
Some of its findings confirm long-standing expectations.
For example, turnover of members has increased in most
term-limited states. In other respects, it calls into question
conventional expectations. There is little evidence, for
example, that term limits reduced the power of incumbency.
Still other of the volume’s findings were not entirely antici-
pated. There is evidence, for example, that the relation-
ship between upper and lower houses in term-limited states
has grown more contentious in the post–term limits era.
Because of the range of issues it covers and the care with
which it presents and assesses the empirical evidence, the
book provides a significant baseline for the future study of
the long-term impact of term limits on state legislatures,
and is likely to inspire future inquiry into this important
topic.

For undergraduate students and the general public, the
book furnishes a highly accessible account of the real impact
of term limits on state legislatures. In particular, it pro-
vides a very objective portrait of how term limits have
changed the membership of state legislatures and how this
increase in new members has impacted representation,
the functioning of state legislatures, and the making of
policy in the American states. The objective approach allows
readers to draw their own conclusions and pass their own
judgments regarding whether term limits have achieved
the desired goals or have instead been detrimental to state
legislatures and policy formulation. The book is thus an
excellent resource for instructors.

In sum, the editors and contributors of Institutional
Change in America have provided the discipline with an
informative and important starting point in determining
the impact of term limits on state legislatures. Most impres-
sively, they accomplished this task in a format that is both
accessible and interesting to a wide range of audiences,
from scholars to the general public.

The Politics of Presidential Appointments: Political
Control and Bureaucratic Performance. By David E. Lewis.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008. 312p. $66.00 cloth,
$27.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709990041

— Andrew B. Whitford, University of Georgia

David Lewis’s book begins with the all-too familiar story
of Michael Brown’s leadership of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) during and after Hurri-
cane Katrina’s impact on the Gulf Coast. This story aptly
describes the main points of the book: that presidents use
appointments to respond to specific political and policy
dilemmas they face while administering their duties, and
that presidential appointments have important implica-
tions for the performance of government agencies.

Why do some agencies have many appointees and oth-
ers few? How do political appointments influence man-
agement? Lewis asks and endeavors to answer these key

questions in order to address what others have noted as
defining characteristics of presidential appointments in
the modern era: that politicization is increasing and is
carried out mainly by Republican or conservative presi-
dents, and that it damages the competence of agencies.
His answers to these questions overturn our conventional
wisdom about the president’s motives and actions, help-
ing integrate the study of the presidency with streams of
research central to the study of both political and bureau-
cratic processes.

Lewis offers a description of politicization over time in
the context of the evolution of modern personnel systems,
a formal theory of presidential incentives to politicize, a
quantitative investigation of patterns of politicization over
time, statistical models testing his theory about why
presidents politicize and the impact of that politicization
on agency performance, and an extended case study of
FEMA. This array of approaches is the book’s hallmark:
Lewis binds together theory, cases, data, and tests in a
synthetic whole that shows the mechanisms that under-
pin presidential appointments, as well as the mechanisms
through which presidential appointments are translated
into policy. He offers a first-rate example of how to move
the “empirical implications of theoretical models” (EITM)
in political science beyond Congress. His contribution
here certainly enriches the study of the presidency and
bureaucratic politics, but the book also speaks to the
interests of theorists who want to understand incentives
in political institutions, public administration scholars
who want to understand performance, and those inter-
ested in the evolution of the modern administrative state
(and the appointees and civil servants who populate
it).

There are distinct highlights in this book. Chapter 2 on
the evolution of the modern personnel system is expert,
comprehensive, and descriptive, but also offers unique views
drawn from numerous interviews. It clearly and accu-
rately describes the twin problems in appointments: fill-
ing positions with persons and finding positions for persons.
This “double-matching” problem is often seen in labor
economics, but the problem is real for presidents, and we
rarely describe the institutional structure of how presi-
dents solve this problem as the political process it is shown
to be here.

The formal model in Chapter 3 builds on a small set of
critical assumptions. Of course, assumptions are always
open to question (and to a degree, Lewis questions them),
but few students of the presidency will find these assump-
tions worrisome. Students of bureaucracy might, though.
For example, organization theorists have long held that
the structure of organizations is as important as who staffs
them. Likewise, others might question the meaning of
“technical competence” absent some set of political pref-
erences or an ideology. Small concerns aside, the real con-
tribution of the chapter is to offer a formal logic for
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politicization when, as many will probably admit, conven-
tional wisdom is largely driven by administration-specific
concerns.

