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consequence” (p. 213) Decided in 1941, the ruling built
on the emerging constitutional shift of the previous four
years to explicitly overrule Hammer and uphold congres-
sional power to regulate the terms of labor.

The book closes with what might be described as two
postscripts. The last substantive chapter briefly outlines
later issues, such as access to hazardous work and the
agricultural exemptions that have allowed employment of
minors in farm work. A section involves controversies
from the 1980s onward regarding batboys and gitls,
mostly in minor league baseball settings. Fliter sees child
labor law as increasingly under siege by Republican
politicians who have sought to weaken federal and state
regulation based on the notion that young people need to
acquire a strong work ethic.

The theme of social consensus breaking down pervades
the actual postscript of the book, a place where Fliter
writes with passion about the rise of the Tea Party
movement and its concerted attempts to overturn child
labor regulation. He argues that such attacks are not
motivated by “genuine concern for the welfare of teen-
agers” (p. 234) but, rather, by the search for cheap labor in
service industries. He is particularly worried about such
libertarians as Jeffrey Tucker, who published an incendiary
piece in 2016 with the self-explanatory tite, “Let Kids
Work.” Tucker’s viewpoint “reflected a person who is
completely tone-deaf on the evils of child labor exploita-
tion and the long struggle to abolish the practice” (p. 237).
As with many liberals, the 2016 presidential election raised
even more cause for concern that such “libertarian screeds”
could not safely be contained “within a right-wing echo
chamber” (p. 238). To fight against these attacks, Fliter
recommends attention to the past: “A sober understanding
of the history and reasons for child labor laws should
inform any subsequent debate” (p. 239).

Child Labor in America is, of course, that history for the
federal level. Fliter unabashedly takes sides in “the long
struggle,” but he provides an in-depth look at all of the
players. The book stands as an excellent analysis of the
ways in which reform legislation can make it through
Congress. Unsurprisingly, it demonstrates that success is
a macter of borh social consciousness raising and political
maneuvering. And it shows that it takes a long time. For
those seeking change in the present, there just might be
a lesson there.
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In the early 2000s, Republican Tom DelLay of Texas held

the majority whip position in the U.S. House of
Representatives. Nicknamed “the Hammer” and known
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for playing hardball to get fellow Republicans to toe the
party line, he was the most visible party whip in at least
a generation, and helped popularize the conception of
party whips as enforcers who maintain discipline in no
small part through intimidation.

In his impressive new book about party whips in
Congress, Lawrence Evans wants to disabuse us of that
conception and replace it with a far more nuanced view of
whips’ diverse jobs. More importantly, he wants his
readers to understand some of the important inside politics
that substantially affect congressional decision making.
Along the way, he provides valuable insights into relation-
ships among representation, lobbying, parties, and law-
making.

A primary motivation for studying whips is that, as the
linchpins between party leaders and other party members,
their behavior can tell us not only about leaders’ and
members’ goals but also about the power relationship
between leaders and members. Studying whips can thus
shed considerable light on debates about the distribution
of power within Congress.

Evans jumps feet first into long-running debates about
parties’ influence over lawmaking, arguing that the liter-
ature’s heavy reliance on spatial game-theoretic models has
led scholars to miss some important aspects of leaders’
power and to overstate other aspects. He takes particular
exception to spatial models” assumptions that members of
Congress have complete preferences over all choices, and
that those preferences are exogenous to the lawmaking
process. Arguing that preferences are incomplete, often
undefined, and derive from multiple sources (including
party whips), he hopes to “convince scholars . . . to rethink
how they have come to conceptualize lawmaking in
Congress, particularly the roles played by parties and
leaders. Far more attention . . . needs to be devoted to
the processes through which individual members form
preferences and positions on legislative issues, and perhaps
less to anecdotes about arm-twisting and the manipulation
of procedure” (p. xvi).

As an alternative to assuming complete and exogenous
preferences, the book offers a “behavioral” framework
rooted in such classics as David Mayhew’s (1974) Congress:
The Electoral Connection and Richard Fenno’s (1978)
Home Style. Members have multiple goals that lead them
to try to please various “audiences” (constituencies)—
especially inside the district, but also some outside the
district, such as lobbyists or activist organizations. A
member’s preference on a particular issue or vote results
from the array of preferences among these audiences, and
how the member weights each.

