
the unequal effects of marriage instability and children. The
NCWO’s efforts to protect Social Security from privatization
and other reforms during the presidency of George W. Bush
also highlight the range of strategies employed by the coalition,
including aWomen and Social Security Summit that attracted
policy experts and press, a series of carefully researched reports
on the impacts of reform proposals on women, outreach to
editors in the “women’s press” such asGoodHousekeeping, and
direct lobbying of members of Congress and administration
officials.
Woliver’s engaging description of the role of the

NCWO in many of the key political developments
of the past two decades only leaves us wanting
more. The first chapter is titled “Easier in Groups,”
but that is not necessarily the conclusion every reader
will reach. With the book’s many moving parts and
meandering narrative style, it is not always clear how to
evaluate the effectiveness of the NCWO in these cases and
for the feminist cause more broadly. The NCWO helped
avert Social Security privatization, but most of the cases—
all-male golf club membership, abortion access in the
ACA, and feminist challenges to neoliberalism—are hard
not to view as defeats or stalemates, at least in the short
term. How much credit or blame belongs to the NCWO?
In the final chapter, Woliver briefly describes the

collapse of the NCWO in 2015. Future scholars should
examine, in a comparative context, the internal and
external dynamics that put an end to this organization.
Which coalitions survive and why? The case of the
NCWO also raises key questions about the changing
interest group arena in Washington, D.C., the expansion
and diversification of women’s movement organizations,
the transformation of gender politics and women in
politics over the past 10 years, and the exercise of political
influence in the twenty-first century. In the meantime,
Push Back, Move Forward provides unique insights not
only into the functioning of the National Council of
Women’s Organizations but also for gender politics,
activism, policy making, and coalition dynamics in the
contentious first decades of the twenty-first century.

These Estimable Courts: Understanding Public Per-
ceptions of State Judicial Institutions and Legal Policy-
Making. By Damon M. Cann and Jeff Yates. New York: Oxford

University Press, 2016. 184p. $56.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719001658

— Logan Strother, Purdue University

These Estimable Courts, by DamonM. Cann and Jeff Yates,
is a compelling piece of social science research that
significantly enhances our understanding of public opin-
ion about state courts. In this short and eminently readable
book, Cann and Yates draw on original data to persuasively
argue that citizens’ views of state high courts are driven by
knowledge of and experience with judicial institutions,

perceptions of how courts and judges conduct their
business, and views about the efficacy of courts in the
policy-making process. The book is wide ranging: it
examines citizens’ knowledge of judicial institutions, their
experience with the machinery of justice, diffuse support
for state high courts, citizen understanding of judicial
decision making, and even perceptions of the policies
produced by courts. Despite this considerable breadth,
Cann and Yates are able to skillfully weave together two of
the most vibrant threads of scholarship in judicial politics:
judicial legitimacy and judicial impact.

The authors begin by pointing out that the vast
majority of work done by courts in the United States is
done by state courts, and as a result, most real-world
contact between courts and citizens occurs at the state
level. Yet the overwhelming emphasis in the judicial
legitimacy literature is on federal courts, especially the
Supreme Court of the United States. Recognizing the
reality of citizen–court interactions, Cann and Yates take
up the mantle and conduct a systematic examination of
citizen attitudes about state judicial institutions.

To do so, they examine state-level public opinion of
judicial institutions, not by gathering representative data
from each state, but by estimating state-level opinion
from a large and high-quality nationally representative
sample—original modules placed on the 2010 and 2012
administrations of the Cooperative Congressional Election
Study (CCES)—using a technique known as multilevel
regression and poststratification (MRP). These data alone
constitute a worthwhile contribution to the literature on
public views of state courts.

The authors explore five topics over the course of the
book. Each empirical chapter examines a distinct area of
interest: Chapter 3 explores the determinants of the
institutional legitimacy of state high courts, Chapter 4
focuses on perceptions of judicial decision making,
Chapter 5 considers citizens’ views on judicial policy
making and impact, Chapter 6 turns to judicial selection,
and Chapter 7 explores the relationship between percep-
tions of judicial legitimacy and obedience to the law. A key
takeaway of the book as a whole is that all of the attitudes
explored in these chapters are related in theoretically
tractable ways. Indeed, one of the great strengths of this
book is the care that the authors take to identify the
interrelationships between these concepts of interest.

