one’s own group over others. Ethnocentrism springs in
part from authoritarianism, but only in small part; the
two are only weakly correlated. Nor do the measures
employed here merely repackage other fundamental polit-
ical orientations: Ethnocentrism is virtually uncorrelated
with party identification, ideological identification, social
trust, and opinions about whether American government
is bigger than it should be, and it is only weakly correlated
with egalitarianism.

The remainder of Us Against Them demonstrates that
ethnocentrism substantially shapes Americans’ opinions
about a wide variety of policies, above and beyond the
elements typically used to explain Americans’ policy pref-
erences. Once again, both the analysis and the presenta-
tion are meticulous and expansive. Americans with an
ethnocentric point of view are more likely to support
increased federal spending on homeland security and bor-
der security, on national defense in general and on the war
on terrorism in particular. They also were more likely to
support the war in Iraq and to evaluate the presidency of
George W. Bush favorably. The ethnocentric are less likely
to support US assistance to other nations in general or to
particular nations or foreign groups in need, and they are
less favorably disposed toward immigrants to the United
States.

Ethnocentrism’s influence on Americans’ opinions is
not limited to the non-American or new Americans, how-
ever. The ethnocentric are less likely to support the rights
of gay and lesbian Americans to marry, adopt, and serve in
the military. They are less likely to approve of government
spending on welfare and food stamps and more likely to
approve of adding restrictions to programs designed to
help poor Americans. And the ethnocentric are less likely
to support government programs that help other racial
and ethnic groups. As an indication of the magnitude of
these effects, the authors report that the impact of ethno-
centrism in general rivals—and often exceeds—the impact
of partisanship.

While making a persuasive case for the influence of
ethnocentrism on policy opinions, Kinder and Kam are
also clear about the limits of that influence. They recount
at length their search for effects on issues of special con-
cern to women, finding very little. And they frequently
note that a variety of other factors remain as influences on
policy preferences, even after the impact of ethnocentrism
has been taken into account. However, it might be easy to
come away from the book with an exaggerated sense of
the contribution of ethnocentrism to aggregate levels of
support for particular government policies in the United
States. Ethnocentrism promotes support for an aggressive
approach to terrorism, for example, but the analysis here
confirms that the /least ethnocentric also tend to support
more government spending on homeland security and bor-
der security, on national defense and the war on terror.
Ethnocentrism promotes whites' opposition to welfare,
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but the least ethnocentric white Americans also typically
oppose increases in government spending on welfare and
food stamps, oppose increases to welfare benefits to women
who have additional children, and support limits on the
length of time an individual can receive welfare. The least
ethnocentric also tend to disapprove of gay sex, teen sex,
and extramarital sex, just as the most ethnocentric do.

Moreover, while the individual-level effects of ethno-
centrism may often approach or exceed those of partisan-
ship, the distribution of ethnocentrism differs considerably
from the distribution of partisanship. Kinder and Kam
find that a majority of Americans are neutral or very nearly
so with regard to ethnocentrism; strong Democrats and
Republicans are much more numerous than Americans at
cither extreme of the measures of ethnocentrism employed
here. In the aggregate, then, the potential for ethnocen-
trism to divide Americans’ policy preferences—and, to
the extent that their preferences matter, government
policy—may be somewhat limited.

Whatever the impact on policy, Us Against Them makes
a powerful case for regarding ethnocentrism as an impor-
tant source of Americans’ preferences on a remarkable range
of policy options. Its argument and evidence will require
the attention of scholars interested in the roots of Ameri-
cans’ policy preferences (and its applicability outside the
United States is sure to be an area for future research). The
book will make a valuable addition to graduate and
advanced undergraduate courses on public opinion and
political psychology, not only as a source of knowledge
about the fundamentals of American politics but also as a
model of sophisticated analysis and lucid and lively pre-
sentation of first-rate social science.

Nationalization of American Political Parties,
1880-1896. By Daniel Klinghard. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010. 280p. $95.00.

Partisan Balance: Why Political Parties Don’t Kill the
U.S. Constitutional System. By David R. Mayhew. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2011. 240p. $29.95.
doi:10.1017/51537592712003799

