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In tro duc tion
In the Brit ish rep res ent at ive polit ical sys tem, the Brit ish Par lia ment
acts on be half of the rep res en ted, mak ing cit izens’ voices, opin ions
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and per spect ives “present” in pub lic policy mak ing pro cesses (Pitkin
1967). The Par lia ment en acts new le gis la tion through pub lic, private
and hy brid bills by de bat ing pro pos als, scru tin ising bills in com mit‐ 
tees and amend ing texts. In ad di tion to the law- making pro cess,
polit ical rep res ent a tion is in ex tric ably linked to the no tion of gov ern‐ 
ment scru tiny and ac count ab il ity 2. In order to check the work of gov‐ 
ern ment, MPs have at their dis posal vari ous meth ods of scru tiny, in‐ 
clud ing de bates, ques tions (oral or in writ ing) and com mit tees. The
vari ous con stitu ent ele ments of polit ical rep res ent a tion men tioned
above (de bat ing, mak ing or amend ing laws and hold ing the gov ern‐ 
ment to ac count) are not equally val ued in terms of ef fect ive ness and
util ity (Ben nis ter / Kelso 2015). Two par lia ment ary activ it ies in par‐ 
tic u lar are the tar get of cri ti cism in this re spect. More often than not
PMQs and PMBs, which are the focus ana lysis of this study, have been
cri ti cised for mainly serving a sym bolic func tion (Reid 2014� 46). The
the at ric al ity, the noise and dis orderly be ha viour of MPs dur ing PMQs
(on Wed nes days at 12�00 am) slow down de bates or in tim id ate some
MPs (es pe cially women MPs) who no longer dare to ask ques tions,
thereby re du cing the num ber of ques tions posed to the Prime Min is‐ 
ter. As far as PMBs are con cerned, they are an il lu sion of le gis lat ive
power gran ted to the mem bers of the House. Only 20 MPs whose
names are drawn may in tro duce a bill of their choice. How ever, very
few pro pos als be come law 3, and when they do they are al most cer‐ 
tainly pro pos als from mem bers of the party in power 4. Al though
these ses sions are one of the rare oc ca sions when MPs gather in the
same place at the same time to hold the gov ern ment to ac count or to
allow MPs to pro pose their own piece of le gis la tion. PMBs and PMQs
are blamed re spect ively for “enorm ously dam aging the repu ta tion of
the House and the le gis lat ive pro cess” (The Com mons’ Pro ced ure
Com mit tee 2016), and for un der min ing demo cratic prin ciples (Judge
1992� 541). The focal point of the cri ti cisms lies in the con stant in ter‐ 
rup tions which cause dis order in the House of Com mons dur ing
PMQs and in the prac tice of fili bus ter ing on second read ing de bates
on PMBs. Des pite being sub ject to the same par lia ment ary rules as
any other de bate, PMQs and PMBs have de veloped their own “in‐ 
formal rules”, i.e. “tac tics and manœuvre which may or may not be
con duc ted within the lim its set by the rules of the pre script ive
frame work” of the de bates (Bailey 1971; Gretchen Helmke / Steven
Levit sky 2004), thereby provid ing MPs with stra tegic tools for pur ‐
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poses other than those re lated to the primary func tion of the two
pro ced ures.

The aim of this art icle is to study the role of in ter rup tions dur ing
PMQs and of fili busters (con tinu ous in ter rup tions) dur ing PMB ses‐ 
sions. More spe cific ally, these two par lia ment ary events will be ex‐ 
amined in order to high light how they con trib ute to the le gis lat ive
pro cess, to the con trol of gov ern ment’s ac tion and to MPs' duty of
rep res ent a tion. This final point will serve to il lus trate the poly semy of
the term “rep res ent a tion” while sim ul tan eously elu cid at ing the vari‐ 
ous roles that Mem bers of Par lia ment may as sume within the con text
of par lia ment ary pro ceed ings.

2

The or et ical frame work
PMQs and PMBs have not been re searched in equal meas ure. Stud ies
of PMQs largely out num ber those of PMBs which too often focus on
their pro ced ural as pects high light ing their lim ited im pact and short‐
com ings in gen eral (Brom head 1956 ; Bra zier / Fox 2011). Un like its US
coun ter part, the Brit ish fili buster has re ceived even less at ten tion;
how ever, two not able pieces of schol ar ship have dir ectly or in dir ectly
con trib uted to a bet ter un der stand ing of the fili buster dur ing PMBs:
Tor ies in the Killing Fields? The Fate of Private Mem bers Bills in the
1997 Par lia ment by David Marsh and Private Mem bers’ Bills in the UK
Par lia ment: Is there an Elect oral Con nec tion? by Shaun Bowler. David
Marsh stud ied the con tent of PMBs between the 1950s and the 1960s
with an ana lysis on how two Con ser vat ive MPs, Eric Forth and David
Maclean, sig ni fic antly af fected Private Mem bers’ le gis la tion through
their use of the fili buster. Shaun Bowler showed how PMBs in crease
MPs’ vis ib il ity and thereby en hance their elect ab il ity. In a sim ilar vein,
Mi chael Keller man’s study of elect oral vul ner ab il ity shows how the
use of Private Mem bers’ bills and par lia ment ary ques tions de velop
repu ta tions with con stitu ents while in creas ing their vis ib il ity 5.

3

The lit er at ure on PMQs and ac count ab il ity pre dom in antly sug gests
that PMQs in their cur rent form fail to in crease gov ern ment ac count‐ 
ab il ity (Dun leavy et al. 1993; Shep ard 1999, Bates and al. 2014). Less
time is ded ic ated to ques tions due to longer an swers by the Prime
Min is ter, par tis an ship, the in creas ing num ber of verbal at tacks over
time (Waddle / Bull 2018) and most im port antly in ter rup tions (Cum ‐

4



Interruption and filibuster: tools of parliamentary scrutiny and representation

Le texte seul, hors citations, est utilisable sous Licence CC BY 4.0. Les autres éléments (illustrations,
fichiers annexes importés) sont susceptibles d’être soumis à des autorisations d’usage spécifiques.

ber batch et al. 1992; Shep ard 1999; Bates et al. 2014, Ar mit age 2013).
Without call ing into ques tion the res ults of aca dem ics on the det ri‐
mental ef fects of in ter rup tions on ac count ab il ity, this paper con tends
that the in ter rup tions, as dis orderly be ha viour, can be con strued as
an al tern at ive way of hold ing the gov ern ment to ac count. Draw ing on
Cor ne lia Ilie’s ex tens ive writ ing on un par lia ment ary lan guage dur ing
PMQs, this study will partly rely on dis course ana lysis to demon strate
the func tions of in ter rup tions (both dur ing PMQs and PMBs). In her
com par at ive study of “in ter rup tion pat terns in Brit ish par lia ment ary
de bates and drama dia logue”, C. Ilie has elab or ated a de tailed ty po‐ 
logy of MPs in ter rup tions in the House of Com mons which provides a
use ful in sight into the metadis curs ive state ments made dur ing de‐ 
bates. In line with Keller mann’s com par at ive ap proach, this paper
uses dis curs ive and quant it at ive tools to com pare the ef fects of con‐ 
tinu ous in ter rup tions dur ing PMBs in the form of fili busters and
spon tan eous col lect ive or in di vidual in ter rup tions dur ing PMQs on
polit ical rep res ent a tion.

