions of sub-metaphors within 

these more general conceptual metaphors. For example, (HUMAN) BODY metaphors are 
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shown to include such metaphors as LIFE CYCLE, HEALTH/ILLNESS, and ORGANS. 

Furthermore, Musolff notes that most of the dominant metaphor scenarios, such as the 

(HUMAN) BODY metaphor, “proved to be part of long-standing traditions of social 

conceptualization” and are interpreted as evidence of developments at the 

supraindividual level – e.g. the rise of BUILDING metaphors with scenarios relating to 

lack of safety and chaos since the 1990s could be seen as proof of future integration 

problems for the European Union (Musolff 2004: 175-6). In comparison, the 

subindividual level includes those long-standing metaphors that “connect to 

experiential and folk-theoretical knowledge systems,” e.g. the FAMILY- and 

BODY/HEALTH-related metaphors (ibid.). This could explain how the much-criticized 

FAMILY and HEALTH metaphors, in connection to the nation/society, have survived 

through their emotional and social impact (ibid.).  

In connection to the metaphors of British party manifestos, Charteris-Black 

brings attention to some trends in the European political sphere (2004: 48-52). His 

discussion, largely based on earlier works, concludes that it is “important to distinguish 

between conscious and subliminal use of metaphor” (Charteris-Black 2004: 52). While 

the subliminal use of metaphors can be described as unawareness on part of the speaker 

to the extent to which their discourse is metaphorical, conscious use of metaphors is 

considered part of “conscious strateg[y] for winning arguments through the 

sophisticated reformulation of a given metaphorical framework” (ibid.). In his 2014 

work, Charteris-Black further concentrates on what he terms as the ‘purposeful 

metaphor’ in the context of politics and how it contributes to a story that a speaker is 

constructing in their speech (Charteris-Black 2014: 196). This purposeful use of 

metaphors ties to how political speeches characteristically carry values and attempts 

at presenting the speaker’s values as correct and their goals as desirable. This is evident 

in, for example, cases where a war is imminent and it needs to be justified to the people 

who are to be expected to fight in that war. Due to the violent and traumatizing nature 

of war specifically, studies of metaphors used in the justification of war have been 

conducted, albeit mostly in connection to the Gulf War and the war on terror, with 

emphasis on speeches of American presidents (see e.g. Smith 2002; Lakoff 2013; 

Bhatia 2007). Although war is likely to be the most striking example subject, the 

language of justification – in other words argumentation – is connected to all other 

political decisions that require approval. Other works on the European context include 
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Semino and Masci (1996), who studied the metaphors of Silvio Berlusconi, and Sonea 

(2007), who concentrated on the Romanian political sphere.  

Outside of the Western political sphere, research has been conducted on e.g. 

the BUILDING metaphors as used in Taiwanese presidential elections (Lu and Ahrens 

2008). Due to the current study concentrating on the Western sphere, the works 

included here have been limited to those relevant to its scope. Furthermore, the vast 

majority of previous studies have been predominantly qualitative in nature, with 

research data composed of a few speeches or what has been deemed relevant examples. 

Although the current study does not follow previously established categories for its 

analysis (particularly lacking the comparison between parties, see section 3 on data 

and methods), works by Chilton and Ilyin (1993) and Musolff (2004) offer points of 

comparison for the metaphorical language used in the European context. 

2.3 Parliamentary Discourse 

Parliamentary discourse is one of the discourse types that falls under the wider 

category of political discourse. Although partially defined by the context in which it is 

used, i.e. parliament, it is also further defined by the specific characteristics of style 

and restrictions imposed on it by the parliament itself. Parliamentary discourse, unlike 

interviews of politicians appearing in the mass media, is not primarily used to present 

opinions to the general public. While parliamentary debates and proceedings can be 

found in archives that are generally available to the public, as in the case of the British 

Parliament with the Hansard archive, they are primarily conducted to argue for and to 

decide upon national issues among politicians, not particularly to speak to the citizens 

outside of the parliament. This does not, however, mean that the parliamentary 

discourse is meant for a select audience only, but it is often trusted to make its way via 

news and other media to the citizens.  

Proceedings in the British Parliament consist of debates, Question Time, and 

ministerial statements, among others. Out of these various types of contextual settings, 

only two – that is, debates and Question Time – are considered further here, due to 

these two types comprising the data of the current study. In the case of the British 

Parliament, a general introduction to the conventions and contents of different types 

of proceedings can be found at the official site of the Parliament 

(https://www.parliament.uk/about/how/business/), with further links taking both to the 

particularities of certain types and to the archives of previous proceedings. Debates, 
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the most extensive type of the parliamentary proceedings, are based on motions put 

forward by an MP, or in the House of Lords a Member. These motions are then put to 

the specific House as a question by the Chair, which launches a debate. Finally, a 

debate ends with a decision that could, if the House is not unanimous, be decided 

through a vote. Debates vary somewhat between the two Houses of the Parliament in 

both how they are chaired and how the turns of speech function. In the House of 

Commons, the Speaker chairs the debates by calling for MPs to have their turns and 

ensuring the rules of the House are adhered to. In the House of Lords, however, the 

Lord Speaker, while presiding over the debates, does not ensure order or call for the 

speaking order – the Lords are, according to tradition, responsible for managing their 

own debates.  

While debates are the most extensive type of proceedings in the Parliament, the 

Question Time is one of the more controlled types. Question Time is, in simple terms, 

“an opportunity for MPs and Members of the House of Lords to question government 

ministers about matters for which they are responsible” (Parliament website, P2). 

Questions that are to be presented to the ministers usually go through a series of 

reforms before they are approved, and tabled no less than three days prior to their 

presentation. A good summary of the system behind the question time can be found in 

Chilton (2004: 92-5). As with the debates, there are differences in the Question Time 

between the two Houses – while the House of Lords questions are directed to the whole 

Government, the House of Commons questions are made to a certain government 

department according to a rotation that follows the Monday-Thursday cycle during 

which an hour is given for the questions each day. 

Although these two types of discourse situations differ, they both include 

stages of preparation and are governed by the style and rules of parliamentary 

conventions. While some parliamentary conventions affect e.g. the choice of coloring 

of the furnishings in the Houses and include specific rules of conduct that restrict and 

moderate the behavior of MPs and Members, others include rules relating to the 

language use. In addition to the preparatory nature of questions and debate speeches, 

turn-taking, word choices and the use of names are restricted. Many of these language 

restrictions contribute to unparliamentary language that has been collected in 

parliament-specific lists and guides that include insulting and some other context-

dependent terms. In the British context, the restrictions to turn-taking during debates 

differ once again between the Houses: while the House of Lords generally remains 
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more collected due to its self-regulatory nature during debates, the House of Commons 

follows a more aggressive style with spontaneous intervening often interrupting the 

more planned turns. The role of the Chair is also linguistically evident in the addressee 

of the speeches, as the more active Chair of the House of Commons is considered the 

addressee of all of the speeches. In contrast, the House of Lords speeches are addressed 

to the House in general. Likewise, referrals to the names of other MPs or Members are 

prohibited.  

Works that specifically concentrate on the nature of parliamentary language 

have been written with a variety of focuses. Chilton (2004: 92-109) analyses the 

specific structure of questions and answers used during British parliamentary 

questions, with attention to the regulations, reparations occurring during the questions, 

and the performance itself with notes on the repairs made on the Hansard 

transcriptions. Bayley (2004) includes contributions that focus on various Western 

parliaments in mapping out answers to questions of negotiating conflicts, fear, and 

insults, to name but few. A further volume on the diversity of parliamentary language 

edited by Ionescu-Ruxăndoiu et al. (2012) considers the particular context across 

history and cultures, with further attention on the Romanian context, and a study by 

Steiner et al. (2004) gives attention to the deliberative nature of the parliamentary 

discourse with examples from various Western parliaments. 

In summary, the parliamentary discourse is but a subcategory of the political 

discourse, albeit one with its own particular ruleset that is based largely but not solely 

on tradition. These rules restrict and guide the behavioral as well as linguistic choices 

made by the members of parliament, although in the British context there are various 

differences between e.g. the debate conventions of the two Houses.  

2.4 Brexit: Introduction to the Political Background  

The 2016 referendum on the European Union membership and its outcome have a 

history as long as the membership of the United Kingdom in the European Union and 

its predecessors. Euroscepticism has been a major part of the political scene of the 

United Kingdom since the European Economic Community (EEC), if not already 

before, and the discussion and opinions have frequently surfaced in media. The 

political situation has led to two separate referendum votes on the membership, latter 

of which occurred in 2016 and resulted in a majority vote to leave the European Union. 

During the campaign and heated discussion of the referendum of 2016, it came to be 
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known popularly as Brexit, a portmanteau of the words “British exit”. This referendum 

vote was the culmination of the membership question, which had resurfaced time and 

again in the British political discussions becoming a constant in the country’s political 

sphere. Due to this study concentrating on debates surrounding the Brexit campaign 

period, this section introduces the history of the membership question in the United 

Kingdom as well as the reasons, which finally led to the referendum vote in June 2016. 

The conflicting popular opinions on membership in a European cooperation 

organization rose soon after the United Kingdom had joined the EEC without a 

referendum in 1973. In 1974, after the rise of these popular opinions and increase in 

the Conservative support for Europe, the Labour leader Harold Wilson was elected as 

the prime minister. The Labour party promised the general public a referendum vote 

on the EEC membership, but before the actualization of this vote, Wilson started to 

work on renegotiating the terms of the British membership. At the time, the Labour 

party was concentrating on the possibility of regaining national control over the 

movement of capital and imports, and these were the main points in Wilson’s 

renegotiations. In the United Kingdom, a number of voices rose against the EEC, some 

seeing it as a capitalist club acting against socialist goals, while others saw the 

membership as the end of a thousand years’ worth of history with sovereignty at its 

heart (Williamson 2015). 

By the time of the referendum in 1975, the membership had been renegotiated 

and the voters were sorely divided. The members of all the major parties were divided 

to such an extent that the vote was held “on the basis of an ‘agreement to differ’” 

(Williamson 2015). This effectively meant that members of the same party could 

campaign for different sides of the vote without being restricted by their membership 

in a specific party. The referendum vote ended with a turn-out of 63% and two-thirds 

of the voters supported the EEC membership (Jones 2007: 16).  

In the end, the referendum vote did nothing to keep the opinions from 

fluctuating. By the end of the 1970s, the Common Market and the decision to stay as 

a member of the EEC lost its popularity. As the 1980s started with Margaret Thatcher 

as the prime minister, the support of membership had already fallen to 26%, with the 

support for leaving having climbed up to 62% (Mortimore 2016). This lack of support 

was reflected earlier in the case of the new European Exchange Rate Mechanism 

(ERM) in 1979, an arrangement that would later work as the foundation of the 

eurozone. The United Kingdom did not join the ERM when it was introduced not only 
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because of the dissatisfaction and falling support for the European organization, but 

also because of the views of Thatcher’s government, both on working towards long-

term, articulated economic goals, and on freedom and maneuverability outside of the 

ERM (Thompson 1996: 29).  

By the end of the 1980s the popular opinion had once again turned in favor of 

the membership, after negotiations with what at that point had changed into the 

European Community gave a permanent rebate to the United Kingdom’s contributions. 

The rebate had surfaced several times during Thatcher’s time as the prime minister to 

the point that the possibility of a member state contributing more than they get from 

the EC has even been called the “Thatcher effect” (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993: 513). 

However, towards the end of the 1980s Thatcher’s government changed its opinion on 

the EC, with emphasis turning to the negative sides of the membership and to 

Euroscepticism. This coincided with the loss of both Thatcher’s influence on European 

policy as well as her dominance in the parliamentary party (Forster 2002: 64).  

In the beginning of the 1990s, Thatcher’s time as the prime minister came to 

an end – she resigned soon after the country had finally joined the ERM. The United 

Kingdom’s time in the ERM was short-lived, lasting only until 1992. However, leaving 

the ERM led to falling exchange rates and lower interest rates as the country worked 

on economic recovery. In addition, the unemployment rose and total costs for 

taxpayers came to over 3 billion pounds (Tempest 2005; see also Budd 2005). The 

short-lived membership of the ERM was followed in 1993 by the Treaty of European 

Union (TEU; also known as the Maastricht Treaty), which resulted in change from the 

economic cooperation of EC into political cooperation in the form of the European 

Union (Jones 2007: 18-9). The treaty was further amended in three additional treaties. 

Although the United Kingdom signed the treaty in 1993, becoming a member of the 

newly formed political union, the Euroscepticism and disagreement did not evaporate. 

In 1994, a year after the signing of the TEU, two political parties, both sceptic 

of the membership, were established. The first one of these, the Referendum Party, 

sought to gain a referendum regarding the country’s membership in the European 

Union, but failed. By contrast, the UK Independence Party (UKIP) rose to become a 

rather successful party, reaching increasingly good results in the elections, finally 

coming first in the 2014 European Parliament elections (Hunt 2014). The gradual 

increase in the popularity of the UKIP can partially be seen to have risen from its 

opposition to the political and monetary union of Europe. According to polls 
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conducted between 1991 and 2007 (Ipsos Mori, P1), the number of people against the 

membership stayed significantly above the number of people in favor of the 

membership. The political nature of the European Union brought freer movement for 

nationals of the member states within all of the member states, and with the addition 

of new members, such as Poland, the number of immigrants moving from poorer states 

to richer ones increased. Although during the first years of David Cameron’s time as 

the prime minister the poll results turned in favor of the membership, the scales turned 

against the membership with the impending referendum vote in 2016 (Ipsos Mori, P2). 

In fact, the hard line on the European Union was popular throughout the years of 

positive poll results on the membership.  

The second referendum issue came to the fore starting from late 2012, when 

Prime Minister Cameron revealed his support for regaining power from Brussels. This 

came to be due to two main reasons. On one hand, with the opinions turning against 

the EU membership it was partially a move to strengthen the standing of the 

Conservative Party, while on the other hand, as the European Union was pushing for 

restrictions regarding financing, it was also seen as a time to push back. In June 2012, 

Cameron further noted that the vote would be held in the case of “the country being 

threatened by any further loss of sovereignty to Brussels” (Helm 2012). The possible 

referendum vote appeared in the rhetoric, but having successfully negotiated through 

the banking reform, Cameron rejected the suggestions of a referendum vote, defending 

the membership in his speeches. This was done in full opposition to the wishes of the 

Tory right and the UKIP, both of which had supported the possibility of a referendum. 

The Prime Minister was also portrayed by media as “too noncommittal” in his relation 

to EU membership (Sparrow 2012), an issue that had by this point been a subject of 

debate for three decades.  

By the beginning of 2013 the Prime Minister was turning his direction again, 

now in favor of the referendum. In January, Cameron outlined challenges facing the 

European Union and committed to renegotiating the membership of the United 

Kingdom (Cameron 2013). In one of his speeches, Cameron also referred to the British 

character of an island nation and to how the British are “independent, forthright, 

passionate in defence of [their] sovereignty,” and thus they became part of the 

European Union with a practical frame of mind as opposed to emotional (ibid.). The 

specific challenges in Cameron’s speech were the future of the eurozone, the crisis of 

the European competitiveness, and the growing distance between the Union and its 
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citizens (ibid.). He suggested a number of changes to rectify the situation, the most 

important of which was the necessity of returning the power to the member states. 

Cameron also brought forth the concerns on the political direction of the Union and 

the lack of democratic approval for the Union in the United Kingdom. He announced 

his support for a referendum and further promised that the vote would be held were 

the Conservatives to win the following elections. The commentary on Cameron’s 

announcement was extensive in the British political sphere. The questioning of the 

possible results gained from threatening the European Union with intentions of leaving 

permeated some of the discussion. At the same time, the discussion around the UKIP 

considered the challenge of gaining the necessary support needed to end the vote with 

the majority against the continued membership. 

As Cameron had now, in the eyes of the public, promised the referendum vote, 

keeping his word became vital in order to not only keep his popularity but also that of 

the party. While in 2013 the referendum was expected to take place by the end of 2017 

at the latest (Cameron 2013), the years following the speech were filled with 

speculation. Although Cameron had promised the referendum, he was still focusing on 

the renegotiations regarding the terms of the membership of the United Kingdom. In 

regards to the second referendum, the issue of migration was at heart of the dissent 

directed at the EU from the beginning, and it was one of the pressing reasons behind 

the push for the referendum.   

In May 2015, a new law was passed, which made the referendum possible and 

soon, after Prime Minister Cameron decided upon the negotiation goals in the 

European Council meeting. Although results were expected from him during the EU 

summit at Brussels, the summit instead introduced further critique from the other 

member nations (BBC News 2016b). After drafting his proposals again and presenting 

them to the other members in February 2016, Cameron was able to achieve some of 

the goals he had set, but in general he was forced to ease on many aspects. On the 20th 

of February Cameron announced the referendum to be held in June, with the 

announcement to the parliament following on the 22nd. Prior to this, he had already 

announced that following the example of the first referendum on EEC, the ministers 

were allowed to campaign for either side regardless of party lines (BBC News 2016a).  

The campaigning soon took over and two official campaign groups were 

established: the pro-leave campaign “Vote Leave” and the pro-remain campaign 

“Stronger In”. While the pro-leave campaign concentrated on the fact that leaving the 
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Union would mean regaining power and being able to use British money on British 

causes, the pro-remain campaign argued for the country having more strength and 

safety as part of the union (Calamur 2016). Although many critics and political 

scientists assumed that the British would vote to stay in the EU in what was at that 

point widely called the Brexit vote, the outcome of June 23rd was quite the opposite. 

The British voted to leave with a majority of 51.9%, with a slight minority of 48.1% 

having voted for remaining in the EU, and the electorate turn-out came up to 72.7% 

(BBC News 2016c). The outcome of the vote caused uproar and especially the case of 

Scotland rose to the fore, as Scotland’s vote the strongest supporter for remaining and 

consequently arguments regarding its independence were given new energy. 

In the aftermath of the vote, Prime Minister Cameron announced his 

resignation on June 24th. He saw the result as his failure to secure the UK’s future in 

the European Union and admitted that from that point forward the country would need 

“fresh leadership” to take it to a new direction (see Wright 2016). In July 2016, 

Cameron’s resignation became official and Theresa May, the newly named leader of 

the Conservative Party, followed him as the prime minister. Her support for the result 

of the vote was visible in her announcement “Brexit means Brexit, and [the UK is] 

going to make success of it” (Cowburn 2016). The new Prime Minister began by 

setting up the Secretary of State for Exiting the European Union, the Secretary of State 

responsible for the exit from the European Union. The media, however, continued to 

voice its speculations on whether the exit would happen and further discussion on the 

exit’s possible outcomes has continued to this day.  

In conclusion, the United Kingdom’s time in the European cooperative 

organizations was always shadowed by the question of whether or not the country 

should keep its membership. The two referendums on the membership in 1975 and 

2016 both occurred during times when the public had increasing interest in issues 

connected to the leadership and policies of the European Union. Looking at these two 

referendum votes, it is clear that the membership question has stayed alive in the 

British political sphere and has played a large role in it for the past decades. The 

question has also divided and fractured the political sphere and thus it is not only 

possible but also likely that the debates during the referendum vote campaign period 

carry these divisions.  
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3 Data and Methods 

This section covers the corpus of material collected for this specific study, and the 

methods of analysis used to identify and study the metaphors in this corpus. Section 

3.1 recounts the criteria that was used to collect the data and introduces the 

composition of the data. The following section 3.2 moves on to explain the method 

used in identifying metaphors, i.e. MIP, with examples from the data. The section 

further explains the role of target domains in deciding which metaphorical items to 

include in the analysis.  

3.1 Data  

The data of this study consists of debates held in the two Houses of the British 

Parliament. The debates are representative of discussions between opposing sides 

during a period of active campaigning for a subject that, as discussed in section 2.4, 

has divided the political sphere of the United Kingdom for decades. Aside from the 

representativeness, the parliamentary debates used in this study were chosen for two 

main reasons. The first of these was the specialized genre of the parliamentary 

language itself, giving one example of the language of politics in its institutional form. 

The other reason was the availability of the debates, the online version of Hansard 

archives giving free access to them.  

The debates were collected from Hansard online, a collaborative online archive 

of both of the Houses of the Parliament, that is, an online version of the archives of the 

British Parliament. In addition to archived lists of sittings, Hansard online allows for 

keyword and time period searches, with further restrictions of Houses available. 

According to the Hansard page, the archived reports are based on recorded material 

that is then “edited to remove repetitions and obvious mistakes, albeit without taking 

away from the meaning” (Hansard online). As pointed out by Chilton and Schäffner 

(2002: 7), such versions of parliamentary proceedings as are found in Hansard “follow 

rules, not always explicit, of linguistic propriety and idealized genre conventions.” 

This is further elaborated by Chilton (2004: 94), who mentions that the corrections fix 

the form of interrogatives and other features “to produce an idealized model of the 

session that is supposed to have taken place.”  

The conventions of the idealized form of parliamentary debates have an effect 

on the actual spoken form of the debates, the speakers changing wording and syntax 
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to approximate to Hansard’s preferred form (Chilton 2004: 98). The documenting 

provides a record with emphasis on the conceptual accuracy, rather than “on the 

momentary realities of political interaction” (Chilton and Schäffner 2002: 7-8). Thus, 

it is reasonable to assume that the editors have not rewritten the debates, but rather 

fixed the spoken errors and lapses to the style, keeping the debates close to their spoken 

versions. This suggests that the choices of the words and linguistic structures are 

preserved close to what the speakers originally used.  

Considering these concerns regarding the archived debates, it must be borne in 

mind that as these debates are not transcriptions but rather cleaned versions 

concentrating on the content, they cannot be claimed to represent the actual spoken 

form of these debates. However, in the case of metaphor study, all of the conventions 

of spoken language are not necessary to find results and make conclusions from the 

data. As such, in addition to giving insight into one representation of the debates, 

namely that of the official Hansard archives, the data can be used for the kind of 

metaphor study as found in this paper without any particular problems.   

The debates were chosen based on two different criteria, namely those of a 

restricted time period and a keyword search. The time period was limited to the active 

campaigning period, starting from the 22nd of February 2016 when the former Prime 

Minister David Cameron announced the EU referendum, and ending to the 23rd of June 

2016, the date of the referendum. After the restriction of the time period, a keyword 

search was conducted in order to select the debates that were related to the European 

Union. Three keywords were used: Brexit, EU referendum, and European Union. The 

words were partially chosen through trial and error – for example, such a keyword as 

‘British exit’ did not yield any results in the debate title search and was thus left out. 

Also, the keyword search was limited to debate titles, as using the titles resulted in a 

preliminary corpus of 34 debates, or a little over 197,000 words – a sizable amount of 

data that was however too extensive for the current study due to data managing and 

time restrictions. Due to this and reasons of balancing, a sampling of the retrieved data 

was collected for this study. The spoken reference search would be more useful for a 

quantitative study, as it would result in finding a far greater number of debates.  

The resulting 34 debates were collected into Word-files, with the names of 

participants and debates retained, while all the extraneous information was removed. 

This included notes on someone standing up, an unidentified member of the House 

giving a short answer or agreeing with a point, or the speaker telling someone to give 
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the turn to another member. These debates were then checked, with 6 removed due to 

them being merely short accounts of motions with either one or two turns. The 

remaining 28 debates were subjected to closer analysis. They varied widely, ranging 

from shorter oral answers to longer debates including over twenty speakers. Although 

of different types, they were all included in the data. Also, even though some of the 

debates did not explicitly discuss Brexit or the particular referendum, they all centered 

around topics concerning either the European Union or Europe otherwise. Considering 

the time period during which the debates occurred, it is likely that the opinions on the 

referendum and Europe were mirrored in other closely related topics.  

