
and socially were dominant. As a group they, like their
white counterparts, do not look like the people they rep-
resent. Black legislators are members of the political, social,
and economic elite. Most are from the South, most are
Democrats, and most are highly educated with law, busi-
ness, and education making up the largest occupational
categories. They represent districts that are mostly urban,
very geographically dense, and far less advantaged (in terms
of socioeconomic status) than they are.

Second, the authors show that while black legislators
vote rather cohesively on legislation that directly affects
their constituents, such as that related to crime and pun-
ishment, economic development, and welfare-to-work
reform, white legislators who also represent racial minor-
ities are less likely to vote as cohesively with them on these
issues. King-Meadows and Schaller argue that while not
predictive, racial identity acts as a powerful influence on
black legislative roll-call voting behavior, but at the same
time, black legislative caucuses are not very effective at
building coalitions beyond that point. The apparent dis-
cord between black and white legislators on bills impor-
tant to both their constituents, and to the black legislators
particularly, is in part what helps explain the ineffective-
ness of black legislative caucuses at the state level. The
other factors that limit the effectiveness of black legislative
caucuses are the legislative context of the state and the size
of the caucus. As the authors show, in states where the
black legislative caucus is small and the legislative context
is restrictive, it is more difficult for black legislators to
build meaningful coalitions and thus the promotion and
protection of black interests is difficult at best. However,
in states where the black legislative caucus is large(r) and
the legislative context is less restrictive, it is easier for black
legislators to build meaningful coalitions, and thus the
promotion and protection of black interests is easier.

Third, the authors use the particular case of welfare
reform to show how difficult it is for black state legislators
to exercise power over a policy area in the age of devolu-
tion. Because welfare reform affects their constituents more
than most, black state legislators have a vested interest in
seeing it work at the state level. Yet, finding strong empir-
ical evidence of successful black legislative influence on
state expenditures for particular programs or categories of
welfare most associated with African American interests is
difficult at best. Instead, the authors show that a state’s
political context and economic condition have a much
stronger influence on the course of welfare policy than
does black legislative power.

King-Meadows and Schaller conclude that devolution
has not resulted in increased power in areas of policy where
black legislators would have been expected to find it. In
order to benefit from the opportunity presented to black
state legislators by devolution, those legislators and their
constituents have to recognize and exploit the opportu-
nity, which they have not done. In addition, while black

state legislators are having a hard time exploiting oppor-
tunities to shape public policies (such as those concerning
welfare policies), they are increasingly taking the blame
for those policies when they go bad. Such are the dangers
of devolution, the authors conclude, and they will shape
the future of black state politics.

Devolution and Black State Legislators is a valuable con-
tribution to the study of state politics, African American
politics, welfare policy, and devolution (or new federal-
ism), and is highly recommended to scholars of these fields
as well as for graduate courses in these fields.

White Flight: Atlanta and the Making of Modern
Conservatism. By Kevin M. Kruse. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005. 352p. $35.00 cloth, $18.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072453

— Kimberley S. Johnson, Barnard College

The South is a region of many myths, and Kevin Kruse takes
on one of the most durable of them: Atlanta as the “city too
busy to hate.” Kruse finds that Atlanta, like many other
southern and northern cities in the postwar era, was a city
in which “race and residence stood at the forefront of
[Atlanta’s] racial politics” (p. 42). He traces the ultimately
unsuccessful efforts of Mayor William Hartsfield’s biracial,
elite-controlled regime to manage the struggle between
whites andblacksoverurbanspace.Whiteflight, thedecades-
long movement of whites to the Atlanta suburbs, was not
only the result of this struggle over space; it was also the
source of a new form of southern white conservatism based
on whites’ resentful exit from the urban South. For politi-
cal scientists, this book is a reminder of the “long civil rights
movement,” that began in the 1940s, before the Brown deci-
sion, and extended throughout the 1970s. At the local level,
the Civil Rights movement was a struggle over politics that
earlier political scientists would be quick to understand and
appreciate: a struggle over who gets what, when, where, and
how. By taking an in-depth yet rigorous look at southern
politics that goes beyond the limitations of National Elec-
tion Study data or roll-call votes, the book provides valu-
able historical context to recent works on the transformation
of southern politics.

In Kruse’s skillful hands, Atlanta’s struggle over integra-
tion takes on many of the characteristics of low-level urban
warfare: Block by block, neighborhood by neighborhood,
white lower middle- and working-class Atlantans battled
their African American counterparts in a conflict over con-
trol of urban space. Occasionally there were spectacular
public displays of power and resistance to these changes in
the shape of the Columbians (and former World War II
vets), as well as, not surprisingly, the Ku Klux Klan. More
often than not, the warfare was on a lower scale, in the
shape of psychological skirmishes, from neighbor to neigh-
bor and from church congregation to church congrega-
tion, as whites tried to build a collective and “respectable”
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resistance to integration. City officials, led by the Harts-
field regime, at times tried to intervene and fashion com-
promises between whites and blacks, yet most whites
ultimately saw no benefit to these compromises.