Meth od o logy
Identi fy ing a fili buster (which needs to be dis tin guished from an “ob‐ 
ject pro ced ure 6”) can prove chal len ging. Ac cord ing to the Com mons’
Pro ced ure Com mit tee (2016), fili bus ter ing is defined as “speak ing at
in or din ate length on the bill to en sure that the de bate can not con‐ 
clude be fore the set time limit”. As par lia ment ary rules are in ten ded
to sanc tion state ments that are “ir rel ev ant to the bill, te di ous or too
long 7”, it is not clear whether MPs’ con tri bu tions to the de bate are
delay ing tac tics. A few in dic at ors can be re lied upon in order to
identify an MP who is try ing to talk out a bill. These in clude the
Speaker call ing a mem ber to order if the mem ber per sists in re peat‐ 
ing an ar gu ment already made, an MP ac cus ing an other MP of de lib‐ 
er ately wast ing time 8, MPs call ing for a clos ure mo tion, and fi nally
media cov er age of such events the day after the de bates.

5

The time frame for the study of PMBs spans over the suc cess ive Con‐ 
ser vat ive terms in of fice from 2010 to 2024. The num ber of fili busters
dur ing this period of time was un usu ally high and mainly car ried out
by like- minded Con ser vat ive MPs, al low ing a pat tern to emerge. The
total num ber of fili busters ex amined in this paper is 15 9.

6
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The study of in ter rup tions dur ing PMQs is part of a lar ger re search
pro ject based on 429 ses sions dur ing Con ser vat ive premi er ships
between 1991 and 2019. The chal lenge in identi fy ing in ter rup tions, i.e.,
“verbal in ter rup tions ba sic ally iden ti fi able as voiced in tru sions in the
cur rent speaker’s con tri bu tion (Ilie 2005� 316)”, lied in the fact that
Hansard tran scripts do not re cord the ma jor ity of the in ter rup tions
mak ing watch ing the re cord ings of all the ses sions a re quire ment for
a re li able count and cat egor isa tion of all the in ter rup tions oc cur ring
dur ing PMQs.

7

1. Prime Min is ter’s Ques tions
Some MPs like Peter Bone 10 argue that noise and dis order dur ing
PMQs are es sen tial in hold ing the gov ern ment to ac count. This view
was most ex pli citly ar tic u lated dur ing the im ple ment a tion of so cial
dis tan cing meas ures in the House of Com mons from 18 March 2020.
Sub sequently, on 22 April, a hy brid sys tem with a video con nec tion
en abled the de bate to be held both in per son and re motely. At tend‐ 
ance in the House dur ing these meas ures dropped con sid er ably, with
the Speaker, Lind say Hoyle, not ing that “at tend ance today is sig ni fic‐ 
antly below the nor mal num bers” (Hansard 2020), which in ev it ably
made the de bates “much quieter, with deaf en ing shouts being re‐ 
placed by an un usual si lence”, the press noted 11. Some wel comed this
change 12, ex plain ing that demo cratic and less the at rical de bates
could fi nally take place dur ing PMQs. How ever, other com ment at‐ 
ors 13, as well as mem bers of the House, de plored this state of af fairs,
de noun cing the House's in ab il ity to hold the gov ern ment to ac count
for its de cisions and ac tions.

8

Peter Bone: The tech no logy is fine for case work, con stitu ency work.
But scru tin ising gov ern ment is just hope less […] you can’t in ter vene,
you can’t ques tion a min is ter dur ing a de bate, the gov ern ment is get ‐
ting a free ride when it comes to scru tiny (Bone 2020).

On a sim ilar note, journ al ist John Craig cri ti cised PMQs held in semi- 
presence (hy brid format) for being a “poor sub sti tute” and con cluded
that the Com mons needs "to re turn to its usual bois ter ous, rauc ous
and spon tan eous nor mal ity if gov ern ment min is ters are to be held
truly ac count able” (Craig 2020). This re mark there fore raises ques ‐

9
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tions about the link between dis order and the no tion of gov ern ment
ac count ab il ity. One might ask to what ex tent noise and in ter rup tions
are ef fect ive and “true” means of hold ing the Prime Min is ter to ac‐ 
count.

There is no set list of un par lia ment ary be ha viour and words 14. The
Speaker alone has the power to de term ine whether the House is in
order. In doing so, s-he ap plies Er skine May’s ad vice that “good tem‐ 
per and mod er a tion are the char ac ter ist ics of par lia ment ary lan‐ 
guage” and that “all mem bers should main tain si lence or should con‐ 
verse only in un der tones. Whenever the con ver sa tion is so loud as to
make it dif fi cult to hear the de bate, the oc cu pant of the Chair calls
the House to order” (Er skine May 2019). Ba sic ally, any thing that dis‐ 
rupts a speaker's speech or the order of the House is con sidered dis‐ 
orderly con duct. In ter rup tions such as shout ing, in sults, noise, clap‐ 
ping, are sub ject to dis cip lin ary ac tion 15.

10

1.1. In ter rupt ing scrip ted speeches

In ter rup tions, whether they seek to corner the speaker by mak ing
him re cog nise some thing or for cing him to say some thing, or
whether they are simple neg at ive re marks on what is being said, or
whether they are de signed to si lence the op pon ent with a wall of
noise, these in ter rup tions have one ob ject ive, that of in ter rupt ing the
speaker's ready- made ques tion or duly pre pared an swer and thus
get ting him to react spon tan eously. As way of il lus tra tion of such in‐ 
ter rup tions, verbal at tacks from the op pos i tion is a telling ex ample
when they shout: “with draw, resign!, an swer!” (Hansard 2006a).

