
and Sened’s voters are assumed to vote sincerely—might
they, too, not act strategically in order to influence the
postelectoral bargaining? Recent work has shown that vot-
ers factor coalition outcomes into their vote choice. One
also wonders what “valence” represents. In the second half
of Multiparty Democracy, valence appears to represent can-
didate quality or charisma. But party positions appear to
be fairly consistent over time, with some parties con-
stantly located on the “electoral extremes.” If valence deter-
mines party platforms’ proximity to the electoral mean,
this would seem to imply that these parties are consis-
tently incapable of selecting competent or charismatic lead-
ers, while other parties are almost infallible in this regard.
Following from my previous point, might it not be the
case that valence merely reflects voters’ expectations about
the likelihood that the different parties will be a part of
the governing coalition? The results seem to indicate that
valence does matter, but personally, I find the result some-
what unsatisfying because the concept is too vague.

I have mainly touched on what I consider the central
results of the book with regard to multiparty parliamen-
tary democracies. Schofield and Sened’s treatment of how
a party leader’s valence makes him or her independent of
party activists and allows him to adopt a moderate posi-
tion is no less insightful. Multiparty Democracy is a rigor-
ous and innovative study of elections and coalition
formation. The translation of citizen preferences into pol-
icy outcomes in the context of multiparty competition is
a complex process, and the authors have enriched our
understanding of this process and provided us with impor-
tant tools for further study.

From the Corn Laws to Free Trade: Interests,
Ideas, and Institutions in Historical Perspective.
By Cheryl Schonhardt-Bailey. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2006.
440p. $47.50.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592708080420

— Tim McKeown, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

In this work, Cheryl Schonhardt-Bailey presents the cul-
mination of her more than two decades–long study of the
politics of the 1846 repeal of Britain’s Corn Laws. Con-
ceiving changes in the “three Is”—interests, ideas, and
institutions—as the three central components of an expla-
nation of this policy change, she presents a series of chapter-
length studies focused on each of these elements. She
further divides the chapters into “demand” and “supply”
sections—with the former tending to emphasize the role
of shifting interests, and the latter primarily devoted to
discussions of ideology as revealed by parliamentary
speeches. Like many who have preceded her, Schonhardt-
Bailey studies very closely the proceedings in the House of
Commons, but she breaks new ground by also studying
the approval of repeal in the House of Lords. (That the
latter chamber, dominated in 1846 by the landed aristoc-

racy, would nonetheless not block repeal is even more
remarkable than Prime Minister Robert Peel’s success in
the House of Commons.) She also examines the relation-
ship between the discussion of repeal in local newspapers
and the floor votes of members of Parliament (MPs)—a
particularly apposite topic given the close relationship
between these newspapers and the political parties of the
day, and the lack at that time of any national news media.

For a question that has inspired substantial empirical
research for several decades, it would be surprising and
perhaps even a cause for concern if Schonhardt-Bailey’s
hypotheses and results were vastly at variance with previ-
ous work. They are not. Many of her specific results are
broadly consistent with prior research on repeal. How-
ever, even then she generally has improved on previous
work: She has gathered more data on MPs and their con-
stituencies, her empirical model specifications are more
encompassing, and overall she shows an admirable sensi-
tivity to the breadth of approaches and theoretical per-
spectives employed by other scholars.

What is most distinctive about her argument is a claim
that runs through all the chapters: The key to understand-
ing the success of repeal was the ability of Prime Minister
Peel to reframe the issue so that, at least for Conservative
MPs, a second dimension was added. He did so by tying
the preservation of Britain’s conservative institutions to
the necessity of giving ground to the middle and work-
ing classes on agricultural protection. The ironic effect of
Peel’s maneuver was to place his wing of the Conserva-
tive Party in the position of voting more in line with the
demands of its constituents, thus appearing to abandon a
Burkean view of the legislator as trustee of the public
interest, rather than the agent of various constituency
interests. In turn, this was easier for the Peel wing to do
because, as Schonhardt-Bailey shows, the districts repre-
sented by Conservative MPs who backed Peel had weaker
protectionist interests than those held by the Conserva-
tive opponents of repeal. As she notes, if one restricted
consideration simply to the floor votes on repeal, one
might be tempted to conclude that in this instance, the
regression results suggest that ideology seemed to matter
less. However, that result is an artifact of Peel’s successful
reframing of the issue for Conservative MPs.