The final data does not comprise the full collected debates, but a sampling built 

of contributions by individual speakers from the remaining 28 debates. This was done 

to ensure that the data would be balanced and represent all of the groups necessary 

from the viewpoint of the research questions. The balancing was conducted through 

setting up four categories, with each including approximately 20,000 words: the total 

size of the corpus came thus close to 80,000 words. This amount was mainly decided 

upon due to time restrictions and the chosen method of analysis. The four sections of 

20,000 words were compiled based on the speakers’ opinions regarding the matter 

under vote and the House a certain debate was held in. Thus, for example, one section 

includes contributions only from speakers representing both the House of Lords and 

the pro-remain side. The accurate word counts of each section of the data can be seen 

below in Table 1.  

 

House of the 

Parliament 

Campaign Group Number of Words 

House of Lords Lords Remain 20,474 

 Lords Leave 17,840 

House of Commons Commons Remain 20,257 

 Commons Leave 20,074 

 Total Number of Words: 78,645 

Table 1. Data sections and the number of words in the data, by section and total. 

 

The corpus was built by compiling two lists, one for each House, of all the speakers 

present at the debates, with additional information on their stances regarding the 

referendum and the number of their speeches included. From these lists speakers and 
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their contributions were picked through a selection conducted by hand. The manual 

selection was chosen due to the aim of gathering a certain amount of material with all 

the chosen factors, discussed below, represented as equally as possible.  

There were three main deciding factors in choosing the speakers: the number 

of speeches they contributed, the overall length of individual contributions by one 

speaker and, to some extent, the gender of the speakers. In order to ensure that the data 

would not be dominated by exceptionally long contributions by few individual 

speakers, the debates were selected in such a way that each category would include at 

least four different speakers. Accordingly, the total number of words contributed by a 

given speaker could not exceed 5,000. Otherwise, the length of a single turn of speech 

was not considered to influence the analysis, and accordingly the data includes 

everything from short to rather lengthy contributions. 

The final factor that was considered when choosing the speakers was gender. 

Although the Hansard records do not reflect the exact spoken form used in the 

parliament, but has gone through transcription and polishing, it was deemed worthy to 

try to account for both genders as well as possible. This was done due to the fact that 

social factors such as gender, class and age to some extent affect the language of 

individuals and the way they use it (see Ahrens (2009) for gendered use of metaphors 

in politics). It is plausible that, as in the case of any language use, these factors would 

have an effect on the language used in the parliament. However, any of the other social 

factors are impossible to deduce from the data itself, if not counting for few instances 

of people referring to events that occurred when they were young.  

Including a balanced amount of data from men and women was to some extent 

complicated as the numbers of members of the two genders are not balanced: men 

represent the majority of the speakers in the parliament, while women have not gained 

half of the seats in either of the Houses (Parliament website, P1; UK Political Info 

website). Further, another factor adding to the difficulty of gender-balancing was the 

way the opposing stances were represented by gender-wise imbalanced groups. For 

example, the most balanced group was the pro-remain side of the House of Lords, with 

a little over half of the selected material contributed by women. At the same time, the 

most imbalanced group was the pro-leave side of the House of Lords, including no 

contributions from women at all. In the case of the House of Commons, women were 

present in both groups, albeit in fewer numbers in the pro-remain side.   
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The most problematic part of the data was the block containing contributions 

from the pro-leave side of the House of Lords. In addition to not having any female 

contributors, it was as a whole rather scarcely represented in the total mass of the 

gathered debates. Accordingly, this block became the smallest one with a total of close 

to 18,000 words. This amount was achieved by including every contribution by the 

speakers who could be verified as belonging to the pro-leave side – even contributions 

by such people who spoke only once were included. In other words, while the other 

blocks were comprised of selected speakers, this one simply included every 

contribution of all the speakers in the House of Lords whose stance was verified as 

pro-leave. 

As the Brexit vote was a closed vote and not an open parliamentary vote, the 

stances of the speakers were not readily available. Furthermore, the stances of all of 

the speakers could not be conclusively decided based on their contributions either. In 

the case of the House of Commons, many major news sources, such as The Guardian, 

Mirror Online, The Spectator, and BBC News, released lists informing the voters of 

what the particular MPs had announced their support for. However, in the case of the 

House of Lords such lists were not available, and the only way to deduce their stance 

was through their contributions. While this was straightforward in the majority of the 

cases, there were a good number of speakers who could not be included in the data 

purely due to there being insufficient data to determine their stance. In addition, one 

speaker determined his stance as undecided.4 

Due to the stances having a varying number of supporters who spoke on a 

varying number of occasions, some more often than others, the final corpus of data has 

different numbers of speakers for every group of roughly 20,000 words. The highest 

number of speakers can be found in the House of Commons pro-remain group with a 

total of 19, while the House of Lords pro-remain group included the fewest with a total 

of 10. The two pro-leave groups were between these two, the Commons coming up to 

11 speakers and the Lords to 17. This resulted in both sides of the campaign having 

nearly the same number of speakers, at 29 and 28, respectively. Likewise, both the 

                                                 
4 Unlike the other speakers who could not be included in either group due to insufficient information, 

Lord Mawson (CB) of the House of Lords explicitly mentioned his stance as an undecided a few times. 

During his only speech in the data, he, for example, explains that “[f]or [him] as an undecided who 

welcomes this referendum and this debate, the key issues are practical ones, not theoretical or 

emotional” (from the debate “European Union Referendum (Date of Referendum etc.) Regulations 

2016,” held on 2nd of March, 2016). This was the only instance of an openly undecided speaker in the 

data. 



26 

 

 

Commons and the Lords had nearly the same number of speakers, with the former 

coming up to 30 and the latter to 27. 

With these factors in mind, the speeches of the chosen members of both Houses 

were compiled into four Word-files, one for each four sections of the data. These files 

included all of the contributions by the chosen members, each contribution labeled 

with the name of the member and the length of the turn as well as the title and date of 

the debate the contribution came from. In addition to this, all four files included total 

word counts of all the contributions in the file, total word counts by speaker, and the 

number of speakers in the file. 

3.2 Methodology  

As common to most metaphor studies, the methods of this study are highly qualitative. 

Although some quantitative aspects have been added to recent studies, the 

identification of metaphors is still largely a matter of context and interpretation, with 

especially the latter in its currently used forms being a time-consuming and qualitative 

process. Despite the qualitative nature of the methods, however, this study is more of 

a quantitative one because the results of the analysis are mainly considered in terms of 

the number of instances in each of the metaphor groups.  

The identification of metaphors from the material was conducted in two steps. 

The first step was to collect lexical items for further analysis. This was done by reading 

the material and highlighting lexical items that appeared explicitly metaphorical or 

unexpected in the surrounding context. These items were then collected into 

spreadsheets for further analysis, with one spreadsheet including all instances of the 

highlighted words from one block of data, e.g. the pro-leave side of the House of 

Commons. It must be noted that the material was not analyzed word for word. Rather, 

the analysis concentrates on metaphors that were used in referring to the relevant target 

domains of Europe, European Union, other Europeans (states and people), and the two 

sides involved in the Brexit debate and campaigning. The narrowing of the scope of 

the analysis was done based on the research questions. It can be assumed that opinions 

connected to a situation of conflict are reflected in the way the participants refer to the 

other participants and aspects of the situation. Thus, it was deemed meaningful to 

concentrate on the metaphors that discuss those participants and aspects. In addition 

to narrowing the scope of analysis only to metaphors referring to the particular target 

domains, the analysis also left out primary metaphors. As primary metaphors are a 



27 

 

 

core part of all language use, it is not likely that they carry any specific additional 

meaning intended by the speaker. Instead, the analysis concentrated more on 

metaphors that could be seen as conveying persuasion, speaking for the side the 

speaker represents in regards to the Brexit, i.e. more complex metaphors. 

The second step in the identification of metaphors was to analyze the collected 

lexical items using the Pragglejaz Group’s Metaphor Identification Procedure (MIP) 

to distinguish between the metaphorical and non-metaphorical items in order to study 

the use of metaphors in the collected material. The MIP was created “to provide 

metaphor scholars with a tool that may be flexibly applied to many research contexts” 

(Pragglejaz Group 2007: 1). According to the Pragglejaz Group, this was done to 

answer the need for a reliable method for identifying metaphors in varying contexts, 

as it had been noted that metaphor studies that relied on researchers’ intuition varied 

with what they considered metaphoric. This was accompanied by the lack of criteria 

for what contributed to a metaphoric use of words and the lack of comparability of the 

studies (Pragglejaz Group 2007: 1-2).  

As the Pragglejaz Group has presented it, the MIP consists of the following 

steps to identify metaphors (2007: 3): 

1. Read the entire text–discourse to establish a general understanding 

of the meaning. 

2. Determine the lexical units in the text–discourse. 

3.  

(a) For each lexical unit in the text, establish its meaning in context, that 

is, how it applies to an entity, relation, or attribute in the situation 

evoked by the text (that is, its contextual meaning). Take into 

account what comes before and after the lexical unit. 

(b) For each lexical unit, determine if it has a more basic contemporary 

meaning in other contexts than the one in the given context. For our 

purposes, basic meanings tend to be: 

̶ More concrete; what they evoke is easier to imagine, see, hear, 

feel, smell, and taste. 

̶ Related to bodily action. 

̶ More precise (as opposed to vague).  

̶ Historically older. 

Basic meanings are not necessarily the most frequent meanings of 

the lexical unit. 

(c) If the lexical unit has a more basic current/contemporary meaning in 

other contexts than the given context, decide whether the contextual 
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meaning contrasts with the basic meaning but can be understood in 

comparison with it. 

4. If yes, mark the lexical unit as metaphorical. 

Working with the MIP as the metaphor identification method, the basic and contextual 

senses of a lexical item still needed to be determined. To accomplish this, the 

Macmillan English Dictionary (http://www.macmillandictionary.com/) was consulted. 

In cases where the definitions provided varied from the perceived one or needed more 

clarification, the Longman Advanced Dictionary of Contemporary English 

(http://www.ldoceonline.com/) was also consulted. 

Application of the MIP method to examples (7) and (8) taken from the data is 

detailed below (the steps 1 and 2 are not elaborated for practical reasons). 

(7) It is complacent to suppose that we are immune from this 

pathology. (LL5) 

Step 3a Contextual meaning: In this context, the word immune can be 

understood, in the words of Macmillan dictionary, as a state of being “not 

influenced or affected by something.”  

Step 3b Basic meaning: A more concrete, physical meaning of immune can be 

seen in relation to illness. In the context of health, someone who is immune is 

“safe from a disease, because [they] cannot be infected by it.” 

Step 3c Contextual versus basic meaning: The meanings contrast, but the 

contextual meaning can be understood in comparison with the basic one. 

Although not actually immune from any physical diseases, the United 

Kingdom could assume itself immune from what in the context of the example 

is perceived as the rising political extremism churning up the rest of the 

member states of the European Union.  

Step 4 Metaphorically used or not: Yes. 

 

This was an example of a case in which it was straightforward to establish whether or 

not the analyzed material was metaphorical. As both the contextual and concrete, more 

basic meanings of the word were established enough, they could be found in the 

                                                 
5 The abbreviations used at the end of the examples taken from the data are the following: 

LL = Lords Leave, LR = Lords Remain, CL = Commons Leave, CR = Commons Remain 

These same abbreviations are used in the following sections of this paper.  
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dictionary, which was ideal. In such cases, the MIP provided a straightforward means 

of identifying metaphorically used words. However, in some cases the analysis proved 

tricky. The following is an example of a case where the metaphorical item had only 

one meaning listed in the dictionaries. 

(8) Is not the Bill simply putting a colourful and pretty ribbon on the 

tail of a very hungry tiger, the EU, that will go on eating up our 

powers, taking our taxes and forcing up taxes on green products? 

(CL) 

Step 3a Contextual meaning: The entries for the word tiger in Macmillan and 

Longman did not include any meanings that could fit the context. In this 

context, the word is not understood in its physical sense, as an animal, but as 

the speaker adds for clarification, the European Union.  

Step 3b Basic meaning: According to the Macmillan dictionary, the basic and 

physical meaning of tiger is that of “a large Asian wild animal that has 

yellowish fur with black lines and is a member of the cat family.” 

Step 3c Contextual versus basic meaning: The meanings contrast, but the 

contextual meaning can be understood in comparison with the basic one. 

Although not actually a large cat powerful enough to attack humans, the actions 

of the European Union are seen as harmful as those caused by an actual tiger. 

The EU is given some of the beast-like qualities of a tiger – a big predator, it 

takes what it wants without asking to satisfy its hunger. Furthermore, since it 

is a beast, it cannot be negotiated with, and a beast that cannot be negotiated 

with is dangerous. 

Step 4 Metaphorically used or not: Yes – although the dictionaries do not list 

the contextual meaning of tiger as it is used in this context, the word is 

considered metaphorical as the basic meaning and the perceived contextual 

meaning can be understood in comparison with each other. 

 

Cases like example (8), although not straightforward from the point of view of the 

MIP, were clear-cut due to having an obvious contextual meaning that starkly 

contrasted with the basic one. However, some instances collected to be analyzed were 

not clear when it came to the differences between the contextual and basic meaning.  
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Although the MIP allows for the identification of metaphorical items in the 

data, it does not answer to any questions regarding the underlying conceptual 

mappings. According to the Pragglejaz Group, this method does not answer whether 

the speaker/writer has used the word consciously as a metaphor (2007: 2). The method 

is more of a mechanical one, allowing different researchers to reach comparable 

results. It is, however, evident that solely a technical analysis on whether a certain 

lexical item is indeed metaphorical or not is not sufficient in the light of the research 

questions and aims of the current study. 

Hence, the identification of the source and target domains rose to a significant 

role. As conceptual metaphors are essentially constructed of these two domains and 

their relation to each other, the number of conceptual metaphors in the data was based 

on two factors. The first of these is the number of target domains that consist of the 

various subjects discussed in metaphorical terms. In effect, this means that even a 

single metaphorical referral to a topic related to the referendum could raise a new 

conceptual metaphor in the data. The second factor is the number of source domains. 

As each target domain can be discussed using the terms of various source domains, the 

amount of different conceptual metaphors in the analyzed data could quickly grow to 

be enormous.  

Due to these factors, this study did not go through the conceptual metaphors, 

but rather concentrated on the two domains. As the labels of the source and the target 

domains of all of the items was added to the spreadsheets, it was a straightforward 

procedure to categorize the keywords according to the source domain, as is common 

in metaphor studies. These source domains are the main categorization of the results 

presented in section 4. The vast majority of the metaphorical instances were easy to 

assign to a certain metaphor group based on their source domains. For example, the 

keyword departure clearly denotes the act of leaving that can be connected to the wider 

concept of journeys and hence the keyword was counted among the JOURNEY 

metaphors. Due to the majority of metaphorical instances yielding to this type of 

categorization, the metaphors were divided into 40 distinct source domain groups. 

Effectively this means that the study did not use a category of other metaphors but 

categorized all of the perceived metaphors found relevant in the light of the research 

questions. The smaller metaphor groups, however, were collected into a larger 

umbrella category, but within this category the metaphor groups were labeled 

according to their source domains down to the smallest group with a single instance.  
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In addition to the rather straightforward categorization of the majority of 

metaphorical instances, the data included those keywords that could not be determined 

to derive from any single source domain. These instances were simply given multiple 

source domains according to what their separate instances were perceived to derive 

from and were then counted in a separate group of ambiguous metaphors. For example, 

in the case of the keyword win, some of the instances appeared to be fully connected 

to either the source domain of WAR or SPORTS, and some instances were completely 

unclear on which source domain was used. Win was then counted as a keyword with 

multiple source domains that included both WAR and SPORTS, and included in the count 

as WAR/SPORTS metaphor. 

Finally, the results of the four data sections were compared not only with each 

other, but also with earlier findings relating to the particular metaphor groups 

identified in other studies on the language of politics. For instance, the occurrence and 

use of JOURNEY metaphors were reflected against the works of Charteris-Black (2004) 

and Semino (2008) with notes on the metaphor group’s general use in English 

language from other sources (e.g. Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Kövecses 2010). The most 

extensive case of extended metaphor use, as found in a single speech presented in the 

House of Lords, was also given further attention with focus on e.g. mixed metaphors 

(see section 4.2). Where it was of particular note, the use of a specific metaphor group 

in connection with certain targets was also considered. 

4 Results 

The first part of this section introduces the various metaphor groups found present in 

the data, starting with a general overview followed by six subsections on the most 

common metaphor groups. These subsections include tables of the most common 

keywords in each of the four data sections. The first part concludes with a subsection 

on the smaller metaphor groups, and a brief look into the ambiguous cases. The second 

part of this section concentrates on a single, more complicated case of metaphor use 

found in the data, giving a further qualitative analysis of a speech that is partially built 

on a parable and that uses extended FAIRY TALE and RELATIONSHIP metaphors.  

The total number of relevant metaphors in each of the four sections of data as 

well as the frequencies per 1,000 words are presented in Table 2. The vast majority of 

the perceived metaphors in the data were included in the final results. As mentioned 
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above in the methods section, instances pertaining to topics other than what is called 

the Brexit referendum and instances that were used by the speaker to refer to their or 

another speaker’s speech itself were excluded.6  

 

Section of the data Number of 

metaphors 

% of total 

metaphors 

Number of metaphors per 

1,000 words 

Commons Leave 450 22.0% 22 (22.41) 

Commons Remain 459 22.5% 23 (22.66) 

Lords Leave 523 25.6% 29 (29.20) 

Lords Remain 613 30.0% 30 (29.94) 

Total  2,045 100% 26 (25.98) (average in data) 

Table 2. Number of relevant metaphors in the data. 

 

As Table 2 shows, the total count of instances of relevant metaphors came to a little 

over 2,000, with a mean frequency of 26 relevant metaphors per 1,000 words in the 

whole data. Although the totals in the four data sections varied, the frequencies did not 

greatly deviate from the mean. Both of the House of Commons sections came slightly 

under the average with 22 and 23 metaphors, while the House of Lords came slightly 

above with 29 and 30 metaphors. These differences are not extensive, and in general 

show no greater trends towards any single section favoring metaphors to a larger extent 

in comparison with the others. As this study does not follow party lines, the frequencies 

could not be straightforwardly compared with previous studies.  

4.1 Metaphor Groups 

This section discusses the various metaphor groups found in the data, with a separate 

subsection for each of the larger groups starting from the most frequent groups and 

moving on to the less frequent ones. The subsections introduce the metaphor groups 

with notes on earlier studies and conclude with tables that present some of the keyword 

variety of the metaphor groups in each of the data sections. These tables are not 

discussed in detail as such, but are included to give some indication of the keyword 

variety and the differences between the data sections. In addition, when any of the 

                                                 
6 These kinds of speech internal referrals included e.g. opinions about weather, notes about the length 

of a speech or comments on how well a colleague had delivered their maiden speech. The last case 

concerned the maiden speech of Lord Gilbert of Panteg during the House of Lords debate, “the European 

Union Referendum (Date of Referendum etc.) Regulations 2016,” held on 2nd of March, 2016. 



33 

 

 

subsections discuss common or rare keywords in a certain metaphor group, these 

results are of the total of the group, not of a single data section – i.e. a rare keyword is 

rare due to its infrequent use in the full data. 

The data included a large number of metaphor groups out of which six came to 

over 5% of the total metaphor instances and are discussed in sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.6. 

These groups are, in the order of size, JOURNEY, BUILDING, HEALTH, FORCE, WAR, and 

HUMAN metaphors. The other metaphor groups, varying between 4.3% (ACTION 

metaphors) to 0.05% (INFRASTRUCTURE metaphors), are included in the collective 

category of smaller metaphors groups. This collection of smaller to tiny metaphor 

groups came to a total of 864 instances, or 42.2% of the total metaphors. In addition 

to these small groups, 91 instances of metaphorical use were found not to fit one clear 

category and were counted as ambiguous. The smaller metaphor groups and the 

ambiguous metaphors are discussed in subsections 4.1.7 and 4.1.8, respectively.  

Table 3 shows both the total number of relevant metaphorical instances in each 

metaphor group in the full data and in the four data sections, as well as the percentage 

of the metaphor groups of the total number of metaphors. In general, the largest 

metaphor groups were among the most common metaphors in all of the data sections, 

albeit with some differences in the order. For example, while the JOURNEY metaphors 

were the largest group in both of the House of Lords sections, the most frequent groups 

in the House of Commons sections were BUILDING in the Commons Remain and WAR, 

tied even with BUILDING, in the Commons Leave. In addition, the Commons Leave 

section showed a clear difference in comparison with other sections, including no 

metaphor groups that would have passed to over 50 instances. Likewise, a noticeable 

difference in use was found in the Lords Remain section, with the RELATIONSHIP 

metaphors as the second most frequently used group (see Appendix II and section 

4.1.7.1). In the total data, this group was counted among the smaller metaphor groups 

due to its scarce presence in the other three data sections. Overall, the data sections 

showed a tendency to use the same six metaphor groups most frequently, relying on 

smaller groups with higher variety and less correlation. This tendency was hardly 

surprising in the light of previous studies. 
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Metaphor 

group 

Commons 

Leave  

Commons 

Remain 

Lords 

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total 

in data 

% of 

total 

JOURNEY 40 (9%) 47 (10%) 72 (14%) 76 (12%) 235 11.5% 

BUILDING 46 (10%) 70 (15%) 39 (7%) 42 (7%) 197 9.6% 

HEALTH 29 (6%) 39 (8%) 65 (12%) 51 (8%) 184 9.0% 

FORCE 39 (9%) 56 (12%) 40 (8%) 34 (6%) 169 8.3% 

WAR 46 (10%) 31 (7%) 37 (7%) 49 (8%) 163 8.0% 

HUMAN 24 (5%) 37 (8%) 36 (7%) 45 (7%) 142 6.9% 

SMALLER 

GROUPS 
207 (46%) 161 (35%) 204 (39%) 292 (48%) 864 42.2% 

AMBIGUOUS 19 (4%) 18 (4%) 30 (6%) 24 (4%) 91 4.4% 

Total  450 (100%) 459 (100%) 523 (100%) 613 (100%) 2,045 100% 

Table 3. Metaphor groups in the data by source domain. Percentages of the metaphor groups of 

the total metaphor count within each data section are marked to the right of the number of 

instances. 

The choice of the metaphorical source domains found in the data appeared to 

have been largely made based on the conventions of the political sphere and Western 

thinking itself. Of the metaphor groups found common, JOURNEY, BUILDING, WAR, and 

HEALTH metaphors followed the general categorization found in previous studies. 

JOURNEY metaphors have been found common in both more general British and 

European contexts (Musolff 1998 and 2004: 39-59) as well as in the language use of 

individual politicians, e.g. in speeches of Tony Blair (Charteris-Black 2011: 234-6). 

Similarly, BUILDING metaphors have been discussed in both the European context, 

especially in connection with the metaphor COMMON EUROPEAN HOUSE (see Chilton 

and Ilyin 1993), as well as in more particular contexts e.g. narrowed by a language or 

a particular politician (see e.g. Hellin Garcia (2013) for Spanish context and Koteyko 

and Ryazanova-Clarke (2009) for Putin’s rhetoric). Metaphors of the source domain 

WAR have been analyzed in connection with e.g. British party manifestos (Charteris-

Black 2004), while HEALTH metaphors particularly in the context of Europe and the 

European Union have been studied by Musolff (2004: 83-114). As the most prevalent 

metaphor groups in the data could be considered conventional, it is then of particular 

interest in the following subsections to find whether any of these groups showed 

specific variety in use relating to the present set of data, with attention to the topic 
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under debate and to the two dividing factors of campaign side and the House of 

Parliament.    