Concerning the legitimacy of state courts—which in
many ways is the topic at the heart of this book and the one
that ties the rest together—Cann and Yates argue that
knowledge of courts and policy agreement with court
decisions strongly enhance legitimacy. Conversely, per-
ceptions of judges as activists, subscribing to the view that
personal preferences and ideology influence judicial deci-
sions (so-called legal realism), or living in states with
elected high-court judges are associated with significantly
lower legitimacy. Much of this is consistent with the
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broader literature on judicial legitimacy. One of these key
findings, however, is more controversial. Among the most
important and interesting contributions of the book is the
strong and robust finding, developed in Chapters 3 and 4,
that citizens’ policy agreement with court outputs is
powerfully associated with judicial legitimacy. In this
way, Cann and Yates level a significant challenge to
positivity theory, as developed by James Gibson and
Gregory Caldeira. This will likely be a key site of debate
in the legitimacy literature for some time to come.

From here the authors turn to judicial impact, which
they define as court influence in “the overall policy
outputs of state government” (p. 83). But as in the rest
of the book, their question does not concern the actual
extent of judicial impact, but rather citizen perceptions of
impact and how those perceptions are related to other
attitudes about courts. They argue that, like assessments of
judicial legitimacy, beliefs about judicial impact are
powerfully informed by citizens’ knowledge of courts
and policy agreement with court decisions.

In other words, knowledge of courts and policy
agreement with court outputs drive both judicial legiti-
macy and perceptions of judicial efficacy. In the authors’
words, “knowledge of courts is associated with what might
be described as ‘positive’ feelings toward courts on two
counts—they are legitimate and important policymakers”
(p. 97). By the same token, respondents who agree with
judicial outputs view the court as more legitimate and as an
important policy maker. In this way, Cann and Yates show
that a variety of citizen attitudes about courts and their
outputs are tightly interwoven. This finding has important
implications—for example, perhaps “specific” and “diffuse”
support for courts are more closely linked than we have long
thought—and should be taken seriously by scholars work-
ing on questions concerning public opinion of courts.

For all its considerable strengths, the book’s short-
comings must also be noted. First, if a great value of the
book is the argument that policy agreement drives
legitimacy, then the measurement of policy agreement
becomes quite important. Yet the authors do not actually
measure policy agreement with the courts. Instead they ask
the sample, “How often would you say you agree with the
decisions reached by your state’s highest court?” (p. 140).
This key question, meant to tap actual policy agreement,
assumes that citizens have monitored their state court and
have knowledge of multiple specific decisions it has
rendered. These are very strong assumptions indeed.
Second, and more importantly, the analyses underpinning
the arguments discussed earlier are correlational. There is
no experimental component, no leveraging of the panel
structure of the CCES, to pin down the causal story. For
this reason, we simply cannot be sure in which direction
the causal arrow runs: perhaps people who like their court
merely assume that their policy preferences are winning
more often than not, for example.

These criticisms aside, These Estimable Courts is an
important book that contributes to numerous debates in
the literature. After reading it, we are left with a richer
understanding of public opinion of state courts. The book
is accessible enough to be read by undergraduate students
and would make a great addition to undergraduate and
graduate course syllabuses on the topics of courts, state
politics, and public opinion.

Billionaires and Stealth Politics. By Benjamin I. Page, Jason
Seawright, and Matthew J. Lacombe. Chicago: University of Chicago

Press, 2018. 224p. $75.00 cloth, $25.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S153759271900152X

— Alexander Hertel-Fernandez, Columbia University School of Interna-
tional and Public Affairs

Among the many firsts of the Donald J. Trump
presidency is the fact that Americans now have their first
billionaire head of state, buttressed by one of the
wealthiest cabinets in modern U.S. history. Are we
entering an era of government of billionaires, by billion-
aires, and for billionaires? And if so, what are the
implications for American democracy?
A growing body of research seeks to answer these

questions, and Benjamin Page, Jason Seawright, and
Matthew Lacombe offer an important and lively addition
to that work with Billionaires and Stealth Politics. Before
we can understand the influence that wealthy Americans
might have on governmental decisions, however, we need
to know what the affluent want—and that is no easy task,
as the authors explain. Unlike with the mass public,
researchers cannot rely on traditional sample survey
methods to capture the political views of the very wealthy.
Page and Seawright, together with Larry Bartels, have
previously made important strides by studying a represen-
tative sample of multimillionaires in the Chicagoland area.
But even that heroic effort could not reach the more
rarefied set of billionaires. And yet given the immense
economic gains that U.S. billionaires have enjoyed, as well
as recent journalistic accounts of their political activities,
we have good reason to think that these mega-elites might
command outsized political influence, above and beyond
that of mere millionaires.
Page, Seawright, and Lacombe thus propose an alter-

native approach to documenting the views of the 100
wealthiest billionaires in the United States. They first
systematically scoured the internet for public statements
uttered by these individuals related to two contentious
economic issues (taxation and Social Security) and three
social issues (immigration, abortion, and gay marriage).
The authors then compared the content and frequency of
these pronouncements with political actions taken by
their subjects, including making disclosed federal cam-
paign contributions to issue-specific political action
committees, working as bundlers of campaign donations,
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