
mobile devices may be more advanced than that of older
users. Although some may see these weaknesses as mean-
ingful, I am doubtful they are severe limitations and tend to
agree with the authors’ responses to these concerns.
Dunaway and Searles’s research inNews and Democratic

Citizens in the Mobile Era has significant normative and
practical value. In terms of political learning these studies
show that, overall, people who consume news information
on a tablet or smartphone pay less attention to it, and the
increased amount of cognitive effort required to access
information on mobile devices leads to lower levels of
recall. These conclusions result in a worrisome conun-
drum: the devices capable of reaching the most people
seem to support learning the least.
Calling to mind Madison’s original statement on the

importance of information access, Dunaway and Searles’s
work raises new questions about the challenges of mobile
technology for supporting an informed citizenry. More-
over, their use of new frameworks and innovative methods
offer important and constructive steps toward advancing
media effects research.

Power Shifts: Congress andPresidential Representation.
By John A. Dearborn. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2021.
368p. $105.00 cloth. $35.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723001688

— Richard W. Waterman, University of Kentucky
richard.waterman@uky.edu

There is an old TV show called Unsolved Mysteries, which
examined issues from UFOs to the disappearance of
individuals. At the end of each segment, its host, actor
Robert Stack, would implore, “If you have any informa-
tion that can help us solve this mystery, please contact us.”
Onemystery that would have been perfectly suited for that
show is why did Congress repeatedly, over nearly a half-
century, delegate its own legislative authority to the pres-
idency and the executive branch? Alas, this mystery has
been solved by John Dearborn’s outstanding book Power
Shifts.
As Dearborn notes, “No institution of American gov-

ernment has been more profoundly reshaped by ideas than
the presidency” (p. 1). Many works focus on presidential
power, with a primary examination of the expanded use of
unilateral power. Such studies provide a wealth of infor-
mation, but they do not address a key question: Why did
Congress consistently delegate its own authority to the
executive branch? According to the theory of checks and
balances, each of the three branches is supposed to guard its
own power. Rather than explaining this phenomenon, many
scholars merely note its existence. Although there have been
some excellent studies of this development, particularly James
Sundquist’s work on the decline and resurgence of Congress,
it has been a largely neglected area of study, until now.

One of the key ideas that Dearborn draws from the
larger literature on the presidency is that presidents are
“power maximizers” (p. 4). This is true of the presidency,
but the same logic also should apply to Congress. After all,
why should it delegate its authority, such as the ability to
create a budget, to the president? The Constitution is clear
in designating the power of the purse, one of the most
important of all powers, to the legislative branch. Why
then, provide presidents with a first-mover advantage in
this area? And why should Congress give the president fast-
track authority to negotiate tariffs? Because the power of
the purse is one of Congress’s most important responsi-
bilities, and if Congress is a power maximizer, this transfer
of power makes no sense whatsoever.

Therefore, various explanations have been offered. Per-
haps it was because Congress confronts a collective action
problem. Or delegated power to the presidency only in
times of unified government? Or perhaps only the
president’s partisans supported such reforms, while the
party out of power vehemently opposed them? Such
explanations sound reasonable, yet Dearborn convincingly
demonstrates that they are insufficient to explain Con-
gress’s continuing pattern of delegating authority. First,
although Congress does have a collective action problem,
there were institutional alternatives other than delegating
authority to the president. They could have set up com-
mittees to deal with this issue, as they eventually did in the
1970s. Another possible explanation is that Congress only
delegated its authority during periods of unified govern-
ment, with a president of its own party in the White
House. As Dearborn shows, even though many reforms
occurred during unified government, others occurred
during divided government. Perhaps then it was a matter
of how many seats the president’s party controlled. Yet,
even though presidential partisans did indeed overwhelm-
ingly support delegation, so too did members from the
opposition party. Although each of these explanations is
tantalizing, they simply do not hold up to empirical
scrutiny.

So what is the answer? Maybe Congress did not realize
what it was doing: it may have believed that it was not
giving away its power. But again, the evidence suggests
that many members identified the fact that these delega-
tions of authority would indeed have the effect of increas-
ing presidential power at the expense of Congress’s
constitutional authority. By creating various institutions,
such as the Bureau of the Budget, the National Security
Council, and the Council of Economic Advisers in the
executive branch, as well as providing presidents with
broad reorganization authority, Congress established the
basis for the modern presidency, an institution that would
carry over from one president to another, thus establishing
a permanent foundation for the expansion of presidential
power. In so doing, Congress knew what it was doing, but
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once again we are left with the tantalizing question: Why
did they do it?
Dearborn’s answer is ingenious, and his support for it