In contrast to the metaphor groups mentioned above, it should be noted that the 

FORCE and especially HUMAN metaphor groups as established in this study do not 

precisely follow those presented in earlier studies. Instead, a few changes were made 

based on the perceived source domains of the keywords in the data. The FORCE 

metaphors (discussed below in 4.1.4) include such keywords that primarily refer to 

actions that require physical force in order to be completed. Although not found in 

previous works in the same form, much of what this group contains has been studied 

as e.g. FIGHT and CONFLICT metaphors (Goatly 2007: 72-83 and Charteris-Black 2011: 

168-78, respectively). Notably, the keyword power has not been counted among the 

FORCE, but rather HEALTH metaphors due to its connection to physical state of health. 

Similarly, the HUMAN metaphors in 4.1.6 are most often discussed as forms of 

personification (Semino 2008: 101-3; Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 33-4). In contrast, the 

current analysis has divided the majority of personification related metaphors into 

three distinct metaphor groups, namely those of HUMAN, RELATIONSHIP, and EMOTION 

metaphors. This division was in part done due to the high count of relationship related 

terminology in the Lords Remain section, and in part due to the distinctions between 

the categories themselves.   

4.1.1 JOURNEY Metaphors 

The largest metaphor group in the data was that of JOURNEY metaphors. The group 

made up 11.5% of the metaphors found, with a total of 235 instances in the full data. 

In the four sections of data, JOURNEY was the largest group in both data sections of the 

House of Lords, with slightly less use found in the House of Commons where it was 

third on both sides. Neither the Houses nor the campaign sides showed particular 

preference for or aversion to the group, but in general the House of Lords contained a 

higher number of distinct keywords. The Lords Leave and Remain sections thus 

resulted to 39 and 30 distinct keywords, respectively. The same numbers for the House 

of Commons were 21 in the Leave and 19 in the Remain sections, with the total variety 

of the JOURNEY group at 69 distinct keywords. The most common keywords in each 

data section can be found in Tables 4 to 7 below.  

The presence of a large number of JOURNEY metaphors in the data can to a large 

extent be attributed to the prevalence of the metaphor group not only in the English 
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language but in Western thought in general (see e.g. Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Lakoff 

and Turner 1989; Chilton 2004: 52; Kövecses 2010: 22-3). More particularly, 

however, the movement forward associated with journeys is of importance in politics. 

This is evident when looking at the conceptual metaphor PURPOSEFUL SOCIAL ACTIVITY 

IS TRAVELLING ALONG A PATH TOWARD A DESTINATION as introduced by Charteris-

Black (2004: 74). This conceptual metaphor, based on findings from British political 

party manifestos, establishes a basis for the journey imagery and reasoning in the 

context of politics. JOURNEY metaphors are primarily concerned with the movement 

forward, and impediments and other problems are viewed either as stalling the travel 

or forcing the travelers to return. This creates a duality of positive and negative, with 

the desirability of the purposes, or destinations, creating a “correspond[ence] to 

positive change, development and success” (Semino 2008: 81).7 The following 

examples (9) to (12) show instances of the most common JOURNEY keywords found in 

the data, namely further/far and lead, both of which show clear participation to the 

PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITY metaphor.  

(9) The further [the remain campaigners] dig themselves into holes 

through dodgy tactics […] (CL)8  

(10) The EU is far from perfect. (LR) 

(11) […] instability and insecurity built into [the European Union] is 

bound to lead to deep disturbance. (CL) 

(12) [We cannot guarantee] the negotiations on exit would lead to [the 

rights and benefits of those pensioners and other UK citizens 

resident in other EU member states] being retained. (CR) 

In examples (9) and (10) further/far are used to express the degree of something by 

comparing it with physical distance. Whether it is further into a hole or far from 

perfect, at the base level both words denote distance, and in these examples, both 

metaphors support the negative views expressed by the speakers in regards to the 

opposing campaign and to the European Union, respectively. Holes are impediments, 

and digging further takes the travelers further away from the path. Meanwhile, simply 

                                                 
7 For further discussion on the JOURNEY metaphors and argumentation in the political sphere, see 

Musolff 2004: 39-59. 
8 In cases where the example use of metaphorical language has been part of a longer stretch of text, the 

examples have occasionally been shortened where the meaning is understandable without the full 

extract. In such cases the missing stretch of text has been marked with a […].  
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being far is problematic for the EU. Although the distance denoted by the keyword 

further/far does follow the PURPOSEFUL ACTION metaphor, the use of the keyword lead 

in (11) and (12) provides a more straightforward example of the conceptual metaphor. 

In both cases, lead works as a signpost to a proposed destination: deep disturbance or 

retained rights and benefits. While in (11) a Leave side speaker comments on the 

qualities of the European Union with a negative tone, the Remain speaker in (12) is 

worried that the negotiations will not yield the desired results and the metaphor has a 

positive connotation as the destination is a desired one. The keyword depicts the idea 

of a path leading somewhere, although if a certain extent of personification is included, 

it could also be said that someone is leading towards that destination.  

In general, none of the more common keywords in the JOURNEY group were 

assigned to an exclusively negative or positive function. The differences between the 

data sections were more visible in the subject of the metaphors – e.g. the Leave side 

concentrating on the Remain campaigners, the Remain side on the exit negotiations, 

and both discussing the European Union – but both negative and positive uses were 

common in all of the data sections. 

While the general use of the keywords was not particularly colored towards 

negative or positive, the variety became more evident when the rarer keywords were 

examined. A keyword was considered truly a rarer one if it appeared in the data only 

once or twice across all of the data sections. Thus, while a certain keyword could seem 

rare in one of the data sections, it was not necessarily considered rare in the full data. 

These rarer keywords contributed a total of 48 out of 69 of the different keywords in 

the BUILDING metaphor group and included such words as camp, arrive, anchor, ticket, 

ocean liner and bicycle. Their distribution appeared at once more drastic than the 

previously discussed differences: only 15 were found in the House of Commons while 

36 occurred in the House of Lords. Similarly, the Leave sections came to 31 rarer 

keywords while the Remain campaign stayed at a lower 20. This showed a clear 

difference in the deployment of traditionally creative metaphors. The following 

examples show three of these keywords with instances of vehicle-related metaphors. 

(13) The train that we have boarded continues to travel in a direction 

in which we do not want to go, and now we have an opportunity 

to get off it. (LL) 
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(14) [We believe this is the time to adopt] the illusory sovereignty of a 

cork bobbing around behind other people’s ocean liners? (LR) 

(15) [Mr Boris Johnson’s] bicycle wobbles but he remains vertical. 

(LR) 

As in these examples, most of the rarer keywords were nouns. In (13), the European 

Union is likened to a train, i.e. joining is likened to getting on a train with a destination. 

The wish to now get off this train, when the destination is not a desired one, shows a 

clear instance of negative use. The following example (14) relies on the metaphor 

emphasizing the negative as well – a comparison between a cork and an ocean liner is 

not only undesirable, but very close to ridiculous, should the two sail on the same 

waters. Finally, in (15), attention is turned to a single person and his opinions that are 

questioned and compared in their sturdiness and logic to a wobbling bicycle. The lack 

of such novel use of metaphors in the Commons and especially the Remain sections is 

surprising, even as the metaphor group was otherwise used extensively. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

LEAD 9 22.5% 

GO 5 12.5% 

BEARING 3 7.5% 

WAY 3 7.5% 

OTHER9 20 50% 

Total  40 100% 

  Table 4. Keywords in the source domain of JOURNEY in Commons Leave. 

 

 

                                                 
9 The tables presented at the end of the subsections list those keywords that appeared in the specific data 

sections more often than twice, while those keywords that appeared only once or twice have been 

grouped under the title OTHER. This was done in order to show some of the variety between the data 

sections without the tables growing unwieldy. The tables use headword forms of the various keywords, 

which means that e.g. the headword lead includes all of the inflected and derived forms found in the 

data. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

FURTHER / FAR 9 19.1% 

LEAD 6 12.8% 

GO 4 8.5% 

STEP 4 8.5% 

WAY 3 6.4% 

OTHER 21 44.7% 

Total  47 100% 

Table 5. Keywords in the source domain of JOURNEY in Commons Remain. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

FURTHER / FAR 12 16.7% 

DIRECTION 5 6.9% 

LEAP 5 6.9% 

WAY 5 6.9% 

GO 3 4.2% 

LEAD 3 4.2% 

OTHER 39 54.2% 

Total  72 100% 

  Table 6. Keywords in the source domain of JOURNEY in Lords Leave. 

In conclusion, the JOURNEY metaphors, as a common metaphor group, reached 

a high number of instances in the data. The overall prevalence of JOURNEY metaphors 

in political discourse is based largely on the conceptual metaphor PURPOSEFUL SOCIAL 

ACTIVITY IS TRAVELLING ALONG A PATH TOWARD A DESTINATION, and this appeared to 

be the case in the current data set as well. Although the metaphor group did not include 

any particularly significant tendencies towards negative or positive use in among the 

common keywords, the keyword variety offered surprising differences between the 

data divisions, with the Leave side and the House of Lords accounting for the majority 

of novel deployment of metaphors. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

FURTHER / FAR 12 15.8% 

LEAD 8 10.5% 

DELIVER 6 7.9% 

GO 6 7.9% 

LEAVE 5 6.6% 

AHEAD 4 5.3% 

PROGRESS 4 5.3% 

STEP 4 5.3% 

OTHER 27 35.5% 

Total  76 100% 

  Table 7. Keywords in the source domain of JOURNEY in Lords Remain. 

4.1.2 BUILDING Metaphors 

The second of the metaphor groups in size was the group of BUILDING metaphors that 

came to nearly 10% with a total of 197 instances in the data. In the data sections, the 

BUILDING metaphors were the most frequent group in the Commons Remain and came 

tied first in the Commons Leave with WAR. In the House of Lords, however, the group 

showed some decrease, coming fourth on the Leave side and sixth on the Remain side. 

Thus, as with the JOURNEY metaphors, the group again showed a greater difference 

between the Houses rather than campaign sides. The number of distinct keywords 

varied in the data sections between 11 and 19, with a total of 38 distinct keywords in 

the metaphor group. Although the metaphor group was common in all of the data 

sections, the variety of keywords it presented was only about half of the variety in the 

JOURNEY metaphors. The gap in variety of keywords between the two campaign sides 

decreased, while at the same time the variety of rarer keywords was nearly doubled in 

the House of Commons in comparison with the House of Lords. Tables 8 to 11 below 

list the most common keywords in each of the data sections.  

Metaphorical constructions based on BUILDING metaphors are not particular to 

the sphere of politics but appear rather widely in Western thought and language use 

(see e.g. Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Charteris-Black 2004: 70-3), and thus the extensive 

use in the data is not surprising. The metaphor group relies extensively on such 

metaphorical structures as THEORIES ARE BUILDINGS, SOCIETY IS A BUILDING, 
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ABSTRACT COMPLEX SYSTEMS ARE BUILDINGS, and THE CREATION OF ABSTRACT 

STRUCTURE IS BUILDING (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 46; Charteris-Black 2004: 70; 

Kövecses 2009: 15-6 and 2010: 158-9). The physical parts of buildings and the process 

of their construction is connected to the establishment, development and functioning 

of an abstract system, and the metaphor group is often used to give a sense of solidity 

and durability to these systems. These characteristics cause BUILDING metaphors to 

“carry a strong positive connotation because they express aspiration towards desired 

social goals” (Charteris-Black 2004: 70). The underlying conceptual metaphors 

relating to the abstract systems are visible in (16) to (19), which give examples of the 

most common keywords in the group. 

(16) The agreements will also need the support of individual 

parliaments in the European Union. (LR) 

(17) [The European Union] is a unique construct in terms of 

democracy and world history. (CL) 

(18) That is why our membership of the European Union in its current 

form undermines and erodes our democracy. (LL) 

(19) [The] whole building is at great risk of collapsing, but there is 

another factor: the possibility of an exit. (LL)  

In (16), support is used to refer to aspects of the European union decision-making as 

though those aspects were physical objects that can only stand with enough structural 

or physical support. The keyword support was by far the most common of the 

metaphor group in all data sections and contributed largely to the size of the group 

(e.g. in the Lords Remain section it covered nearly 67% of the instances). Its 

prevalence is connected to the democratic nature of the political field – no decision, 

opinion or agreement is solid and finalized without a majority acknowledgement and 

approval. The keyword support, much as the simple construct that refers to the 

European Union in (17), are both examples of common keywords in the metaphor 

group that appeared fairly often and mostly in neutral use. Their use was based on 

convenience, the need to discuss the abstract system in question in understandable 

terms without the speakers making opinionated statements. This was the case with a 

large number of the total instances in BUILDING metaphors, but by no means all of 
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them. For example, out of the instances of keyword support, higher number of those 

referring to the actions of the European Union appeared on the Remain side of the data. 

The metaphors in (18) and (19) are both colored negatively, which can be 

explained through them representing the Leave campaign side and referring to the 

European Union. In (18), the foundations of democracy are affected by the European 

Union that is undermining them by digging ground from beneath. Combined with the 

NATURE metaphor erode, the image is of a building breaking down on itself. 

Meanwhile, in (19), the exit refers to a door that gives the desperate a way out of a 

collapsing building, i.e. the failing European Union. Although there was more of a 

division based on the keywords themselves in regards to the negative and positive use, 

the subject of the metaphor use was the deciding factor, and whether e.g. the European 

Union was connected to the positive images or not largely depended upon the 

campaign group represented by the speaker. 

Furthermore, the keyword exit touches upon the structure of the BUILDING 

metaphor group as considered in this analysis. As discussed here, the BUILDING 

metaphors also include aspects of the CONTAINER metaphors, particularly in the case 

of such keywords as exit and enter, that imply a space without explicitly referring to 

the nature of the construct. Although CONTAINER metaphors in wider use consider a 

larger variety of aspects, uses and contexts (see Lakoff & Johnson 1980: 29-32; 

Semino 2008: 95-7), the BUILDING metaphors in this analysis covered only those 

CONTAINER metaphors in the data that were closely related to the concept of a building 

and that were used in connection with the other building-related keywords.  

In respect to Europe and the European Union, BUILDING metaphors have been 

shown to be used in particular to enforce the conceptual metaphor of a COMMON 

EUROPEAN HOUSE, especially since the end of the Cold War (Chilton and Ilyin 1993; 

Charteris-Black 2004: 48-9; Musolff 2004: 122-40; Marks 2014: 164-5). This 

metaphor has been in use not only in the English context, but e.g. in Russian and 

French contexts as well. Based on the traditional HOUSE image schema10, the 

conceptual metaphor has been used both to denote Europe but more recently also in 

discussion on the more limited concept of the European Union. Unlike the general use 

                                                 
10 An image schema is a “simple, skeletal mental [representation]” of a concept used as a source domain 

in a conceptual metaphor (Semino 2008: 6-7). A schema includes the minimal knowledge that is needed 

in order to understand the concept in question (ibid.). In the case of the HOUSE/BUILDING schema, this 

includes understanding e.g. that houses create spaces limited by walls, roof and floor, and that those 

spaces are protected from the elements. See also Cienki (1998). 
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of BUILDING metaphors as evidenced in the case of common keywords support and 

construct, both undermine and exit as well as the examples of rarer keywords in (20) 

to (22) further shed light on the use of this conceptual metaphor in the data.  

(20) [The European Union] is not overbearing, it is not a very strong 

edifice, it is not powerful and, although it is not particularly 

democratic, it is actually a mirage. (LR) 

(21) Anyone who suggests that staying in a particular bubble will 

maintain some kind of economic stability has not been looking 

out of the window much. (CL) 

(22) The well-intentioned architects of the eurozone inflicted the 

torment of mass unemployment, particularly on young people. 

(LL) 

In (20), the European Union is referred to as a large building, with the example 

considering the EU as lacking in those qualities that would make it a properly strong 

and solid edifice. Although the use appears negative, the Remains side speaker in (20) 

disagrees with the notion, using the metaphor in succession with others such as mirage 

to comment on the opposing Leave campaign’s arguments.11 The negative use in both 

(21) and (22) concentrates on more specific aspects of buildings. Without looking 

outside through a window, one can exist even in a bad situation and feel content about 

it, and albeit well-intentioned, the architects, or those who designed the European 

Union, clearly did not comprehend what their plans would look like when finished. 

Although the percentage of rarer keywords was lower in the BUILDING metaphors, 

which can be explained with high frequency of the keyword support, especially the 

Commons Leave section showed inclination towards the use of these more novel types 

of BUILDING-related keywords.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
11 The speaker in question, Baroness Smith of Newnham is discussed further in section 4.2. in regards 

to the use of FAIRY TALE and RELATIONSHIP metaphors in one of her speeches. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SUPPORT 15 32.6% 

CONSTRUCT 8 17.4% 

UNDERMINE 3 6.5% 

OTHER 20 43.5% 

Total  46 100% 

   Table 8. Keywords in the source domain of BUILDING in Commons Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SUPPORT 29 41.4% 

EXIT 9 12.9% 

BUILD 8 11.4% 

BARRIER 6 8.6% 

INSTABILITY 3 4.3% 

OTHER 15 21.4% 

Total  70 100% 

   Table 9. Keywords in the source domain of BUILDING in Commons Remain. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SUPPORT 14 35.9% 

UNDERMINE 5 12.8% 

COLLAPSE 3 7.7% 

CONSTRUCT 3 7.7% 

EXIT 3 7.7% 

OTHER 11 28.2% 

Total  39 100% 

          Table 10. Keywords in the source domain of BUILDING in Lords Leave. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SUPPORT 28 66.7% 

ENTER 3 7.1% 

OTHER 11 26.2% 

Total  42 100% 

   Table 11. Keywords in the source domain of BUILDING in Lords Remain. 

To conclude, due to its nature as a common metaphor group, the BUILDING 

metaphors reached a high number of instances similar to the JOURNEY metaphors. The 

conceptualization of abstract systems and theories as buildings introduces the 

BUILDING metaphors into most political discourse, but in connection to the European 

Union, the EUROPEAN HOUSE metaphor becomes especially emphasized. General 

tendencies towards negative use in the Leave sections and positive in the Remain 

sections were to some degree shadowed by the higher keyword variety in especially 

the Commons sections. The higher variety of keywords in the Leave sections appeared 

similar but not as pronounced as in the JOURNEY metaphors.  

4.1.3 HEALTH Metaphors 

The HEALTH metaphors came third in the data with a total of 184 instances, making up 

9% of the relevant metaphors. The general frequency of use on the two sides of the 

campaign was somewhat fluctuating – while the Remain side sections came close to 

each other, the Leave side sections showed both the least and the most frequent 

numbers of use. In general, however, the data sections showed no more drastic 

differences than the slightly higher number of instances in the House of Lords sections. 

The metaphor group included 40 distinct keyword types and aside from the Lords 

Leave section, the variety in the data sections was quite even, staying between 11 and 

16. The Lords Leave section came somewhat ahead, with slightly higher overall count 

of instances and 25 distinct keyword types, which contributed to both the Lords and 

the Leave sections exhibiting higher counts of rarer keyword types. A further aspect 

of the HEALTH metaphors that should be mentioned is the clear division between 

keywords with negative and positive connotations connected to their basic meanings. 

Tables 12 to 15 at the end of the section show the most common keywords of the 

metaphor group in the different data sections.  
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Although HEALTH metaphors are generally considered one of the common 

metaphor groups in studies centering on English language discourse (see e.g. Boers 

1999: 47-55; Kövecses 2010: 19; and Semino 2008: 104), the group has often been 

considered through its connection to other metaphor groups. Most common context 

for the HEALTH metaphors in the field of political discourse can be found in the BODY 

or more generally the HUMAN metaphor that considers political entities such as nations 

as physical bodies (see Šeškauskienė and Urbonaitė 2007; Musolff 2009). Another 

frequently used umbrella metaphor is the PLANT metaphor group (discussed by e.g. 

Lakoff and Turner 1989: 12-4; Charteris-Black 2004; and Kövecses 2005). In this 

analysis, however, the HEALTH metaphors were counted as their own distinct category 

and keywords referring to both concepts traditionally related to humans and/or animals 

as well as those more closely related to plants were considered as part of the same 

category in those cases where the connotation of the words clearly referred to aspects 

of health or the lack thereof. Those words not connected to the health aspect were 

counted as HUMAN, ANIMAL, or NATURE metaphors.  

The HEALTH metaphor group is further affected by the duality of good and bad 

– healthy is good while illness is bad. Underlying this thought is the “basic paired set 

of fundamental human experiences: life and death,” which allows for the health 

metaphors to present a speaker with a graded scale of metaphors for evaluative 

purposes (Charteris-Black 2011: 180). The two ends of the scale were represented by 

some of the more common keywords shown in (23) to (26). 

(23) [To ensure that the UK remains a member and] a strong and 

powerful voice in our challenging and changing world. (LR) 

(24) We believe that we are safer in an increasingly unsafe world if we 

are part of a strong economic group of 520 million people. (CR) 

(25) Our laws will still be proposed and enforced by the unelected 

Commission in Brussels and voted through by the Council of 

Ministers, where we have a very weak voice indeed and where 

we are [..] routinely outvoted. (LL) 

(26) [As a result of the single currency project, the] Mediterranean 

countries have suffered grievously from an overvalued currency. 

(LL) 
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The keywords strong and powerful in (23) and (24) are representatives of the positive 

end of the life/death scale, both denoting aspects that are closely related to a healthy 

state of being. In (23), the good physical condition that ensures the healthy qualities of 

the UK’s voice is its membership in the European Union, while in (24) the good 

condition that makes the economic group a strong one is based on the size of its 

population. These two keywords strong and power (the latter in headword form) were 

by far the most common ones of the HEALTH metaphors in the data, and due to its use 

as a neutral coverall term for the political decision-making ability, power was the most 

frequent keyword in the category in all of the data sections.12 To counter these terms 

of good health, the negative end of the scale was represented with such keywords as 

weak and suffer. In (25) the lack of regard for the UK’s opinions causes an unhealthy 

situation for the nation and its voice becomes weak as a result, and in (26) the health 

of the Mediterranean countries has been brought down by the single currency project. 

In use, the majority of HEALTH metaphors were instances of the positive end of the 

scale and e.g. the Commons Leave section had no keywords appearing more than twice 

aside from power and strong. The keyword variety, however, was weighed towards 

the negative end of the scale.  

Although the negative end keywords did not have as high counts of instances 

in the data, they did account for over half of the keyword variety in the category. While 

the general tendency of rarer keywords to account for increasing portions of the 

keyword variety as the metaphor groups grew less frequent in use had its impact on 

the HEALTH metaphors as expected, with 70% of the keywords appearing only once or 

twice in the data, the greater variety of negative keywords was somewhat surprising. 

Even though some negatively charged keywords appeared in other groups as well, e.g. 

undermine in BUILDING metaphors, the division here was much starker. Out of the 40 

keywords found belonging to the HEALTH metaphors, 24 keywords carried a negative 

base meaning. Out of these, only two (weak and suffer) had more than three instances. 

