
on which political liberal views are distinguished from
comprehensive liberal views in political theory. Dwelling
more on these existing distinctions, as in the clarifying article
by the political philosopher Charles Larmore (1990, Political
Theory 18 (3): 339–60), would have enriched and made
clearer the normative contours of Montero’s international
human-rights-centered view vis-à-vis the influential works of
liberal legality and theory (by Charles Beitz, Ronald Dwor-
kin, and Jeremy Waldron, among others) with which this
book is in direct conversation.
The lack of conceptual clarity of the independence

account in relation to existing standard political liberal
accounts of rights is evident in the consideration of two
practical rights-based public policy issues: abortion and

same-sex marriage. In the (all too) brief discussion of these
issues (four pages in total), Montero’s interpretation and
prescriptive analysis of state obligations and what is owed
to individuals are virtually identical with those of standard
liberal normative and practical positions (i.e., bodily
autonomy and marriage equality ought to be respected
by governments). Similarly, his proposals for global polit-
ical reforms are very much in line with liberal-democratic
tweaks and revisions to existing institutional frameworks.
All the same, Montero’s interpretive account does add a
valuable dimension, and brings much-needed analytical
clarity, to human rights theorizing. Neither a deliverance
nor a chimera, human rights merely enjoin us in a struggle
over our common humanity.
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Local Interests: Politics, Policy, and Interest Groups in
US City Governments. By Sarah F. Anzia. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2022. 336p. $105.00 cloth, $35.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592722003656

— Jeffrey M. Berry , Tufts University
jeffrey.berry@tufts.edu

One of the most enduring questions in the study of
American politics is this: Do interest groups promote
democracy by representing the views of their constituents
before government, or do they distort democracy because
such representation is skewed in favor of those with great
resources?
In her important and ambitious new book, Local Inter-

ests, Sarah Anzia addresses this question squarely, offering a
new approach to measuring the impact of interest groups.
By comparing which types of groups are successful on
what types of issues, a determination can be made about
the relative level of interest group influence among those
organizations lobbying the government.
Anzia’s focus is on local government. She argues that

“research on local politics has tended to ignore interest
groups, and research on interest groups has tended to
ignore local government” (p. 3). She begins with an
assumption, correct in my mind, that the research frame-
works used to study interest groups inWashington are not
well suited for studying urban politics. The smaller scale of
city governments and the much-smaller universe of active
interest groups, gives lobbies in these locales greater access
to policy makers than is the case in Washington. The
partisanship and polarization of national politics is gener-
ally not as fervent in the context of urban government.
Local Interests builds on a methodological approach

focused on public policy as a dependent variable. The key
is tomeasure change over time across different policy realms.
Anzia criticizes interest group scholarship for tending to

focus on a snapshot in time rather than longitudinally.
As she points out, “interest group influence on policy often
happens slowly, gradually, and incrementally” (p. 39). A
typical snapshot study of interest group influence in
Congress, Anzia notes, will not account for interest group
influence that has already been exerted and manifested in
whatever current policy is in place at the time the research
starts. If business lobbies block an effort to strengthen
clean air policies, their influence is reflected not just by
what they did in this specific effort but also on what they
had been doing over decades to shape the existing policy.

To capture more fully interest group influence, Anzia
designed her study so that it could account for variation in
interest group advocacy and impact across many different
units of government. Thus, cities offer an appropriate
laboratory as they vary so significantly in so many different
ways. Although cities may be populated by the same basic
types of advocacy groups, those organized interests will
vary considerably in levels of activity, competence, and
opportunities for influence. In short, cities offer a great
deal to compare.

The primary database for Local Interests is Anzia’s own
City Interest Groups Survey, which is composed of
responses from elected officials in 515 US municipalities.
Her sample was stratified by size so that small cities would
not predominate as they would in a completely random
draw. In the ensuing analysis, Anzia is careful to test whether
size is a factor in the patterns observed. Two other original
surveys, one of candidates for office in cities in nine different
states, and the other of interest group campaign contribu-
tions for municipal elections in Washington and South
Carolina, round out the empirical investigation.