11

As PMQs are the most at ten ded and most watched par lia ment ary
event of the week (Al der man 1992), re act ing to these dis rup tions can
be quite chal len ging for the Prime Min is ter at the dis patch box or the
leader of the Op pos i tion or even to any MP speak ing dur ing PMQs.
The speaker is left with a very lim ited range of op tions (in terms of
polit ical strategy). S-he can de cide to ig nore these in ter rup tions and
sit back in their seat which could be in ter preted as ar rog ance, a lack
of cour age or even as ac cept ance of the cri ti cism dir ec ted at them.
Moreover, the final word has been left to the op pos i tion which is
con trary to the com mu nic a tion pat tern of PMQs, thereby put ting the
PM in a weaker po s i tion. Dur ing such in stances of media ex pos ure,

12
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the best op tion is there fore to re tort even if that means provid ing an
off- the cuff an swer. The reply is off- script, and some times off- 
message form ing a sort of par al lel dis course. It is pre cisely these off- 
script, im promptu re marks that provide a way of test ing the gov ern‐ 
ment's ac count ab il ity. The Prime Min is ter will be judged more on
these im promptu com ments than on their well- scripted speeches
pre pared in ad vance of the meet ings.

It is an es tab lished fact that de bates at PMQs are in tens ively and me‐ 
tic u lously pre pared in ad vance (Haz arika Aye sha / Tom Hamilton
2018), noth ing is left to chance, the PM must never let him or her self
be taken by sur prise. That is why spon tan eous an swers are closely
scru tin ised by the op pos i tion and the media for slips of the tongue,
con tra dic tions, rev el a tions, or some thing au then tic, some thing true.
In fact, as men tioned above, these an swers lead to the emer gence of
a par al lel dis course that ap pears more trans par ent, akin to an al tern‐ 
at ive truth to the well- prepared dis course. This ‘para- discourse’ (lit‐ 
er ally, the dis course along side the main dis course) provides the con‐ 
text for in ter pret ing the ex pres sion “true ac count ab il ity”. Con‐ 
sequently, the Gov ern ment’s ac count ab il ity is as sessed through a dif‐ 
fer ent chan nel which ul ti mately tests how cred ible and ef fect ive the
Prime Min is ter is at the dis patch box. In this case, the no tion of ac‐ 
count ab il ity is in ex tric ably linked to those of cred ib il ity and ef fect ive‐ 
ness. These two con cepts can neut ral ise the in ten ded ef fects of the
in ter rup tion. The Prime Min is ter is ac cus tomed to this ex er cise and
can an ti cip ate such in cur sions into their speech. S-he may pos sess
highly de veloped skills in the art of re spond ing spon tan eously
without re veal ing any flaws in their ini tial speech which will re flect
pos it ively on the Gov ern ment, mak ing it ap pear com pet ent and re li‐ 
able. The per form ance rather than the sub stance of de bate takes pre‐ 
ced ence (Al der man 1992). In other words, the gov ern ment's com pet‐ 
ence is in dexed to the PM's rhet or ical and com mu nic a tion skills 16. In‐ 
ter rup tion is there fore a double- edged sword in this ef fort to make
the Gov ern ment ac count able.

13

1.2. In ter rup tions as a sig nal

In ter rup tions there fore provide a means of judging a speaker (the PM
or the Leader of the Op pos i tion or an MP) more on their im pro vised

14
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com ments than on their duly pre pared an swers. More im port antly,
in ter rup tions have an other role, which is to draw the at ten tion of
par lia ment ari ans and, by ex ten sion, the pub lic to a spe cific as pect of
what an MP or the PM is say ing. This can take the form of col lect ive
shout ing known as a “wall of noise” or more pre cisely “dis missive col‐ 
lect ive backchan nel ing” (Ilie 2005), or a re mark shouted by an MP to
the speaker. It is very com mon for a re sponse to be in ter rup ted when
the Prime Min is ter or a Mem ber of Par lia ment's speech is deemed
un sat is fact ory by their col leagues. When, for ex ample, the gov ern‐ 
ment's present a tion of fig ures or achieve ments is deemed to be er ro‐ 
neous or ex ag ger ated 17, the an swer is in ter rup ted, as is an an swer
char ac ter ised by cir cum lo cu tion and a lack of clar ity and pre ci sion 18 ,
or when op pos i tion MPs force the PM to provide in form a tion that
they con sider to be in the pub lic in terest 19, the an swer is in ter rup ted.
Ad di tion ally, when these in ter rup tions are re peated in the same an‐ 
swer, prompt ing the Speaker to in ter vene, the warn ing sig nal sent to
the PM is even stronger. This kind of in ter rup tion sends a sig nal to
the audi ence to pay at ten tion to the mes sage being de livered. The
more in tense the in ter rup tion, the greater the de sire to draw at ten‐ 
tion to a par tic u lar point. It is ir rel ev ant whether the in ter rup tion de‐ 
nounces an in ac cur ate point or an out right lie, what mat ters is that
the audi ence's at ten tion is drawn to some thing that is deemed ques‐ 
tion able, some thing that must be no ticed. In this in stance, it's not
about the ef fects of the in ter rup tion prompt ing the speaker to re‐ 
spond spon tan eously, but about the mes sage con tained in the in ter‐ 
rup tion it self. The sig ni fier, i.e. the noise or the in ter jec tion, refers to
a more elab or ate and com plex sig ni fied, i.e. the warn ing, the po ten tial
lie, the de nun ci ation of an act con trary to the in terests of the in di‐ 
vidu als. The in ter rup tion is the mes sage as well as a dis course being
cre ated in par al lel to the of fi cial, pre pared dis course, in a con densed
form of com mu nic a tion (based on signs).

