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Table A1: Debates Included in Analysis 

Debate Name Details Date 

European Union (Withdrawal) Bill: Third Reading First legislation following the Brexit vote. Includes: (1) the repeal of the 
European Communities Act 1972; (2) parliamentary approval to be 
required for any withdrawal agreement negotiated between HM 
Government and the European Union, (3) setting the "exit day" as 29 
March 2019 (subject to possible modification due to a withdrawal 
agreement or agreed extension of the negotiating period). 

17-01-18 

European Union (Withdrawal) Act’s Main Motion (Prime 
Minister) 

First "Meaningful Vote." Theresa May's withdrawal agreement is 
brought before Parliament for the first time (and largely rejected). 

15-01-19 

Section 13(1)(b) of the European Union (Withdrawal) Act’s 
Main Motion 

Second "Meaningful Vote." Theresa May’s withdrawal agreement is 
brought before Parliament for the second time after further 
negotiations with the EU27, focusing primarily on the Northern Ireland 
backstop. Despite these efforts, Parliament rejected the deal yet again.   

12-03-19 

Main motion as amended by Amendment (a) on UK's 
withdrawal from the European Union 

A "no-deal" vote. A vote denying the UK (and its government) the 
opportunity of leaving the EU without a deal approved by Parliament. 
Approved in Parliament.  

13-03-19 

United Kingdom's withdrawal from the European Union Third "Meaningful Vote." After Parliament rejected May's withdrawal 
agreement twice and at the same time voted against a no-deal Brexit, 
May put forward a third meaningful vote, which - if passed- would have 
allowed the UK to leave the EU by May 22nd, as agreed. This time the 
vote included only the withdrawal agreement, covering the terms of the 
exit, and was separate from the political declaration. It was defeated.  

29-03-19 

European Union (Withdrawal) (No.5) Bill’s Third Reading Known as the Cooper–Letwin Bill; the bill required on the Government 
to obtain Parliament’s consent for any extensions to the date of 
withdrawal from the EU. Approved in Parliament. 

03-04-19 

European Union (Withdrawal) (No. 6) Bill’s Third Reading Known as the Benn Bill; the bill ruled out a unilateral no-deal Brexit by 
forcing the Government to reach an agreement, get parliamentary 
approval for a no-deal Brexit, or, if neither condition were fulfilled by 19 
October, extend the exit deadline until 31 January 2020. Approved in 
Parliament. 

04-09-19 

Mr. Letwin's Amendment (a) to the Government's motion on 
section 1(1)(a) of the European Union (Withdrawal) (No.2) Act 

Second Letwin Amendment, forcing PM Johnson to ask the EU for a 
further delay in Brexit’s final date. Approved in Parliament. 

19-10-19 
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2019 and section 13(1)(b) of the European Union 
(Withdrawal) Act 2018 

Programme: European Union (Withdrawal Agreement) Bill PM Johnson's withdrawal agreement was brought to vote. Parliament 
voted in favor of moving the Bill to a second reading, and then rejected 
the rapid timetable the government had suggested for approving the 
Bill (thus essentially rejected the Bill). Prior to the vote, Johnson had 
stated that if his timetable failed to generate the support needed to 
pass in Parliament, he would refrain from further attempts to get the 
deal approved and would seek a general election. 

22-10-19 

Note. Nine debates were selected for the corpus. Debates were restricted to a single parliamentary term (2017–2019) and constitute the most substantial 

parliamentary discussions on Brexit.   

  



 
 

5 
 
 

Table A2: Descriptive Statistics of the Corpus of Texts 

 

Type # 
Retrieved speeches 543 
Validated mentions of incongruent constituencies  199 
Deficit mentions with perspective taking  103 
Deficit mentions with exchange compensation 27 
Deficit mentions with (re)interpretative compensation 52 

 

Note. The table lists the descriptive statistics of the corpus: the number of relevant speeches extracted from ParlSpeech; the number of mentions by legislators 

of incongruent principals; and the number of mentions that involved any of the three rhetorical compensatory strategies.  
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Table A3: Two Sample Tests for Equality of Proportions– Discursive Attention Paid to the Constituency, by Deficit 

 

 

Group Proportion of Mentions 95% confidence intervals Chi Squared P.value 

Deficit 17.4% 14.4%-20.3%   

No Deficit 12.5% 10.5%-14.5%   

DIFF 4.8%*** 1.2%-8.4% 7.4539 0.00633 

 

       



 
 

7 
 
 

Table A4:  Regression Table - Discursive Attention Paid to the Constituency by Strength of the Representational Deficit  
 

 

 Dependent variable: 

  

 Deficit Deficit No deficit No deficit 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Deficit Strength 0.010 -0.039 0.043*** 0.053*** 

 (0.020) (0.031) (0.013) (0.014) 

