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for how we can move past that agenda with new data,
techniques, and questions in an effort to better under-
stand the American electoral process. It is well-written,
well-conceived, and well-done. It is appropriate for under-
graduates and graduates alike, but it is most notable for its
undeniable contribution to the scholarly and practical
debates on the operation and impact of campaigns.
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The adoption by Congress of major statutes regulating
the environment, workplace, and consumer transactions,
beginning in the mid-1960s, has been seen by critics as
granting too much authority to the federal government
at the expense of the states. The critique of federal social
regulation initiatives questions not only whether such
policy interventions can be justified per se, but as impor-
tantly, whether congressional preemption itself is appro-
priate. Presidents Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan
sought specific legislative and policy changes aimed at
shifting formal authority away from Congress and back
to the states—a “new federalism” to reverse the expan-
sion of federal authority. At least rhetorically (though not
necessarily substantively), President George W. Bush has
taken a similar stance. But the perceived need to check
federal authority is not the sole purview of conservatives;
President Jimmy Carter supported a significant program
of economic deregulation, and President Bill Clinton over-
saw initiatives to devolve federal authority as part of a
broader reform of federal public management practices.

The broad contours of this tension between federal and
state governments are well known by those who follow
policymaking in the United States. What is less well under-
stood is how the specific mechanisms that define the dis-
tribution of policy authority in a federal system actually
function in practice. Joseph Zimmerman’s Congressional
Preemption provides a definitive account of preemption
statutes, how they are used, and to what consequence across
a range of regulatory policy domains. His efforts are impor-
tant because to understand preemption is to understand a
central dynamic factor in American regulatory federalism.
Though the subject of congressional preemption has not
attracted significant scholarly attention, Zimmerman’s
account of the nature of federal-state regulatory arrange-
ments convincingly demonstrates that federalism and reg-
ulation scholars will gain much by directing more attention
to the topic.

In addition to an examination of judicial evaluation of
preemption statutes and of their fiscal implications, the
book presents three key themes. The first and most impor-
tant theme is that the two prototypical conceptions of
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dual and cooperative federalism are unable to adequately
identify and explain the complexity and mutability of
policymaking relationships between levels of govern-
ment. Preemption is critical to these relationships, but it
is not a simple construct. Preemption can be complete,
where Congress removes all regulatory powers from a
state and its political subdivisions. It can be partial, where
a statute completely occupies a segment of a regulatory
domain or where Congress establishes minimum regula-
tory standards that state governments must meet. And it
can be contingent, where applicability depends on a state’s
actions. Because the Constitution provides Congress with
broad authority to restructure the federal system, it is
perhaps no surprise that Congress has utilized these dif-
ferent types of preemption actions so frequenty in
responding to perceived national problems and social
demands. In recent decades, Congress has altered the
basic nature of federal and state regulatory responsibili-
ties and behavior. In essence, Zimmerman argues, we
have moved beyond cooperative federalism to a new model
that is generally more coercive, though one that still exhib-
its cooperative elements.

As a consequence, what is needed today is a more
general theory of federalism—one that characterizes
and explains how and why the different forms of preemp-
tion are used in particular instances and to what effect.
Zimmerman does not actually develop such a theory
but does offer the broad outlines of what such theoretic
development must address. However, these postulates do
not actually point to the general conditions under which
readjustments to the balance of policy authority will occur.
Thus, there are limits to what the reader can infer from
his argument about the particular shape a revised theory
of federalism should take.

A second theme of the book is that the manner by
which preemption statutes are employed is critical to the
assessment of whether nationally established policy goals
are achieved. There are significant constraints on their
utility (e.g., technological limitations may preclude the
realization of a regulatory goal), and Zimmerman shows
that several major preemption statutes have not accom-
plished their stated aims. The most successful approach is
the one that establishes minimum federal standards and
gives state government enforcement responsibility (with
federal monitoring). The author suggests that allowing
primacy has increased the responsibilities of both state
regulators and state legislatures, which paradoxically has
forced the states to do more. But does this represent some-
thing akin to a unitary system, as he suggests? This seems
a bit overstated if one considers that even in the case of
“successful” partial preemption statutes, state govern-
ments have considerable leeway in developing and enforc-
ing regulatory implementation plans. In fact, the federal
government has often been rather reluctant to seriously
sanction state governments who are either intentionally or
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unintentionally ineffective in executing their regulatory
responsibilities.

