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Represent and analyze deliberative processes


How is the interaction structured? Who talks to whom? Why?


Focus on the House of Commons debate transcripts


... and study those data using network theory





Research questions:


Do MP consistently respond to MP with different opinions?


Can we detect any meaningful community

Aims and Objectives
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Building the Networks
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the data (TheyWorkForYou.com)
Mr Jon Owen Jones (Cardiff Central, Labour/Co-operative)

If it is the case, as the Government continually say, that the French position was so uniquely influential, why did not the
Government and the United States pursue the second resolution, which—if the Government have given us a true reflection
of the Security Council's position—would show that the French were isolated?

Mr Tony Blair (Prime Minister; Sedgefield, Labour)

For the very reason that I have just given. If a member of the permanent five indicates to members of the Security
Council  who are not permanent members that whatever the circumstances it  will  veto, that is the way to block any
progress on the Security Council. [Interruption.] With the greatest respect to whoever shouted out that the presence of

the troops is working, I agree, but it is British and American troops who are there, not French troops.

The tragedy is that had such a resolution ensued and had the UN come together and united—and if other troops had gone there, not
just  British  and  American  troops—Saddam Hussein  might  have  complied.  But  the  moment  we  proposed  the  benchmarks  and
canvassed support for an ultimatum, there was an immediate recourse to the language of the veto. The choice was not action now or
postponement of action; the choice was action or no action at all.

Mr Llew Smith (Blaenau Gwent, Labour)

What does the Prime Minister mean by an "unreasonable veto"? Were the 30 occasions on which the UK has used the
veto and the 75 occasions on which the US has used the veto reasonable or unreasonable?

Mr Tony Blair (Prime Minister; Sedgefield, Labour)

We can argue about each one of those vetoes in the past and whether they were reasonable, but I define an unreasonable
veto as follows. In resolution 1441, we said that it was Saddam's final opportunity and that he had to comply. That was
agreed by all members of the Security Council. What is surely unreasonable is for a country to come forward now, at the

very point when we might reach agreement and when we are—not unreasonably—saying that he must comply with the UN, after all
these months without full compliance, on the basis of the six tests or action will follow. For that country to say that it will veto such a
resolution in all circumstances is what I would call unreasonable.

Iraq: 18 Mar 2003: House of Commons debates - TheyWorkForYou http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2003-03-18.760.0
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tortured or killed by the Saddam regime. The Iraqi people will begin to enjoy the freedom and prosperity that should be theirs. The
world will become a safer place, and, above all, the essential authority of the United Nations will have been upheld. I urge the House
to vote with the Government tonight.

Question put, That the amendment be made—

The House divided: Ayes 217, Noes 396.

Division number 117

See full list of votes (From The Public Whip)

Question accordingly negatived.

Main Question put:—

The House divided: Ayes 412, Noes 149.

Division number 118

See full list of votes (From The Public Whip)

Question accordingly agreed to.

Resolved,

That this House notes its decisions of 25th November 2002 and 26th February 2003 to endorse UN Security Council
Resolution 1441; recognises that Iraq's weapons of mass destruction and long range missiles, and its continuing

Iraq: 18 Mar 2003: House of Commons debates - TheyWorkForYou http://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2003-03-18.858.4
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Iraq debate: relevant interruptions
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using Wolfram Mathematica5. From the figures it can be seen that in both types of

network the links are not labelled and nodes are labelled, in a slightly different manner

than in Chapter 8, with: the name of the node (MP), the party affiliation of the MP

and the MP’s voting profile. Recall that a voting profile records the voting behaviour

of the MP in all the divisions following the debate represented by the network. See for

instance Table 9.1. Party affiliation and voting profile provides useful information, as

will be seen below, to understand the patterns of interaction within the debate. The

following two sub-sections consider the debates and the associated networks in more

detail.

Voting Profile Count

NoYes 52

YesNo 38

YesAbs 10

AbsYes 2

AbsAbs 2

YesYes 1

Total 105

Table 9.1: Voting profile from the Iraq Debate.