Party [1=Labour]  0.660*  -0.595* 

  (0.380)  (0.340) 

Sex [1=male]  -0.477*  -0.678** 

  (0.288)  (0.299) 

Ethnicity [1=black]  -0.513  1.690 

  (0.657)  (1.418) 

Ethnicity [1=white]  -1.250**  0.735 

  (0.589)  (1.187) 

Seat security  0.001  -0.003 

  (0.010)  (0.008) 

Service  -0.030**  -0.008 

  (0.015)  (0.009) 

Referendum Stance [1=New Member 
/ Not Declared] 

 
-0.616 
(0.464) 

 
0.219 

(0.350) 

Refrendum Stance [1=Remain]  -0.302  1.009*** 

  (0.453)  (0.288) 
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% of UKIP Votes in Constituency in 
2017 Elections 

 
-0.049 
(0.086) 

 
-0.031 
(0.070) 

% of Constituency born in UK in 2011 
Census 

 
0.033* 
(0.020) 

 
0.010 

(0.011) 

Constant -1.639*** -2.057 -2.473*** -3.567** 

 (0.240) (1.493) (0.224) (1.536) 

Observations 626 614 1,035 1,034 

R2 0.001 0.086 0.029 0.072 

 

Note: Logistic regression models on subset of mentions from legislators in deficit (models 1 and 2) and not in deficit (models 3 and 

4). Referendum stance categories “New Member” and “Not declared” merged to allow for model identification. 
Dependent variable: mention of constituency (1), no mention (0). *p < 0.1 **p < 0.05 ***p < 0.01 
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Table A5: Regression Table – Compensatory Strategy Used towards the Constituency by Strength of the Representational 

Deficit 
 

 Dependent variable: 

 (re)Interpretative Compensation Exchange Compensation Perspective Taking  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Strength of Deficit -0.108*** -0.083* 0.059 0.072 0.080* 0.086** 

 (0.035) (0.045) (0.036) (0.048) (0.042) (0.044) 

Party [1=Labour]  -0.622  0.236  1.507*** 

  (0.466)  (0.474)  (0.453) 

Sex [1=male]  0.487  -1.099*  -0.499 

  (0.456)  (0.582)  (0.431) 

Ethnicity [1=black]  0.283  3.573***  -0.485 

  (1.044)  (1.123)  (0.995) 

Ethnicity [1=white]  1.013  1.036  -1.081 

  (0.736)  (0.978)  (0.719) 

Seat Security  0.022*  -0.012  0.002 

  (0.013)  (0.025)  (0.012) 

Service  -0.034  0.025  0.011 

  (0.028)  (0.032)  (0.025) 

Frontbencher [1=True]  -0.796  0.061  0.017 

  (0.535)  (0.604)  (0.443) 
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Referendum Stance [1=New 

Member] 
 

1.660 

(1.196) 
 

-7.220*** 
(1.146) 

 
1.328* 
(0.785) 

Referendum Stance [1=Not 

declared] 
 

1.309 
(0.889) 

 
-0.696 

(0.879) 
 

-7.448*** 
(1.274) 

Referendum Stance 

[1=Remain] 
 

1.960** 
(0.768) 

 
-0.779 
(1.045) 

 
-0.179 
(0.640) 

% of UKIP Votes in 

Constituency in 2017 

Elections 
 

-0.069 
(0.134) 

 
-0.196 

(0.162) 
 

-0.023 
(0.136) 

% of Constituency born in UK 

in 2011 Census 

 
 

-0.021 
(0.027) 

 
 

0.015 
(0.036) 

 
 

-0.034 
(0.026) 

 

Constant -0.223 -0.722 -2.389*** -3.470 -0.591 2.689 

 (0.302) (1.977) (0.461) (3.032) (0.367) (2.151) 

Observations 199 192 197 190 198 191 

R2 0.085 0.175 0.027 0.150 0.066 0.287 

 

Note: Logistic regression models. Dependent variable: use of the relevant compensatory strategy (1), no use of the compensatory strategy (0).  
*p < 0.1 **p < 0.05 ***p < 0.01. 
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Table A6: Robustness analysis – Compensatory Strategy Used towards the Constituency by Strength of the Representational Deficit, 

excluding hardline Brexiteers 

 Dependent variable: 

 
(re)Interpretative 

Compensation 
Exchange Compensation Perspective Taking  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Strength of Deficit -0.108*** -0.111** 0.076* 0.184*** 0.103** 0.087* 

 (0.039) (0.054) (0.040) (0.069) (0.045) (0.047) 

Sex [1=male]  -0.513  -0.607  -0.177 

  (0.441)  (0.681)  (0.473) 

Ethnicity [1=white]  1.277**  0.330  -2.825* 

  (0.524)  (0.727)  (1.458) 