The below (27) to (29) are all examples of the negative end keywords, taken from 

among the rarer keywords in the data sections. 

                                                 
12 Although the keyword power could be connected to FORCE metaphors, it was in this analysis counted 

among the HEALTH metaphors as it was often linked to physical health, countered with terms related to 

weakness and sickness, and HUMAN metaphors. 
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(27) We opted out of the eurozone but we cannot escape […] the 

contagion of financial instability and the relative decline of the 

European Union in relation to the global economy. (LL) 

(28) The leave campaign seems to have a schizophrenic attitude 

towards EU member states. (LR) 

(29) [EU support for agriculture is being directed towards east and 

m]any small farmers are crippled by bureaucracy and the CAP’s 

requirements (CL) 

The keywords are not only used in negative contexts but are also negative in 

connotation. The contagion in (27) refers to the financial issues that spread in the 

eurozone like a disease, inherently an unwanted result. The following (28) uses the 

keyword schizophrenic to comment on what the speaker finds to be disparate 

arguments from the opposing campaign side and signs of a lack of cohesion – a lack 

likened to the perceived lack of cohesion in the mind of a person suffering from 

schizophrenia. Finally, (29) refers to the EU’s treatment of farmers by likening the 

physical and the economic with the choice of keyword crippled that assumes the 

inability to function fully as a healthy being could.  

One likely reason explaining the higher count of these negative end keywords 

is in the nature of the political debate itself – one side attempts to present the opposing 

views as the bad option and chooses those terms that already in themselves form an 

unfavorable image. This was mirrored in the negative contextual use of positive end 

metaphors as well, and no special tendencies towards more or less negative use in any 

of the data sections could be seen. What differed were the subjects of the metaphor use 

– Leave side used negative connotations in connection with the European Union and 

positive when considering the UK as an individual economic actor, while the Remain 

campaign acted much the opposite. The Leave campaign appeared to include more 

negative use, which could simply be due to the higher keyword variety in the group. 

In summary, the fairly commonly used HEALTH metaphors were analyzed as a 

separate group independent from e.g. the HUMAN metaphors. The underlying 

health/illness scale was used rather unevenly, and even though the most common 

keywords power and strong were positive and prevailed in all data sections, the 

majority of keyword types carried a negative basic meaning. Only the Lords Leave 

section showed a somewhat higher keyword variety, and while the frequency of 
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HEALTH metaphors varied from data section to another, it was quite constant between 

the campaign sides and the Houses of Parliament. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

POWER 8 27.6% 

STRONG 5 17.2% 

OTHER 16 55.2% 

Total  29 100% 

   Table 12. Keywords in the source domain of HEALTH in Commons Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

STRONG 19 48.7% 

POWER 6 15.4% 

VITAL 5 12.8% 

OTHER 9 23.1% 

Total  39 100% 

   Table 13. Keywords in the source domain of HEALTH in Commons Remain. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

POWER 25 38.5% 

STRONG 5 7.7% 

RECOVER 4 6.2% 

WEAK 4 6.2% 

SUFFER 3 4.6% 

OTHER 24 36.9% 

Total  65 100% 

   Table 14. Keywords in the source domain of HEALTH in Lords Leave. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

POWER 18 35.3% 

STRONG 10 19.6% 

STRENGTH 4 7.8% 

VITAL 4 7.8% 

SUFFER 3 5.9% 

OTHER 12 23.5% 

Total  51 100% 

   Table 15. Keywords in the source domain of HEALTH in Lords Remain. 

4.1.4 FORCE Metaphors 

The fourth metaphor group in size was that of FORCE metaphors with a total of 169 

instances, which came to a little over 8% of the total metaphors. There were no 

discernible patterns showing particular aversion to or preference for the group either 

in the campaign sides or the Houses of Parliament. Likewise, while the total instances 

in the data sections varied between 34 to 56, the differences did not raise or leave a 

single data section far ahead or behind the others either. Two particular differences 

between the data sections were evident. Firstly, while three of the sections included 

over 20 distinct keyword types, Lords Remain exhibited only 10. This difference did 

not, however, appear to affect the number of instances in the Lords Remain. The 

overall total of distinct keywords was 40, same as in the HEALTH metaphors. Secondly, 

the rarer keywords showed a stark difference between the Houses, the Commons 

including 20 rarer keyword types while the Lords had only 8. The most common 

keywords in each data section can be found in Tables 16 to 19.  

The FORCE metaphors, as considered here, consist of those metaphorical 

keywords that belong under the general category of “‘force dynamics’ [or] how entities 

interact with respect to force” (Talmy 1988: 49). The category not only includes 

everything from exertion of physical force to resistance to it, but can also be seen to 

cover various types as well, from bursts of force to constant pressure. The category 

has been studied under various other names, e.g. FIGHT (Goatly 2007: 72-83) and 

CONFLICT (Charteris-Black 2011: 168-78), and is often included under categories such 

as these two. This is not only due to the general difficulty in assigning certain 

metaphors in clear-cut groups – a difficulty that stems from the style of the analysis 
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relying on the researcher’s interpretation – but also due to the clearly overlapping 

domains and meanings. While the concept of physical force in itself is a complex one, 

it is a basic tenet that movement and the applying of force are the means by which 

humans can affect the world (Arcimavičienė 2010: 34). Thus, the metaphor group can 

be loosely considered as one of the common ones, found either as its own group or 

embedded into others concerned with e.g. conflict.  

In the area of politics, the metaphor can be exemplified by the conceptual 

metaphor POLITICS IS PHYSICAL FORCE, which relies heavily on other metaphor groups 

such as WAR, GAME, and SPORTS (Kövecses 2010: 24-5). In practice, the exertion of 

force is seen as acceptable when considered through these lenses and used to further 

higher political goals (Arcimavičienė 2010: 34). That is, the use of FORCE metaphors 

can be considered as positively reinforcing those aspects the speaker in question 

considers as advantageous for desirable goals. The below (30) to (32) give examples 

of the three most common keywords in the metaphor group: secure, impact, and 

impose.  

(30) [S]ome politicians promise that their good relations with the 

British Government will enable them to secure even more support 

for Northern Ireland should we leave the EU. (CR) 

(31) [The result of the vote will have] real, lasting and, in cases, 

dramatic impacts on individuals and communities. (LR) 

(32) [NATO] is a treaty-based body, but it does not impose its laws or 

supremacy on the peoples of Europe. (CL) 

The keyword secure was by a large margin the most common one in the force 

metaphors, appearing a total of 34 times – over twice as often as impact or impose. Its 

use was limited to the very specific type of construction shown in (30), where the 

keyword refers to gaining support either permanently or with certainty for Northern 

Ireland. The nature of the Brexit as a subject caused the speakers to often return to the 

question of certainty, the gains, and continued support, resulting in repetitive use of 

the keyword secure especially on the Remain side. Whether it be Northern Ireland, the 

farmers, or the scientific community, the Remain campaign’s return to the term 

implied insecurity and lack of belief in the opinions and assertions given by the Leave 

side. The keyword impact followed similar lines, appearing more often in the Remain 
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sections. In (31) the speaker is emphasizing the effects of leaving the EU by adding a 

dimension of physical force to the changes that are likely to occur – an impact hurts, 

can be harmful, and in some cases is visible as well.  

More even use between the campaign sides was shown in regards to impose, 

although it did see the majority of its use in the Commons sections. The Leave side 

speaker in (32) uses the forceful image connected to imposing something on others 

against their will to give strength to the example of the NATO as a working option to 

the EU model – and thus reinforcing the Leave side’s stand. Even though the use of 

secure and impact imply a division between positive and negative that would follow 

the campaign division, this was not the case in the category as a whole. The sharp 

differences in the distribution of these keywords were caused by both decreasing 

number of total instances in the metaphor group and the limitation of subject discussed 

via the metaphors. While the Remain side concentrated, repetitively even, on the 

powers, rights, and support that need securing, the Leave side discussed the impact 

that the European Union has had or will have. These divisions did not affect the 

negative/positive use scale, and e.g. Remain campaign often used secure in a negative 

or skeptical light. 

In many cases, the rarer keywords of the group relied on more vivid imagery, 

including such keywords as shoehorn, tear apart, and devastation. These rarer 

keywords, to a lesser degree than in HEALTH metaphors, showed an inclination towards 

those words that have a negative connotation in their basic meaning. Although the 

nature of FORCE metaphors in politics emphasizes the use of force as overall positive 

should it lead towards a desirable, higher political goal, half of the rarer keywords 

included the sense of an object or a person being affected against their will or in a way 

that would lead to a detrimental outcome for the object, as in the case of tear apart. 

(33) to (35) give examples of the use of these keywords. 

(33) The idea that breaking up our system of peace-loving democracies 

and shoehorning people into a supranational state will somehow 

keep the peace […] (CL) 

(34) The European Union was founded to bring peace to a continent 

that had been torn apart by war and conflict […] (CR) 
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(35) We do not want to be part of the euro, because we have seen what 

it has done, the devastation that it has wrought across economies 

in European countries […] (CL) 

In (33), shoehorning likens the change of state into a forceful pushing of people into a 

mold they do not fit in – this requires strength and implies simple indifference to the 

people’s opinions. The following (34) and (35) rely on images of destruction. The 

Remain speaker in (34) sees the EU as having been built to fix a continent that had 

been torn apart like a physical object, while the Leave speaker in (35) enforces the 

issues connected with the euro by referring to them as devastation – something that is 

usually created by great forces the likes of volcanoes, and which take a long time to 

recover from. These negatively charged keywords were used by both campaign sides, 

with no particular preference on either side.   

In conclusion, FORCE metaphors were used across all sections with the starkest 

differences found in the keyword variety of the Lords Remain section as well as 

between the two Houses. The rather high frequency of the group is explained through 

the force dynamics that connect the use of force to the ability of humans to change 

matters in the surrounding world. This translates to the POLITICS IS PHYSICAL FORCE 

metaphor in political discourse. While some differences in the use of individual 

keywords showed subject-based divisions, there were no tendencies towards 

particularly divided use in regards to negative and positive contexts. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

IMPOSE 4 10.3% 

BREAK 3 7.7% 

CRASH 3 7.7% 

SECURE 3 7.7% 

OTHER 26 66.7% 

Total  39 100% 

   Table 16. Keywords in the source domain of FORCE in Commons Leave. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SECURE 13 23.2% 

IMPACT 7 12.5% 

IMPOSE 4 7.1% 

BEAR 3 5.4% 

RESTRICT 3 5.4% 

TACKLE 3 5.4% 

OTHER 23 41.1% 

Total  56 100% 

   Table 17. Keywords in the source domain of FORCE in Commons Remain. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

IMPOSE 6 15.0% 

BREAK 5 12.5% 

SECURE 5 12.5% 

OTHER  24 60.0% 

Total  40 100% 

   Table 18. Keywords in the source domain of FORCE in Lords Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

SECURE 13 38.2% 

IMPACT 6 17.6% 

TACKLE 5 14.7% 

OTHER  10 29.4% 

Total  34 100% 

   Table 19. Keywords in the source domain of FORCE in Lords Remain. 

4.1.5 WAR Metaphors 

The WAR metaphors came fifth in the data with a total of 163 instance in the data, 

making up 8% of the relevant metaphors. In the individual data sections, the group 

came between fourth to sixth, with the exception of the Commons Leave section, 

where the group was tied first with the BUILDING group. Again, there was no 
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discernible preference or avoidance towards the group in either of the Houses or the 

campaign sides – e.g. both the highest and the lowest counts of instances occurred on 

the Remain side. The keyword variety of the WAR metaphors was of more interest, 

primarily due to the high variety itself. The distinct keywords came up to 56, with only 

the most numerous metaphor group JOURNEY reaching to a higher count. Although the 

keyword variety was rather even among the four data sections, staying between 18 to 

25 with the count only slightly higher on the Leave side, the rarer keywords showed a 

greater tendency on the Leave side to use more novel metaphors in the WAR domain. 

Tables 20 to 23 at the end of the section present the most common keywords in the 

four data sections. 

The rather equal distribution and steady use of WAR metaphors in the data can 

be contributed to the prevalence of the source domain in the English language. Such 

fundamental and pervasive conceptual metaphors as LOVE IS WAR and ARGUMENT IS 

WAR have been shown to affect our everyday language use (see e.g. Lakoff and 

Johnson 1980; Hartmann-Mahmud 2002) and many situations of perceived conflict or 

danger, or their potential, are conceptualized in terms of war, e.g. illness (see e.g. 

Sontag 1990; Goatly 2006; Nerlich and Koteyko 2009). In the context of political 

discourse, the fundamental driving force for the source domain of WAR is related to the 

conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR. Due to the nature of politics as a series of 

arguments and conflicts, participants and events are often seen in terms of enemies, 

allies, and battles. WAR metaphors both emphasize and dramatize the opposition, but 

also convey the seriousness of politics, not only in general sense, but especially when 

discussing such intractable problems as drug trade (Semino 2008: 100). The frequency 

of WAR metaphors in politics has resulted in the group appearing in various studies on 

e.g. party manifestos, specific speakers, and events (see Charteris-Black 2004 and 

2011: 168-78; Jansen and Sabo 1994; Lakoff 2013; Silberstein 2002). The source 

domain of WAR is also closely related to the concept of sports. In many cases it can be 

difficult to say whether a term is primarily a SPORTS or a WAR metaphor, and the two 

source domains have been known to share such keywords as win, attack, and defend. 

In this analysis, all keywords that were not used in explicitly sports-related contexts 

were counted in the WAR metaphors, while some, such as win, were considered 

ambiguous and can be found in section 4.1.8.  

The following examples (36) to (38) display instances of the three most 

common keywords of the WAR group in the data: withdraw, fight, and protect. 
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(36) I will concentrate on the short report on the process of 

withdrawing from the EU. (LR) 

(37) The idea that we are going to continue fighting for our little 

position in the world is not the way to look forward to the future. 

(LR) 

(38) We have protected the UK’s rights as a country within the single 

market but outside the eurozone […] (CR) 

In (36), the process of leaving the EU is described as withdrawing, an act that in its 

basic sense refers to the action an army takes when it is leaving a place. In this context, 

the keyword implies that the United Kingdom is leaving the EU with all of its forces, 

en masse, without leaving any support or people behind. Although the keyword is 

rather common in this type of use, it was used rather sparsely in the data. Likewise, 

fighting, as shown in (37), is the most basic act related to war. The Remain speaker 

uses the keyword in connection with ‘little position’ to imply a sense of desperation 

and continuing struggle – in a war, the small groups are inevitably swallowed by the 

large military powers. While there are different contexts that could account for the 

keyword protect in (38), here it is seen as part of war and likened to a large-scale 

operation that has shielded the United Kingdom’s rights and kept them as they are 

preferred by the nation and its people. In the context of war, the keyword works as part 

of a continuum with such actions as attacking, fighting, and defending. All of these 

keywords are examples of the common ones, none of which can be considered 

particularly provocative or novel in the context of politics. Differences in use were 

based largely on the frequencies of keywords in certain data sections, e.g. the Remain 

sections accounting for 10 of the 14 cases of the keyword protect, as well as on the 

contextual actors and objects of the metaphors. For example, attacking could be 

considered either negative or positive, depending on the actor and situation. This 

effectively meant that the negative/positive sense of a basic meaning of a keyword 

largely did not apply in the WAR metaphors. 

Out of the 54 different keyword types in the WAR metaphor group, 40 were 

counted as rarer keywords. Although the proportion of rarer keywords did not notably 

differ from that of the other groups in the data, the high overall variety in the group 

did make it interesting. Aside from the JOURNEY metaphors, the larger groups have 

stayed at or below 40 distinct keywords in the case of groups with both higher and 
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lower counts of instances than the WAR metaphors. This implies that WAR has been 

more productive as a source domain in the context of Brexit in terms of creativity. It 

is of note that while the Leave side showed a stronger leaning towards these rarer 

keywords, their use was not generally more novel in deployment. The following 

examples show three cases of these rarer keywords.   

(39) The US cavalry has ridden to the rescue of General Cameron, 

who is making his last stand. (CL) 

(40) We have businesses that can conquer world markets. (LL) 

(41) The battle for Britain’s future, as it is being played out, should 

not be seen as the end point, whatever the result next week. (LR) 

The three keywords cavalry, ride to rescue, and last stand in (39) all refer to the 

historical and much popularized image of the old American cavalry riding to fight 

against the American Indians. The example is followed by a mention of “the 

reservation of the EU”, via which the Leave speaker further connects the UK to these 

Indian tribes, or rather, likens the unwillingness to stay in the EU to the battle against 

oppression these tribes faced. While this is a clear example of a novel use of WAR 

metaphors, (40) and (41) give examples of keywords that in themselves are rather 

common, yet were extremely scarce in the current data. In (40), the Leave speaker 

creates a positive and strong image of the capabilities of the country’s economy. To 

conquer a place, an army needs to overpower the local forces and take over the control 

previously in the hands of another nation or people. When the British businesses 

exhibit this level of strength in the field of economy, the country does not need the EU 

but can survive on its own. Finally, in (41), the Remain speaker considers the Brexit 

campaigning and vote in terms of a battle that is fought in the field of politics. It is 

unclear what the speaker expects to follow after the battle is over, however – a war 

with consecutive battles or peace of some kind? In either case, the speaker uses the 

metaphor to convey the struggle and impact related to the Brexit question. The 

majority of the rarer keywords were similar to the examples of conquer and battle, 

with only few cases of more colorful constructions comparable to (39). 

To conclude, the WAR metaphor group showed no particular divisions between 

the Houses or the campaign sides in regards to frequency of use, but did include a 

rather high variety of distinct keywords, coming second in variety only to the JOURNEY 
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metaphors. The metaphor group’s frequency of use can be explained through the 

conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR, which connects to most of the political 

discourse and decision-making. The rarer keywords showed a slightly higher total in 

the Leave side data sections, but the more innovative use was not particularly divided 

and the majority of the rarer keywords consisted of words such as battle and conquer. 

Keywords such as these appeared surprisingly scarcely in the data albeit being very 

common metaphors in general. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

TACTIC 6 13.0% 

DEFEND 5 10.9% 

WITHDRAW 4 8.7% 

BREACH 3 6.5% 

FIGHT 3 6.5% 

OPPOSE 3 6.5% 

OTHER  22 47.8% 

Total  46 100% 

   Table 20. Keywords in the source domain of WAR in Commons Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

PROTECT 6 19.4% 

BREACH 3 9.7% 

FIGHT 3 9.7% 

WITHDRAW 3 9.7% 

OTHER  16 51.6% 

Total  31 100% 

   Table 21. Keywords in the source domain of WAR in Commons Remain. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

WITHDRAW 9 24.3% 

PROTECT 3 8.1% 

TACTIC 3 8.1% 

OTHER  22 59.5% 

Total  37 100% 

   Table 22. Keywords in the source domain of WAR in Lords Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

WITHDRAW 13 26.5% 

STRATEGY 6 12.2% 

FIGHT 4 8.2% 

PROTECT 4 8.2% 

TRIGGER 4 8.2% 

SAVE 3 6.1% 

OTHER  15 30.6% 

Total  49 100% 

   Table 23. Keywords in the source domain of WAR in Lords Remain. 

4.1.6 HUMAN Metaphors 

The sixth and last of the larger metaphor groups, the HUMAN metaphors came to a total 

of 142 instances, making up nearly 7% of the relevant metaphors in the data. In the 

individual data sections, the group stayed at around 7% with the exception of the 

Commons Leave that came to 5%. Likewise, the total number of instances in the 

Commons Leave was the lowest at 24, while Lords Remain came to the highest count 

at 45. In general, the House of Lords showed somewhat more frequent use of the group. 

The variety of distinct keywords was generally rather even, with both the House of 

Lords and the Leave side showing a slightly higher count. Due to the rarer keywords 

contributing 75% of the keyword variety of the group, both the Lords and the Leave 

side appeared more predominant among them as well. However, despite these 

tendencies, the group was generally used in all four data sections, without showing 
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preference to or avoidance thereof. The most common keywords in the four data 

sections can be found at the end of the section in Tables 24 to 27. 

As considered in this analysis, the HUMAN metaphors consist of those 

metaphorical instances that derived their imagery both from the physical human body 

and the wider system of personification. In short, this included not only keywords such 

as heart and muscle, but also greet and think.13 This metaphor group is one of those 

commonly used due to the familiarity of the source domain and the way its boundaries 

can be used to easily liken abstract entities to the most understandable of concepts to 

humans – ourselves. Falling under what are called the ontological metaphors, these 

metaphors of personification have been mentioned often in studies of various discourse 

types and are considered important for thought in general, especially due to their effect 

on the metaphorical structuring in languages and cultures around the world (see e.g. 

Kövecses 2010: 18; Yu 2008; Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 25-32; Lakoff and Turner 

1989: 72-80). From a wider perspective, metaphors of personification allow the 

speakers to map other qualities and actions of humans on abstract entities, including 

but not limited to greeting, taking responsibility, shouting, and embracing.  

In political discourse, the source domain of human body most commonly 

affects the discussion via the conceptual metaphor NATION IS A PERSON, which further 

derives from the more general form of AN ABSTRACT COMPLEX SYSTEM IS THE HUMAN 

BODY (Kövecses 2010: 157-8). This metaphor allows the organizational structure of 

e.g. government to be likened to the structure of a human body (ibid.). The NATION IS 

A PERSON metaphor has also played a substantial role in the translation of game theory 

and models of rational choice into the scale of international politics. A nation is treated 

like a person with the goals of health and strength, i.e. economic health and military 

strength, and other nations are further construed in terms of e.g. neighbors and level of 

maturity, i.e. industrialization (Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 533-4). Personification in 

the context of political discourse has been studied with closer attention to e.g. the 

justification of wars, the rhetoric of certain politicians, as well as the consideration of 

the European collaboration outside and within the European Union, especially in the 

context of the BODY POLITIC metaphor (see Lakoff 2013; Charteris-Black 2011; 

Musolff 2009; Musolff 2004: 83-114). 

                                                 
13 Some keywords, such as tummy, were not included in this category, but rather added to the ANIMAL 

metaphor group due to their context. Likewise, some other keywords closely connected to humans can 

be found in the RELATIONSHIP and EMOTION metaphors. 
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As mentioned above, the HUMAN metaphors in the data included both bodily 

keywords as well as those that referred to the actions that would be considered 

primarily to be executed by humans, e.g. speak. The following (42) to (44) illustrate 

the use of some of the most common keywords in the data. 

(42) Now those roles are reversed: we are the rich ones and it is the 

EU that faces very serious problems. (LL) 

(43) We tabled those amendments because fairness has to be at the 

heart of this debate. (CR) 

(44) The EU is a body riddled not only with waste and incompetence, 

but with corruption. (CL) 

In (42), the most common of the HUMAN group keywords, face, is used in considering 

the problems that will affect the European Union in the future. An abstract entity, the 

EU is seen as a person looking at those problems, face turned towards them as they 

come closer through time – the future before us and past behind, as the Western 

conceptualization goes. This act of facing one’s problems is common in the context of 

confrontation, be it voluntary or not, and often implies the inability to avoid that which 

is being confronted. (43) turns towards the internal workings of the Brexit debate as 

the Remain speaker asks for fairness to be placed at its heart. Here, the principles 

limiting and guiding the debate are considered its heart, one of the most important 

internal organs that keep a person alive.  