The battle for Atlanta was an individual as well as a
collective battle, and individual interests won out. While
neighborhood control and community identity have long
been touted as the bedrock of local politics, white Atlan-
tans found that neighborhood identity stood no chance in
the face of individual self-interest, which was in turn shaped
by institutional practices and real estate markets. Exhor-
tations to stand firm against encroaching black residents
provided momentary moral support, but despite occa-
sional attempts to persuade whites that integration would
not be harmful, most white residents’ intuitive knowledge
of the real estate market played a role in eroding collective
solidarity and resistance. As Kruse astutely points out, “rac-
ism in real estate practice,” in the workings of the Home
Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC), the Federal Hous-
ing Administration, and the Veterans Administration,
explicitly created and reinforced the color line and there-
fore real estate values. Indeed, for whites, “all of the author-
ities in their lives insisted that the presence of blacks would
destroy” both home and neighborhood. Thus, white Atlan-
tans’ defense of their homes and communities was rooted
in their defense of these significant investments that marked
their middle-class identity and status.

Integration in Atlanta (and other cities) during these
decades was rarely stable; it usually lasted as long as it took
the last white family to decide to sell before they lost not
only their neighborhood but also, more importantly, the
all-white neighborhood school. Kruse’s discussion of school
politics traces how school officials tried to balance blacks’
attempts to access better facilities and whites’ attempts to
defend their “freedom of association,” as battles over inte-
gration of the school system heated up in the 1960s. The
rise and fall of private segregation academies within the
city demonstrated to many white Atlantans the futility of
remaining in the city. Meanwhile, the Hartsfield regime’s
hold on power increasingly weakened in the face of youn-
ger and less conciliatory African Americans and the grow-
ing restiveness of white small business owners like Lester
Maddox, who felt that the white civic elites no longer
respected their concerns.

For Atlanta’s “greatest generation” of whites, integra-
tion was perceived as a homegrown attack on what they
would eventually come to define as their individual rights
to property, free association, and freedom from govern-
ment intrusion. Although these rights and values would
contribute to the conservative Reagan Republicanism of
the 1980s, in the Atlanta of the 1940s through the 1960s
it was a new definition and articulation of rights and beliefs
that was inescapably intertwined with these racial battles.
While recent books, such as David Lublin’s The Republi-
can South: Democratization and Partisan Change (2007),

or Byron Shaefer and Richard Johnston’s The End of South-
ern Exceptionalism: Class, Race, and Partisan Change in the
Postwar South (2006), argue that it was class, or rather
postwar economic transformation and growth, that cre-
ated the rise of the Republican South, Kruse provides solid
evidence that in the South, race played an inescapable and
fundamental part in this transformation. Integration for
many whites had come to have only one real meaning: the
loss of home and neighborhood. Thus, any kind of con-
cession to black citizenship rights was simply one conces-
sion too many.

African Americans won the battle over urban space:
Atlanta by 1980, with the exception of longtime exclu-
sive white neighborhoods such as Buckhead, was a
majority-minority city. African Americans had come to
control the city and schools. But it was a hollow victory
except for those positioned to take advantage of the new
opportunities provided by black-controlled city politics.
Atlanta’s schools, which had been at least 23% white by
1973, were by 2002 nearly all minority. Poverty among
African Americans in the city was among the highest in
the nation. Only the commitment of a few large corpo-
rations such as Coca-Cola saved Atlanta from the fate
many other majority-minority cities faced in the 1970s,
once the battle for integration had been won.

Although Atlanta’s whites may have lost the battle for
Atlanta, they won the war over integration. In the suburbs
and other private-public spaces to which they retreated, they
gained an absolute control over their neighborhoods and
communities that had eluded them while they were city res-
idents. On one hand, these new communities would fuel
the economic engine that would power Atlanta’s spectacu-
lar growth throughout the rest of the twentieth century. On
the other hand, these new communities were able to block
such moves as annexation attempts and expansion of the
rapid transit network that could have increased regional effi-
ciency and equity. The white former Atlantans, along with
new regional transplants, had created a political movement
in which they articulated an expansive definition of rights
and values that melded their racial fears and resentments
with free market ideology. This new suburban ideology
would justify and expand their worldview across the South,
and ultimately the white suburban nation.

Richard Nixon would recognize the political power of
the new suburbia, southern and northern, in his choice of
Supreme Court justices. And his new Court obligingly
reinforced these suburban redoubts by decisively ruling,
in Milliken v. Bradley, against any form of racial integra-
tion that went beyond city limits. The sons and daughters
(and later grandchildren) of this strategic retreat to the
suburbs would have little to no direct contact with the
racial battles that had led to their relocation. While free
markets and free choice—the hallmarks of the new con-
servative revolution—had seemingly created the new sub-
urban Atlanta, Kruse argues that the very meaning of these
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terms had been forged in a political battle over race and
space within the city limits. Newt Gingrich, who, as the
author relates, could neatly address their racial fears with-
out mentioning race at all, would embody the apotheosis
of this new movement.