The empirical evidence for this overarching claim does
not cohere as neatly as one might wish. The sketch of a
formal model of the new, higher-dimension issue space in
Chapter 2 depicts a second dimension (“territorial consti-
tution”), but it is not shown as orthogonal to the first,
repeal-versus-liberalize dimension. The analysis of voting
patterns in Parliament in Chapter 6 relies on Keith Poole
and Howard Rosenthal’s NOMINATE method, and finds
that for floor votes in 1841–47, postulating a second under-
lying dimension improves the percentage of all votes cor-
rectly classified from 89.5% to 92.0%. Thus, the evidence
for a stable second dimension underlying floor votes for
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this decade is weak. However, if the second dimension
were created by Peel’s actions only in 1846, then most of
the votes comprising the sample are from a period that
precedes the time when Schonhardt-Bailey claims that a
second dimension had emerged. And if most votes other
than the votes on repeal did not engage this second dimen-
sion, then those votes also would be satisfactorily classi-
fied without the need to add a second dimension to the
model.

The most significant contribution that this book makes
to empirical work—and not just on the politics of inter-
national trade—is its innovative use of computerized con-
tent analysis of parliamentary speeches. The author’s
method relies on word counts and word associations, both
of which are quantifiable and amenable to statistical analy-
sis—for example, using a variant of factor analysis to dimen-
sionalize the clusters of associated words. Her identifying
tags on each utterance (speaker, party, issue, time) allow
her to link each distinct cluster to individual MPs, parties,
and interests. The discourse space she shows is generally
two-dimensional, with one dimension political-versus-
economic. (The other dimension is not labeled). As she
notes, there are several possible sources of the difference
between the dimensionalization of utterances and that of
floor votes; a complete understanding of the relation
between the two will require more research.

Although the title suggests a work intended primarily
for students of trade policy, From the Corn Laws to Free
Trade will probably have the most impact on comparative
politics. It speaks to the evolution of party systems by
documenting the fracturing of the Conservative Party in
Commons; advances studies of lobbying and legislative
politics by exploring the role of local newspapers as an
influence on MPs’ votes; sheds light on the relation of
ideology to material interests by tracing ideological themes
in members’ speeches and relating them to party, constit-
uency, and historical context; and explores statistical and
substantive questions raised by various attempts to “dimen-
sionalize” a national political system. (By contrast, inter-
national events are generally a background factor). In its
breadth of theoretical and methodological coverage, and
its efforts to break new ground in theorizing about and
empirically examining the connections among discourse,
institutions, and interests, this is a pioneering work that
deserves to have a wide readership.

The European Union Decides. Edited by Robert Thomson,
Frans N. Stokman, Christopher H. Achen and Thomas König. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2006. 394p. $110.00 cloth, $39.99 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592708080432

— Mark Thatcher, London School of Economics

As a new and rapidly evolving polity, with clear formal-
ized rules and a great deal of publicly available data, the
European Union presents a fascinating object of study for

political scientists. Until recently, it was often treated as
sui generis, the preserve of dedicated Euro-watchers. Most
attention was focused on grand events—treaties, judicial
cases, and individual cases of specific interest. But increas-
ingly, the general tools of political science are being brought
to bear on the EU and its activities, including humdrum
ones.

This book contributes to that literature by studying the
outcomes of 66 European Commission legislative propos-
als for directives or regulations, which are detailed, tech-
nical, and very specific. It seeks to test different general
formal or rational choice theories of legislative decision
making derived from political science to see which offers
the greatest predictive power. In particular, it pits proce-
dural models that use decision-making rules and formal
procedures against bargaining models that emphasize infor-
mal negotiations before formal legislative procedures begin
(although such bargaining takes place under the shadow
of formal rules for decision making) and a third group of
mixed models that combine both bargaining and proce-
dural games.

The research design is simple but powerful. Seven chap-
ters use the same data set of the 66 proposals (themselves
divided into issues, leading to a data set of a maximum
of 162 issues). Information about matters such as actors’
positions, outcomes, and votes was gathered from differ-
ent sources, including a panel of experts. Thereafter,
each chapter compares the predictions of its model, or
two or three models, against the legislative outcomes.
Most chapters also seek to offer one or two case study
illustrations, looking at particular directives. The final
chapters compare the predictive power of the different
models both among themselves and with two baseline
models using the mean and the median of the different
actors’ positions.

The central conclusion is that in general, bargaining
models offer the strongest predictions, whereas procedural
and mixed ones fare less well. Thus, confining analysis to
formal procedures misses major elements of decision mak-
ing. But, an additional and disquieting conclusion is that
these models perform only slightly better than the base-
line model based on the mean of the actors’ positions, an
analysis that requires little development and is not based
on any theory.

The chapters are often admirably honest in their eval-
uation of their particular model. Thus, for instance,
Stefanie Bailer and Gerald Schneider accept that the dif-
ferences between a baseline Nash bargaining game model
and more sophisticated versions are small, Thomas König
and Sven-Oliver Proksch find that the procedural exchange
model they favor does no better than competing models,
while Mika Widgren and Antti Pajala argue that detailed
modeling of the voting procedures actually reduces the
accuracy of predictions. The evaluating chapter by Chris-
topher Achen is also clear and transparent in its compar-
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