— Robin Kolodny, Temple University

As “unintended” institutions, political parties present an
analytical conundrum for political scientists, especially those
concerned with American politics. While some recently
authored constitutions of strong democracies acknowl-
edge the role of political parties as a means for linkage
between the polity and the state, the US Constitution is
silent on the topic of political parties. Indeed, as we are
frequently told, political parties were reviled by the Found-
ing Fathers, relegated to the status of “factions” that inev-
itably cause “mischief.” We are also quite familiar with the
story of party emergence despite the best efforts of consti-
tutional engineers to guarantee otherwise.
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Yet since the founding era (1789-1828), scholars have
accepted the role of political parties in American politics
as pernicious, probably corrupt, and slowing the legisla-
tive process and therefore obstructionist. We debate whether
parties channel the will of the people well or whether they
offer voters constrained choices designed to support the
interests of elites. Rarely, though, have we asked the ques-
tion of whether political parties interfere with the integ-
rity and operation of formal institutions themselves. Has
the behavior of political party organizations in the United
States distorted the intended relationship between citizens
and their government? Or have the political parties sup-
ported, or even enhanced, the channels of communica-
tion in this exchange? The two books reviewed here advance
our thinking on these central questions, though in very
different time periods and with very different analytical
questions. Taken together, Daniel Klinghard and David
Mayhew find that the story of the American political party
system as a “spoiler” of democratic practices is false. Our
parties are not nearly as unified, focused, or autonomous
as they would need to be to cause the kind of trouble
often attributed to them.

In The Nationalization of American Political Parties,
1880-1896, Daniel Klinghard tackles one of the great
myths of American politics that refuses to die—the “golden
age” of political parties in the latter half of the nineteenth
century, a time when through corruption, guile, and secrecy,
political party organizations held political institutions and
processes in a grip of vice: Party bosses called the shots
and the democratic project was subverted as these bosses
imposed their will on the people. Klinghard puts this myth
to bed through an exhaustive look at party organization in
the nineteenth century. His book is not quite history and
not quite political science, which is what makes it so appeal-
ing. He takes a much broader view than most historians
would by examining party organizations from the Jackso-
nian era to the early twentieth century. Unlike authors of
most political science research, Klinghard uses primary
and secondary archival sources with an eye not only to
making his case but also to contextualizing its implica-
tions in historical time.

Klinghard’s central argument is that political party trans-
formation from a closed group of elites to a direct appeal
to the voting public is not a post—Progressive era phenom-
enon but, rather, a late-nineteenth-century one. Further,
the idea of a “golden age” of parties in the late nineteenth
century is not supported by the historical record. He finds
that a fundamental transformation from Jacksonian era
politics to presidential-centered politics takes place between
1880 and 1896 and that resulting developments in the
twentieth century are extensions of that process.

What is impressive about Klinghard’s argument is its
scope. He first exposes Jacksonian era party organization
as being administered inconsistently, with some areas firmly
in charge of the local political scene and others, especially
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during westward expansion, weak or spotty at best. Next,
the author takes on the central ideas of patronage, mass
participation, and presidential focus in the mid-nineteenth
century. Patronage, he argues, was based on geographical
concerns and congressional power, and could be seen as a
remedy to the weakness of party organization, not its
strength. This is a provocative way to view patronage, but
it is an explanation that is just as plausible as the tradi-
tional notion that the mass public was a slave to patronage
politics.

Klinghard argues that the rise of national civic associ-
ations in the second half of the nineteenth century pro-
vided an important new model for party organization.
Now, rather than following the interests of their locality,
people were persuaded to act in their own self interest,
especially in their professions. As the national civic asso-
ciations emphasized the relating of political issues to pro-
fessional interests, individuals were encouraged to
participate in politics through these groups, rather than
political parties. These organizations moved party strat-
egy away from a localism/homogeneous model to a
national “interest’—related model. Klinghard finds a direct
relationship between national civic associations and the
rise of an “educational” style of campaigning. The parties
needed to explain the advantages of their platform to
likely voters and this meant that there was a need for the
production of literature to make the case. The national
party committees became self-sustaining enough to take
on this role. They fund raised and understood the need
to persuade people directly. The author spends a chapter
on the rise and fall of national campaign clubs, claiming
that they are a model showing how parties shifted from a
localized structure to an educational one, via national
civic associations.

In focusing his argument on the presidential aspect,
Klinghard takes great care to explain the significance of
the presidencies of Grover Cleveland and James Garfield
in shifting the orientation of political parties from local
enterprises to national networks aimed at promoting pres-
idential candidacies directly to the voting public instead
of through the filter of local parties. This is a significant
insight, as the golden-age myth rests on the notion that
late-nineteenth-century presidents were mere puppets of
strong local party bosses. Klinghard argues that the reverse
is true, that late-nineteenth-century presidents led the
national party organizations toward an overt president-
centric type. Cleveland is singled out as the president who
shakes off the yoke of Jacksonian-style politics. He did not
follow general Democratic principles, but instead had well-
known issue positions that then became “attached” to the
Democratic Party because of him. Cleveland also gave the
firsc public nomination acceptance speech in Madison
Square Garden, which others would follow. On the Repub-
lican side, Garfield’s nomination is seen as a success for
reforms in the Republican Party to demolish the unit rule
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at nominating conventions and break up or bypass state
party organizations in favor of congressional district orga-
nizations. This is a clear advantage for a presidentialized
party, as congressional districts are federal units that can
and often do shift every 10 years, unlike the more static
manifestation of state parties.