9.3.1 The approval of the invasion in Iraq debate networks

The interruption network for the Iraq debate consisted of 105 nodes, which represented

all the MPs that participated in the debate (except for the Speaker of the House), and

159 edges, which represent the interactions among the MPs (who interrupted whom at

least once). Figure 9.5 (top) plots the degree distribution of the network. As might be

expected highly connected nodes are fewer in number than poorly connected nodes.

The relevant interruption network for the Iraq debate consisted of 89 nodes, which

represented all the MPs that participated in the debate. Disconnected nodes and the

nodes representing the Speakers of the House, who do not vote, were not included.

The network contains 121 edges, which represent the interactions amongst MPs who

“intentionally” interrupt, or are interrupted, at least once. Figure 9.5 (bottom) plots

the degree distribution of the network. Again, as expected, highly connected nodes are

fewer in number than poorly connected nodes. Note that the colour of the bars in the

bar chart has been included for the purpose of clarity, no meaning should be attached to

this colouring. As a natural question from Network Analysis view is checking whether

the degree distribution of a network follows a power-law distribution. In Figure 9.6 the

histograms of the degree distributions for the Iraq debate interruption network and the

5http://www.wolfram.com/
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Debate networks

Parliamentary approval of the invasion of Iraq (18 March 2003)


Parliamentary refusal of the invasion of Syria (29 August 2013)


‘Open’ and uncertain debates


Large debates
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Iraq debate: interruptions
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Iraq debate: relevant interruptions
4.1)%Graph%Communities%using%modularity%maximization%method:%8%clusters%(C1=19,%C2=17,%C3=11,%C4=10,%C5=9,%C6=8,%C7=6,%C8=5)%

={216,217,221,225,228,230,231,234,235,237,249,262,265,269,276,282,289,294,298},{215,219,239,241,242,243,244,252,264,270,272,273,280,284,285,292,
296},{220,222,227,232,247,255,274,275,278,279,295},{218,226,233,248,253,259,263,267,277,290},{223,236,240,254,256,258,286,293,299},{224,238,250,%
251,268,271,283,288},{229,245,246,257,266,297},{260,261,281,287,291}}%

%
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Syria debate: interruptions

5.1)%Graph%Communities%using%modularity%maximization%method:%9%clusters%(C1=18,%C2=17,%C3=14,%C4=13,%C5=12,%C6=11,%C7=9,%C8=8,%C9=5)%

={{109,116,121,125,129,131,142,150,159,163,184,185,187,188,190,196,210,213},{110,111,115,119,128,130,133,136,140,146,152,168,183,186,192,200,%
209},{113,114,117,139,151,156,160,165,167,170,174,199,201,208},{108,134,143,144,147,155,161,172,177,178,182,207,211},{118,120,124,137,153,154,%
175,176,180,189,195,203},{126,132,135,141,157,158,164,169,171,179,214},{122,148,149,162,173,181,191,197,212},{112,123,127,138,145,194,204,205},%
{166,193,198,202,206}}%

%
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Syria debate: relevant interruptions
3.1)%Graph%Communities%using%modularity%maximization%method:%9%clusters%(C1=17,%C2=12,%C3=11,%C4=7,%C5=6,%C6=5,%C7=3,%C8=2,%C9=2)%

={{484,485,489,493,496,497,498,499,502,503,505,514,524,527,535,548,550},{487,492,504,506,507,508,509,526,530,531,541,552},{488,491,501,511,512,%
513,517,520,528,544,549},{486,494,519,529,533,536,546},{490,500,537,538,551,554},{532,539,542,543,553},{518,521,555},{515,516},{522,525}}!