The fourth and fifth chapters are the real core of the
book because they describe the changing patterns of polit-
icization across time, type of agency, and type of appoint-
ment, as well as between eras. This is a massive data exercise
and proves revelatory about what exactly has been hap-
pening for the last 50 years in terms of increasing politi-
cization. We now know that politicization increased over
time, but that the recent era has been more “ebb and
flow.” The real changes have been at the agency level—
not across the entire federal government—and it is this
discovery that justifies the statistical models that follow.

The first set of statistical models show fairly strong evi-
dence for the propositions that Lewis derives. The second
set show that there is a performance loss to politicization.
The evidence is assembled with great care and helps com-
plete the connection between theory and models called
for in the EITM movement (but often lacking in the study
of the presidency and bureaucracies). The evidence is com-
pelling, though, partly due to the presence of the FEMA
case study. This case offers insights into when and where
politicization can improve performance, how design affects
politicization, and the degree to which agencies attract
low-quality appointees. Lewis recounts the changing for-
tunes of the agency, with increasing numbers of appoin-
tees in the George H. W. Bush administration, James Lee
Witt’s professionalization revolution during the Clinton
administration, and the “true politicization” of FEMA after
its absorption into the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. The impacts are seen most clearly in the events asso-
ciated with Hurricane Katrina. The end result is that the
positive impact of political leadership during the Clinton
administration was damaged with politicization during
the recent Bush administration.

In the end, presidents use appointments for both man-
agerial and political purposes, and the book provides a
measure of evidence for those motivations and their con-
sequences for bureaucratic performance. In his conclu-
sion, Lewis offers concrete and important lessons for
understanding the president and his or her power of
appointment in the broader context of American democ-
ratization. There are certainly policy implications here,
ranging from limits on the number of appointees to exter-
nally enforced restrictions on appointees’ qualifications,
but those are fairly minor in comparison to the bigger
picture of uncovering and documenting the mechanisms
of governance that define the president’s role in America.

This is certainly the best book on appointments so far,
and one that will come to define how we write books on
the presidency that attempt to meld theory and evidence.
Readers may have concerns about the modeling, the mea-
sure of performance, or the gradually changing meaning
of “professional” (as opposed to “political”), and these con-

cerns will drive the next generation of research on presi-
dents, appointees, and the bureaucracies they attempt to
control. But The Politics of Presidential Appointments will
provide the starting point, and rightfully so.

Presidential Constitutionalism in Perilous Times.
By Scott M. Matheson, Jr. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2009. 248p. $45.00.

Bad for Democracy: How the Presidency
Undermines the Power of the People. By Dana D. Nelson.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2008. 256p. $24.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709991289

— Nancy Kassop, SUNY New Paltz

Respect for constitutionalism is back. If political scientists
and other social science scholars have anything for which
to thank the George W. Bush administration, it is for
redirecting the public’s attention back to the purposes that
fundamental governing principles serve and to the reasons
why our system’s founders expected adherence to those
rules. For the last eight years, the academy has been in the
forefront of vigorous, visible, and intense criticism against
that administration and its philosophy and practice of
executive power. The Bush presidency was derided by many
as misguided, at the very least, and, most likely, as straying
beyond the bounds of law. Presidency scholars such as
James Pfiffner, Louis Fisher, Dick Pious, and David Gray
Adler—along with law professors David Cole, Neal Katyal,
Jack Goldsmith, and Jeffrey Rosen; and journalists Char-
lie Savage, Jane Mayer, Eric Lichtblau, and Barton Gell-
man and Jo Becker—are only a few of the many who have
written extensively on the Bush transgressions. There is
no lack of scholarship on this issue, and it is a safe bet that
there is still much more to come.

Two new entries into this genre come not from presi-
dency scholars but from Scott Matheson, Jr., professor of
law at the University of Utah, and Dana Nelson, professor
of English and American Studies at Vanderbilt University.
These two authors share a hearty disapproval and deep
skepticism for the way presidents have governed during
wartime, but they approach their common subject from
vastly different disciplines and points of departure, and
their prescriptions for the future are equally divergent.

Matheson’s treatment is the more conventional of the
two. His argument is that, throughout history, many pres-
idents have employed their emergency wartime powers in
ways that have produced conflicts with both civil liberties
and the separation of powers. He is on a quest to find that
magic formula that will lead presidents to “address danger
and respect individual liberty during war” (p. 2). He is
not alone in this search, and, in a way, that is both the
strength and the weakness of this book. There is territory
here that is well trodden and familiar to informed readers
with a basic knowledge of history and constitutional law.
The research is generally careful and solid, drawn mostly
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