from contemporary sources is convincing. He writes,
“Central to legislators’ actions were their own understand-
ings of the likelihood of presidents acting in the national
interest” (p. 11). The Founders had no such idea of the
presidency. Rather than the direct election of the presi-
dency, they established an elaborate electoral college sys-
tem to separate the public from election of the president.
The idea that presidents are the tribunes or stewards of the
American people can be found in the presidencies of
Thomas Jefferson, Andrew Jackson, and Theodore Roo-
sevelt, however. Jackson noted that only the president is
elected by the entire nation, and therefore it is only the
president who represents the nation as a whole. Alterna-
tively, members of the House represent districts, and
senators represent individual states. Hence, their interests
are particularistic, whereas those of presidents are national.
Such ideas have been ably expressed before by Douglas
Kriner and Andrew Reeves in their work on particularistic
presidents, as well as in William Howell, Saul Jackman,
and Jon Rogowski’s work regarding nationalizing politics.
Drawing on these works, Dearborn summons consider-
able historical evidence, mostly from the Congressional
Record, to demonstrate that legislators of both political
parties, in times of both unified and divided government,
supported delegating authority because they believed that
only the president represents the national interest. Fur-
thermore, this pattern continued from at least 1910
through 1949 with the establishment of the Defense
Department, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the
National Security Council. These three institutions pro-
vided presidents with significant information advantages
over Congress in foreign affairs. This was a major transfer
of power to the presidency.
Dearborn then solves yet another mystery. Why did

Congress change course beginning in the 1970s by passing
a series of laws that challenged presidential authority, and
why did it begin to develop its own institutional resources
to offset the president’s information advantages? The
answer is that Vietnam and Watergate undercut trust in
the presidency. Analyses of presidential approval ratings
show a consistent decline beginning in the 1960s, and
work byMarc Hetherington demonstrates that trust in the
federal government began to decline at the same time.
As a result, the idea that presidents represented the

entire nation was challenged by more obstreperous mem-
bers of Congress and by a new assumption, particularly
from 1973 onward: Congress needed to hold presidents
accountable. Again, using various sources, Dearborn dem-
onstrates that the viewpoints of legislators of both political
parties changed. The key explanation then for both
the broad delegation of congressional authority to the

president and the counterrevolution to limit such discre-
tion was the existing perception of the president’s ability to
represent the entire nation. And as we move toward a time
when the presidents of both parties regularly see their
approval ratings under water—that, is below 50% for
much of their presidencies—the idea that the president
represents the nation as a whole has become a subject of
considerable debate and scholarly concern.
In his remarkable book, Dearborn provides copious

primary source evidence to support his thesis, and each
of the case studies presents new and important informa-
tion for understanding one major facet of the expansion of
presidential power. Needless to say, were Robert Stack still
alive, he would deem this particular mystery as solved. It is
a fascinating book that is appropriate for classes at the
undergraduate and graduate level and is a terrific read for
individuals interested in the subject of presidential power.

A Voice but No Power: Organizing for Social Justice in
Minneapolis. By David Forrest. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 2022. 304p. $112.00 cloth, $28.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723001202

— Michael T. Heaney , University of Glasgow
Michael.Heaney@glasgow.ac.uk

In A Voice but No Power, David Forrest investigates the
ways that grassroots social justice organizations represent
(or misrepresent) the interests of disadvantaged commu-
nities. Drawing on three years of ethnographic fieldwork
in Minneapolis, Forrest examines mobilization and dis-
course around three coalitions: The North High Coali-
tion, the Welfare Rights Committee, and the Bailout
Coalition. He argues that these organizations were under-
cut in their pursuit of abolitionist demands that challenge
oppression in favor of moderate policies that were influ-
enced by neoliberal ideologies.
The most notable strength of this book is that it adds to

what is known about how disadvantaged communities
mobilize and the ways that organizations do or do not
represent themwell. In doing so, it provides insight on how
activists with left-leaning ideologies think and act. The
most notable weakness is that the book is less informative
about how moderate and centrist policies enter into the
strategic calculus of these groups. It does not sufficiently
acknowledge the range of reasons for why social justice
organizations may endorse non-abolitionist demands.
The conceptual problems of A Voice but No Power are

evident in the definition of “abolitionist demands,” which
are described as “far-reaching but realistic reforms that
bolster long-term efforts to eliminate systemic oppression”
(p. 17). But a satisfactory discussion is never provided of
what is “realistic,” how it is determined, and—perhaps
most importantly—whomakes this determination. Exam-
ples given of realistic policies, such as single-payer health
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