Klinghard’s book makes a good central point in each
chapter, but it overburdens the reader with repetitive evi-
dence from an exhaustive search of primary and second-
ary sources. The evidence is not always presented as
systematically as I would like to have seen. Why use these
particular newspapers? Why these particular politicians’
letters? The attempt to be comprehensive can also be over-
whelming for the reader, especially in introductory and
concluding chapters. While I would recommend the book
to political party scholars and advanced graduate stu-
dents, I think it would be hard-going for even the most
sophisticated undergraduate audience.

Mayhew’s Partisan Balance follows a trend found in his
work of clear, succinct arguments, writing, evidence, and
conclusions. The author’s approach is different from that
of Klinghard. Mayhew asks whether political parties have
skewed the outcome of policymaking in the United States
in contrast to the “Framers’ intent.” Rather than looking
at parties as organizations in campaigns, he looks at the
performance of political parties in government. He asks
whether political parties, when in control of Congress, the
presidency, or both, have managed to distort the direction
of policy in their own favor more than the constitutional
system would appear to dictate. In particular, has one
party had more success at the expense of the other? May-
hew’s counterintuitive conclusion is no, that they have
not. He writes that “many alleged problems have proven
to be nonexistent, short-term, limited, tolerable, or cor-
rectable” (p. 190).

Mayhew makes his case on the merits of 60 years worth
of policymaking. Looking carefully at proposals champi-
oned by presidents, he asks if they got what they wanted.
If they did not, did they lose because of the other party?
Or did they lose because one legislative chamber (or two)
opposed them, even when controlled by their own party?
Mayhew selects 184 presidential policy requests that sat-
isfied three criteria—that they were domestic policy pro-
posals, that they were very important to the president to
advance, and that they occurred in the first two years of a
president’s term (whether the president was freshly elected
or reelected) (p. 35). While this whittles down the list to a
handful of proposals in each presidency, the author recog-
nizes that some efforts monopolize more of a president’s
time and subsequent reputation than others. To account
for this, he weights each request by importance on a scale
of 1 to 4, 4 being most important (pp. 49-50).

Mayhew spends the rest of the book evaluating the fate
of the 184 proposals, looking at how party control of the
presidency and Congress influences their success, how party
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control within Congress and therefore between the cham-
bers influences success, whether either the House or the
Senate poses more of a problem for presidents, and, in
every iteration, whether political parties systematically skew
policy in their direction when they can. What makes the
book an enjoyable read is the care with which Mayhew
outlines the fate of each proposal, his almost stream-of-
consciousness discussion of how to handle methodologi-
cal conundrums and ambiguous results, and his crisp
conclusions once all avenues have been exhausted. Not
only do political parties not skew policy perpetually, but
they also do a poor job of making the government work
efficiently, contra the wishes of the Founding Fathers. May-
hew ends by addressing a few potential reforms that would
weaken “unfair” partisan power, such as eliminating the
Electoral College and the Senate’s filibuster, but he finds
little to recommend going to the trouble to do so. At the
end of the book, I am left wondering whether it is possible
for political parties to have a more substantial effect on
the American system and if that is indeed desirable. This
author’s work usually leads me to more questions than
answers, but this is of course a sign of a stimulating book.

Clearly, both Mayhew and Klinghard find that the insti-
tutional design of the US system does indeed “cure” the
“mischiefs” of faction. But does the cure kill the patient—
the exercise of legitimate representative democracy in
America?

No Citizen Left Behind. By Meira Levinson. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2012. 400p. $29.95.
doi:10.1017/51537592712003805

— Thomas Ehrlich, Stanford University

Meira Levinson has written a wise and insightful case for
the proposition that schools should be “helping today’s
students grow into democratically minded and empow-
ered adult citizens in the future” (p. 385). She uses the
definition of good civic education adopted in “The Civic
Mission of Schools,” a report that is too long to quote
here in full but whose goal is “helping young people acquire
and learn to use the skills, knowledge, and attitudes that
will prepare them to be competent and responsible citi-
zens throughout their lives” (p. 43). This aim is impor-
tant, she stresses, not just for the sake of the students but
for the sake of us all and our democracy, which can func-
tion soundly only if all its citizenry participate.

In her book, Levinson makes a compelling case that
schools should be the primary place for civic learning. But
she is equally persuasive that this goal is not being achieved
in most schools across the country. By contrast, she notes
that a half-century ago, high school students regularly took
three civics courses, while today they may take only one in
their senior year, by which time many of the students
most in need of civic learning—especially poor and minor-
ity students—have dropped out of school.
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