
Given the potential importance of this book as a re-
source for researchers and for teachers, it is important to
make note of the gender breakdown of the contributing
authors. Out of 31 contributing scholars, only 3 are
women. While the field of American politics, and
legislative studies in particular, continues to have a gender
imbalance in membership, it is not as stark as the
numbers here would indicate (less than 10% female).
As recent research shows, gender imbalances in citations
(Daniel Maliniak, Ryan Powers, and Barbara F. Walter,
“The Gender Citation Gap in International Relations” in
International Organization, 2013) and in the construction
of syllabi (Jeff D. Colgan, “Gender Bias in IR Graduate
Education? New evidence from syllabi” in PS: Politics and
Political Science, forthcoming) have important ramifica-
tions for the trajectory of our field and the success of
underrepresented scholars. It is worrisome that a book that
could easily be viewed as a “go to” guide for the state of the
literature perpetuates this gender imbalance. Some efforts
to note the expertise of female political scientists has been
made in recent years (e.g., http://womenalsoknowstuff.
com) but it is important that those working on edited
volumes, conference organizers, and others pay attention
to the gender balance (as well as race/ethnicity, among
other underrepresented groups) when highlighting experts
in the field.

Despite the notable strengths and contributions of this
volume, it suffers from some of the common weaknesses
of edited volumes as well. For instance, relatively few
chapters offer new arguments or analyses that are not
present in other published works of the contributing
authors. There are, of course, some exceptions where
chapters here appear to offer new arguments or original
analyses (e.g., Chapter 11 on the policy consequences of
polarization in the American states, and Chapter 12 on
partisan media in the 2012 election cycle). A second
weakness is that even when chapters address competing
viewpoints on a topic (e.g., mass polarization or the role
of the media), the chapters are rarely in conversation with
each other, directly addressing the arguments and evi-
dence of the other authors in this particular volume.
Rather, each addresses past work in this vein, which
sometimes leaves the authors speaking past each other
rather than being in conversation with one another.

The People’s News: Media, Politics, and the Demands
of Capitalism. By Joseph E. Uscinski. New York: New York University

Press, 2014. 195p. $79.00 cloth, $25.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716003716

— Benjamin T. Toll, Lake Superior State University

In the 2014 movie The Interview, Dave Skylark (played by
James Franco) states: “It’s the first rule of journalism. You
give the people what they want!” Unfortunately, as those
who study the role of the news media in the political

process know, this quote from an otherwise forgettable
movie is all too accurate about today’s political news. In his
book, Joseph E. Uscinski focuses on understanding the
role of the capitalist market on the American news media’s
coverage of policy issues and how this ultimately detracts
from the public’s ability to learn about these issues.
Through statistical and case study analysis, he shows that
while the news media have the potential to impact great
learning and deliberation regarding politics, due to market
forces and the public’s choices they fall short of their lofty
potential. In short, The People’s News provides a necessary
explanation of just how thoroughly the free market
impacts the type of news that we get, and how this harms
us, even as Americans increasingly distrust the media for
giving them what they want.
The main scholarly addition of this book is to disen-

tangle the problem of supply and demand in political
news. In other words, a primary question is whether
scholars ought to blame the news media for the dearth of
policy coverage, or if this blame should rest more on the
shoulders of the American public. The answer according to
Uscinski, is that even among the broadcast networks of
ABC, CBS, and NBC, it is the audience’s impact on news
that drives it away from politically informative content.
The book begins with a discussion of the main theories

regarding the news media in American politics. The first
chapter looks at the structural market forces that perme-
ate the news media and how these incentives need not be
known to have a AU6n impact on how one covers politics. Yet
the news media are given greater constitutional freedom
and power, which should lead them to be above a pure-
market based model. Hence, the media have an opportu-
nity, and some would say an obligation, to provide more
than just what the public wants to hear, but subsequent
chapters of the book show this does not take place.
The second chapter begins with a summary of the

history of media-effects research and moves into a broader
discussion of agenda setting and its role in the literature.
The most important component of this chapter is the
attempt to disentangle the causal mechanism of agenda-
setting research in American politics. Simply put, a cor-
relation between what the public deems as being salient
and what the news media put on television could be the
result of either the public’s interest in issues or the
stations’ privileging of some issues over others.
Using data from the Vanderbilt Media Archive,

