
both theoretically and practically: the character and con-
sequences of (horizontal and vertical) fiscal competition
between (national and subnational) political jurisdictions.

In presenting his work, Berry appropriately targets
Charles Tiebout’s influential model of competitive local
government (“A Pure Theory of Local Government Expen-
ditures,” Journal of Political Economy 64 [1956]: 416–24).
The essence of Tiebout’s model is that (territorial) local
governments compete with one another for taxpayer res-
idents, offering tax regimes that entice dissatisfied taxpay-
ers from adjacent jurisdictions. Elegant in its simplicity,
this model assured believers that the institution of territo-
rial local governments with taxing powers contained in-built
restraints on public spending and public spending ineffi-
ciency: Townships that taxed too much or used their income
inefficiently would be forced into corrections as their res-
idents moved to the township next door. Berry’s dispute
with Tiebout is more about empirics than about theory:
Behavioral assumptions that are plausible in a context of
nonoverlapping, general–purpose, territorial local govern-
ments do not apply when there are overlapping special
purpose jurisdictions and when the typical local property
tax bill is destined to finance not one but eight or more
local government entities. However, in taking on Tiebout,
Berry is implicitly raising questions about the different
forms of fiscal competition between government jurisdic-
tions, as well as their consequences. He does not seize the
opportunity to explore fiscal competition more generally.
Were he to do so, he might begin to make connections
between literatures that currently appear distinct.

In the Tiebout model, interjurisdictional fiscal compe-
tition revolves around the ways in which governments
engage with resident taxpayers. Berry’s model is more com-
plex: Jurisdictions engage with taxpayer voters in simulta-
neous pursuit of votes and (residential) tax revenues. He is
justified in claiming that, relative to Tiebout, he is “put-
ting politics back into local political economy” (pp. 19–
22). But is he putting in enough politics? He reminds us
of a different model of interjurisdictional fiscal competi-
tion (pp. 185–6)—competition for mobile capital invest-
ment through a reduction in capital taxes—but does not
pursue its implications. The literature he refers to happens
to deal with subnational governments in the United States
(e.g., Wallace Oates, Fiscal Federalism, 1972), but the same
dynamics apply at the international level. In these cases,
competition is driven by the ways in which governments
engage with taxpayer investors. By competing for mobile
investment through a reduction in tax rates, governments
may gouge revenue from one another, and drive overall
public revenues down to suboptimal levels.

Yet another form of (international and subnational) fis-
cal competition is now receiving increasing attention: that
between jurisdictions vying for the business of assisting in
tax avoidance and tax evasion by making it easy for indi-
viduals and enterprises formally to locate their business

transactions and assets in what are popularly known as tax
havens, with high levels of secrecy, low levels of taxation,
and low levels of cooperation with the legal and tax author-
ities of competing jurisdictions. In these cases, govern-
ments engage neither with voters nor with actual investors
but with tax evaders (Ronen Palan, Richard Murphy, and
Christian Chavagneux, Tax Havens: How Globalization
Really Works, 2010).

As these examples illustrate, fiscal competition is a rich
and underexplored field. Berry’s theorizing around small
local jurisdictions in the United States has a great deal to
offer those interested in tax havens at the global level—
and vice versa.

Going Local: Presidential Leadership in the Post-
Broadcast Age. By Jeffrey E. Cohen. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2009. 256p. $83.00 cloth, $27.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592711000132

— Brandon Rottinghaus, University of Houston

The fragmented and polarized political environment that
presidents face daily makes it difficult for them to accu-
rately communicate their messages to the public, yet it
seems that every week we see presidents visiting local gro-
cery stores or manufacturing plants, gracing the magazine
cover of specialty magazines (like Runner’s World ), or giv-
ing exclusive interviews to local network reporters. This
practice of narrow targeting defines the modern, “local”
president, beset by a 24-hour media hungry for stories, a
growing plethora of media outlets and partisan griping
from all levels. It is with this in mind that Jeffrey E. Cohen
argues in Going Local that it is time to rethink how pres-
idents attempt to persuade the public.

Building on, but articulating distance from, previous
studies of presidential leadership, Cohen thoughtfully aug-
ments the concept of “going public,” in which presidents
are said to eschew bargaining with Congress in favor of
persuading constituencies to then pressure Congress to
enact the president’s preferred agenda. He argues that
“although they [presidents] have not abandoned the going
public leadership strategy, presidents have modified their
public leadership activities to better fit these new realities”
(p. 1). This modification prominently features “mobiliz-
ing support from their party base, interest groups, and
select localities” (p. 2). Simply put, instead of going pub-
lic on a national scale, “presidents now go narrow; that is,
they focus their public activities on building support in
their party base, some interest groups, and select locali-
ties” (p. 3).