1.3. Agenda set ting
Ques tions dur ing PMQs are power ful tools to de term ine which is sues
at tract polit ical at ten tion and have strong ef fects on the con tent of
the polit ical agenda. Em pir ical evid ence demon strates that the con‐ 
tent of the op pos i tion par lia ment ary ques tions drives the gov ern‐ 
ment’s agenda , that is to say, they are used to de term ine what is sues

15
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are dis cussed polit ic ally (Bevan / John 2016� 10). Some schol ars argue
that the battle over what is sues are on the polit ical agenda is more
im port ant than how parties po s i tion them selves to wards those is sues
(Pet ro cik 1996; Green- Pedersen / Mortensen 2010). Issue com pet i‐ 
tion has be come one fun da mental fea ture of pub lic de bate (Otjes /
Louwerse 2018) es pe cially dur ing PMQs (Bevan / John 2015). Nev er‐ 
the less, the ca pa city to draw at ten tion to a par tic u lar issue is con‐ 
strained by the lim ited num ber of ques tions that Mem bers of Par lia‐ 
ment are per mit ted to ask. The is sues that are the most likely to have
a sig ni fic ant im pact (or travel bey ond the bound ar ies of par lia ment
and reach the pub lic or the media) are those which will be the most
no tice able. The use of rhet or ical devices can en hance the vis ib il ity of
these is sues, thereby amp li fy ing their im pact. For ex ample, it is not
un com mon for a PM to use hu mour or pathos to draw at ten tion to a
par tic u lar issue or ques tion. In ter rup tions ful fil this func tion pre‐ 
cisely. The concept of agenda- setting fol lows the defin i tion provided
by George Tse belis (2002): “the in sti tu tional power of polit ical act ors
to issue a pro posal to which other act ors must react”. PMQs rep res‐ 
ent an in sti tu tional in stru ment through which Mem bers of Par lia‐ 
ment may prompt re ac tions from other polit ical act ors, whether
within or bey ond the par lia ment ary sphere, with re spect to a pro‐ 
posed sub ject. MPs who are se lec ted to put a ques tion to the gov ern‐ 
ment have the op por tun ity to raise the sub ject they wish while for‐ 
cing the Prime Min is ter to ad dress the same sub ject in their an swer.
In most cases, these ques tions go un noticed by the pub lic ex cept
when the ques tion is re mark able and not able, that is to say, when its
form or ori gin al ity arouses a cer tain in terest. In this way, the in ter‐ 
rup tion can be seen as an in sti tu tional means avail able to MPs who
wish to high light a spe cific issue. As men tioned earlier, the strength
of the in ter rup tion is pro por tional to the im port ance of the sig nal
sent, and in this case to the im port ance of the sub ject covered. Draw‐ 
ing at ten tion to a spe cific point is a way of for cing the gov ern ment to
take an in terest in it, or even to take ac tion. Bey ond its ac count ab il ity
func tion, in ter rup tion, in its func tion of agenda- setting, can in some
in stances be in flu en tial on the le gis lat ive as pect of an issue (Bevan /
John 2015).

In Oc to ber 2017, at a Prime Min is ter's Ques tions ses sion in Par lia ment
(Hansard 2017b), Ian Black ford, the Mem ber of Par lia ment and leader
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of the Scot tish Na tional Party (SNP) par lia ment ary group, posed a
lengthy ques tion re gard ing the ad verse ef fects of Brexit on the eco‐ 
nomy, fam ily budgets, and the po ten tial im pov er ish ment of Scot land
and the North of Eng land. Then he made a slip of the tongue (in ten‐
tion ally or not). He said ‘break fast’ in stead of ‘Brexit’, which caused a
deaf en ing up roar in the cham ber, and ne ces sit ated the speaker's in‐ 
ter ven tion. Ian Black ford used this in cid ent to high light the cas ual at‐ 
ti tude of MPs to the pos sib il ity of a no- deal exit. Upon re sum ing his
ques tion, an other SNP MP (Angus Brendan) in ter rup ted the ses sion
by shout ing at the op pos i tion. The Speaker in ter vened again and
called this MP to order, but also Ian Black ford for hav ing broken a
par lia ment ary rule, that of not for mu lat ing a short and pre cise ques‐ 
tion. Ian Black ford was fi nally al lowed to ask his ques tion, which he
did in a single sen tence. In this in stance, the ob ject ive was to stage an
in ter rup tion for dra matic ef fects in order to draw as much at ten tion
as pos sible to the sub ject he was rais ing. Fur ther more, the sub ject
high lighted by the MP will be given greater at ten tion when the in ter‐ 
rup tion is pro voked by the Speaker through a call to order or the im‐ 
pos i tion of a pen alty fol low ing a breach of par lia ment ary rules.

David Cameron did the same thing dur ing a PMQ ses sion in June
2006 on the sub ject of se cur ity, for cing the Prime Min is ter (Tony
Blair) to raise the sub ject of prison sen tences (Hansard 2006b). D.
Cameron was in ter rup ted three times, in clud ing once by the Speaker,
and did it again the fol low ing week (21/06/2006) on a very sim ilar
sub ject and was in ter rup ted three times, in clud ing twice by the
Speaker. In this case, there was a very clear de sire to force the gov‐ 
ern ment to com mit it self to a spe cific issue by for cing it onto the
agenda and in creas ing its vis ib il ity (and there fore its im port ance)
through in ter rup tions.

17

2. PMBs
Like PMQs, Private Mem bers Bills have been the sub ject of much cri‐ 
ti cism, with their ef fic acy and rel ev ance fre quently called into ques‐ 
tion (Hansard 2016). PMBs are ac know ledged more for their sym bolic
func tion ( Otjes / Lower ese 2018� 500) than for their strictly le gis lat‐ 
ive func tion. The se lec tion of Private Mem bers' Bills is typ ic ally con‐ 
duc ted through a lot tery sys tem, akin to that em ployed in bingo
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games. The 20 names of MPs drawn from a bowl are al lowed to
present their bills for first read ing be fore form ally present ing them to
the House of Com mons over the thir teen Fri days de voted to this
activ ity (how ever, in prac tice, only the first seven Fri days count, as
the re main ing seven are often de voted to re pro gram ming bills that
did not res ult in a vote when they ini tially presen ted and there fore
have al most no chance of suc ceed ing). Des pite the con sid er able
num ber of PMBs that can be sub mit ted, only a small pro por tion ul ti‐ 
mately be come law. Fur ther more, these pro pos als are not nor mally
in ten ded to cre ate a tax or pub lic ex pendit ure. They are mainly con‐ 
sen sual and are sel dom the sub ject of con tro versy. If these pro pos als
fail to meet with the gov ern ment's ap proval, they have vir tu ally no
chance of passing the second read ing stage. This is be cause the ma‐ 
jor ity of MPs only have to vote against the second read ing, which ef‐ 
fect ively renders the pro posal null and void. In the event that a pro‐ 
posal is tabled without prior de bate, it can be re jec ted by a single
Mem ber of Par lia ment, who is re quired to simply in dic ate that they
are re ject ing it (“ob ject” pro ced ure). This is why the vast ma jor ity of
PMBs that be come law ori gin ate from the party in power. The op pos‐ 
i tion can, how ever, use a pro ced ural mech an ism to block the pro‐ 
gress of a pro posed law: the fili buster. The aim is to take the floor as
long as pos sible to reach the end of the time al lot ted for de bates in
order to pre vent a vote on this pro posal. In order to end a fili buster, a
mo tion for clos ure must be passed by at least 100 MPs present at the
de bate. Given the typ ic ally sparse at tend ance on Fri days (Bra zier /
Fox 2011), it can prove chal len ging to se cure the ne ces sary votes in
fa vour of clos ure. Even if the op pos i tion has the 100 MPs present to
put an end to a fili buster pre vent ing a vote on the second read ing of a
bill by an MP from the party in power, the gov ern ment will be able to
pass this le gis la tion through al tern at ive chan nels (by means of a gov‐ 
ern ment bill), often by mak ing cer tain amend ments pro posed dur ing
the second read ing of the re jec ted PMB. The sym bolic nature of PMBs
makes the le gis lat ive stakes rather low and one might ask why MPs
some times go to so much trouble to bring a fili buster to a suc cess ful
con clu sion. In fact, the stakes are of a dif fer ent nature. Ex actly like
PMQs, MPs use the pro ced ural and in sti tu tional rules in force to dir‐ 
ect at ten tion to se lec ted ele ments while sim ul tan eously cre at ing a
dis course that is par al lel to that which is of fi cially presen ted in the
House. The mech an isms are the same as those used for in ter rup tions
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dur ing PMQs. A fili buster con sists of the re peated and con tinu ous in‐ 
ter rup tion of the speech of the MP present ing his or her bill. This
form of par lia ment ary fili bus ter ing, which in volves delay ing le gis la‐ 
tion, serves a num ber of ad di tional func tions bey ond the im me di ate
pre ven tion of a pro posal (‘killing’ a bill), namely to hold the gov ern‐ 
ment pub licly ac count able for its activ it ies and to as sess the le gis lat‐ 
ive co her ence of pro pos als presen ted at second read ing.