Uscinski looks at the coverage of the three main broadcast
channels over the span of 1968–2010 to determine what
type of issue coverage is driven by the public and what type
of coverage is driven by the networks themselves. He finds
that, over time, the audience is more likely to drive the
content of news than the broadcast networks are to drive
issue salience among the public. Yet there are instances in
which the news media can drive what the public thinks is
important.
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Thus, the third chapter is dedicated to explaining this
civic-minded journalism that can impact what the public
thinks about. Although there is growing evidence that
cable news networks provide ideological content to appeal
to a niche audience, Uscinski uses Chapter 3 to look at
the ways in which broadcast networks have changed over
time. The main conclusion of this chapter is that changes
in mass partisanship do influence news coverage for the
following three quartersAU7 . In short, it is not only cable
networks that respond to the partisan inclinations of the
American public.
The biggest strength of this book lies in the fourth

chapter, however. Usinski moves from looking purely at
broadcast networks and instead does case-study analysis
of the influence of audiences on cable networks’ coverage.
First, he looks at how cable networks use unscientific polls
as a way of gauging what audiences want to hear about
specific issues. For instance, Fox News’s Bill O’Reilly used
online polls to help him stay on the same side as his
audience over the shooting of Trayvon Martin by George
Zimmerman. Yet social media now also provide the
opportunity for cable networks to learn about audience
views and change how issues are covered. The example
provided to make this case deals with the primary victory
of Christine O’Donnell over Mike Castle.AU8 Shortly after
this upset by the Tea Party—backed candidate, Fox News
contributors Charles Krauthammer and Karl Rove called
the general election a lost seat. Quickly, the audience
started denouncingAU9 this tone of coverage, and the two
contributors started to backtrack and become more
positive toward O’Donnell. This chapter, more than any
other in this book, proves the real impact of the audience
on news in America today.
The author makes many interesting arguments, and his

book one of the few works to seriously try to explain the
causal flow between news coverage and what the public
thinks is salient.AU10 Usinkski concludes with a discussion of
what the news should look like by offering seven changes
to the media landscape: 1) Limit sensationalism in
coverage; 2) provide more substantive and policy-oriented
coverage; 3) provide higher-quality commentators rather
than purely entertaining journalists; 4) displace the horse-
race coverage with discussions of policy; 5) ensure that
journalists are less focused on public interaction, as
discussed in Chapter 4; 6) draw a brighter line between
commentary and news; and 7) provide ideological parity in
coverage.
These suggestions are not surprising, yet they appear to

forget what the entirety of the book is about. Its very core
is about understanding the impact of the capitalist
consumer-driven market on news coverage, but all of
the solutions are aimed at what the news ought to change
about itself in order to provide better coverage for the
public. These suggestions cannot solve the problem as
long as one network remains interested in capitalism.

Looking simply at the success of the Fox News Channel
as consistently being the second-highest-rated cable
network (only ESPN beats it), one can surmise that the
solutions proffered by Usinski are not what the public
wants. It certainly makes sense to try and fix problems
with the way that the news is done, but with the focus of
the book on market forces, these solutions are less than
satisfactory.

While the solutions to the problems of journalism are
lacking, Usinski nicely highlights what the problems are.
This book would fit very nicely into discussions of agenda
setting, the economic incentive to present polarized news,
and how the public impacts news coverage. In all, The
People’s News is a solid contribution to our understanding
of the news media, the public, and how we discuss politics
in the United States.

Rich People’s Movements: Grassroots Campaigns to
Untax the One Percent. By Isaac Williams Martin. New York:

Oxford University Press, 2013. 304p. 31.95 cloth, 21.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716003728

— Joe Kling, St. Lawrence University

In his book, Isaac Williams Martin traces the twentieth-
century history of antitax movements. These movements
sought to redistribute resources to the wealthy by
repealing the Sixteenth Amendment, passed in 1913,
and legitimizing a federal income tax, or by limiting
congressional authority to set tax rates, or by seeking in
some way to combine these two approaches. Martin’s
thesis is straightforward. “Since the early twentieth cen-
tury,” he writes, “a small but vocal minority of Americans
has fomented nonviolent rebellions . . . to demand that
government redistribute resources to the rich” (p. 1). He
identifies these “nonviolent rebellions” as coming out of
“the grassroots libertarian right” (p. xiv), and describes in
meticulous detail how members of the business classes,
beginning in the 1920s, used the organizing techniques of
the populists and other Progressive protest groups to create
movements for the benefit of the more privileged members
of American society.

Rich People’s Movements is organized as a set of case
studies, beginning in the 1920s. From that point, Martin
traces the emergence of a variety of antitax movements
across the twentieth century that, he argues, eventually
provide the ideological and policy basis for the Tea Party
movement. The introductory chapter lays out the author’s
framework for understanding the basic character of these
movements. He finds that policy threats, including acts of
Congress that increased taxes on at least some of the
wealthy, “were necessary to trigger mobilization on behalf
of the rich” (p. 12). Advocates for the rich turned to
grassroots tactics when, in times of crisis, the usual
methods of lobbying, pressure-group activity, and other
“familiar channels of political representation” (p. 14) failed
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