One of Evans’s main arguments is that the array and
weighting of audience preferences strongly affects the
potential for party leaders to influence a member’s pref-
erences on a given vote. He articulates four possible ideal-
type arrays of preferences to make claims about how
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different arrays systematically shape leaders’ power:
Roughly speaking, with disinterest, a member’s audiences
care little about the issue, leaving the member free to
follow party leaders” wishes. With comsensus, audiences are
in agreement, and so party leaders have limited ability to
influence a member’s vote. With generalized conflict,
audiences disagree, leaving a member uncertain how to
vote—and creating opportunities for party whips to sway
the member. Finally, with cross pressure, a member’s
audiences favor one course of action but party leaders
want the opposite; this is when whips are most likely to go
to the greatest lengths in attempting to shape a member’s
decision.

Because whipping uses scarce resources, however,
leaders decide strategically when to whip a question or
issue, largely reserving it for votes that are close. Other
factors that affect leaders’ choices are the size of the party,
actions of the other party, presidential involvement, and
polarization. Leaders are sometimes able to sway members’
audiences to the party position, thereby indirectly shaping
a member’s vote choice. But one of Evans’s major claims is
that constraints on whips and leaders impede their ability
to induce support from members.

The book emphasizes whips’ informational role within
their parties: Much of their job is to serve as information
conduits between leaders and members, most notably by
conducting whip polls in which they survey party mem-
bers about their positions on a prospective vote, by
conveying leaders’ goals to party members, and by
conveying party members’ concerns or objections to
leaders. Another role is to bargain on behalf of leadership;
when whips sway members’ votes, it often happens via
agreements in which the whips offer side payments or
concessions to members, rather than through coercion or
intimidation.

This is easily the most extensive study of whips ever
undertaken, in no small part because whip poll data and
many documents illustrating the workings of the whip
system have never before been assembled on this scale.
One of Evans’s accomplishments is to have collected data
on roughly 1,500 whip polls, as well as countless memos
and other documents, from former members’ papers in
archives around the country. Combining those materials
with personal interviews and the accounts of others, the
author presents an unprecedented look inside the whip
process. The book prioritizes quantitative methods in
some chapters and qualitative methods in others, but
always intermixes them to good effect. Much of the second
half of the book is devoted to four chapters that take close
looks at whipping during four different time periods,
respectively: the “Textbook” period (1955-72), the period
of growing individualism (1973-82), the period of reemer-
gent partisanship (1983-94), and the era of Republican
majorities (1995-2002). These chapters offer vivid portraits
of the ways that whipping has worked at different times and
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how it has evolved. Although The Whips is mostly about the
House, there is also a chapter about the Senate.

Readers will occasionally find the distinctions between
behavioral and spatial models to be too sharply drawn,
relying on narrow constructions of spatial models. For
example, at one point Evans asserts that “legislative
deviations from centrist viewpoints in the chamber . . .
have become the sine qua non for [empirically demon-
strating] party influence” (p. 45)—which overlooks the
breadth of studies of parties’ effects in Congress. And in
some places, the tone suggests that the behavioral and
spatial models are mutually exclusive, while in other places
it treats them as compatible. Clearly, some elements of
Evans’s behavioral perspective and elements of spatial
theories complement each other; in fact, one of the
exciting things about this book is that it lays a strong
foundation for future theoretical advances that combine
different approaches. These are minor criticisms, though,
that do not undermine the work’s main points about
preferences being incomplete and endogenous to the
lawmaking process.

The foregoing barely scratches the surface of the book’s
content or contributions; unfortunately, space constraints
preclude more detailed discussion here. But the book is
densely packed with findings and arguments that either
augment or contravene conventional accounts of party
power—such as the claim that making party votes
“explainable” to members’ audiences is one of party
leaders’ most significant sources of leverage, or the finding
that whips were actually quite effective during the sup-
posedly weak-party Textbook Congress period. A close
read offers many fascinating and intriguing insights into
Congress’s decision making. And, in the end, The Whips
constitutes a worthy guide to anyone seeking to better
explain congressional decisions.

Vaccine Court: The Law and Politics of Injury. By Anna
Kirkland. New York: New York University Press, 2016. 288p. $40.00
cloth.

d0i:10.1017/51537592718003808

— Jeb Barnes, University of Southern California

Political struggles over the dangers of vaccines are as old
as vaccines themselves. In 1721, a smallpox epidemic
swept through Boston and controversy erupted over the
practice of variolation, a crude precursor to vaccination.
The educated elite vehemently opposed the practice,
while Cotton Mather, a central figure in the Salem
witch trials, was one of its leading proponents. Conflict
was intense, as the opponents of variolation attempted
to burn down Mather’s house in protest. Fast-forward
to today, and questions about vaccinations, their risks,
and who should decide vaccine policy remain bitterly
contested.
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