Seat Security  0.041**  0.014  -0.011 

  (0.016)  (0.029)  (0.012) 

Service  -0.104***  -0.002  0.017 

  (0.035)  (0.040)  (0.028) 

Frontbencher  -1.188**  -0.108  -0.221 

  (0.483)  (0.700)  (0.475) 

Referendum Stance [1=New Member]  -0.363  -9.114***  1.785 

  (1.532)  (1.622)  (1.134) 

Referendum Stance [1=Not declared]  -1.128  -2.625*  -7.620*** 

  (1.475)  (1.568)  (1.599) 
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Refrendum Stance [1=Remain]  1.015  -2.637*  0.623 

  (1.244)  (1.436)  (0.852) 

       

% of UKIP Votes in Constituency in 2017 Elections  -0.401**  -0.406**  0.115 

  (0.160)  (0.193)  (0.153) 

% of Constituency born in UK in 2011 Census  0.030  0.031  -0.014 

  (0.030)  (0.044)  (0.031) 

Constant -0.223 -2.606 -2.450*** -3.041 -0.510 2.757 

 (0.335) (2.237) (0.537) (3.320) (0.412) (2.127) 

Observations 161 156 159 154 160 155 

R2 0.087 0.244 0.048 0.230 0.100 0.285 

 

Note: Logistic regression models. Dependent variable: use of the relevant compensatory strategy (1), no use of the compensatory strategy (0). *p < 0.1 **p < 

0.05 ***p < 0.01. 
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Table A7: Robustness analysis – Compensatory Strategy Used towards the Constituency by Strength of the Representational Deficit, hardline 
Brexiteers only 

 

 Dependent variable: 

 (re)Interpretative Compensation Exchange Compensation Perspective Taking  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Strength of Deficit -0.107 -1.123*** -0.136 1.940*** -0.004 -0.075 

 (0.073) (0.119) (0.101) (0.201) (0.063) (0.131) 

Sex [1=male]  -3.200***  -39.953***  2.480 

  (0.256)  (3.374)  (1.994) 

Ethnicity [1=black]  -13.187***  65.525***  3.081 

  (2.438)  (4.574)  (1.905) 

Ethnicity [1=white]  -6.238***  38.079***  7.092*** 

  (1.684)  (3.108)  (1.146) 

Seat Security  0.143***  0.452***  0.099* 

  (0.018)  (0.060)  (0.056) 

Service  0.453***  0.554***  -0.141** 

  (0.040)  (0.100)  (0.056) 

% of UKIP Votes in Constituency in 2017 
Elections 

 
5.920*** 
(0.535) 

 
-0.744** 
(0.295) 

 
-0.030 
(0.318) 

Constant -0.220 -11.282*** -1.527*** -55.599*** -0.995 -8.858*** 

 (0.684) (0.961) (0.432) (5.369) (0.629) (2.896) 

Observations 38 36 38 36 38 36 

R2 0.077 0.514 0.065 0.575 0.0001 0.174 

chi2 2.053 (df = 1) 15.335** (df = 7) 1.069 (df = 1) 10.410 (df = 7) 0.004 (df = 1) 4.615 (df = 7) 
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Note: Logistic regression models. Frontbencher, Referendum Stance and % of constituency born in UK omitted to allow for model convergence. Dependent 
variable: use of the relevant compensatory strategy (1), no use of the compensatory strategy (0). *p < 0.1 **p < 0.05 ***p < 0.01. 

Figure A1: Robustness – subsample analysis (full sample, excluding hardline Brexiteers , hardline Brexiteers only) 
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Addendum A: Discursive compensation coding scheme 

Perspective Taking, Exchange, Argumentation is a three-category coding scheme, inspired by 
the Aristotle’s classic logos-ethos-pathos forms of rhetoric. The scheme is designed to capture 
legislators’ use of compensatory rhetorical strategies. Note that the categories are not mutually 
exclusive and legislators may opt to use some of them simultaneously.  

Analysis is based on two stages:  
Stage 1: Selection of corpus 
Stage 2: Manual coding 

Stage 1: Selection of corpus  

The corpus includes "validated sentences" made by legislators dealing with a representational 
deficit in relation to their constituency. Each sentence contains a reference to the incongruent 
constituency. The corpus also includes contextual information (the sentences preceding and 
following the reference), which helps to understand the validated sentence. However, the actual 
coding is based on the content of the validated sentence.  