2.1. PMBs: hold ing the gov ern ment to
ac count
Com plet ing a fili buster is re garded as a con sid er able achieve ment.
In deed, the MP who em barks upon such an ob struc tion pro ced ure
must be able to talk for as long as pos sible about the pro posed text
for de bate. The par lia ment ary rules gov ern ing de bates in Par lia ment
apply to this type of in ter rup tion. Stand ing Order 42 al lows the
Speaker to dir ect an MP to dis con tinue his or her speech if s-he “per‐ 
sists in ir rel ev ance, or te di ous re pe ti tion either of his own ar gu ments
or of the ar gu ments used by other Mem bers in de bate” (Stand ing Or‐ 
ders 2018). In ad di tion, the fili bus ter ing MP must not stop speak ing
for more than a few seconds be fore the floor is given to someone
else. In order to keep up, other MPs in ter vene by ask ing the fili bus‐ 
ter ing MP a ‘follow- up ques tion’. The longest fili buster to date was by
An drew Dis more (3 hours 17 minutes). Dur ing the ses sion on 2
Decem ber 2005 (Hansard 2005), An drew Dis more, then La bour MP
for the con stitu ency of Hen don, wanted to de nounce pub licly a bill
pro posed by Anne McIn tosh, a Con ser vat ive Mem ber of Par lia ment,
which aimed to toughen the law against burg lars. The bill in ques tion,
the Crim inal Law (Amend ment) Pro tec tion of Prop erty Bill, would es‐ 
sen tially have al lowed homeown ers and shop keep ers to use more
force to de fend them selves against burg lars. La bour MP An drew Dis‐ 
more de livered a 3 hour and 17 minute fili buster to de nounce an en‐ 
acted law as a form of vi gil ante justice. It was not so much the con‐ 
tent of Dis more's speech that at trac ted at ten tion, but rather his per‐ 
form ance as a fili busterer. The media im me di ately picked up on the
feat, while echo ing the MP's ar gu ments against PMBs. For the MP, it
was not just a ques tion of using up the time al loc ated to the de bate
on the PMBs and see ing it dis ap pear, but also and above all of en sur ‐
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ing that the pro posal re ceived bad pub li city in order to dis suade the
gov ern ment from present ing it to Par lia ment in an other form. In this
in stance, the fili buster is the chosen method for draw ing at ten tion to
a pro posal that is per ceived as ques tion able or even un just, or in this
in stance, to have dis pro por tion ate con sequences. In this case, when
the fili buster is car ried out by a mem ber of the Op pos i tion to block a
gov ern ment bill, the aim is to con trol the gov ern ment's activ ity by
send ing out a par al lel mes sage. The ob ject ive is to achieve a high level
of vis ib il ity and a sense of the at ric al ity. The im port ance of the mes‐ 
sage does not really lie in the con tent of the speech but in the sig ni‐ 
fied of the fili buster, i.e. the need to re ject the bill whose le gis lat ive
pro cess is in ter rup ted by a quasi- continuous speech (con tinu ous in‐ 
ter rup tion).

An other ex ample will high light the para- discourse cre ated by the fili‐ 
buster. The ex ample also high lights the role of PMBs as a check on
gov ern ment ac count ab il ity. On 10 Decem ber 2021, Jeff Smith, then a
La bour MP, in tro duced his PMB, the Med ical Can nabis (Ac cess) Bill, at
second read ing (Hansard 2021a). The bill, which had been in pre par a‐ 
tion for four years, was a re sponse to a Con ser vat ive piece of le gis la‐ 
tion passed in Novem ber 2018. The Con ser vat ive gov ern ment
changed the law to allow the pre scrib ing of un li censed cannabis- 
based medi cinal products in cer tain cir cum stances. How ever, the
sub stance was rarely pre scribed, as only cer tain spe cial ists were au‐ 
thor ised to do so, giv ing the law a very lim ited scope. MP J. Smith
there fore in tro duced this pro posed law (PMB) to fa cil it ate ac cess to
med ical can nabis by au thor ising more doc tors, such as GPs, to pre‐ 
scribe thera peutic can nabis. He cri ti cised the gov ern ment for hav ing
al lowed pa tients to suf fer for four years without giv ing them ac cess
to a sub stance that would have al le vi ated their suf fer ing. The in tro‐ 
duc tion of this PMB was a clear mes sage that the gov ern ment had
only gone half way by passing an im per fect, even in ef fect ive law. The
in tro duc tion of the pro posed law can be seen as a po ten tial device for
cor rect ing ex ist ing le gis la tion. In this case, the bill failed, but it did
suc ceed in pub li cising the fail ings of the ex ist ing law; it is a real
mech an ism for scru tin ising gov ern ment activ ity. In re sponse to the
in tro duc tion of Jeff Smith's Bill, a num ber of Con ser vat ive MPs, in‐ 
clud ing Kath er ine Fletcher, Sally- Ann Hart, and Dr Mul lan took it in
turns to pre vent the vote on the second read ing of the bill. These
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MPs could have tried to gather enough Con ser vat ive col leagues to
vote against the pro posal by turn ing up at the time of the vote, but
they used the fili buster to nip the pro posal in the bud. The fili buster
is a re sponse to the im pli cit ques tion posed by Jeff Smith's pro posal,
namely, why not amend the 2008 law to allow wider ac cess to the
sub stance? The mes sage is un am bigu ous: there is no ques tion of al‐ 
low ing il li cit sub stances to be con sumed more widely. As is de veloped
in the next sec tion, the fili buster is also in dic at ive of MPs’ ideo lo gical
prin ciples. A read ing of the fili buster ers’ dis course re veals a con ser‐ 
vat ive stance on the sub ject: they cer tainly feared wide spread abuse
of can nabis and fear that re im burse ments for this sub stance would
skyrocket. Once again, in stead of simply set ting out the ar gu ments
for re ject ing the bill and sanc tion ing it with a simple vote, the MPs
were choos ing to make the mes sage vis ible in a par al lel dia lo gical re‐ 
la tion ship between two ir re con cil able po s i tions.