The body as a whole can also function as a metaphor as seen in (44), where the 

EU is likened to a person whose whole body is riddled with illnesses – here namely 

waste, incompetence, and corruption, which are seen to function in the EU similarly 

to physical ailments in a person. An unhealthy body is difficult to work with and keeps 

failing, eating at a person’s ability to work or defend themselves. In this example, the 

close relationship of HUMAN and HEALTH metaphors is made evident, the two often 

found occurring as a combined metaphor to reinforce e.g. a negative interpretation. 

These examples reflect two aspects of HUMAN metaphors. First of all, the majority of 

the keywords in the group consisted of nouns denoting either physical, mental, or 

spiritual aspects of what is considered to be a human, with some specialized verbs, e.g. 

shout, contributing the rest. Secondly, due to many of the keywords simply denoting 

parts of a whole, their basic meanings appeared mostly neutral. This is true to a point 
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where the positive/negative scale, discussed in relation to HEALTH metaphors in 4.1.3, 

does not truly work in the context of HUMAN metaphors, as the category lacked such 

opposing forces as life and death.  

As has been the trend among the other metaphor groups in the data, the majority 

of the keyword variety of the human metaphors consisted of rarer keywords. As with 

the above examples of most common keywords, the rarer ones also concentrated to a 

large extent on physical parts of human bodies, e.g. muscle, but there were such 

keywords as agree and thirst represented as well.  

(45) [The Brussels agreement undermines the claim] that more powers 

cannot be transferred from the United Kingdom to the European 

Union without the United Kingdom agreeing. (LL) 

(46) My understanding from talking to people who have received the 

[EU Referendum] leaflet is that it has certainly caused debate and 

a thirst for further information. (CR) 

(47) The terms that we trade on now, which have been secured by the 

EU, are much better than WTO terms, because they have been 

secured using the muscle of a market of 500 million people. (LR) 

In both (45) and (46) the HUMAN metaphor is related to a more abstract concept than 

the body itself. The Leave speaker in (45) considers the transfer of additional powers 

to have been dependent on a discussion between two countries, as if they were two 

people, with the final decision having required the United Kingdom to agree with the 

EU in the manner a person would. The keyword thirst in (46) does not function as a 

case of personification along the lines of (45), but rather likens the physical sense of 

thirst for liquids to a wish to gain more knowledge. While the physical need is driven 

by the body requiring hydration, the mental thirst is driven by the mind searching for 

further knowledge and connections. The final example of muscle in (47) derives from 

the physical body and refers to the economic strength and influence achieved by a 

larger economic area. The Remain speaker is likening that influence to physical force 

given by muscles – an economic union at its roots, the EU is more muscular and fit 

than the UK with its smaller market. While the variety of rarer keywords was quite 

high, it did not include particularly novel uses of metaphors in any of the sections. 



63 

 

 

In summary, the HUMAN metaphor group was generally used by all of the 

sections, with none showing any special tendencies towards more novel use of the 

source domain. Some inclination towards a higher variety of keywords was visible in 

both the House of Lords and the Leave side of the campaign. The rather numerous 

instances found in the data could be seen to reflect the conceptual metaphors NATION 

IS A PERSON and AN ABSTRACT COMPLEX SYSTEM IS THE HUMAN BODY that are common 

in the context of political discourse. The majority of the keyword variety was 

concerned with the physical aspects of human bodies, but some did include the specific 

actions and e.g. mental aspects related to humans as well. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

BODY 6 25.0% 

VISION 3 12.5% 

WILL 3 12.5% 

OTHER  12 50.0% 

Total  24 100% 

   Table 24. Keywords in the source domain of HUMAN in Commons Leave. 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

FACE 9 24.3% 

HEART 9 24.3% 

HANDLE 5 13.5% 

OTHER  14 37.8% 

Total  37 100% 

   Table 25. Keywords in the source domain of HUMAN in Commons Remain. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



64 

 

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

FACE 11 30.6% 

BODY 5 13.9% 

VISION 4 11.1% 

WISH 4 11.1% 

HEART 3 8.3% 

OTHER  9 25.0% 

Total  36 100% 

   Table 26. Keywords in the source domain of HUMAN in Lords Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

VISION 11 24.4% 

FACE 4 8.9% 

HEART 4 8.9% 

BODY 3 6.7% 

VOICE 3 6.7% 

OTHER  20 44.4% 

Total  45 100% 

 Table 27. Keywords in the source domain of HUMAN in Lords Remain. 

4.1.7 Smaller Metaphor Groups 

In addition to the above six metaphor groups that exceeded 5% of the total metaphors 

in the data, there were 34 smaller groups identified. These smaller groups included 

seven that crossed above 2% of the total metaphors in the data, with over 40 instances 

across the four data sections. These metaphor groups were ACTION, RELATIONSHIP, 

NATURE, SPORTS, MACHINE, PHYSICAL, and STORYTELLING. Other groups varied from 

close to 2% down to 0.05%, with the INFRASTRUCTURE group coming last with only 

one instance. Altogether, the smaller metaphor groups came to 864 instances, taking 

up 42.4% of the relevant metaphorical instances. These metaphor groups are listed in 

more detail in Appendix III. 

With the metaphor groups growing smaller and increasingly more infrequent, 

the distribution became more uneven as well. Because of this, some groups, such as 
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GAMBLING and MYTHOLOGY, were absent in one of the data sections, but present in 

others. Aside from this complete absence of some of the small groups in a one of the 

sections, the general differences in frequency between the data sections began to 

further fluctuate. Although most of these differences of frequency between the data 

sections did not occur in high enough counts of instances to be particularly significant, 

some groups did show starker differences of use. For example, PERFORMANCE 

metaphors reached 20 instances in Lords Remain while staying at under 10 instances 

in the other three sections. Out of the groups that showed these types of differences, 

the RELATIONSHIP metaphors, coming to 73 instances and 3.6% in the total data, 

showed the most dramatic differences, with the group near nonexistent in all but one 

of the sections. Due to this, the following discussion of results pertaining to these 

smaller metaphor groups is divided into two. The first part concentrates on the 

RELATIONSHIP metaphors, with the second part drawing a general picture of the use of 

and giving examples of the other smaller metaphor groups.  

4.1.7.1     RELATIONSHIP Metaphors 

Due to the nature of the current analysis and to ease the discussion, the metaphor 

groups discussed previously were those with most instances in the full data. However, 

as can be seen from the tables in Appendix II, the frequency of metaphor groups in the 

separate data sections varied from the order of the previous subsections, albeit not to 

a large extent in a majority of the cases. The RELATIONSHIP metaphors, then, are of 

significance not as much for their general frequency in the data – the group fell behind 

ACTION metaphors and NATURE metaphors had an equal number of instances – but 

rather for the widest gap in distribution of the instances between the data sections. The 

vast majority of the RELATIONSHIP metaphor instances occurred in the Lords Remain, 

the section contributing 52 of the 73 instances. The other sections all had under 10 

instances of RELATIONSHIP metaphors, and as can be seen from Tables 28 to 31, with 

either a smattering of rarer keywords or a focus on one certain keyword. Due to this 

distribution, the group came second in frequency in the Lords Remain section and 

nearly all of its keyword variety could be attributed to that same data section.  

The RELATIONSHIP metaphors included terms related to human relations, 

familial or otherwise, and were considered in the analysis as a separate metaphor group 

due to their clearly delineated category and uneven distribution. RELATIONSHIP 

metaphors are generally connected to personification and, especially in the context of 
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politics, to the conceptual metaphor NATION IS HUMAN (see 4.1.6 for discussion on 

HUMAN metaphors). As many of the RELATIONSHIP metaphors concern family, the 

metaphor group can be related to FAMILY metaphors that have been studied particularly 

as part of the US political scene and what is called the moral politics (Lakoff 2002).14 

This model considers the nation as a parent and its citizens as children, the two main 

political theories acting as different types of parents.  

In the European context, the metaphor group has been studied both as FAMILY 

metaphors (see e.g. Musolff 2004: 13-28) and in the context of INTERPERSONAL 

RELATIONSHIP metaphors. Arcimavičienė (2010) looked at both British and Lithuanian 

contexts to see how this metaphor group was used and related the findings to the 

morality model. According to Arcimavičienė, the INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 

metaphor in British politics further consists of FRIENDSHIP, LOVE AFFAIR and ENMITY 

metaphors, all of which work to make the politicians appear more personal and 

intimate to e.g. the voters but also to base the actions of the politicians on emotion and 

thus portray them inadvertently in a negative light (Arcimavičienė 2010: 69-72). In the 

current analysis, the RELATIONSHIP metaphors were found to primarily concern FAMILY 

and LOVE AFFAIR imagery, both of which concentrated around the European Union, its 

predecessors, and the member nations. The following (48) to (50) include examples of 

these two types of imagery as used in the Lords Remain section. 

(48) Some 3.5 million British jobs depend on that relationship with 

our nearest neighbour. (LR) 

(49) Like a long-term spouse, the EEC may have changed—but it is 

still your long-term spouse of over 40 years. Do you really want 

to give that up and walk away at considerable cost, trading it in 

for the mistress—the European Economic Area? (LR) 

(50) As the noble Baroness said, there is—as in a divorce—more 

than one party involved. (LR) 

The most common keywords in the RELATIONSHIP group were relationship, neighbour, 

and divorce, while spouse and mistress fell among the rarer keywords. Both 

relationship and neighbour, common in the political context, appeared in more than 

one data section. As in (48), they were used to refer to the co-work and interaction 

                                                 
14 See also Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 278-80 and 290-334 on social self and morality, respectively. 
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between nations or political bodies, and to the European nations, particularly those 

close to the UK. The case of those keywords particularly related to family was slightly 

more complicated. In (49) the speaker likens the EEC/EU continuum to a spouse to 

which the United Kingdom has been married for a long time, further referring to the 

EEA as a mistress. The metaphor continues to compare the two relationships, the 

speaker arguing that choosing the mistress would not feel the same and the family, i.e. 

other EU nations, would feel angry with the UK. Similar imagery is echoed by another 

speaker in (50), where the speaker refers to the Brexit situation as a divorce. Although 

the imagery is clear and underlined with explanations in the original speech, these 

FAMILY or LOVE AFFAIR connected metaphors show that the number of the 

RELATIONSHIP metaphors in the Lords Remain section relied mainly on two speakers, 

one of whom constructed a lengthy speech on two extended metaphors. This issue is 

further discussed in section 4.2. 

In short, the RELATIONSHIP metaphors were mainly used in the Lords Remain 

section, and concentrated particularly around the FAMILY and LOVE AFFAIR imagery. 

Further, it can be added that the use appeared logical on the Remain side, the 

terminology of human relationships humanizing the abstract concept of the EU and its 

other member nations, bringing them closer to the listeners. Such use functioned as a 

reverse side to the BUILDING metaphors, especially the rather common keyword 

construct, used more frequently by the Leave side in the context of the EU. Unlike the 

RELATIONSHIP metaphors, this keyword makes the EU inanimate and impersonal.  

 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

OTHER  4 100% 

Total  4 100% 

   Table 28. Keywords in the source domain of RELATIONSHIP in Commons Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

NEIGHBOUR 3 37.5% 

OTHER  5 62.5% 

Total  8 100% 

   Table 29. Keywords in the source domain of RELATIONSHIP in Commons Remain. 
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Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

RELATIONSHIP 5 55.6% 

OTHER  4 44.4% 

Total  9 100% 

   Table 30. Keywords in the source domain of RELATIONSHIP in Lords Leave. 

Keyword (headword) Number of instances % of total 

RELATIONSHIP 14 26.9% 

DIVORCE 6 11.5% 

NEIGHBOUR 5 9.6% 

FRIEND 3 5.8% 

MARRIAGE 3 5.% 

OTHER  21 40.4% 

Total  52 100% 

   Table 31. Keywords in the source domain of RELATIONSHIP in Lords Remain. 

4.1.7.2     Other Metaphor Groups 

The rest of the smaller metaphor groups testified for the overall richness of 

metaphorical language in the parliamentary debates on the Brexit referendum. The 

larger metaphor groups gave indication of e.g. the negative/positive scale as used with 

the HEALTH metaphors, but the number of smaller groups were particularly significant 

for the variety of keywords they introduced. The total instances of these smaller groups 

in the individual data sections varied, especially in the case of the Remain sections. As 

shown in Appendix III, both of the Leave sections stayed at close to 200 instances, 

while the Commons Remain included 161 instances and the Lords Remain section 

nearly 300. Even though the overall metaphor frequencies did not vary greatly between 

the data sections, this difference does show that the Leave side of the campaign was 

more constant in its deployment of the smaller metaphor groups, a substantial amount 

of which consisted of more novel types of metaphors.  

As mentioned earlier, seven smaller groups came to over 2% of the total 

metaphor instances in the data. In addition to the RELATIONSHIP metaphors, these were 

the ACTION, NATURE, SPORTS, MACHINE, PHYSICAL, and STORYTELLING groups. Aside 
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from the RELATIONSHIP metaphors discussed in 4.1.7.1, the SPORTS and STORYTELLING 

groups showed distinct variation in distribution. While the SPORTS metaphors appeared 

near nonexistent in the Lords Leave section, the STORYTELLING metaphors were mostly 

used in the Lords Remains section. Although these internal differences are of some 

interest, they do not support consistent differences either between the Houses or the 

campaign sides. These two divisions yielded only the general tendency of the House 

of Lords to use metaphorical language at a slightly higher frequency, a tendency that 

was already visible in the total counts of instances in the data sections. Neither 

campaign side appeared more productive in metaphor use. 

Among the smaller metaphor groups there are several that have been 

extensively studied due to their relatively frequent appearance not only in language in 

general but in political discourse as well. Such metaphor groups include NATURE, 

MACHINE, SPORTS, and RELIGION, all of which have been included among conventional 

source domains (some have been listed in e.g. Kövecses 2010). For instance, the 

SPORTS metaphors in politics have been considered particularly prevalent in American 

context and have been discussed e.g. by both Howe (1988) and Goatly (2006). Such 

metaphor groups, established in earlier studies, are easier to understand as their own 

defined groups. Three of the other smaller metaphor groups, however, need some 

further clarification. To begin with, the ACTION metaphors as considered in this 

analysis included all of those movement-based keywords that did not explicitly belong 

to any other category. Effectively, this removed all sports-, journey- and exclusively 

human-related keywords from the group, among others, leaving behind such keywords 

as see and feed. Secondly, the PHYSICAL metaphors included keywords that referred to 

the physical qualities of an object, including such examples as split and opaque.  

Connected to the PHYSICAL metaphors was the third, rather small group of OBJECT 

metaphors that consisted of those metaphorical keywords that referred to various 

objects that were not related to any other metaphor category, e.g. ribbon.  

Although the total instances of the smaller metaphor groups were rather low, 

and while some of the keywords could be considered conventional, the majority of the 

keywords in these groups were used in the construction of more novel metaphors. 

Looking at the keyword variety, about 42% of the relevant metaphors in the data 

consisted of those groups with higher counts of novel metaphor use. The rest of this 

section broadly discusses the novel metaphor use via examples taken from three of the 

groups that showed particularly striking metaphor use: SPORTS, RELIGION, and ANIMAL. 
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This is not to say that the other groups lacked this type of use, but the discussion is 

limited to give but an overall image of the kind of use found in the data. 

(51) I always liken it to someone joining a football club and then 

announcing truculently that they have no wish to play football or 

watch football, getting cross when they go to club functions and 

people talk about football, and wanting to reduce the club 

subscription because, as they do not join in the football, they 

think they are overpaying. (CL) 

(52) Even in the face of hostility from European countries, [the UK 

would survive as an independent country] free of the incubus of 

the EU. (LL) 

(53) That is why, during this referendum campaign, we have seen 

Project Octopus turning into Project Fear—we are told to be 

fearful of leaving the clutch of its tentacles. (LL) 

The SPORTS metaphors used in (51) all relate to football: the European Union is likened 

to a football club, the activities of which a particular member, i.e. the UK, is not willing 

to take part in. This metaphor was used by one speaker in the Commons Leave section 

– with repeating mentions of the club subscriptions – to emphasize the perceived 

ridiculousness of paying for something one does not care for, when the simple solution 

of leaving is available. This particular example is also one of the few instances of 

extended metaphors in the data (see sections 2.1 and 4.2 for further discussion of 

extended metaphors). Although the SPORTS metaphors did include rather common 

keywords, such as challenge, the majority of the group consisted of rarer keywords. 

To an extent, this was caused by some of the more frequent keywords, such as attack 

and defend, being counted among the WAR metaphors (see also the ambiguous 

metaphors in section 4.1.8). The SPORTS metaphors concentrated mainly around 

football, but the keywords did include more general sports terms and those connected 

to, for example, track and car racing.  

As mentioned above, some of the smaller metaphor groups, such as SPORTS 

metaphors, are generally common in language use and thus well-established in earlier 

studies. Of these groups, particularly RELIGION metaphors appeared sparse and were 

used nearly exclusively in the construction of novel metaphors, such as in (52), where 
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the European Union is named an incubus, a type of parasitic demon that sucks life 

from sleeping women through intercourse. Although the concept originates from 

Mesopotamian mythology, it was included in the RELIGION group due to its existence 

in the Judeo-Christian tradition. Here the Leave side speaker uses the term to express 

disdain towards the European Union that is sucking the life, or in this case money and 

autonomy, of its member nations. It is notable that even as the keyword incubus is 

inherently connected to the concept of evil, the RELIGION metaphors did not show 

evidence of a wider pattern of good/evil rhetoric built on metaphors. In fact, in 

comparison to some previous studies on the British political discourse, the RELIGION 

metaphors appeared surprisingly infrequent. This is in part again due to the 

categorization of metaphors. For instance, in the case of Charteris-Black’s (2004) 

study on party manifestos, the RELIGIOUS metaphors include the frequently used 

keyword vision, which has been counted among the HUMAN metaphors in this analysis 

based on its context of use. This does not, however, fully account for the gap between 

earlier studies and the current analysis, and it appears that the RELIGION metaphors 

have been somewhat disfavored in the current data. To some extent the lack of 

good/evil imagery has also caused a decrease in the LIGHT metaphors.  

The RELIGION metaphors may have been infrequently used in the data, but the 

most colorful keywords of the group were used in connection with the European 

Union: the EU was called both an incubus and a behemoth, while the fears related to 

leaving were considered, albeit sarcastically, as the plagues of Egypt. This type of use 

was, however, not limited to the RELIGION metaphors. In (53), the Leave speaker refers 

to the European Union as Project Octopus, and implies that the union holds onto its 

members like an octopus with its tentacles – a clutch of which the speaker says they 

are warned against trying to leave. Historically, the symbol of an octopus has been 

used of a politically suffocating and expansionist actor. For instance, Japanese 

propaganda used it to refer to the Soviet Union during the Second World War. 

Similarly, beast-like, negatively colored use was visible in example (8) in section 3.2, 

where the EU is called a hungry tiger. These particular ANIMAL metaphors, much like 

the RELIGION metaphors mentioned above, were found on the Leave side of the data. 

In fact, these two metaphor groups emphasized a clear division between the two 

campaign sides: the majority of the noun-based novel metaphors were used by the 

Leave campaign.  
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Some instances of noun-based metaphors could, however, be found on the 

Remain side of the data as well, both in straightforward and sarcastic style. This 

included such examples as promised land and general imagery connected to a simple 

but happy dog – both of which are used sarcastically to refer to what is perceived as 

unrealistic expectations of the Leave side. Although too small to provide any definitive 

proof of divided usage, a few of the smallest groups, e.g. MYTHOLOGY and CRAFTS, 

introduced further examples of imaginative keyword use to the Remain side. In 

MYTHOLOGY, rainbow and pot of gold were used in a few occasions, while CRAFTS 

included both unpick and unravel. In general, the Remain side used as imaginative 

keywords as the Leave side, but without such a focus on a single word class or 

comparisons between the European Union and entities. It appears that the negative 

portrayal found on the Leave side particularly benefitted from such simple but striking 

metaphors.   

In conclusion, the smaller metaphor groups covered 34 distinct source domains 

that came up to 42.4% of the total relevant metaphors perceived in the data. Many of 

these groups had only few instances and did not yield enough evidence to draw 

definitive conclusions on the division in use between the data sections. The more 

frequently used ones showed increasingly stark differences in distribution between the 

data sections, of which the RELATIONSHIP metaphors were the most extreme example. 

The smaller groups included both rarer source domains and common ones, the latter 

of which were in some cases used surprisingly scarcely, as in the case of RELIGION 

metaphors. Although the number of instances grew rather small, the keywords 

themselves showed that straightforward comparison between e.g. animals and the EU 

occurred in greater quantities in the Leave side data. 

4.1.8 Ambiguous Cases 

While the metaphor groups discussed in subsections 4.1.1 to 4.1.7 accounted for the 

vast majority of the relevant metaphors, 91 instances, or 4.4%, were of keywords that 

could not be assigned to any single metaphor group. In total, these instances included 

ten distinct keywords that were considered into an umbrella category of ambiguous 

metaphors. The keywords that appeared more than once were deemed ambiguous if 

the instances had different contexts of use, e.g. reach being used in contexts related to 

both journeys and hand movement. In those cases where a keyword had only one 

instance and its context gave no clear indication of the source domain used, it was 
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deemed an ambiguous metaphor, e.g. in the case of keyword lose. Each of the 

ambiguous keywords was assigned multiple metaphor groups based on possible or 

perceived source domains. These source domain combinations can be found in Table 

32, which also details the number of instances marked as ambiguous in each of the 

four data sections. The ambiguous keywords have been further listed at the end of 

Appendix V. 

Among the source domain combinations, the WAR/SPORTS type appeared most 

frequently, followed by NATURE/HEALTH/HUMAN. The WAR/SPORTS keywords 

consisted primarily of terms related to winning or losing: win, victory, triumph, and 

lose were all present. Terminology used both in discussing war and sports often 

overlaps due to the historical connections between the two, and when considering 

metaphors, it can be difficult to discern which group a certain keyword belongs to. For 

example, some keywords such as attack or defend could also be contrived as 

ambiguous – these actions are performed both in the field of a battle and during a game 

of football. In this analysis, however, the aspect of violence was considered significant 

in deciding which terms were counted as SPORTS or WAR metaphors, and both attack 

and defend were included in WAR metaphors. In general, using the perceived violence 

as a criterion meant that many of the more everyday terms related to both topics were 

relegated to the WAR metaphors, while the SPORTS group came to consist of those 

keywords closely related to a specific sport or the specialized vocabulary connected to 

sports. Winning and losing, however, were considered neutral and were found to 

appear in contexts saturated both with war- and sports-related terms, and were thus 

relocated to the ambiguous category.  

While the majority of SPORTS/WAR type of ambiguous metaphors were counted 

as ambiguous due to both the two source domains being used in relation to the same 

keyword and the partial overlap of the source domains themselves, the other keywords 

were considered ambiguous largely due to the vagueness in regards to their use and 

context. Due to the nature of the ambiguous category as a collection of keywords used 

with various source domain references or vague contexts that leave the source domain 

largely unknown, they do not exhibit particular patterns of use either between the 

Houses or the campaign sides. Rather, as a category born out of the realities of the 

analysis itself, it could be considered an example of the interpretative nature of the 

kind of conceptual metaphor analysis this study is based on.   
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Keyword 
Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords 

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

Percent 

of total 

WAR / SPORTS 12 (2.7%) 6 (1.3%) 10 (1.9%) 11 (1.8%) 39 1.9% 

NATURE / HEALTH 

/ HUMAN 
3 (0.7%) 4 (0.9%) 12 (2.3%) 7 (1.1%) 26 1.3% 

JOURNEY / HUMAN 2 (0.4%) 6 (1.3%) 5 (1.0%) 4 (0.7%) 17 0.8% 

JOURNEY / 

RELATIONSHIP 
2 (0.4%) 1 (0.2%) 3 (0.6%) 2 (0.3%) 8 0.4% 

JOURNEY / WAR - 1 (0.2%) - - 1 0.05% 

Total  19 (4.2%) 18 (3.9%) 30 (5.7%) 24 (3.9%) 91 4.4% 

Table 32. Ambiguous cases in the data by metaphor groups. 