%
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Analysis
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MPs talk consistently with MPs with different opinons


Disassortativity increases from interruption to relevant 
interruption networks for party, vice versa for voting profile


Speeches differentiate between parties more markedly in the 
Iraq debate rather than the Syria one

Assortativity

Party Voting Profile

Iraq Debate

interruption network -0.205 -0.264

relevant interruption network -0.262 -0.174

Syria Debate

interruption network -0.089 -0.103

relevant interruption network -0.147 -0.146

Table 9.2: The assortativity coefficients, with respect to party affiliation and voting
profile, for the Interruption and Relevant Interruption Networks for both the Iraq and
the Syria debates.

the corresponding network for the Syria debate (-0.147), suggesting that in the former

debate salient speeches occurred more markedly between members of different parties

than in the latter. A similar relationship occurs between the Interruption Networks

describing the two debates (-0.205 vs. -0.089). Overall the Syria debate contained many

inter-party interruptions, while the Iraq debate appears to be much more “polarised” in

term of party affiliation. This may be linked, the author conjectures, to the fact that in

the Iraq debate the motion moved by the government (the majority party) was indeed

accepted by the House of Commons, suggesting that, after all, the majority position

was identifiable within the majority party.

It is interesting to note that the levels of disassortativity for both debates increases

when moving from the Interruption Networks to the Relevant Interruption Networks.

That is, when we focus on relevant interruptions, it looks like the responses of MPs to

each other’s speeches tends to serve much better to differentiate between parties.

9.4.3.2 Disassortativity with respect to voting profile

With respect to Table 9.2 the interruption Networks appear to be more disassortative

with respect to the voting profiles of the MPs than party affiliation, and again the Iraq

debate appears to consist of less speeches responding to speakers with the same voting

profile (the coefficient is -0.264 in the interruption network) than in the Syria debate

(-0.103). So, again, the Iraq debate appears to be much more “polarised”. Moving

to the relevant interruption networks a similar pattern was identified, although the

coefficient are now very close: -0.164 (Iraq) and -0.146 (Syria). So it still seems that

the Iraq debate is more “polarised” with respect to voting profile. However, when salient

exchanges only are considered then the two debates become more closely disassortative.

Unlike in the case of the Iraq debate, here we notice that disassortativity decreases
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Iraq debate: communities

Figure 9.10: Communities in the relevant interruption network for the Iraq debate.
The top left histogram presents the known communities (according to voting profile)
while the rest of histograms present the detected communities (clusters predicted using
modularity maximization, hierarchical and spectral clustering, edge centrality and k-
Clique percolation algorithms). The colour coding is defined in the top left histogram.
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Figure 9.9: Communities in the interruption network for the Iraq debate. The top
left histogram presents the known communities (according to voting profile) while the
rest of histograms present the detected communities (clusters predicted using modu-
larity maximization, hierarchical and spectral clustering, edge centrality and k-Clique
percolation algorithms). The colour coding is defined in the top left histogram.
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Syria debate: communities

Figure 9.11: Communities in the interruption network for the Syria debate. The top
left histogram presents the known communities (according to voting profile) while the
rest of histograms present the detected communities (clusters predicted using modu-
larity maximization, hierarchical and spectral clustering, edge centrality and k-Clique
percolation algorithms). The colour coding is defined in the top left histogram.
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Figure 9.12: Communities in the relevant interruption network for the Syria debate.
The top left histogram presents the known communities (according to voting profile)
while the rest of histograms present the detected communities (clusters predicted using
modularity maximization, hierarchical and spectral clustering, edge centrality and k-
Clique percolation algorithms). The colour coding is defined in the top left histogram.
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Community detection

Communities do not correspond to ‘natural’ communities 
(parties and voting profile)


They consistently contain representatives from the two main 
voting profiles (and parties)


They may be interpreted as identifying 'topics' or 'phases' in 
the debate
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Thank you!
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Figure 9.5: Degree distributions for the Iraq debate interruption network (top) and rel-
evant interruption network (bottom). Each bar indicates the number of nodes (vertical
axis) with respect to a given degree (horizontal axis).
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Figure 9.7: Degree distribution for the Syria debate interruption network (top) and rel-
evant interruption network (bottom). Each bar indicates the number of nodes (vertical
axis) with with respect to a given degree (horizontal axis).
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