2.2. The fili buster as a vehicle for ideo ‐
logy
This study has been con duc ted within a spe cific time frame within
which con ser vat ive fili buster ers were very act ive (more pre cisely
between 2010 and 2021). As a mat ter of fact, it can be said that it was
the period when Philip Dav ies re vived the prac tice of talk ing out bills,
soon fol lowed by other like- minded MPs such as Chris topher Chope,
Jacob Rees- Mogg, David Nut tall, Peter Bone, An drew Rosindell… A
brief gene a logy of the Con ser vat ive fili buster will shed light on the
pro file and motive of these Con ser vat ive fili buster ers. Philip Dav ies
claimed in a PMB de bate that “when [he] was first elec ted to Par lia‐ 
ment 10 years ago, [his] mentor was the late, great Eric Forth, and
one of the things he taught [him] was the im port ance of Private
Mem bers Bills 20”, and later adding that “after he died, he vowed he
would do the same kind of work 21”. When the New La bour in tro duced
the North ern Ire land Bill in 1998, six teen Tory MPs voted against it,
de fy ing the front bench’s order to ab stain. Along side these rebel
groups, a smal ler group was formed, the “Awk ward Squad” led by Eric
Forth and David Maclean who en gaged in a par lia ment ary “form of
guer rilla war fare” against the gov ern ment (Cow ley / Suart 2003� 71).
Their col lect ive aim was to cause what one of them called “bug ger a ‐
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tion” and “to make life for the gov ern ment as miser able as pos sible”
(Cow ley / Stu art 2003� 72). They began to block PMBs be cause they
ac cused the gov ern ment of ex ploit ing private mem bers’ time by hav‐ 
ing back bench MPs in tro duce ‘handout’ bills 22, which were es sen‐ 
tially gov ern ment bills in dis guise. By block ing Private Mem bers’ Bills,
Forth and Maclean sought to delay their re in tro duc tion, thereby
wast ing the gov ern ment’s time. Ad di tion ally, they op posed private
mem bers’ le gis la tion on prin ciple (Marsh / Marsh 2010), ar guing that
such bills were poorly scru tin ised, often driven by single- issue
groups, and typ ic ally res ul ted in in creased reg u la tions and costs.

Philip Dav ies echoes Eric Forth's voice in the House of Com mons
when he quotes his mentor ex plain ing that “many of them (PMBs) had
a worthy sen ti ment be hind them, but that we should not just pass le‐ 
gis la tion on the whim of a worthy sen ti ment 23”. Dav ies also con curs
with E. Forth in claim ing that “the sys tem is de signed in a way that
en cour ages the present a tion of loosely- drafted bills which ne ces sit‐ 
ates close scru tiny” (HC 2016). On this point, P. Dav ies ex plains that if
there were an other mech an ism for block ing a flawed bill, without
being able to allow MPs to set out their ar gu ments in full, “nobody
would hear an other point of view. You would only hear one side”
(Hansard 2016). From this point of view, the pur pose of the fili buster,
apart from "killing" a bill, is to scru tin ise the weak nesses of the pro‐ 
pos als, all of which need to be im proved, and only pro ced ural act iv‐ 
ism al lows real le gis lat ive con trol. By self- proclaiming the heir of the
“past mas ter of talk ing out bills on a Fri day 24”, Philip Dav ies cre ates a
gene a lo gical short cut to present him self as a rebel using the same re‐ 
bel li ous meth ods as his late col league. Not only did Forth and Dav ies
turn the fili buster into a trade mark of re bel li ous con ser vat ive groups
(com pared to the al most non- existent La bour fili busters) but also into
a vehicle for right- wing mode of ex pres sion. The meta phor of a fili‐ 
bus ter ing lin eage is re in forced by the ideo lo gical sim il ar it ies shared
by Eric Forth who saw him self as a liber tarian, hard- right MP and the
Con ser vat ive fili buster ers men tioned earlier, who were iden ti fied as
con ser vat ive right- wing liber tari ans who made “talk ing out” their
spe ci al ity. The ideo lo gical af fin it ies and the equal fre quency and in‐ 
tens ity of their fili bus ter ing ef forts give Philip Dav ies, Chris topher
Chope (nick named the “Chop per” for his ex tens ive use of the fili‐ 
buster), Peter Bone, Jacob Rees- Mogg and David Nut tall among oth ‐

22



Interruption and filibuster: tools of parliamentary scrutiny and representation

Le texte seul, hors citations, est utilisable sous Licence CC BY 4.0. Les autres éléments (illustrations,
fichiers annexes importés) sont susceptibles d’être soumis à des autorisations d’usage spécifiques.

ers the char ac ter ist ics of the “Awk ward Squad”. Like Eric Forth who
be longed to two neo- liberal Thatcher ite Euro scep tic groups (No
Turn ing Back and Con ser vat ive Way For ward), the Con ser vat ive fili‐ 
buster ers men tioned in this study al most all be long or used to be long
to anti- EU, so cial con ser vat ive or liber tarian groups (Com mon Sense
Group, ERG, Corner stone Group).

By cre at ing a fili bus ter ing lin eage, right- wing fili buster ers are able to
demon strate their doc trinal views, as if the mere fact of re sort ing to
this prac tice were enough to con vey an ideo lo gical mes sage. How‐ 
ever, un like an “ob ject pro ced ure”, the fili buster re quires the skills of
an orator, even of a stage per former. The very nature of the fili buster
is spec tac u lar. It is not un com mon for fili bus ter ing MPs to use hu‐ 
mour and dram at isa tion to take up as much time as pos sible to make
their speeches stand out in order to en hance the re cep tion of their
mes sage.