4.2 A Case of FAIRY TALE and RELATIONSHIP Metaphors  

The majority of the metaphors discussed in the previous sections occurred as singular 

metaphors, and although more common keywords were used by many speakers, most 

were contained in single speeches. In general, there seemed to be a decided lack of any 

tendency by the speakers to return to metaphors used by other speakers. The same 

avoidance seemed to concern extended metaphors as well. Unlike these singular 

metaphors that represented a single facet or an actor in the related events, extended 

metaphors account for many aspects of the subject simultaneously. Rare in the data, 

the extended metaphors are prototypically metaphor clusters that use different parts of 

the same source domain to refer to different parts of the target domain (Semino 2008: 

25). In the data, extended metaphors were largely absent, with only three actual cases 

present, including the football metaphor of example (40). 

The other two cases were found in a speech by Baroness Smith of Newnham, 

as presented in the House of Lords during the debate “EU Referendum and EU Reform 

(EUC Report)” on the 15th of June 2016. The speech, aside from introducing keywords 

to various metaphor groups, relied heavily on two major metaphors, both of which 

were extended. Of these two, the RELATIONSHIP metaphor introduced via divorce 

imagery was the most numerous, in fact the most extensive example of a single source 

domain in the data. The other extended metaphor in the speech concentrated on the 

fairy tale of Goldilocks and the Three Bears, and although not used as extensively as 

the divorce imagery, it gave the speech the framing structure of an allegory. Due to the 

structure of this particular speech and the extended use of principally these two 
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metaphors, the speech is discussed in detail in this section. The various functions and 

types of metaphors found in this speech are considered through examples of both the 

FAIRY TALE and RELATIONSHIP metaphors. While the majority of this section 

concentrates on the metaphors themselves, the end of the section compares the kind of 

functions these metaphors had in comparison to some of the use in other speeches in 

the data.  

The FAIRY TALE metaphors, as they are categorized in this analysis, were 

counted as part of the STORYTELLING metaphors, a small group that included various 

keywords referring to both the structure of a story, e.g. plot, and existing stories or 

their parts, e.g. Titanic and Wild Things.15 The speech of Baroness Smith of Newnham, 

the full text of which can be found in Appendix IV, included but a few cases of 

STORYTELLING metaphors that were not considered part of the Goldilocks imagery and 

thus it can be said that she used FAIRY TALE metaphors when constructing a frame for 

her speech. The speech in question was concerned with shedding doubt upon the 

Leavers’ visions of what the reality of the EU was to the UK. This was accomplished 

by introducing the three perceived visions that the speaker herself categorized as 

“based on fear, myth and fantasy.” Connecting these aspects to stories, she then moved 

on to introduce the three-part tale of Goldilocks to frame her discussion of the visions. 

(54) If we are in the realms of fantasy and fairy stories, I thought I 

might give noble Lords a modern fairy story based on Goldilocks 

and the Three Bears. I suggest that at least three different visions 

of what the European Union currently is are being put forward by 

the leavers. The first, the Daddy Bear scenario, is that the EU is a 

dangerous place that has entrapped and ensnared us. As the noble 

Lord, Lord Forsyth of Drumlean, put it very graphically, we are 

caught in a bear trap, bleeding to death. One notes that this poor 

bear is looking at a £10 note, wondering how he got it when it used 

to be a £20 note, thanking God that it is not a euro note but still 

being extremely puzzled by how he ended up in an enterprise that 

he never thought he had agreed to be in. 

In this first part of the fairy tale the speaker introduced her listeners to the three-part 

structure of her speech. Although the appearance of this first scenario works within the 

tale of Goldilocks, the metaphors themselves do not, in fact, belong to this framing 

                                                 
15 The latter keyword refers to characters from Maurice Sendak’s 1963 book Where the Wild Things 

Are. 
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metaphor’s source domain. The only two instances of what are considered FAIRY TALE 

metaphors are the keywords Daddy Bear and poor bear. Instead, the speaker is using 

metaphors from the source domains of both HUNTING (entrapped, ensnared, caught in 

a bear trap) and ECONOMY (£10 note, £20 note, euro note) in explaining the first vision. 

In addition, the striking use of bleeding to death, a HEALTH metaphor, further 

emphasizes the HUNTING aspect. This use of multiple source domains in one metaphor 

cluster creates both mixed and combined metaphors. The difference between mixed 

and combined metaphors, as explained by Semino, is essentially based on whether or 

not the used source domain clashes with the framing source domain in the cluster – if 

the source domains align, the metaphors are considered combined, and if they do not, 

the metaphors are mixed (2008: 26-7). Although this is by no means a simple 

delineation to follow, as the boundary between the two is often fuzzy, it is argued that 

in this case the HUNTING metaphors are combined and the ECONOMY metaphors mixed. 

Hunting, by default, can be connected to bears and as such, terminology related to 

hunting does not clash with either the bear keywords or the fairy tale, many of which 

traditionally include hunting. The concept of economy is, however, quite distant to our 

concept of a bear or a fairy tale.   

The fairy tale continued, as the original story, with encounters with the two 

remaining members of the bear family. With the structure coming to an end, however, 

the metaphor began to show some internal inconsistency. 

(55) Mummy Bear, meanwhile, is represented by my Cambridge 

colleague Dr Christopher Bickerton, who says that actually both 

sides of the debate have got it wrong and that the European Union 

is not overbearing, it is not a very strong edifice, it is not powerful 

and, although it is not particularly democratic, it is actually a 

mirage. The closer you get to Brussels, the more you see that the 

EU does not really exist. So Mummy Bear disappears as a mirage. 

Meanwhile, Goldilocks goes and talks to Baby Bear, 

thinking, “Surely this third member of the family will have a better 

understanding of the European Union”. But she walks in and finds 

him with the godfather, Daniel Hannan, reading him a goodnight 

story: not Why Vote Leave but his elegant essay A Doomed 

Marriage: Britain and Europe—not necessarily something you 

would think was suitable for small bears or children, but 

nevertheless something that explains why the UK and the EU are 

fated to be separate and not to be together. 
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Both the first and the second vision were simply called by the names of the respective 

bear characters, and this use continued in the final vision. Unlike the previous two, 

however, the third vision began with what appeared to be a more traditional scene from 

Goldilocks. Here the inquisitive mind of a voter is represented by Goldilocks who, 

after abandoning the first two options, looks for answers from the final bear. Instead 

of giving a logical answer, the Baby Bear, or the final vision, is found in the company 

of a godfather – a character reminiscent of the movie series centering on organized 

crime – who is filling the bear’s young mind with his own ideas. Both the second and 

the final vision included further cases of combined and mixed metaphors. In the second 

one, overbearing and powerful appear congruent with the bear imagery, but neither 

edifice nor mirage fit with the scene. The third scene mixed RELATIONSHIP metaphors 

into the scene to build a base for the upcoming exploration of the actual vision, which 

evolved into the extended RELATIONSHIP metaphor.  

While the introduction to the final vision did create a stronger link to the tale 

of Goldilocks by introducing the titular character, the target domains of the 

metaphorical instances of FAIRY TALE metaphors varied. All of the keywords related 

to a bear character appear to have multiple targets: Daddy Bear seems to refer to both 

the vision and to the United Kingdom, Mommy Bear to both the vision and to the 

European Union, and finally, the Baby Bear is shown to cover both the final vision 

and, at the end of the speech, the citizens of the United Kingdom.  

(56) I hope that this will all turn out to have been just a fairy story, with 

Baby Bear waking up and finding that he has chased away the 

demons of Uncle Dan. I very much hope that citizens of the United 

Kingdom will do likewise on Thursday of next week; otherwise, 

they will only have bought into a cruel deceit and an unhelpful 

fantasy. 

Even with these inconsistencies of targets, the extended FAIRY TALE metaphor 

accomplishes a guiding structure for the speech with only a few instances of actual 

keywords. The majority of the metaphor is based on links tied from the framing image 

to the other source domains and the images produced through their use. The FAIRY 

TALE metaphor was not, however, the only striking and much underlined extended 

metaphor in the speech: nearly half of the speech was saturated with RELATIONSHIP 

metaphors.   
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As shown above, the RELATIONSHIP metaphors were introduced into the fairy 

tale scenario through the mixed metaphors godfather and Baby Bear’s goodnight story, 

namely Daniel Hannan’s essay “A Doomed Marriage: Britain and Europe.” These 

keywords signed the beginning of a lengthy extended metaphor that referred to both 

family members and aspects of marriage/divorce. At the same time, however, the 

speaker dropped the framing fairy tale to discuss the final vision primarily in terms of 

the divorce scenario. 

(57) Like a long-term spouse, the EEC may have changed—but it is still 

your long-term spouse of over 40 years. Do you really want to give 

that up and walk away at considerable cost, trading it in for the 

mistress—the European Economic Area? Eventually you will find 

that being with a mistress is quite similar to being with a wife, 

except that your original family are a little unhappy, to say the 

least. They still have loyalty to the wife—the European Union.  

Originally a mixed metaphor within the FAIRY TALE metaphor, the RELATIONSHIP 

metaphor thus spread into an extended metaphor of its own. The speaker, contending 

that this final vision is the most relevant of the three to the current situation, draws 

connections between the stereotypical events and participants in the occasion of 

divorce and the actors connected to the Brexit problem. Eventually, the speech turned 

to what is shown in (31) – the scenes are compared with all of the participants present. 

The EEC, later the EU, is seen as the wife or long-term spouse, while the EEA is 

considered a mistress. Other members of the EU are likened to those members of the 

family who, as a side effect of the divorce, have been left behind and are thus likely to 

be unforgiving. Due to nearly half of the lengthy speech containing RELATIONSHIP 

metaphors, the speaker contributed a large number of the rather high count of 

RELATIONSHIP metaphors in the Lords Remain data (see section 4.1.7.2). 

Contrary to the case of the FAIRY TALE metaphor, the RELATIONSHIP imagery 

was not accompanied by as many metaphors from other source domains. In fact, only 

the source domains of ACTION, LEGAL, and FORCE were present with such keywords as 

walk away, lawyers, and breaking up. All of these keywords depict actions or actors 

that are inherently part of divorce and can be interpreted as nested metaphors. Nested 

metaphors, in short, are metaphors of one source domain placed within metaphors of 

another source domain – a practice that produces metaphors that can only be 

understood with sufficient knowledge of both the source domains in question and the 
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connection between those source domains (Charteris-Black 2011: 74). Unlike mixed 

metaphors, the nested metaphors are often overlooked due to the congruence between 

the source domains (ibid.), although this paper does acknowledge that they can to some 

extent overlap with combined metaphors. These nested metaphors were rare in the data 

with only two clear cases present. The other case was part of PERFORMANCE metaphors, 

and was constructed around a conjuror’s show with such keywords as conjuror, hat, 

and rabbit. This metaphor was used to compare Prime Minister Cameron’s EU 

negotiations with a failed magician’s show.  

Based on the metaphors and the structure of the full speech as discussed here, 

it is evident that while the speech involved two major extended metaphors, one of them 

was introduced within the first one as a mixed metaphor. This mixed metaphor – 

RELATIONSHIP within FAIRY TALE – was then stretched into an independent extended 

metaphor, after which the FAIRY TALE metaphor was invoked once more to tie the 

discussion back to the modern fairy story proposed earlier.  

Due to its length and rich use of metaphors, most of which appeared novel, the 

speech of Baroness Smith of Newnham was pronouncedly different from the majority 

of the speeches that the data consisted of. Although a couple of the speeches included 

extended or mixed metaphors, they were contained in short passages and did not 

induce a similarly high number of metaphorical instances. The rest of the data pointed 

towards the metaphors employed in the debates to function more as colorful instances 

that enforced certain views than in the role of a frame to the entire discussion. For 

these reasons, the speech discussed here was rather an exception to the rule than 

indicative of any larger trend in the data. In fact, based on the lack of recurring 

extended or novel metaphors – those that would create a narrative throughout the 

speeches that employed them – it is concluded here that neither the campaign sides nor 

the Houses leaned on any encompassing metaphorical narrative that would have 

supported either of the opposing views.  

In conclusion, the speech of Baroness Smith of Newnham of the House of 

Lords, given on behalf of the Remain campaign, showed extensive use of two major 

conceptual metaphors, RELATIONSHIP and FAIRY TALE, the latter of which was counted 

among the STORYTELLING metaphors. The speech was explicitly introduced as a 

modern fairy tale, modeled after Goldilocks and the Three Bears, and the first half of 

the speech followed the three-part structure of its model. After the third part, however, 

the RELATIONSHIP metaphor took over, introduced as a mixed metaphor within the fairy 
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tale. Both of these extended metaphors included instances of other metaphors that were 

used as mixed, combined, or nested metaphors. The speech contrasted with the rest of 

the data, introducing a starkly different way of using metaphors to support a full speech 

instead of short passages. It also brought to light the general lack of recurring 

metaphors, which would have constructed a specific narrative in the data to support 

either side of the campaign. 

5 Discussion 

This section of the study discusses the results of the analysis with further attention 

given to both the overall metaphor use present in the data and the differences in use 

perceived between the data sections, as well as how the metaphors in the data were 

used to portray the various concepts related to the Brexit referendum. The 

particularities of the study are also noted, and its shortcomings are reflected upon with 

suggestions of possible future directions of study. 

As the results of the analysis show in section 4 (see also Appendix V), the 

overall metaphor use in the data was found to be generally rich and varied, with a total 

of 40 distinct metaphor groups perceived. While the individual data sections exhibited 

some differences in the order of frequency of these metaphor groups, a tendency to use 

those groups traditionally found common in language use beyond the sphere of 

political discourse was evident. In particular, the common groups in the data included 

JOURNEY, BUILDING, HEALTH, FORCE, WAR, and HUMAN metaphors. These metaphor 

groups were deployed widely with a high variety of keywords and target domains and, 

as was to be expected, they included vast numbers of common keywords and what can 

be called the ‘everyday’ novel metaphors. Smaller metaphor groups were found to 

include both common and novel keywords as well, but with a higher tendency for 

novel ones. The rarer keywords – i.e. those that appeared in the data once or twice – 

in all of the groups accounted for the vast majority of novel instances, including all of 

the most novel metaphors. 

The general results were found surprising in the case of two smaller metaphor 

groups, the RELATIONSHIP and RELIGION metaphors. In the case of the former, the use 

was surprisingly uneven between the data sections, showing a definite increase in the 

Lords Remain section with only a few instances found in the other three sections. 

While the data sample itself could have had an impact on the presence of this metaphor 
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group, it is unlikely that alone would account for the difference. Such a difference has 

not been mentioned in previous studies, and although the instance count in the current 

data can be considered low, it is indicative of a real difference and therefore of interest. 

The RELIGION metaphors, however, were found unexpectedly scarce overall, especially 

in comparison to Charteris-Black’s (2004) discussion of metaphors in the party 

manifestos of the major British parties. Although not expected to reach as high counts 

as in e.g. the US political discourse, the RELIGION metaphors were decidedly few in 

the Brexit debates, causing a decided lack of religiously justified righteousness in the 

discussion. At the same time, it must also be borne in mind that while a majority of the 

conventional keywords connected to religion did not appear in the data, such 

metaphorical words as vision, traditionally counted as RELIGION metaphors, were 

considered HUMAN metaphors in this study. This highlights the subjectivity of 

qualitative metaphor analysis based on the researcher’s decisions.     

As the metaphor use tended to revolve around a small number of common 

metaphor groups, all of which primarily used common keywords, the differences 

between the campaign groups in deployment of these metaphor groups were overall 

not particularly noteworthy. All four data sections exhibited similar degrees of 

metaphoricity as well, as evidenced by the frequencies shown in Table 2. The slight 

difference in frequency that could be perceived was apparent between the two Houses 

of the Parliament, not the campaign groups.16 More notable differences in metaphor 

use were found in the variety of rarer keywords within the metaphor groups and in 

isolated cases e.g. in the distribution of the RELATIONSHIP metaphors. However, even 

the differences perceived in keyword use in the data sections were minor and often not 

clearly delineated due to the different uses and meanings of the various metaphor 

groups. Instead of the differences between the data sections, then, more striking results 

were discovered in the general metaphor use with such points of interest as the 

tendency of HEALTH metaphors to occur with negatively charged keywords. 

The portrayal of concepts related to the Brexit referendum turned out to be a 

multifaceted issue. Whereas one would expect to find larger quantities of positive 

metaphors referring to e.g. the European Union in the Remain data sections, the nature 

of the debate situation meant that as the campaign groups reacted to and attempted to 

                                                 
16 Possible reasons for the perceived differences between the Houses include the background of the 

members of the respective Houses as well as their ages – the House of Lords tends to include both older 

members and members from generally higher social classes. 
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undermine the opposing views, both of the campaign groups actually exhibited 

positive and negative metaphors in relation to most of the major concepts and actors 

related to the referendum and the surrounding situation. Thus, the Leave campaigners 

used such metaphors as the plagues of Egypt when referring to the repercussions of 

exiting the European Union, while the Remainers discussed those same repercussions 

in terms of a crock of gold at the end of a rainbow – both sides deploying such contrary 

language when taking a more derogatory stance against their opponent. So, although 

the campaign groups predictably used positively charged metaphors to argue for their 

causes, the interactive structure of debates and the need to undermine the opposing 

opinions and views did cause the negative/positive variation to scatter across the two 

campaign sides, without a clear-cut line between the two in regards to any of the target 

domains.   

As the majority of the metaphors in the data consisted of common keywords 

that belonged to one of the common metaphor groups, the concepts and actors related 

to the referendum were mostly considered in terms of previously established 

conceptual metaphors. These include such examples as the conceptualization of the 

European Union, and further Europe itself, as a building following the COMMON 

EUROPEAN HOUSE metaphor – a well-known conceptual metaphor, which has been 

considered previously in studies by e.g. Musolff (2004) and Chilton and Ilyin (1993). 

Other such metaphors of more common nature were POLITICS IS PHYSICAL FORCE, 

NATION IS A PERSON, as well as the longer PURPOSEFUL SOCIAL ACTIVITY IS TRAVELLING 

ALONG A PATH TOWARD A DESTINATION. More striking uses of metaphors in reference 

to related concepts could be found among the rarer keyword use, or what can be called 

the truly novel uses of metaphors. These include not only examples of animal imagery 

(e.g. the threatening octopus and tiger of Europe) and referrals to various performance 

situations (e.g. Prime Minister Cameron’s negotiations that were considered a poorly 

gone conjurer’s show), but also inventive use of such common groups as JOURNEY and 

HEALTH metaphors. Aside from such general tendencies, there were no particular 

major metaphors used on either campaign side or House to refer to a single concept or 

actor related to the referendum. 

With the differences in metaphor use in general and in relation to the target 

domains in particular scattered without any clear division between the two campaign 

groups, the data then posed a question in relation to the impact that individual speakers 

had on the results. An example of the highest level of impact on the data that one 
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particular speaker had can be found in the singular speech analyzed in section 4.2. This 

speech included a large number of the total instances of RELATIONSHIP metaphors as 

found in the Lords Remain data section – the exact same one that showed the highest 

count of this metaphor group in the data. This is not to imply that other speakers in the 

Lords Remain section did not deploy RELATIONSHIP metaphors, but the vast majority 

of novel use was restricted to this one speech. Although no other speaker had such an 

impact on the metaphors in the data, it is likely that the comparatively small size of the 

data set hid some possible differences both between the campaign groups and the two 

Houses. Likewise, it is possible that what differences were perceived between the 

Houses were exaggerated by the specific choice of data due to its size. Even though 

the data is limited, it does function as a representative of the larger discussion, and the 

use as found here can be expected to be reflected even in a more extensive sample. 

Based on the data set of this study it can then be concluded that as the 

established structure of the Houses of the Parliament and the choices of individual 

speakers created higher levels of variety in metaphor use than a nationally dividing 

referendum campaign, there does not appear to have been any metaphorically 

influenced narratives at work. Although previous studies in the sphere of political 

discourse have shown metaphorical narratives to be used when nationally crucial 

topics have been introduced, e.g. in the case of the US president George Bush and the 

war on terror (see Lakoff (2013) for a discussion of the FAIRYTALE OF JUST WAR), this 

was not the case during the Brexit campaign despite the impact the referendum has 

had before and especially after the vote. According to the current data, neither of the 

campaign groups in the United Kingdom strove for a unified story of the European 

Union, but rather included a collection of disparate speakers, each wielding their own 

swords and shields in this matter. While this did lead to many colorful examples of 

metaphor use, such as the tiger of Europe and the inquisitive but confused Goldilocks-

like voters, the instances of this type of evocative use were largely isolated and rarely 

picked up by more than one speaker.  

Both a larger sample size and data from multiple campaigns would doubtless 

show possible further tendencies in the use of metaphors in support of political 

campaigns. A larger sample size could be gained by e.g. including debates from before 

the announcement of the vote and possibly after the vote itself – the discussion 

surrounding the European Union membership in the UK was hardly conceived in the 

short period discussed in this study, and neither did it end with the vote results. In 
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addition, the comparison of mixed-party campaign groups as a basis for this study did 

inevitably make it hard to compare the results straightforwardly with any previous 

studies. A further study comparing the construction of metaphorical narratives during 

different types of political campaigns, both those with mixed parties and not, could 

show if the lack of narratives based on metaphors was due to the topic or the specific 

style of mixed-party campaigning.    

6 Conclusion 

Concentrating on the conceptual metaphors as used in the British parliamentary 

debates after the announcement of the referendum on the European Union membership 

in February 2016, this study strove to discover possible differences in use found 

between the two opposing campaign groups, pro-leave and pro-remain. Furthermore, 

attention was paid to how the various concepts and actors related to the referendum 

(e.g. Europe and the European Union) were portrayed via metaphors and whether the 

possible differences were employed to construct narratives based on metaphors. In 

addition to the two sides of the campaign, differences between the two Houses of the 

Parliament were made note of. 

The qualitative analysis based on the Pragglejaz group’s MIP revealed that 

while the metaphor use was rather rich, there was an overall tendency in the data 

towards the use of well-established common metaphor groups, such as JOURNEY and 

BUILDING metaphors. Aside from the small number of common metaphor groups that 

accounted for the majority of metaphorical instances in the data, the majority of 

metaphor groups consisted of small groups with low numbers of instances. The 

metaphor use was distributed rather evenly throughout the data, with no significant 

differences found between the campaign groups. Instead, the two Houses of the 

Parliament appeared to influence the metaphor use to a slightly larger degree.  

The novel metaphor use was largely restricted to isolated cases or repeated uses 

by a single speaker, with other speakers rarely repeating more novel types of 

metaphors used by someone else before them. Likewise, the metaphors showed no 

popular trends in the treatment of concepts related to the referendum aside from such 

common conceptual metaphors as the COMMON EUROPEAN HOUSE that has been used 

extensively in relation to both Europe and the European Union. Although metaphors 

have been used in politics to construct narratives of events, these results show that 
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during the active campaign period of the British referendum on the European Union 

membership in Spring 2016, neither the pro-remain nor the pro-leave group employed 

a narrative that would have been based on the use of metaphors.  

