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This Paper

I Very nice paper. I learned a lot from it.

I Big Question: Can we infer preferences from voting
behavior?

I Poole and Rosenthal (1985) develop a procedure that is very
popular in political science, not in economics

I Utility of member i of voting in favor of policy j is the sum of
deterministic and random component:

U i
j ,t = uij ,t + εij ,t



This Paper

I uij ,t is spatial component: the distance of policy j to ideal
point of member i .

I εij ,t is random component, “valence” of policy option j

I Define hawkish and dovish positions by h and d .

I Probabilistic voting:

Pr(i votes dovish) = Pr(U i
d ,t > U i

h,t) = Pr(uid ,t−uih,t > εih,t−εid ,t)

I Ideal points are jointly estimated by ML



Results

I Committee members are ranked according to their relative
“hawkishness”.

I Bank of England:
I On average internals and external behave similarly, but

externals are more likely to take extreme positions

I FOMC
I Board members are more dovish than bank presidents



Comments

I What does “hawkishness” mean?

I Standard definition: “hawks” worry more about inflation while
“doves” focus more on jobs.

I To assess this, one can estimate Taylor Rules

I

ii,t = ai + biEt(πt+1) + ciEt(xt+1 − x?t+1) + εi,t

I Optimal ii,t increases if inflation increases
I Optimal ii,t decreases if unemployment increases

I This paper approach vs. reaction functions approach: pros
and cons?

I The former is the only possible approach to study votes in
Congress.

I But MPC data are more clean than roll-call data.



Estimating Reaction Functions
Riboni and Ruge-Murcia, 2008, IJCB



Eijffinger et al (2015) R&R(2008) R&R(2008) R&R(2008)
Hawkishness

Ranking
constant Inflation Unemployment

Large 1 • • • • • • ◦
Buiter 2 • • • •• • • ••
Vickers 3 •• • • •• • • ••

King 4 • ◦ ◦ ◦ • • ••
Goodhart 5 ◦ ◦ ◦◦ ◦◦ ◦

Tucker 6 ◦ ◦ ◦◦ ◦ ◦
Lambert 7 • • •• •• ••
Lomax 8 • • •• •• ••

Clementi 9 •• ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦
George 10 ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦
Barker 11 • • • •• ◦◦

Plenderleith 12 • ◦ ◦ ◦◦ ◦ ◦ ◦
Bean 13 ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦

Nickell 14 •• • • • • • •
Bell 15 • • • • ••

Allsopp 16 •• • • • ◦◦
Julius 17 • • • •• • • ••

Wadhwani 18 ◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ • • •



Comments

1 Are internals at the Bank of England more homogenous
because they have similar preferences or because they share
the same information?

2 What do committee members maximize? Do they want to
make the right decision or maximize their reputation?

I Reputation may lead to conformity (Scharfstein and Stein,
1990) or contrarian positions (Levy, 2004)

3 Unanimous votes are disregarded.



Comments

I This paper focuses on preference estimation.

I Mapping from preferences to outcomes is non trivial.

I Median Voter Theorem (MVT)?

I What happens when distribution of preferences becomes more
disperse?

I MVT would imply that this has little consequence, but other
models of aggregation of preferences would give a different
answer.