Stage 2: Manual coding 

Manual coding involves three compensatory strategies: 

1. Perspective taking compensation: Perspective taking is a strategy whereby the speaker 
acknowledges the perspective of those left unrepresented and includes it in the conversation. 
The legislator addresses their grievances, concerns or distress. Directed toward the listener's 
point of view, this strategy aligns with the idea of pathos. It emphasizes the audience’s 
perspective as a method for appealing to its emotions, interests and views. Perspective taking is 
considered a strategy of rhetorical compensation because it makes the preferences of policy 
losers present and acknowledged in the conversation. By doing so it provides representation for 
such preferences, even if they are not promoted into policy. The compensation is in that policy 
losers' voices are heard and acknowledged by the representative in parliament, and are not 
simply ignored. This understanding of compensation resonates with perspectives of 
responsiveness which stress how important it is for voters to have their representative listen to 
them and to know they are being heard (Esaiasson et al. 2017). By addressing the preferences of 
policy losers the representative signals to her constituents that she indeed hears them and is 
emphatic to the discomfort they may feel by her support of a different policy than the one they 
had preferred. While it is true that constituents are still bound to be disappointed by not having 
their preferred policy promoted, it is reasonable to assume that they will be appreciative of the 
legislator's acknowledgment of their existence, preferences and grievance's when speaking in 
the plenary, instead of just bluntly ignoring such preferences.    

Examples: 

I was keen to see an agreement delivered that I could support. Critically, the one on offer does 
not meet two of the criteria set out by my constituents: the return of our sovereignty and the 
ability to trade freely (Tracey 2019). 
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[I believe that there is a majority in this House for the sort of sensible, credible and negotiable 
deal that Labour has set out, and I look forward to Parliament taking back control so that we can 
succeed where this Government have so blatantly failed]. There are people all around this 
country at the moment who are very concerned about their future, their communities and their 
jobs. [EU nationals are concerned about their very right to remain in this country, as is the case 
for British nationals living across the European Union] (Corbyn 2019). 

2. Exchange compensation: Exchange is a rhetorical strategy in which the speaker highlights the 
material or the symbolic benefits that she has already provided to the principal or plans to do 
so. The benefits referred to are not necessarily related to the same issue by which the deficit 
was created, thus the legislator can refer to unrelated benefits she provided her constituents. 
Anchored in the idea of ethos, it is a kind of quid-pro-quo argument that is focused on the 
speaker and rests on her performance: Right now you feel you are not represented, but look 
what you are getting in return! 

 

Example: 

[We have now left]. We will regain control of our laws and borders. To remain supporters, 
whom I stood alongside in 2016, I want to say, Yes, we respected the decision to leave, but we 
have successfully protected the things that you and I value most: open trade with the EU, 
workers' rights, high environmental standards, rights for Brits abroad, respect for EU citizens 
working here, student exchange programmes, joint research projects-I could go on. [All of that 
can be secured, but only with a deal] (Flint 2019). 

3. (Re)interpretative compensation: (Re)interpretation is a rhetorical strategy in which the 
speaker uses rhetoric in order to decrease the perceived representational deficit. We regard 
reinterpretation as an argumentative means, and therefore, consistent with Aristotle’s logos. 
Reducing the deficit is done by closing the alleged gap between the speaker and principal. The 
representative frames and interprets the principal’s position as aligned with her own, claiming 
that in fact her actions on policy are not so different than the principal's preferences.  

Examples: 

[She is using the prospect of a catastrophic no deal to threaten the House into accepting her 
botched deal]. That is unacceptable, and I know that the people of Battersea, and people across 
the country, are disgusted at this attempted blackmail. [That is why I will be voting against the 
Prime Minister's deal, and I encourage all Members on both sides of the House to do the same] 
(De Cordova 2019). 

[What the British people are not looking forward to is either the chaos of leaving with no 
agreement or the problems that are involved in this agreement, which will therefore be strongly 
opposed by Members tonight. [...]] I spend a great deal of time listening to people: people 
working on the shop floor in factories, people in small businesses, people who are worried 
about the future of their families. [They want some degree of certainty] (Corbyn 2019). 
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[Leave means leave]. That is exactly what the British public voted for. [They did not vote for 
motion after motion coming forward in this House] (Patel 2019). 

 

Inter-coder reliability 

Inter-coder reliability was validated using two coders who coded 15% of the observations 
(~115). Krippendorff’s Alpha was 0.9 for perspective taking compensation; 0.79 for exchange 
compensation; 0.73 for (re)interpretative compensation.  
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Addendum B: Construction of the Unit of Analysis and Primary Independent Variable 

Outlined below is the process through which the corpus of speeches was parsed into units of 

analysis: 

1. Mentions of the constituency in the corpus are identified based on the salient 

expressions in the dictionary.   

2. Mentions thus identified are manually validated. 

3. Valid mentions are filtered to legislators in representational deficit vis-a-vis their 

constituency. 

4. Mentions that are retained are coded according to the compensatory strategy they 

involve (perspective taking, exchange and (re)interpretative), forming the primary 

dependent variable. 

5. The independent variable is the strength of the deficit, calculated as the absolute 

difference between the share of Leave voters in the constituency and the 50% baseline. 