While the data of this study was rather limited, the lack of any metaphors that 

would have appeared throughout the data of either of the campaign groups in a 

systematic way does indicate that the campaigners were missing one of the layers of 

political rhetoric that could have been used to their advantage. Whether the narratives 

were lacking due to the mixed-party nature of the campaign or are inherently not used 

extensively as part of British political campaigning in particular, could be only 

answered through further study. The results of this study should be compared with data 

from other campaigns that have followed party lines or allowed mixed-party 

campaigning in order to establish a more extensive picture of how and if metaphor-

based narratives are used in political campaigning to introduce competing scenarios to 

the voters.   
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Appendix I: List of Debates Used in the Data 

A1.1 House of Commons 

# Name of the debate Date of the debate 

1 EU Referendum February 23rd, 2016 

2 EU Referendum Civil Service Guidance February 29th, 2016 

3 Legal Services (Brexit) March 8th, 2016 

4 EU Referendum (Privy Council) March 14th, 2016 

5 Brexit: Exports March 15th, 2016 

6 EU Referendum Northern Ireland March 16th, 2016 

7 EU Referendum (first)17 April 12th, 2016 

8 EU Referendum (second) April 12th, 2016 

9 EU Referendum (third) April 12th, 2016 

10 EU Referendum April 20th, 2016 

11 Transparency and Accountability (European Union) May 3rd, 2016 

12 EU Referendum Leaflet May 9th, 2016 

13 Brexit June 7th, 2016 

14 EU Referendum June 7th, 2016 

                                                 
17 There were three debates titled EU Referendum in the House of Commons on April 12th, 2016. During 

the analysis these were given the additional numbers from one to three in order to keep them distinctly 

separate. The numbers are not part of the original titles. The first one is started by David Warburton 

(Somerton and Frome) (Con), the second by Richard Graham (Gloucester) (Con), and the third by Mr 

David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab). 
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15 EU Referendum June 8th, 2016 

16 EU Referendum Voter Registration June 9th, 2016 

A1.2 House of Lords 

# Name of the debate Date of the debate 

1 European Union Referendum (Conduct) Regulations 2016 February 22nd, 2016 

2 European Union Referendum (Date of Referendum etc.) 

Regulations 2016 

March 2nd, 2016 

3 European Union: Single Market March 17th, 2016 

4 EU Referendum: Voter Registration May 12th, 2016 

5 European Union Migration National Insurance May 12th, 2016 

6 European Union United Kingdom Membership May 23rd, 2016 

7 European Union Referendum Young Voters May 26th, 2016 

8 EU Referendum: Voter Registration June 8th, 2016 

9 European Union Referendum (Voter Registration) 

Regulations 2016 

June 9th, 2016 

10 Commonwealth Countries and Overseas Territories: 

European Union 

June 14th, 2016 

11 EU Referendum and EU Reform (EUC Report) June 15th, 2016 
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Appendix II: Metaphor Groups by Size in the Four Data Sections 

The following tables show the sizes of the metaphor groups in each of the data sections. 

In each section, all groups that had less than 10 metaphorical instances in the specific 

data section have been counted in the category of smaller metaphor groups. The 

percentages are of the total in the respective data section.  

A2.1 Metaphor Groups by Size in Commons Leave Section 

Source domain Number of instances  % of total 

BUILDING 46 10% 

WAR 46 10% 

JOURNEY 40 9% 

FORCE 39 8% 

HEALTH 29 6% 

HUMAN 24 5% 

SPORTS 24 5% 

ACTION 22 5% 

MACHINE 21 5% 

PHYSICAL 14 3% 

ORIENTATIONAL 13 3% 

NATURE 11 2% 

RELIGION 11 2% 

SMALLER GROUPS  91 20% 

AMBIGUOUS 19 4% 

Total  450 100% 
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A2.2 Metaphor Groups by Size in Commons Remain Section 

Source domain Number of instances  % of total 

BUILDING 70 15% 

FORCE 56 12% 

JOURNEY 47 10% 

HEALTH 39 8% 

HUMAN 37 8% 

WAR 31 7% 

PHYSICAL 18 4% 

ACTION 15 3% 

MACHINE 15 3% 

SPORTS 15 3% 

NATURE 14 3% 

SMALLER GROUPS 84 18% 

AMBIGUOUS 18 4% 

Total 459 100% 

A2.3 Metaphor Groups by Size in Lords Leave Section 

Source domain Number of instances  % of total 

JOURNEY 72 14% 

HEALTH 65 12% 

FORCE 40 8% 

BUILDING 39 7% 

WAR 37 7% 

HUMAN 36 7% 

NATURE 26 5% 

ACTION 21 4% 

LEGAL 17 3% 

ECONOMY 11 2% 
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MACHINE 10 2% 

PHYSICAL 10 2% 

EMOTION 10 2% 

ANIMAL 10 2% 

SMALLER GROUPS 89 17% 

AMBIGUOUS 30 6% 

Total  523 100% 

A2.4 Metaphor Groups by Size in Lords Remain Section 

Source domain Number of instances % of total 

JOURNEY 76 12% 

RELATIONSHIP 52 8% 

HEALTH 51 8% 

WAR 49 8% 

HUMAN 45 7% 

BUILDING 42 7% 

FORCE 34 6% 

ACTION 30 5% 

STORYTELLING 23 4% 

NATURE 22 4% 

PERFORMANCE 20 3% 

ORIENTATIONAL 14 2% 

RELIGION 12 2% 

SPORTS 12 2% 

ECONOMY 11 2% 

PHYSICAL 10 2% 

SMALLER GROUPS 86 14% 

AMBIGUOUS 24 4% 

Total  613 100% 
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Appendix III: Smaller Metaphor Groups in the Data 

The table below includes the smaller metaphor groups discussed in section 4.1.7 in 

order of size. The table includes number of instances for each group in the four data 

sections, followed by the percentage of the group of the particular data section. In 

addition, totals are given in the right-hand columns for the instances and for the 

percentages of the groups from the total metaphors. 

Source domain 
Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords 

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

Percent 

of total 

ACTION 22 (4.9%) 15 (3.3%) 21 (4.0%) 30 (4.9%) 88 4.3% 

RELATIONSHIP 4 (0.9%) 8 (1.7%) 9 (1.7%) 52 (8.5%) 73 3.6% 

NATURE 11 (2.4%) 14 (3.1%) 26 (5.0%) 22 (3.6%) 73 3.6% 

MACHINE 21 (4.7%) 15 (3.3%) 10 (1.9%) 9 (1.5%) 55 2.7% 

SPORTS 24 (5.3%) 15 (3.3%) 3 (0.6%) 12 (2.0%) 54 2.6% 

PHYSICAL 14 (3.1%) 18 (3.9%) 10 (1.9%) 10 (1.6%) 52 2.5% 

STORYTELLING 9 (2.0%) 3 (0.7%) 7 (1.3%) 23 (3.8%) 42 2.1% 

ORIENTATIONAL 13 (2.9%) 4 (0.9%) 8 (1.5%) 14 (2.3%) 39 1.9% 

PERFORMANCE 4 (0.9%) 8 (1.7%) 7 (1.3%) 20 (3.3%) 39 1.9% 

RELIGION 11 (2.4%) 4 (0.9%) 9 (1.7%) 12 (2.0%) 36 1.8% 

ECONOMY 4 (0.9%) 3 (0.7%) 11 (2.1%) 11 (1.8%) 29 1.4% 

LEGAL 3 (0.7%) 2 (0.4%) 17 (3.3%) 7 (1.1%) 29 1.4% 

EMOTION 4 (0.9%) 4 (0.9%) 10 (1.9%) 7 (1.1%) 25 1.2% 

SOCIETY 7 (1.6%) 2 (0.4%) 8 (1.5%) 5 (0.8%) 22 1.1% 

ANIMAL 5 (1.1%) 2 (0.4%) 10 (1.9%) 4 (0.7%) 21 1.0% 

WRITING 8 (1.8%) 4 (0.9%) 2 (0.4%) 7 (1.1%) 21 1.0% 

CRAFTS 1 (0.2%) 6 (1.3%) 3 (0.6%) 6 (1.0%) 16 0.8% 

FOOD 6 (1.3%) 3 (0.7%) 4 (0.8%) 3 (0.5%) 16 0.8% 

SCIENCE 6 (1.3%) 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.6%) 4 (0.7%) 15 0.7% 

HUNTING 3 (0.7%) 3 (0.7%) 2 (0.4%) 6 (1.0%) 14 0.7% 

FURNITURE - 3 (0.7%) 2 (0.4%) 7 (1.1%) 12 0.6% 
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GAMBLING 3 (0.7%) - 6 (1.1%) 2 (0.3%) 11 0.5% 

LIGHT 3 (0.7%) 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.6%) 2 (0.3%) 10 0.5% 

MYTHOLOGY 1 (0.2%) 7 (1.5%) - 2 (0.3%) 10 0.5% 

EDUCATION 4 (0.9%) 3 (0.7%) - 2 (0.3%) 9 0.4% 

WASTE 2 (0.4%) 3 (0.7%) 2 (0.4%) 2 (0.3%) 9 0.4% 

SPATIAL 3 (0.7%) - 1 (0.2%) 4 (0.7%) 8 0.4% 

OBJECT 1 (0.2%) - 4 (0.8%) 3 (0.5%) 8 0.4% 

LANGUAGE 2 (0.4%) 5 (1.1%) - - 7 0.3% 

POLITICS 2 (0.4%) 1 (0.2%) 3 (0.6%) 1 (0.2%) 7 0.3% 

CLOTHING 1 (0.2%) - 3 (0.6%) 1 (0.2%) 5 0.2% 

TIME 3 (0.7%) 1 (0.2%) - 1 (0.2%) 5 0.2% 

COLOR 2 (0.4%) 1 (0.2%) - - 3 0.1% 

INFRASTRUCTURE - - - 1 (0.2%) 1 0.05% 

Total  207 (46%) 161 (35%) 204 (39%) 292 (48%) 864 42.2% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



100 

 

 

Appendix IV: The Full Speech of Baroness Smith of Newnham 

The following speech is presented as found in the Hansard archives. The paragraph 

gaps have been converted into indentations, otherwise the text is as found in regards 

to punctuation and so on. 

 

Debate: EU Referendum and EU Reform (EUC Report), June 15th 2016 

Speaker: Baroness Smith of Newnham (LD) 

Word count: 1,124 

 

My Lords, I welcome the suite of reports that came from your Lordships’ 

European Union Committee and, in particular, the fact that finally we have some 

documents contributing to the debate on the UK’s future in the European Union that 

are based on fact and evidence and, as The Process for Withdrawing from the European 

Union states, conclusions that are as far as possible neutral statements of fact. That has 

been very rare in the debate that we have seen in the country in recent weeks and 

months. We have seen fear, mendacity, hyperbole and hysteria on both sides of the 

argument, and that includes some of the actions of Her Majesty's Government; they 

cannot be exonerated either. We have heard from both sides arguments based on fear, 

myth and fantasy. But it may not surprise noble Lords, particularly the noble Lord, 

Lord Pearson of Rannoch, that I intend to focus particularly on the issue of what we 

might be withdrawing from and where we might be going to. 

As the noble Lord, Lord Liddle, pointed out, there is an issue about why we are 

leaving and what the leavers think we are doing. First, though, I suggest that those who 

would have us leave, having already left the Chamber for today, have no agreed 

position on what it is they think they are leaving. If we are in the realms of fantasy and 

fairy stories, I thought I might give noble Lords a modern fairy story based on 

Goldilocks and the Three Bears. I suggest that at least three different visions of what 

the European Union currently is are being put forward by the leavers. The first, the 

Daddy Bear scenario, is that the EU is a dangerous place that has entrapped and 

ensnared us. As the noble Lord, Lord Forsyth of Drumlean, put it very graphically, we 

are caught in a bear trap, bleeding to death. One notes that this poor bear is looking at 

a £10 note, wondering how he got it when it used to be a £20 note, thanking God that 
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it is not a euro note but still being extremely puzzled by how he ended up in an 

enterprise that he never thought he had agreed to be in. 

Mummy Bear, meanwhile, is represented by my Cambridge colleague Dr 

Christopher Bickerton, who says that actually both sides of the debate have got it 

wrong and that the European Union is not overbearing, it is not a very strong edifice, 

it is not powerful and, although it is not particularly democratic, it is actually a mirage. 

The closer you get to Brussels, the more you see that the EU does not really exist. So 

Mummy Bear disappears as a mirage. 

Meanwhile, Goldilocks goes and talks to Baby Bear, thinking, “Surely this 

third member of the family will have a better understanding of the European Union”. 

But she walks in and finds him with the godfather, Daniel Hannan, reading him a 

goodnight story: not Why Vote Leave but his elegant essay A Doomed Marriage: 

Britain and Europe—not necessarily something you would think was suitable for small 

bears or children, but nevertheless something that explains why the UK and the EU 

are fated to be separate and not to be together. 

So we have three very different visions of what the European Union currently 

is, and the leavers cannot even agree on what it is they think they want to leave. Now 

they are trying to persuade us that we should vote to leave and negotiate some new 

arrangement. Of the three scenarios, the idea of a marriage breaking up is probably the 

best and most relevant. With regard to how we would get out of this European 

marriage, there is now a legal mechanism, thanks to Article 50, and your Lordships’ 

European Union Committee report makes it very clear how that would work legally. 

However, we do not have any practical experience of how this European divorce would 

work in practice because it would be the first time that Article 50 had ever been 

triggered. But one of the things that we know about divorce in the real world is that it 

is usually expensive and very often acrimonious. Even if a couple think they will be 

happier apart than together, it is very rare to have a divorce that does not include 

lawyers—who benefit probably more than anybody else—and that does not end up 

being costly. Then you leave behind the rest of the family. 

The parallels with the United Kingdom leaving the European Union are surely 

clear. There is a legal process that is as yet untried, but the reality is one that is human, 

emotional and economic. The 27 other states that we are leaving behind, just like 

leaving members of a family, are not going to say, “That’s fine, off you go. We’re 

happy to see you go but we’ll carry on trading with you just like before”. Inevitably, 
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those whom we leave behind will have a sense of hurt and betrayal, particularly given 

the amount of time that the other 27 states, plus the European Commission, spent on 

trying to create a deal that would work for the UK and keep us in the EU. 

The leavers are not just saying, “Let’s have a divorce” but suggesting that they 

want another relationship altogether. Perhaps they want to go back to EFTA, which is 

what Daniel Hannan suggested recently—like a girlfriend they left behind years ago, 

trading her in for the European Economic Community because they thought that was 

the better offer. Like a long-term spouse, the EEC may have changed—but it is still 

your long-term spouse of over 40 years. Do you really want to give that up and walk 

away at considerable cost, trading it in for the mistress—the European Economic 

Area? Eventually you will find that being with a mistress is quite similar to being with 

a wife, except that your original family are a little unhappy, to say the least. They still 

have loyalty to the wife—the European Union. You have probably ended up with a 

slightly inferior relationship and have begun to wonder why you did it. Was it all worth 

taking the risk? I suggest not. The United Kingdom should not head towards an Article 

50 type of divorce. 

I hope that this will all turn out to have been just a fairy story, with Baby Bear 

waking up and finding that he has chased away the demons of Uncle Dan. I very much 

hope that citizens of the United Kingdom will do likewise on Thursday of next week; 

otherwise, they will only have bought into a cruel deceit and an unhelpful fantasy. 
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Appendix V: Keywords in the Metaphor Groups 

The following tables include all metaphorical keywords perceived in the data, 

categorized according to their respective metaphorical groups. The keywords are given 

in a headword form, and one headword includes all different inflections of the word. 

A4.1 JOURNEY Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

FURTHER / FAR 2 9 12 12 35 

LEAD  9 6 3 8 26 

GO 5 4 3 6 18 

WAY 3 3 5 2 13 

STEP - 4 2 4 10 

DELIVER - 2 1 6 9 

DIRECTION - 2 5 2 9 

AHEAD 1 1 1 4 7 

LEAVE  - - 1 5 6 

PROGRESS 1 - 1 4 6 

LEAP  - - 5 - 5 

FOLLOW - 2 1 1 4 

DEPARTURE - 2 2 - 4 

OBSTACLE - - 2 2 4 

ROUTE - - 2 2 4 

BEARING 3 - - - 3 

CAMP 1 2 - - 3 

MOVE 1 1 - 1 3 

DISTANCE 1 2 - - 3 

GET OFF - 1 2 - 3 

TURN 2 - - - 2 
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LINE 2 - - - 2 

REVERSE 1 - 1 - 2 

RUSH  1 - - 1 2 

RUN-UP 1 - 1 - 2 

GRIND TO HALT - 1 1 - 2 

QUIT - 2 - - 2 

PATH - - 1 1 2 

EMERGENCY 

BRAKE 

- - 1 1 2 

TRAVEL - - 2 - 2 

GET THERE - - - 2 2 

NEW WORLD 1 - - - 1 

ARRIVE 1 - - - 1 

STANDPOINT 1 - - - 1 

BACKFIRE 1 - - - 1 

STAY CLEAR OF 1 - - - 1 

BACK AND FORTH 1 - - - 1 

ROAD - 1 - - 1 

GUIDE - 1 - - 1 

STOP - 1 - - 1 

TURNING POINT - - 1 - 1 

PROCEED  - - 1 - 1 

GET BACK - - 1 - 1 

RUN DOWN - - 1 - 1 

ADVANCE - - 1 - 1 

MAP - - 1 - 1 

BACKWARDS - - 1 - 1 

FORWARDS - - 1 - 1 



105 

 

 

TRAIN - - 1 - 1 

BOARD - - 1 - 1 

ANCHOR - - 1 - 1 

DRIVE - - 1 - 1 

KEEP PACE - - 1 - 1 

LOST - - 1 - 1 

APPROACH - - 1 - 1 

COME ROUND - - 1 - 1 

JOURNEY - - - 1 1 

TICKET - - - 1 1 

ABANDON - - - 1 1 

BOBBING AROUND - - - 1 1 

OCEAN LINERS - - - 1 1 

PLACE - - - 1 1 

HEAD TOWARDS - - - 1 1 

FLAGSHIP - - - 1 1 

WALK - - - 1 1 

END POINT - - - 1 1 

STAGING POST - - - 1 1 

BICYCLE - - - 1 1 

ACCELERATE - - 1 - 1 

Total 40 47 72 76 235 

A4.2 BUILDING Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

SUPPORT  15 29 14 28 86 

EXIT - 9 3 2 14 

BUILD 1 8 - 3 12 
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CONSTRUCT 8 1 3 - 12 

UNDERMINE 3 2 5 - 10 

BARRIER - 6 - 1 7 

ENTER 1 - - 3 4 

COLLAPSE - - 3 1 4 

OPEN 1 - 2 1 4 

DESIGN 2 - 1 - 3 

DOOR 1 1 1 - 3 

INSTABILITY - 3 - - 3 

KEY 2 1 - - 3 

TIER 2 - - 1 3 

TOOL - 2 - 1 3 

FRAMEWORK 1 1 - - 2 

HOME 1 - 1 - 2 

STRUCTURE 2 - - - 2 

EDIFICE - - - 1 1 

ROOM - - - 1 1 

BREWERY - - 1 - 1 

FORT - - 1 - 1 

HOUSE - - 1 - 1 

PLANK - - 1 - 1 

CEILING - 1 - - 1 

DOORSTEP - 1 - - 1 

GATEWAY - 1 - - 1 

BRING DOWN - 1 - - 1 

SHUT - 1 - - 1 

REINFORCE - 1 - - 1 

UPHOLD - 1 - - 1 
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WINDOW 1 - - - 1 

CORNER 1 - - - 1 

BUTTRESS 1 - - - 1 

BASE 1 - - - 1 

CLOSE DOWN 1 - - - 1 

MONUMENTAL 1 - - - 1 

ARCHITECT - - 1 - 1 

Total 46 70 39 42 197 

A4.3 HEALTH Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords       

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

POWER 8 6 25 18 57 

STRONG 5 19 5 10 39 

VITAL 1 5 1 4 11 

WEAK 2 1 4 3 10 

STRENGTH 1 1 1 4 7 

SUFFER 1 - 3 2 6 

SURVIVE 1 1 2 1 5 

THRIVE 2 1 2 - 5 

RECOVER - - 4 - 4 

FATAL 1 - 1 1 3 

ROBUST - 2 - 1 3 

REMEDY - - 2 1 3 

AFFLICTED - - 2 - 2 

FLOURISH - - 1 1 2 

RIDDLED 1 - 1 - 2 

HEALTH 1 - - - 1 

BATTERED 1 - - - 1 
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STRAIN 1 - - - 1 

CRIPPLED 1 - - - 1 

STARVE 1 - - - 1 

REINVIGORATE 1 - - - 1 

HURT - 1 - - 1 

LIVE - 1 - - 1 

CURE - 1 - - 1 

PROSPER - - 1 - 1 

WOUND - - 1 - 1 

INFECT - - 1 - 1 

CHRONIC - - 1 - 1 

IMMUNE - - 1 - 1 

PATHOLOGY - - 1 - 1 

GROW WORSE - - 1 - 1 

TORMENT - - 1 - 1 

CONTAGION - - 1 - 1 

CORPSE - - 1 - 1 

DYING MAN - - 1 - 1 

SCHIZOPHRENIC - - - 1 1 

BLEED TO DEATH - - - 1 1 

PAINFUL - - - 1 1 

DEADLY - - - 1 1 

SELF-HARM - - - 1 1 

Total 29 39 65 51 184 
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A4.4 FORCE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

SECURE 3 13 5 13 34 

IMPACT 2 7 - 6 15 

IMPOSE 4 4 6 - 14 

BREAK 3 1 5 1 10 

TACKLE - 3 2 5 10 

BIND 1 2 2 2 7 

RESTRICT - 3 2 2 7 

BEAR 1 3 1 1 6 

FORCE 2 1 1 1 5 

STRIKE 1 1 1 2 5 

SEIZE 2 1 1 - 4 

ABUSE - 1 2 - 3 

CRASH 3 - - - 3 

CUT 1 1 1 - 3 

DAMAGE - 2 1 - 3 

PUSH 1 2 - - 3 

STRUGGLE 2 - 1 - 3 

BLOW - 1 1 - 2 

CLUTCH - - 2 - 2 

CONSTRAIN - 1 1 - 2 

DEVASTATE 2 - - - 2 

FRACTURE - 1 1 - 2 

HAMPER - 2 - - 2 

HIT  - 1 1 - 2 

PULL 1 - 1 - 2 
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TEAR APART 1 1 - - 2 

THROW 1 1 - - 2 

TOUGH - - 2 - 2 

FIX 1 - - - 1 

ATTACH TO 1 - - - 1 

TENSION 1 - - - 1 

SHOEHORN 1 - - - 1 

GRASP 1 - - - 1 

TAKE 1 - - - 1 

KICK  1 - - - 1 

SILENCE - 1 - - 1 

HOLD - 1 - - 1 

DRAG - 1 - - 1 

SQUEEZE - - - 1 1 

BLOW APART 1 - - - 1 

Total 39 56 40 34 169 

A4.5 WAR Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

WITHDRAW 4 3 9 13 29 

PROTECT 1 6 3 4 14 

FIGHT 3 3 2 4 12 

TACTICS 6 - 3 1 10 

DEFENCE 5 1 - 2 8 

DEFEAT 2 2 2 1 7 

STRATEGY - - 1 6 7 

BREACH 3 3 - - 6 

TRIGGER - - 2 4 6 
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OPPOSE 3 1 - - 4 

