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PROCEDURAL POLITICS IS about everyday politics with re-
spect to rules. In other words, it studiesthe conditionsun-
der which, thewaysin which and the effectswith which
actors challengetherulesthey operate under. The Euro-
pean Union (EV) isanideal setting for such astudy, be-
causeit containsavariety of decision-making rulesandin-
gitutionsthat exert different influence under suchrules.

Jupillestarts by devel oping agenera argument about
the determinants, the dynamics and the effects of proce-
durd politics. He dea swiththefollowing three questions:
when areactorsmorelikely to debate about which rulesto
follow rather than to operate under them? (or in other words,
whenisprocedurd politicsmorelikely?), which behaviora
regularitiesarewelikely to observe when actorsengagein
procedura politics?and, finaly, what arethe policy conse-
guencesof procedural politics? Theauthor devel opssix
broad hypotheses. He then proceeds by ranking the pref-
erencesof the Council, the Commission and the Parliament
withregardto nine EU legidative proceduresand by intro-
ducing agameof EU procedura politicsthat providesthe
bas sfor somethese expectations. The hypothesesaretested
using anoriginal dataset of instancesof procedurd politics
occurring between 1987 and 1997 and case studies of en-
vironmenta and agricultura policy legidation.

With regard to the determinants, anecessary condition
for procedurd politicsistheavailability of aternativeingti-
tutional arrangements, otherwise actors would have no
choice between rules. Having satisfied thiscondition, pro-
cedural politicsismorelikely to occur if thejurisdictional
ambiguity of proposed legidationincreases. Jupilleillugtrates
how thefrequency of procedural politicsincreasesaround
the period when anew Treaty entersinto forceasthe new
regimeoffersnew opportunitiesand createsnew ambigu-
ities. Moreover, policy areasthat are‘ horizontal’ in nature,
such asenvironmenta policy which cutsacross many sec-
tors, generate greater ambiguity and are more susceptible
to procedural politics. The second determinant isrel ated to
actors’ incentives. Actors promote those rulesthat maxi-
mizetheir influenceand, astheinfluencedifferentia among
availableaternativeincreases, procedural politicsismore
likely to occur. Jupille showshow EU institutions, espe-
cidly the Parliament, have systematically argued for theuse
of thoserulesthat areeither neutral or increasetheir influ-
ence. A disputeistentimesmorelikely when the Parliament

facesitsmost unfavorable procedure aswhen it facesan
average procedure. Confirming evidenceisreported both
fromdatistica anaysisand, especidly environmentd policy,
case study evidence.

Intermsof dynamicsof procedural politics, Jupillear-
guesthat actorsarelikely to frameissuesin suchaway as
to“fit” themwithintherulesthat they prefer. Reframing,
namely redefining an issue so asto moveits substantive
core from an unfavorable to afavorable procedure, ap-
pears ubiquitous. But joining or separating issuesfor the
same purpose are a so common. An interesting result, of
which so far we have had only anecdotal evidence, isthe
Parliament’s readinessto forego short-term substantive
policy lossesto obtain long-term procedura gains.

Procedural preferencesalso explain the coalition dy-
namics, more so than the supranational -intergovernmental
divide. Jupille provides systematic and case study evidence
(especidly from environmenta policy) that thesupranationa
nature of the Commission and the Parliament do not drive
theseingtitutionstogether if their procedural preferences
differ. However, it must be noted that thisresult isconfined
toinstanceswhere actorsdisputethe procedural basisof a
legidativeproposal.

Procedura politicshasthreemainrepercussions. First,
it decreases decision-making efficiency. Thedecisiontime
of proposed |egidation, of which the procedural basishas
been disputed, morethan doubles. Second, it affectspolicy
outcomesby making log rollsposs ble, defining substantive
issuesonthebas sof procedura motivationsor, moresm-
ply, because rules shape outcomes. The environmental and
agricultural policy case studiesprovide ampleevidence of
these effects. For instance, the very existence of the Beef
Hormones Directiveistheresult of the Commission and
eight member states conspiring to changethelegal basis
and adopt the measure by mgj ority, rather than unanimous,
voting. Findly, thelikelihood of procedurd changesin Treety
articlesincreases asthefrequency of procedural disputes
increases. The provisionsthat were subjected to aproce-
dura changeintheMaadtricht Treaty werethosethat expe-
rienced agreater than average share of procedura disputes.
Thisisespecialy the case wherethe Parliament hasbeen
involved in thedispute and hasbeen the beneficiary of the
rulechange. Additionally, Jupille maps day-to-day proce-
dura politicking to subsequent Treaty changes, especidly
inthe environmental policy cases. Thisresult shedsnew
light on themotivationsfor ingtitutional changesat Treaty
level. It providesan dternative, or at least complementary,
explanation to Moravcsik’sargument about credibility as
thebasi sfor adopting mgority voting.
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Thisbook isafineexampleof scholarly work. Jupille
investigates an under-researched aspect of EU poalitics, he
developsan origind argument, hetestshispropostionssys-
tematicaly both quantitatively and quditatively and heisd-
wayscareful of producing alternative explanationsto his
mainthesis. Different reederswill find different aspectsmore
or lesssatisfying. For instance, theanalysisof patterns of
procedural paliticsisparticularly rewarding. | dsolikehow
Jupillelinkseveryday procedura politicsto Treaty changes.
Thisisprobably thefinest example of linkages and feed-
back effects between day-to-day and grand bargaining
politics and is a credible challenge liberal
intergovernmentalism. Theaccurateand systematic process
tracing in the case studies deserves also mention. Here,
however, | would have preferred greater reliance on bar-
gainingtheory. Inadditiontothecoditionandframing andy-
gs, bringingtolight standard negotiating dynamicssuch as
anticipation of actors responses, uncertainty of policy po-
stionsand strategic reputation building, which clearly oper-
atein these cases, would have hel ped usto better under-
stand outcomes and patterns of mutual concessions. Nev-
ertheless, these comments should take nothing away froma
work that breaks new ground inthe study of EU politics.
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