This rich database yields a rigorous and nuanced
assessment of urban interest groups. Anzia focuses on
businesses, municipal unions, environmental groups,
and neighborhood associations. Across a range of issues
she documents when and how different interest group
sectors are influential. Not surprisingly, mobilization is
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key. For example, police and firefighter union advocacy is
positively related to city spending on compensation.
Local Interests is a resolutely statistical work, as Anzia

harnesses the power of her large database to map out the
interaction between lobbies and city governments. There
are relatively few examples in her text and the pulse of city
politics seems largely absent. The one extended example, a
discussion of spending politics inWest Covina, California,
strengthens her discussion of municipal unions.
Anzia’s careful statistical analysis demonstrates the value

of her approach, measuring impact on policy across lob-
bying sectors and cities. At the same time, her criticism of
extant interest group scholarship strikes me as a bit harsh. I
believe we’ve learned much about interest group influence
from a variety of methodological approaches. Some of this
work is qualitative and some quantitative. And certainly
not all of it falls under the time frame of a snapshot.
Anzia does not shy away from addressing the overriding

normative question about interest groups and democracy.
The breadth and depth of her empirical analyses give her a
credible foundation for making such a judgment. Her
point of comparison is nothing less than Robert Dahl’s
magisterial and endlessly controversial Who Governs?
(1961). She does not say she has replicated Who Governs?
but the intellectual roots of her work are evident. Dahl
made his assessment of interest groups’ influence in New
Haven, Connecticut, on the basis of their advocacy in
three areas: urban redevelopment, political nominations,
and public education. Anzia also looks at business growth
and elections, while swapping out public education for
police and fire unions. (School districts do not necessarily
have the same boundaries as their parent cities.)
At the end of her book, on the next to last page, Anzia

directly addresses Dahl. Like Dahl, she finds that advocacy
groups influenced the policy sectors they cared about but
not others. Dahl says this dispersal of power is the central
characteristic of pluralist democracy in America. Anzia
firmly rejects this: “[U]nequal power in one issue area does
not neutralize or counteract unequal power in another
area. It simply means that power in both areas is unequal”
(p. 276). What then can we say about “who or what has
power in American society”? Her conclusion is, “[i]t
depends” (p. 277). That might not be a terribly satisfying
answer but I think it is the correct one.

What Goes Without Saying: Navigating Political Dis-
cussion in America. By Taylor N. Carlson and Jaime E. Settle.
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2022. 300p. $89.99 cloth,
$29.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592722003395

— Ethan C. Busby , Brigham Young University
ethan.busby@byu.edu

Social scientists have long been concerned with political
discussions, considering rates of political discussions, the

composition of discussion networks, the consequences of
conversations about politics, and more. Recent research
focuses on how political engagement—including political
discussion—is a sharp cleavage among Americans and
closely linked to polarization in the United States (see,
for example, Yanna Krupnikov and John Barry Ryan’s
2022 book The Other Divide). At the same time, the
American public seems to struggle with political conver-
sations. Research by the Pew Research Center, for exam-
ple, finds that majorities of Republicans and Democrats
feel stress and anxiety about political conversations with
people who disagree with them; 45% of Americans have
stopped talking about politics with someone they know;
and most US social media users feel fatigued by the
amount of political content they encounter on social
media platforms.
What Goes Without Saying is firmly positioned within

this academic and social context. The authors, Taylor
N. Carlson and Jaime E. Settle, carefully explore how
people experience and negotiate political discussions in the
United States. In so doing, they draw directly on estab-
lished work on discussion networks, the experience of
disagreement in political conversation, personality and
political talk, and more. The academic foundations of this
book will therefore resonate with readers familiar with
these long-standing areas of research.
Carlson and Settle also push beyond existing studies in

this area. They begin with a crucial point of departure from
many of the classic works on this topic, emphasizing
political conversations primarily as a social, rather than
political, process. They then articulate the motivational
foundations behind this social experience, emphasizing
accuracy, affirmation, and affiliative motivations. Building
on these ideas, they propose and evaluate their 4D frame-
work of political discussions. This model digs deeper into
multiple parts of political conversations that have long
been neglected, explicitly considering “detection,”
“decision,” “discussion,” and “determination” stages of
political conversations. Their research leads to several
crucial conclusions, such as that the social process of
discussions begins before and continues after any words
are spoken; that political conversations vary in their moti-
vational foundations; and that individual differences in
personality and disposition influence the experience and
effects of political conversations. Carlson and Settle con-
clude with a word of caution to those who view more
political discussion as a solution for the troubles facing
American society, calling for others to build on their
research to more carefully consider the benefits and costs
of political conversations.
There is too much to praise about this book for a single

review. Carlson and Settle provide an exceptional example
of research that draws from different parts of political
science, including work on personality, discussion net-
works, and theories about democracy, and other
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