AIM 2 1 - - 3 

CONFRONT 1 1 - 1 3 

RETREAT - 1 1 1 3 

SAVE - - - 3 3 

ATTACK - 1 - 1 2 

COMBAT - 1 1 - 2 

GANG UP 1 - - 1 2 

HARM - 1 1 - 2 

LAST STAND 2 - - - 2 

MURDER - - - 2 2 

SNIPE - - - 2 2 

SUBJUGATE - - 2 - 2 

SLAUGHTER - - - 1 1 

BATTLE - - - 1 1 

MASSACRE - - - 1 1 

OVERKILL - - 1 - 1 

WHITE FLAG - - 1 - 1 

EXTRICATE - - 1 - 1 

ADVANCE - - 1 - 1 

DISENGAGE - - 1 - 1 

CONQUER - - 1 - 1 

PULL OUT - - 1 - 1 

SHOT - - 1 - 1 

FALL BACK - - 1 - 1 

COMMAND - - 1 - 1 

VICTIM - 1 - - 1 

KILL  - 1 - - 1 
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REINFORCEMENTS - 1 - - 1 

BARBED WIRE - 1 - - 1 

WATCHTOWER - 1 - - 1 

CIVIL WAR - 1 - - 1 

WAR 1 - - - 1 

GENOCIDE 1 - - - 1 

OPERATION 1 - - - 1 

DIG HOLES 1 - - - 1 

MANOEUVRES 1 - - - 1 

BATTALION 1 - - - 1 

WAGE 1 - - - 1 

BOMBARD 1 - - - 1 

CAVALRY 1 - - - 1 

RIDE TO RESCUE 1 - - - 1 

GENERAL 1 - - - 1 

BESIEGE 1 - - - 1 

CONFLICT 1 - - - 1 

Total 46 31 37 49 163 

A4.6 HUMAN Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

FACE 1 9 11 4 25 

VISION 3 - 4 11 18 

HEART 1 9 3 4 17 

BODY 6 2 5 3 16 

HAND 1 5 1 2 9 

VOICE - 2 2 3 7 

WISH 2 1 4 - 7 
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BACK - 1 - 2 3 

EYE 1 1 1 - 3 

WILL 3 - - - 3 

BLOOD - - - 2 2 

HEAD 1 1 - - 2 

SOUL - - - 2 2 

THIRST - 2 - - 2 

BELIEVE 1 - - - 1 

THINK 1 - - - 1 

WANT 1 - - - 1 

TASTE 1 - - - 1 

FIST 1 - - - 1 

MATURE - 1 - - 1 

FINGER - 1 - - 1 

GAZE - 1 - - 1 

NOSTRILS - 1 - - 1 

MISCHIEF - - 1 - 1 

AGREE - - 1 - 1 

ORGANISE - - 1 - 1 

MINDSET - - 1 - 1 

PAINFUL PLACE - - 1 - 1 

QUIRKY - - - 1 1 

ENDEARING - - - 1 1 

WHISPER - - - 1 1 

SAY - - - 1 1 

HER - - - 1 1 

FEEL - - - 1 1 

SHOUT - - - 1 1 
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NOISE - - - 1 1 

ASK - - - 1 1 

MUSCLE - - - 1 1 

GREET - - - 1 1 

BESTRIDE - - - 1 1 

Total 24 37 36 45 142 

A4.7 ACTION Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

STAND  4 3 4 4 15 

LOOK 1 3 1 3 8 

REST 1 1 1 3 6 

SEE 5 1 - - 6 

WALK - - - 5 5 

SIT  1 1 - 2 4 

CARRY 1 1 - 1 3 

DUCK - - 2 1 3 

EAT 3 - - - 3 

FEED 1 - 1 - 2 

HEAR - - - 2 2 

PICK UP - 1 1 - 2 

SHIFT 1 1 - - 2 

STRIP - - 2 - 2 

WOBBLE - - - 2 2 

LISTEN 1 - - - 1 

SCRABBLE 1 - - - 1 

SQUIRM 1 - - - 1 

HANG 1 - - - 1 
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COME TOGETHER - 1 - - 1 

BRING - 1 - - 1 

LIE - 1 - - 1 

EMERGE - - 1 - 1 

FALTER - - 1 - 1 

BENT ON - - 1 - 1 

SHEPHERD - - 1 - 1 

CLAMOUR - - 1 - 1 

STUFF THE 

MOUTHS 

- - 1 - 1 

SLUGGISH - - 1 - 1 

BITE - - 1 - 1 

CONCEAL - - 1 - 1 

MEET - - - 1 1 

DISPLAY - - - 1 1 

FIND - - - 1 1 

WAKE - - - 1 1 

SWEEP - - - 1 1 

DODGE - - - 1 1 

DISENTANGLE - - - 1 1 

Total 22 15 21 30 88 

A4.8 RELATIONSHIP Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

RELATIONSHIP - 1 5 14 20 

NEIGHBOUR - 3 - 5 8 

DIVORCE - - - 6 6 

FRIEND - 1 1 3 5 
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ADOPT 2 - 1 - 3 

MARRIAGE - - - 3 3 

COUPLE - 1 - 1 2 

FAMILY - - - 2 2 

HEIR - - - 2 2 

MEMBER OF THE 

FAMILY 

- - - 2 2 

MISTRESS - - - 2 2 

SPOUSE - - - 2 2 

TO BE SEPARATED - - - 2 2 

WED 2 - - - 2 

WIFE - - - 2 2 

STRANGE 

BEDFELLOWS 

- 1 - - 1 

MASTER - 1 - - 1 

ENTANGLEMENT - - 1 - 1 

STAY TOGETHER - - 1 - 1 

GODFATHER - - - 1 1 

TO BE TOGETHER - - - 1 1 

GIRLFRIEND - - - 1 1 

SEVER ALL TIES - - - 1 1 

MOTHERHOOD - - - 1 1 

CHILD - - - 1 1 

Total 4 8 9 52 73 

A4.9 NATURE Metaphors 

Keyword    

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

FLOW - 1 7 3 11 

POOL 1 - 2 6 9 
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SURGE 1 5 - 2 8 

SHORE - 1 1 1 3 

CATASTROPHE 2 - - - 2 

DISASTER ZONE - - 2 - 2 

ERODE - - 2 - 2 

GULF - - 2 - 2 

MIRAGE - - - 2 2 

MUDDY WATERS - 2 - - 2 

POUR - - 2 - 2 

SUN 1 - 1 - 2 

TURBULENCE - - - 2 2 

BUBBLE  1 - - - 1 

HILL 1 - - - 1 

SUBMERGE 1 - - - 1 

DELUGE 1 - - - 1 

MOUNTAIN 1 - - - 1 

MOLEHILL 1 - - - 1 

DROWN OUT - 1 - - 1 

FOG - 1 - - 1 

UNDERCURRENT - 1 - - 1 

WAVE - 1 - - 1 

DILUTE - 1 - - 1 

STRAW - - 1 - 1 

VISTA - - 1 - 1 

SET ALIGHT - - 1 - 1 

HEAT OF FIRE - - 1 - 1 

FIG LEAF - - 1 - 1 

ECLIPSE - - 1 - 1 
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STORM - - 1 - 1 

SIGHT - - - 1 1 

SUNNY DAY - - - 1 1 

FLAME - - - 1 1 

PLANET - - - 1 1 

ECHO - - - 1 1 

BACKWOODS - - - 1 1 

Total 11 14 26 22 73 

A4.10 MACHINE Metaphors 

Keyword    

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

SYSTEM 10 2 5 - 17 

RUN (MACHINE) 4 1 1 3 9 

MECHANISM - 2 1 3 6 

OPERATE - 4 - - 4 

MACHINERY 3 - - - 3 

NETWORK 1 1 - 1 3 

DEVICE - - - 2 2 

KICK-START - - 1 - 1 

DEFECT - - 1 - 1 

POWERHOUSE - - 1 - 1 

CORE - 1 - - 1 

SCRAP - 1 - - 1 

RESET BUTTON - 1 - - 1 

REVOLVE - 1 - - 1 

AMPLIFY - 1 - - 1 

ELECTRIC SHOCK 1 - - - 1 

FAIL-SAFE 1 - - - 1 
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FUNCTION 1 - - - 1 

Total 21 15 10 9 55 

A4.11 SPORTS Metaphors 

Keyword     

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

CHALLENGE 4 2 - 2 8 

CLUB  6 - - - 6 

FOOTBALL  5 - - - 5 

POST-MATCH 2 2 - - 4 

LEADING - 1 - 2 3 

PING-PONG 2 - - 1 3 

RED CARD 2 - 1 - 3 

TRACK RECORD - 3 - - 3 

GAME - 1 - 1 2 

PLAYING FIELD 1 - 1 - 2 

CONTEST 1 - - - 1 

NUL POINTS 1 - - - 1 

FINAL STRAIGHT - 1 - - 1 

CHAMPION - 1 - - 1 

POLE POSITION - 1 - - 1 

PLAYER - 1 - - 1 

REFEREE - 1 - - 1 

CAPTAIN - 1 - - 1 

PLAY - - 1 - 1 

STARTING GUN  - - - 1 1 

PLACE IN THE 

EUROPEAN 

CHAMPIONSHIP 

- - - 1 1 

HURDLE - - - 1 1 
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PITTED AGAINST - - - 1 1 

RACE - - - 1 1 

GOAL - - - 1 1 

Total 24 15 3 12 54 

A4.12 PHYSICAL Metaphors 

Keyword   

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

LOOK LIKE 3 3 2 4 12 

WEIGHT 1 3 2 1 7 

BURDEN - 2 1 - 3 

SPLIT 1 2 - - 3 

WIDER - 2 - 1 3 

FLEXIBILITY 1 - - 1 2 

LEAK 1 1 - - 2 

LITTLE - - 2 - 2 

OPAQUE - - 1 1 2 

POROUS - - - 2 2 

WATERTIGHT - 2 - - 2 

TRANSPARENCY 1 - - - 1 

IMAGE 1 - - - 1 

PRETTY 1 - - - 1 

PART AND PARCEL 1 - - - 1 

VISIBLE 1 - - - 1 

EDGE 1 - - - 1 

SPEED - 1 - - 1 

BROAD - 1 - - 1 

CONTOUR - 1 - - 1 

THIN - - 1 - 1 
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DENT - - 1 - 1 

FLIMSY 1 - - - 1 

Total 14 18 10 10 52 

A4.13 STORYTELLING Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

STORY  5 1 4 6 16 

BEAR 

(CHARACTER) 

- - - 6 6 

FANTASY - - - 6 6 

WILD THINGS 

(CHARACTER) 

- - - 2 2 

"ALICE THROUGH 

THE LOOKING-

GLASS" 

EXPERIENCE 

1 - - - 1 

CAUTIONARY 

TALE 

1 - - - 1 

“DIXON OF DOCK 

GREEN” 

- - - 1 1 

ENDING - - 1 - 1 

FARCE - 1 - - 1 

GOLDILOCKS 

(CHARACTER) 

- - - 1 1 

GREEN 

DREAMLAND 

1 - - - 1 

MOVIE - - 1 - 1 

PLOT 1 - - - 1 

[QUOTE] (“OH 

PLEASE DON’T 

GO—WE’LL EAT 

YOU UP—WE 

LOVE YOU SO!”) 

- - - 1 1 

TIME TRAVELLER - 1 - - 1 
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“TITANIC” - - 1 - 1 

Total 9 3 7 23 42 

A4.14 ORIENTATIONAL Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

DEEP 8 2 5 6 21 

FALL 1 - 1 2 4 

BOTTOM - 1 - 1 2 

HIGH UP 1 - - - 1 

COME DOWN 1 - - - 1 

LIE BENEATH 1 - - - 1 

BRING FORWARD - 1 - - 1 

DROP 1 - - - 1 

LOW - - 1 - 1 

ABYSMAL - - 1 - 1 

DOWN INTO - - - 1 1 

RISE ABOVE - - - 1 1 

DESCEND - - - 1 1 

AT THE TOP - - - 1 1 

VERTICAL - - - 1 1 

Total 13 4 8 14 39 

A4.15 PERFORMANCE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

ROLE 1 2 4 7 14 

PART - 3 - 1 4 

ILLUSION - - - 3 3 
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IT WILL BE 

ALRIGHT ON THE 

NIGHT 

- 1 - 1 2 

STAGE - 1 - 1 2 

ORCHESTRATE 1 - - - 1 

BEHIND THE 

SCENES 

1 - - - 1 

GUISE 1 - - - 1 

CAST - 1 - - 1 

HARMONISE - - 1 - 1 

CONJUROR - - 1 - 1 

SLEIGHT OF HAND - - 1 - 1 

CONCERT - - - 1 1 

SCENARIO - - - 1 1 

PLAY OUT - - - 1 1 

STRIKE A CHORD - - - 1 1 

CHARADE - - - 1 1 

MAGICIAN’S CARD 

TRICK 

- - - 1 1 

HOKEY-COKEY - - - 1 1 

Total 4 8 7 20 39 

A4.16 RELIGION Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

PLAGUES OF 

EGYPT 

6 - 1 - 7 

MIRACLE - - 2 4 6 

APOCALYPSE 3 - - - 3 

SUPPLICANT - - 1 2 3 

DISCIPLE - - - 2 2 
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TALISMANIC 1 - - - 1 

SLAUGHTER OF 

THE FIRSTBORN 

1 - - - 1 

ENSHRINE - 1 - - 1 

HALLELUJAH 

MOMENT 

- 1 - - 1 

GURU - 1 - - 1 

PRAY - 1 - - 1 

END OF THE 

WORLD 

- - 1 - 1 

INCUBUS - - 1 - 1 

BEHEMOTH - - 1 - 1 

HERESY - - 1 - 1 

DOOM - - 1 - 1 

PROMISED LAND - - - 1 1 

THROW STONES - - - 1 1 

DEMON - - - 1 1 

LIMBO - - - 1 1 

Total 11 4 9 12 36 

A4.17 ECONOMY Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

NOTE (MONEY) - - - 3 3 

PAY  - - 3 - 3 

BILL 2 - - - 2 

PRICE - - - 2 2 

BOOK (ACCOUNT) 1 - - - 1 

PURSE 1 - - - 1 

PENNY - 1 - - 1 
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RICH - 1 - - 1 

BOUNTY - 1 - - 1 

SELL - - 1 - 1 

STOCK - - 1 - 1 

PEDDLE - - 1 - 1 

HORSE TRADING - - 1 - 1 

BANKRUPTCY - - 1 - 1 

OWE - - 1 - 1 

DEBT - - 1 - 1 

BARGAIN - - 1 - 1 

COST - - - 1 1 

EXPENSIVE - - - 1 1 

COSTLY - - - 1 1 

WORKSHOP - - - 1 1 

SHOP-KEEPING - - - 1 1 

ASSET - - - 1 1 

Total 4 3 11 11 29 

A4.18 LEGAL Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords       

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

FREEDOM  1 - 6 2 9 

REPATRIATION - - 4 2 6 

BAIL 1 - 3 - 4 

SHACKLE - - 2 2 4 

JUDGE - 2 - - 2 

HANDCUFF 1 - - - 1 

PUNISH - - 1 - 1 
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NO FURTHER 

QUESTIONS 

- - 1 - 1 

LAWYER - - - 1 1 

Total 3 2 17 7 29 

A4.19 EMOTION Metaphors  

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

FEAR - 2 3 2 7 

SAD 3 1 1 - 5 

APPETITE - 1 2 - 3 

SCARE - - 2 - 2 

SHOCK - - 1 1 2 

HELLBENT 1 - - - 1 

PANIC - - 1 - 1 

REPLETE - - - 1 1 

UNWILLING - - - 1 1 

EXISTENTIAL 

CRISIS 

- - - 1 1 

FED UP - - - 1 1 

Total 4 4 10 7 25 

A4.20 SOCIETY Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

SERVE  3 2 4 2 11 

CLUB - - 1 2 3 

CRACK OF THE 

WHIP 

2 - - - 2 

PARTY - - 2 - 2 

NOMAD 1 - - - 1 
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CHILDREN UP 

CHIMNEYS 

1 - - - 1 

MASQUERADE - - 1 - 1 

DRAW FROM THE 

WELL 

- - - 1 1 

Total 7 2 8 5 22 

A4.21 ANIMAL Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

OCTOPUS - - 2 - 2 

RABBIT - - 2 - 2 

TIGER  1 - 1 - 2 

BIRD 1 - - - 1 

TAIL  1 - - - 1 

BEE 1 - - - 1 

FLEDGLING 1 - - - 1 

LEASH - 1 - - 1 

REIN - 1 - - 1 

TENTACLE - - 1 - 1 

BEAST - - 1 - 1 

MOUSE - - 1 - 1 

BACK FOOT - - 1 - 1 

WOOL - - 1 - 1 

ROLL OVER - - - 1 1 

TUMMY  - - - 1 1 

CAT - - - 1 1 

DUCK - - - 1 1 

Total 5 2 10 4 21 
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A4.22 WRITING Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

HIGHLIGHT  1 2 1 2 6 

SIGN 1 - - 2 3 

UNDERLINE  1 - - 2 3 

DRAW  1 1 - - 2 

SPELL  1 - 1 - 2 

TYPE 1 - - - 1 

NOTICE 1 - - - 1 

PENCIL  1 - - - 1 

DICTATE - 1 - - 1 

PAPER OVER - - - 1 1 

Total 8 4 2 7 21 

A4.23 CRAFTS Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

SHAPE - 2 - 1 3 

CARVE OUT - 1 1 - 2 

FORGE - 1 1 - 2 

GILD  - - - 2 2 

UNPICK  - - - 2 2 

UNRAVEL - - - 1 1 

SHOT THROUGH - - 1 - 1 

LINK - 1 - - 1 

SEW - 1 - - 1 

TEMPER 1 - - - 1 

Total 1 6 3 6 16 
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A4.24 FOOD Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

PIE 1 1 - 1 3 

CAKE  1 - 1 - 2 

FUDGE  1 1 - - 2 

WAFER  - - 2 - 2 

HASH 1 - - - 1 

MILK 1 - - - 1 

PICKLE 1 - - - 1 

BISCUIT  - 1 - - 1 

BREAKFAST  - - 1 - 1 

BEER - - - 1 1 

TIN - - - 1 1 

Total 6 3 4 3 16 

A4.25 SCIENCE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

ATTRACT  1 1 1 3 6 

CHAOS 1 - - - 1 

MISCALCULATION 1 - - - 1 

PERMEATE 1 - - - 1 

COMPOUND 1 - - - 1 

CUSP 1 - - - 1 

DRAW - 1 - - 1 

BOIL  - - 1 - 1 

COOL DOWN - - 1 - 1 

MAGNET - - - 1 1 
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Total 6 2 3 4 15 

A4.26 HUNTING Metaphors 

Keyword          

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

TRAP  - - 1 3 4 

ESCAPE - 1 1 1 3 

PURSUE  1 1 - - 2 

TRACK 1 - - - 1 

CATCH  1 - - - 1 

SHADOW - 1 - - 1 

SNARE  - - - 1 1 

CHASE  - - - 1 1 

Total 3 3 2 6 14 

A4.27 FURNITURE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

TABLE  - 3 1 2 6 

SEAT  - - 1 5 6 

Total - 3 2 7 12 

A4.28 GAMBLING Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

STAKE - - 3 2 5 

CARD 1 - 1 - 2 

STACK THE ODDS 1 - - - 1 

WEIGHTED 1 - - - 1 

ACE - - 1 - 1 
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HAND TO PLAY - - 1 - 1 

Total 3 - 6 2 11 

A4.29 LIGHT Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

REFLECT  2 2 - 2 6 

DARK  - - 3 - 3 

BRIGHT 1 - - - 1 

Total 3 2 3 2 10 

A4.30 MYTHOLOGY Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

POT/CROCK OF 

GOLD  

- 3 - - 3 

RAINBOW - 3 - - 3 

HAUNT 1 - - - 1 

SIREN CALL - - - 1 1 

BUGBEAR - 1 - - 1 

MYTH - - - 1 1 

Total 1 7 - 2 10 

A4.31 EDUCATION Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

LESSON 1 2 - 2 5 

A-LEVEL 

EXAMINATIONS 

2 - - - 2 

EXAM QUESTION 1 - - - 1 

LEARN - 1 - - 1 
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Total 4 3 - 2 9 

A4.32 WASTE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

RUBBISH  1 1 1 2 5 

THROW 

(AWAY/OUT) 

- 1 1 - 2 

DUMPED 1 - - - 1 

NASTY STENCH - 1 - - 1 

Total 2 3 2 2 9 

A4.33 SPATIAL Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

BRING IN 1 - - 1 2 

COME OUT 1 - 1 - 2 

GET OUT - - - 2 2 

TAKE OUT 1 - - - 1 

BE IN - - - 1 1 

Total 3 - 1 4 8 

A4.34 OBJECT Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

GIFT  - - 2 - 2 

RED TAPE - - 1 1 2 

RIBBON 1 - - - 1 

PACKAGE - - 1 - 1 

CORK - - - 1 1 

TREASURE - - - 1 1 
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Total 1 - 4 3 8 

A4.35 LANGUAGE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

DO / DON’T 2 3 - - 5 

SEND A MESSAGE - 2 - - 2 

Total 2 5 - - 7 

A4.36 POLITICS Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

RESERVATION 1 - - - 1 

MANDATE 1 - - - 1 

MANDARIN - 1 - - 1 

COURT - - 1 - 1 

COLONIAL 

STATUS 

- - 1 - 1 

"UNITED STATES 

OF EUROPE" 

- - 1 - 1 

ABDICATE  - - - 1 1 

Total 2 1 3 1 7 

A4.37 CLOTHING Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

HAT - - 2 - 2 

THREADBARE 1 - 1 - 2 

FABRIC - - - 1 1 

Total 1 - 3 1 5 
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A4.38 TIME Metaphors 

Keyword          

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

HOUR OF NEED 2 - - - 2 

TEN-MINUTE RULE 1 - - - 1 

ONCE-IN-A-

LIFETIME 

- 1 - - 1 

BACK TO A 

FUTURE 

- - - 1 1 

Total 3 1 - 1 5 

A4.39 COLOR Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

COLOUR 1 1 - - 2 

BLACK AND 

WHITE 

1 - - - 1 

Total 2 1 - - 3 

A4.40 INFRASTRUCTURE Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

STREET - - - 1 1 

Total - - - 1 1 

A4.41 Ambiguous  Metaphors  

I. WAR / SPORTS Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

WIN 6 3 5 6 20 

OVERWHELM 5 3 1 - 9 

TRIUMPH - - 4 2 6 
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VICTORY 1 - - 2 3 

LOSE - - - 1 1 

Total 12 6 10 11 39 

II. NATURE / HEALTH / HUMAN Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

GROW 3 4 11 7 25 

START LIFE - - 1 - 1 

Total 3 4 12 7 26 

III. JOURNEY / HUMAN Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords       

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

REACH 2 6 5 4 17 

Total 2 6 5 4 17 

IV. JOURNEY / RELATIONSHIP Metaphor 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords Leave Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

CLOSER 2 1 3 2 8 

Total 2 1 3 2 8 

V. JOURNEY / WAR Metaphors 

Keyword 

(headword form) 

Commons 

Leave 

Commons 

Remain 

Lords      

Leave 

Lords 

Remain 

Total in 

the data 

LAUNCH - 1 - - 1 

Total - 1 - - 1 

 