Atlanta’s booming and inexorably spreading edge cities
have prospered: They are full of elegant retail gallerias and
ordinary malls, McMansions and starter homes, all of which
are increasingly populated by a white, black, and increas-
ingly Latino middle class. White Flight traces in one city
several of the radical transformations of the American state
in the twentieth century: the quest for full citizenship on
the part of African Americans, the rise of suburban Amer-
ica as the political and economic engine for much of the
nation, and the rise of the Republican Party from minor-
ity status in the 1940s to majority status by the end of the
twentieth century. In these connections, Kruse illumi-
nates a key phase in American political development.

The Moral Rhetoric of American Presidents. By Colleen
J. Shogan. College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2006. 230p.
$45.00 cloth, $22.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072465

— David B. Holian, University of North Carolina at Greensboro

This work offers a relevant, theoretically rich discussion
of rhetorical strategies pursued by presidents from George
Washington to George W. Bush. Colleen Shogan’s accom-
plishment is striking not only because it is the rare pres-
idential study that accounts for all the nation’s chief
executives but also because it exists at the intersection of
two important, and in some respects competing, theories
of presidential power, Stephen Skowronek’s (1993) The
Politics Presidents Make and Jeffrey Tulis’s (1987) The Rhe-
torical Presidency. Like Skowronek, Shogan recovers the
premodern presidencies, which are too often ignored,
and links them to their successors by focusing on com-
parable political environments. This allows for fascinat-
ing and surprising conclusions across eras. Like Tulis, she
focuses on rhetoric as a strategic tool that, on the one
hand, can help presidents overcome constitutional limi-
tations but, on the other hand, can raise public expecta-
tions beyond reasonable bounds. Also like Tulis, she finds
Woodrow Wilson to be an important transitional figure,
albeit in a more limited way. Far from introducing mor-
alizing to presidential rhetoric, Shogan demonstrates that
Wilson was the first to engage heavily in moralizing with-
out reference to a specific policy goal, a tactic continued
by Wilson’s successors.

The author analyzes State of the Union messages and
inaugural addresses through 2003 for moral and religious
references. Here she casts her net fairly wide, drawing in
not only allusions to God and specific biblical passages
but also forward-looking visionary pleas for a more just
nation or world, as well as backward-looking appeals to

American exceptionalism. Her first cut at this very rich
data set is to show the significant ebbs and flows in moral
and religious rhetoric across administrations. The results
are intriguing and an indicator of discoveries to come.
The findings range from conventional to unexpected:
George W. Bush relies on moral rhetoric a great deal;
Abraham Lincoln, surprisingly, was more restrained.

The balance of this initial investigation rests on rather
perfunctory regression analyses of rhetoric over time. The
results are most interesting in terms of our assumptions that
lack support. For example, moral rhetoric does not increase
significantly when the country is at war. Moreover, Repub-
lican and Whig presidents have not relied on such rhetoric
more than Democrats. Among other findings, an electoral
mandate, operationalized as one’s percentage of Electoral
College votes, is inversely related to the rate of moral rhet-
oric. On the other hand, Skowronek’s five reconstructive
presidents (Thomas Jefferson, Andrew Jackson, Lincoln,
Franklin Roosevelt, and Ronald Reagan)—those most suc-
cessful at claiming and carrying out mandates—moralize
at higher rates than do other presidents.

Because the author examines annual addresses across
two centuries, more methodologically rigorous time-
series techniques could have been applied to account for
the possibility of time dependence in the data. However,
in the context of this impressive work, this comment is a
quibble. The strength of the book is its well-researched
and provocative case studies of presidential moralizing,
which generates questions, surprises, and new insights.

Here, the influence of Skowronek’s work is most obvi-
ous. Comparisons among presidents that are not evident
on their face emerge more clearly once Shogan fuses polit-
ical environment with the strategic considerations that struc-
ture rhetorical choice. The author situates the case studies
in the context of William Riker’s concept of heresthetics,
advanced most clearly in The Art of Political Manipulation
(1986). Riker defines heresthetics as the art of structuring
the political world in ways that increase the probability of
victory. Shogan’s case studies describe presidents’ attempts
to enhance their political authority by their use—or the con-
scious restraint in their use—of moral rhetoric. The results
of her research range across presidents who succeeded bril-
liantly in this endeavor (Lincoln), failed miserably ( James
Buchanan), landed somewhere in between (Theodore Roo-
sevelt, John F. Kennedy), or purposely avoided moral rhet-
oric as inappropriate ( Jefferson).

The danger inherent in any qualitative study is conclu-
sions that accord too nicely with the extant record. Lin-
coln must have chosen his rhetoric wisely given his
transcendent presidency, whereas Jimmy Carter’s moraliz-
ing led to an ineffectual term. The reader’s willingness to
reflect seriously on such conclusions depends on the qual-
ity of the author’s research and argumentation. Here,
Shogan does not disappoint. She musters impressive evi-
dence from primary documents and secondary historical
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