The final theme relates to responsiveness and respon-
sibility. The degree to which Congtess is responsive to
the demands of state and local governments affects
preemption choice. Preemption also shapes how policy
responsibility is perceived and understood both by gov-
ernment actors and by private interests. These are
difficult issues to sort out. State and local governments
typically bristle at congressional mandates, but ulti-
mately they must successfully engage the political process
to safeguard their authority. Regulated industries see a
trade-off between stringency and consistency of regula-
tory standards. Public interest groups often favor strong
federal action, though the track record of complete pre-
emption is not particularly strong. Zimmerman engages
all of these complexities in grappling with the products
of preemption efforts.

Ultimately, these issues of responsiveness and responsi-
bility, of goal achievement, and of a theoretic character-
ization of regulatory federalism are fundamental issues to
the study of American public policy. Congressional Preemp-
tion offers important insight into how the mechanics of
policymaking authority shape the substance and politics
of policy outcomes. Understanding the critical nature of
preemption is an important starting point for a clearer
understanding of federalism generally and regulatory pol-
icy in particular.
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Should we be really worried about declining public engage-
ment? Or should we accept that it is merely changing shape?
This book describes substantial alterations in the ways Amer-
icans are involved in public life, particularly younger citi-
zens, and analyzes a wide range of empirical data with the
goal of understanding the implications—both negative and
positive—of these emerging patterns of participation.

In the course of their National Youth Civic Engage-
ment Project, Cliff Zukin and his colleagues consulted
experts in youth activism; convened a number of focus
groups; conducted two nationwide surveys of civic engage-
ment; and supplemented these data sources with informa-
tion from the National Election Studies, the General Social
Survey, various Pew Research Center studies, an Internet-
based National Youth Survey, and a National Council of
State Legislatures survey.

A New Engagement? offers the careful reader many pro-
vocative findings and sensible, nuanced arguments. Take
the distinction between “civic” and “political” participa-
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tion. Does this make sense in a context where (as they
discuss on p. 53) devolution, privatization, and the grow-
ing importance of nonprofit organizations continually blur
this distinction? The authors deal nicely with this puzzle
in their concluding chapter, briefly describing what the
literature proposes about the connections between civic
and political activities, and then going on to probe their
respondents’ expressed motivations for volunteer and com-
munity work. By one measure, about half see this work as
having direct political relevance (an effort to address social
or political problems).

One of the most useful aspects of this research project is
that it allows us a deeper look than we normally get at a
number of interesting questions having to do with political
socialization, political attitudes, and generational differ-
ences. For example, the authors develop models (based on
two different sources of survey data) of the civic and polit-
ical engagement of high school students (pp. 147-50) that
confirm the importance of political talk in the home; learn-
ing specific political skills; being female (which, of course,
begs the question of why a participatory gender gap exists
later on in life); and frequent Internet use (the lacter served
to reassure me about my own children and their friends).
The same chapter also argues convincingly that providing
volunteer opportunities, rather than requiring students to
volunteer, encourages involvement; and that high scores on
measures of civic involvement are produced “when teach-
ers encourage open discussions” about politics (p. 142). Sim-
ilarly, I found very intriguing the authors’ investigation (via
factor analysis of adjectival terms) of young peoples’ views
of government, and the fact that young people who associ-
ate neutral, descriptive terms with “politics” (terms like “gov-
ernment,” “power,” “democracy”) are more likely to engage
in conventional political activity than are those with either
negative or positive views. I also liked the survey questions
about reasons for not voting. Here, the authors find that
older generations have reasons for not voting, such as dis-
liking politics or perceiving no difference between the par-
ties, whereas younger generations frequently give no reasons
at all: They “have not so much dropped out as they have
never tuned in” (p. 93). Finally, their examination of the
political views of younger citizens suggests a sometimes con-
tradictory mix: social liberalism, support of environmental
policies and health-care reform, a feeling that corporations
have a big impact on their lives, negativity about “politics”
but (a bit surprisingly) fairly positive views of what govern-
ment can and should be doing.

The book has some weaknesses, perhaps not surpris-
ingly for such an ambitious and complex project. There is
some conceptual fuzziness around the notion of “cognitive
engagement,” which initially (pp. 57-58) is treated as
one of the four categories of engagement, along with civic
indicators (community problem solving, volunteering,
etc.), political indicators, and “indicators of public voice”
(contacting officials, petitions, boycotting, etc.). Later on,
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