23

Dur ing the de bate on Jeff Smith's Med ical Can nabis (Ac cess) Bill,
Mark Fletcher ex pressed sup port for Kath er ine Fletcher's fili buster in
a man ner that was both sup port ive and some what ob sequious. This
led to a not able hu mor ous re mark from Kath er ine Fletcher, who
thanked her col league while "re as sur ing the House that it's not just a
fam ily name they have in com mon" (Hansard 2021b). Then, dur ing the
same ses sion, the (per haps de lib er ate) use of un par lia ment ary lan‐ 
guage by Sally- Ann Hart promp ted the Chair to re mind her of the
basic par lia ment ary rules, turn ing the situ ation into a run ning gag. As
a Mem ber of Par lia ment, Sally- Ann Hart was ex pec ted to be cog niz‐ 
ant of the fun da mental par lia ment ary rule con cern ing the avoid ance
of dir ect ad dress with the per sonal pro noun ‘you’ (Er skine May 2019).
She used it sev eral times in one of her com ments, and the Chair duly
re minded her of the rule and painstak ingly ex plained it to her. The
Mem ber of Par lia ment re sumed her speech, apo lo gising pro fusely,
and then used the of fend ing pro noun again, which promp ted an in‐ 
ter rup tion and some laughter. The Chair again set about ex plain ing
the rule at length. The MP, Sally- Ann Hart, took the floor again and
com men ted on the rule, ac know ledging its valid ity. Then the MP Jane
Hunt, in sup port of Mrs Hart, took the floor and used the pro noun
‘you’, which again triggered an in ter rup tion and laughter that gave
way to an other series of formal apo lo gies. The com edy and the at ric‐ 
al ity of the scene is un deni able, with the form of the mes sage clearly
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tak ing pre ced ence over the sub stance. The pur pose of dram at ising
the se quence is to put the spot light on both the MPs and their ac tion
(the fili buster). Some times the the at ric al ity of the scene is taken to
the ex treme. The media com men ted ex tens ively on a scene in volving
Jacob Rees- Mogg, who began his fili buster by re cit ing a poem on a
mug from his child hood (Hansard 2010). The more the at rical the fili‐ 
buster, the more likely it is to be picked up by the media and thus re‐ 
flect in one way or an other on the fili busterer.

Un deni ably, a cor rel a tion ex ists between the spec tac u lar nature of a
fili buster and the strength of the (ideo lo gical) mes sage being con‐ 
veyed. How ever, for Dav ies, the vis ib il ity offered by the the at ric al ity
of the fili buster must not be util ised as an act of self- promotion.
Philip Dav ies de plores that “They [MPs] have to be seen to be doing
some thing. I de test the fact that politi cians al ways have to look as if
they are doing some thing” (Hansard 2015a). In his view, MPs in tro‐ 
duce bills in order to show that they are act ive in their role as rep res‐ 
ent at ives of their con stitu ents' in terests, and use the le gis lat ive pro‐ 
cess simply to send a sig nal to their elect or ate without ac tu ally seek‐ 
ing to “pass le gis la tion to bring some thing into the law of the land”
(Hansard, 2015c). We can only note the con tra dic tion in Dav ies' ar gu‐ 
ments. When he says that his col leagues “bring for ward a private
Mem bers’ Bill or sup port a private Mem bers‘ Bill [it is] on the basis
that it would send a sig nal” (Hansard 2015c), he says noth ing about
the mes sage or mes sages that he him self sends by using the fili buster
and the self- serving use that he can make of a de bate on a PMB.
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The fili buster ers iden ti fied above fol low a pat tern in the use of the
fili buster. When the the at ric al ity or even the ag gress ive form of their
fili buster is taken to ex tremes, they are seek ing to send out a clear
ideo lo gical sig nal. Two themes are often present in their fili buster:
the re jec tion of state in ter ven tion ("it is for people to sort out them‐ 
selves. It is not for the gov ern ment to do some thing about it”
(Hansard 2015b) and anti- socialism (“so many so cial ist, nanny- state
pro pos als" (Hansard 2018)). To il lus trate this point, Con ser vat ive sup‐ 
port ers of the fili buster pre ven ted a vote on bills to make hos pital
park ing free for carers (Hos pital Park ing Charges (Ex emp tion for
carers) Bill, 2015), or to strengthen ten ants' rights against their land‐ 
lords (The Ten an cies (Re form) Bill, 2014), to ban up skirt ing (Voyeur‐ 
ism (Of fences) Bill, 2018) and a bill to limit NHS privat isa tion while en‐
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sur ing gov ern ment ac count ab il ity for the NHS (Na tional Health Ser‐ 
vice (Amended Du ties and Powers) Bill 2015). Moreover, Chris topher
Chope's op pos i tion to this pro posal (pun ish ing up skirt ing) was im me‐ 
di ately con demned by his own party, which hastened to pass the law
through the usual le gis lat ive pro cess. This ac tion demon strated the
ideo lo gical nature of Chope's ac tions, as he acted alone against the
ad vice of his own gov ern ment; thereby demon strat ing that his con‐ 
vic tions take pre ced ence and that he cast him self as rebel. This is also
the case when fili buster ers de nounce PMBs that call for ever more
state in ter ven tion and ad voc ate local ac tion and re li ance on the vol‐ 
un tary sec tor (Hansard 2015f) rather than put ting up with “cent ral
gov ern ment diktat” (Hansard 2015e) or suc cumb ing to “bursts of so‐ 
cial ism” (Hansard 2015d), de plor ing that “it is al ways ne ces sary for the
state to come in a heavy- handed way and get rid of all the good work”
(Hansard 2015g).

In es sence, fili bus ter ing is a way “to be seen to be doing some thing”,
not ne ces sar ily work ing in the in terest of one's con stitu ents but to
in crease one's vis ib il ity and to pro mote one's ideo lo gical prin ciples.
With this type of ac tion on the part of MPs, i.e. in ter rupt ing the
speaker or fili bus ter ing, the ob ject ives and ef fects sought by the MP
are var ied. They may seek to de nounce a pro posal deemed un fair or
con trary to the in terests of the ma jor ity, to draw at ten tion to de bat‐ 
able points, to con trol gov ern ment ac tion, or to send a sig nal to their
party or con stitu ents. It is through these mech an isms of in ter rup tion
and fili bus ter ing that we can bet ter un der stand the dif fer ent roles of
MPs and the no tion of polit ical rep res ent a tion.