That this conceptualization matches the reality of pres-
idential leadership is revealing. But perhaps as important,
Cohen puts the history of presidential persuasion in his-
torical and political context as a way to better understand
the transitions to new presidential strategies. This “con-
text theory” (p. 18) helps to explain how and when we
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might expect presidential persuasion (in its various forms)
to have an effect on the public, Congress, or the media.
Shrewd presidents change their operating style to accom-
modate changes or challenges in the structural political
environment. Not only does such a conceptualization help
us to explain what has and is currently happening with
respect to presidential leadership, but it also helps us to
identify future transformations as political structures
change.

So, why have presidents abandoned what has been the
cornerstone of presidential leadership since Woodrow
Wilson? Fundamentally, Cohen assesses, the transition from
institutionalized bargaining (from the 1940s to the 1970s,
as captured by Richard Neustadt’s Presidential Power, 1990)
to individualized pluralism (in the 1970s an 1980s, as
captured by Samuel Kernell’s Going Public, 2006) changed
presidential tactics from negotiating with Congress to
appealing to the public. Bringing the trend up to date,
Cohen suggests that the transition from individualized
pluralism to political polarization and the “post-broadcast
media” (the emergence of cable) frames the president’s
current political environment. Presidents are limited in
their ability to go public on a national scale due to increased
party polarization in the public and in Congress and the
fragmentation of media into a plurality of selections for
news coverage. The author argues that “in place of a
national leadership style, in which the president tries to
build support from the mass public on a larger scale, the
polarized partisan atmosphere and the diversity of media
outlets have forced president to develop a more targeted
approach to public leadership and communications”
(p. 30).

Beyond the important notion of the transformation in
opinion leadership trends, however, Cohen’s work gives
valuable insight into how and why presidents seek to gain
coverage locally, merging theories of media management
and “newsworthy” presidential activities. Presidential news
management strategies, based in the “market model of
news production,” suggest that they attempt to control
the supply and demand of media coverage (p. 83). This
discussion is supplemented by intuition into when presi-
dents may want more coverage (to lean on wavering mem-
bers of Congress or to distract the public) or less coverage
(of an issue they would prefer not be discussed). Such a
prospect radically alters presumptions by scholars or jour-
nalists who suggest that the president is an invariable,
hyper-frenetic public actor.

What does this strategy look like? Because of geo-
graphic clustering of partisans, individual localities are often
more or less supportive of the president and his policies.
The White House’s strategy, therefore, is centered on get-
ting positive local coverage. The “market model” of news
production validates presidential efforts to reduce the cost
of news production by holding press conferences and pro-
viding access to local reporters. Presidents may also stim-

ulate demand locally by visiting a state or inviting local
reporters for one-on-one interviews (p. 83). On the other
hand, presidents desiring to limit coverage of a controver-
sial decision or action may tamp down the total news
produced by “oversupplying” news content (p. 102)—
with more “news” than they can handle, local reporters’
costs to cover the news increase and, given finite space to
report news, the total coverage is therefore less.

While the data are limited at points with respect to time
and scope, as the author acknowledges, the results he pro-
vides are strongly suggestive of telling new trends. Utilizing
a carefully constructed database, Cohen finds that while the
total coverage of the president in local newspapers is low,
presidents can alter the amount of coverage they gain locally.
The data reveal that several factors produce more coverage
in local papers: more speeches by the president (although
there are diminishing returns at a certain point), higher cir-
culation (akin to media resources), and the presence of a
Washington bureau of the paper. Coverage in the Washing-
ton Post also has a trickle-down “intermedia” effect (p. 140),
whereby presidential activity reported more broadly by the
Post affects trends in coverage at the local level. This latter
finding is important because it shows that presidential activ-
ity nationally may alter local coverage trends.

In a more challenging test of this emerging White House
strategy, Cohen queries whether or not presidents can influ-
ence the tone of their media coverage. The results show
that in 2000, Democratic papers were more favorable to
the Democratic president (Bill Clinton) and presidential
approval had a positive effect on tone. Like the findings
for quantity of coverage, the tone of coverage and the
number of speeches given by the president are also curvi-
linear; that is, after 10 speeches, presidents are more likely
to enjoy more positive local coverage. Related to this find-
ing, does this positive tone in the local media pay off in
more positive approval for the president? Using a unique
design in the Annenberg National Election Study, Cohen
cleverly matches respondents’ approval of the president
with the local newspapers they read. Local positive cover-
age is found to influence approval of the president, espe-
cially among those that do not possess strong political
predispositions.

Recent presidential communication strategies suggest a
new reality of successful presidential persuasion, and Jef-
frey Cohen’s book helps us to understand the sources and
causes of this new reality. The ideas here will pollinate sev-
eral research agendas and the vivication of new macro and
micro theories of presidential leadership and White House
media operations. In particular, mapping the diverse strat-
egies used by presidents to engage in this form of narrow
communication (and identifying their relative success) is
an important next step. The richness of the theory and the
scope of the argument demand that scholars of the presi-
dency, political communication, and media grapple with
the new puzzle that Cohen has presented in Going Local.
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