27

3. Rep res ent a tion

3.1. Le gis lat ive roles

The use of in ter rup tions and fili busters can be seen as in dic at ive of
the role that MPs have elec ted to per form as par lia ment ari ans. It is of
sig ni fic ant con sequence for them to mul tiply in ter rup tions or fili‐ 
busters. This is why it is rel ev ant to dis cuss MPs’ roles that “can be
viewed as reg u lar pat terns of be ha viour by in sti tu tional frame work in
which par lia ment ari ans op er ate” (Strøm 1997� 157). The use of in ter‐ 
rup tions and fili busters demon strates a typ ical be ha viour, a de lib er ‐
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ate ac tion, an ef fort that mo bil ises re sources and strategies on the
part of MPs. This kind of ac tion re quires some de gree of ex pert ise,
tal ent, know- how and time in order to achieve the de sired ef fects
which are meas ur able in re la tion to the po s i tion held by the MPs, as
well as their repu ta tion and media cap ital. There is no deny ing that
this use of re sources serves spe cific ob ject ives and out comes that
provide some in dic a tion of a par tic u lar role as a par lia ment arian.
These char ac ter ist ics of the role of MPs align with Strøm's concept of
“games plans that help MPs align their em ploy ment of re sources with
their ob ject ives” (Strøm 1997� 158). As pre vi ously il lus trated, those who
em ploy in ter rup tions and fili bus ter ing tac tics ex ploit the es tab lished
rules and prac tices of the House to cir cum vent or even sub vert them
in order to achieve a de sired out come and ef fect (Toby 2012). These
roles and be ha vi oural strategies can be clas si fied into dif fer ent cat‐ 
egor ies and serve a vari ety of pur poses. These roles are com plex and
more dif fi cult to identify than those of lead ers or min is ters (po s i tion
roles 25). The role of the MP is less con strained by his or her status
(Sear ing 1994), is more fluid (pref er ence role 26) and can even evolve
ac cord ing to the situ ation dur ing the term of of fice (Wahlke et al.
1962� 17-18) or ac cord ing to in sti tu tional rules and cul ture (Sear ing
1995 : 419), but also ac cord ing to the per son al ity of the MP (Mutz
2009). It is the am bi val ent po s i tion of the MP that can in flu ence his or
her choice of role. In deed, the po s i tion of MPs within Par lia ment is
com plex. Their polit ical ex ist ence de pends both on the party which
de cides on the se lec tion of the can did ate for MP and, above all, on
the votes of the voters in the MP's con stitu ency (Norton 2001� 28). It
can thus be ar gued that the role of MPs in their duty of rep res ent a‐ 
tion in the House of Com mons is mul ti fa ceted and, at times, con flict‐ 
ing. They may then choose to rep res ent the in terests, policies and
even ideo logy of the party as a pri or ity. Al tern at ively, they may de cide
to rep res ent the in terests of their con stitu ency first, some times at
the cost of being at odds with the party line. Ad di tion ally, they may
also seek to be (re)se lec ted and elec ted by giv ing pri or ity to self- 
representation (Crew 2015� 98).

In ac cord ance with Don ald Sear ing's ty po logy of le gis lat ive roles 27

(Sear ing 1994), it is pos sible to cat egor ise the roles of fili buster ers and
in ter rupters ac cord ing to the type of rep res ent a tion they have
chosen. MPs who use in ter rup tions and fili busters are clearly iden ti ‐
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fied as ‘Policy Ad voc ates’, who are primar ily con cerned with ex ert ing
in flu ence over the policies that the gov ern ment is going to pur sue
(Sear ing 1994) . In this cat egory, many MPs are ‘Gen er al ists’ who seek
to con trol gov ern ment ac tion by seek ing as much vis ib il ity as pos sible
(for ex ample, to have their name in the press). They act "as a gad fly to
keep sting ing the ex ec ut ive to do the things that you con sider ne ces‐ 
sary to keep the ex ec ut ive under con stant su per vi sion" (Sear ing 1994�
53). ‘Gen er al ists’ use pub li city to high light is sues while try ing to in flu‐ 
ence pub lic opin ion through par lia ment ary chan nels. It is also
through this way of con trolling gov ern ment ac tion that they can in‐ 
flu ence the pri or it isa tion of cer tain sub jects (agenda set ting) or the
can cel la tion of a bill. Still in the same cat egory of ‘Policy Ad voc ates’,
fili buster ers in clude (mainly) ‘Ideo logues’ who try to pro mote ab stract
and often rad ical polit ical ideas (Sear ing 1994 : 55). In both cases, the
aim is to en hance one's vis ib il ity, which is likely to in crease the elect‐ 
ab il ity of MPs (Frank lin / Norton 1993� 109; Bowler 2010) or con trib‐ 
ute to their ap point ment to min is terial posts. This can be defined as
self- representation. It is evid ent that the role of MPs can be, in cer‐ 
tain cir cum stances, mul tiple, chan ging and com plex, com bin ing two
roles aimed at sat is fy ing two dif fer ent ob ject ives. In ter rup tions and
delay ing tac tics (fili buster) are used in ses sions ded ic ated to the ex‐ 
pres sion of back bench ers. PMQs and PMBs are for ums ded ic ated to
pro mot ing the in terests of con stitu en cies. What links the vari ous
roles ex amined above is pre cisely local rep res ent a tion, even for the
Ideo logues (men tioned above), who to some ex tent ad voc ate local in‐ 
ter ven tion and re spons ib il it ies to the det ri ment of in creased state in‐ 
ter ven tion. Dur ing these ses sions, MPs refer dir ectly to their own
con stitu en cies or, as is often the case, to spe cific in di vidu als in their
con stitu ency. Again ac cord ing to Sear ing's ty po logy, the vast ma jor ity
of MPs be have dur ing these ses sions as Con stitu ency Mem bers, i.e.
“as agents to pro tect and ad vance the in terests of or din ary cit izens
from their con stitu en cies, re dress ing griev ances” (Sear ing 1994� 57).
These Con stitu ency Mem bers use PMQs and PMBs to de fend the in‐ 
terests of their con stitu ents or at least show that they are act ive and
en gaged le gis lat ors work ing for their con stitu ents 28. It is not un com‐ 
mon dur ing PMQs or PMBs for an MP's role as a Con stitu ency Mem‐ 
ber to be em phas ised by other MPs 29.
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3.2. MPs: the voice of the people


