
be curious to hear Panagopoulos speculate on why these
cases are seeming departures from his argument, and
whether we can expect fewer such anomalies in the future
and under what conditions.
Bases Loaded is a trim book, but that is not a criticism.

There are fewwasted words. The analyses are, by and large,
straightforward enough that a clever undergraduate stu-
dent could understand them. There are also dozens of
visual displays of data that help the reader sift through the
evidence. Ultimately, Panagopoulos successfully makes
the case that presidential campaigns have shifted from an
emphasis on persuading the median voter to convincing
their partisan supporters to turn out on Election Day. Yet
he does not insist that this trend will continue indefinitely.
He writes, “The patterns detected in this book are likely
tentative and subject to change and fluctuation as parties
and campaigns continue to adapt to ever-changing socio-
political and contextual circumstances” (p. 110). The
question then becomes, What circumstances could lead
campaigns to return to a focus on persuasion? The irony, it
seems, is that a less polarized electorate—something that
current base-mobilizing campaign strategies are working
in opposition to—is almost a precondition for a return to
persuasion-focused campaigns.

Abortion and the Law in America: Roe v. Wade to the
Present. By Mary Ziegler. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2020. 326p. $89.99 cloth, $29.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592721001225

— Michele Goodwin , University of California, Irvine
mgoodwin@law.uci.edu

Beyond any doubt, women’s reproductive health care
rights are in serious jeopardy. The promise of Roe v. Wade,
the landmark (7–2) Supreme Court case decriminalizing
abortion, now appears more illusory than real for millions
of women. In 2021 to date, 14 antiabortion constitutional
amendments have been introduced—three times the
number in 2019. In addition, state legislatures have
enacted laws significantly infringing on abortion rights.
The South Carolina legislature enacted a ban as early as six
weeks in pregnancy, Kentucky has a law that grants its
attorney general the authority to close abortion clinics, and
Arkansas governor Asa Hutchinson has signed into law
one of the nation’s most restrictive bans, making no
exception for rape or incest. And, the United States
Supreme Court agreed in May 2021 to hear a case
involving a Mississippi law banning abortion at 15 weeks
with no exceptions for rape or incest.
In 1973, even though five of the seven justices who

voted to decriminalize abortion in Roe were nominated by
Republican presidents, today that landscape is dramatic-
ally different. For pregnant people in abortion battle-
ground states, abortion rights remain a reality in law but

not necessarily in practice. Nationally, the number of
abortion clinics has dramatically declined, while legislative
efforts to restrict abortion access increases each year.

According to the Guttmacher Institute, since 2011,
lawmakers enacted nearly 500 antiabortion provisions,
which account for 40% of all abortion restrictions since
Roe v.Wade.Between 2011 and 2016 at least 162 abortion
clinics shut down. Antiabortion foes are winning with
legislatures and courts.

Mary Ziegler wants to know why and how this hap-
pened. In her most recent book, Abortion and the Law in
America: Roe v. Wade to the Present, Professor Ziegler seeks
answers as she situates abortion rights and specifically Roe
v. Wade in historical contexts. The book is a superb
exploration of the antiabortion movements that mobilized
in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s to deliver a type of well-
planned stealth attack on reproductive rights generally and
on abortion specifically. She dives into the missing and
often overlooked historical accounts of the antiabortion
movement and their connections to contemporary politics.

Unlike other works studying abortion rights, Ziegler
cleverly centers her work on the internecine struggle
within the antiabortion movement. This is not the fem-
inist manifesto articulating why abortion rights matter.
The book is smarter than that. It spots undetected and
undetonated landmines. As with works in legal history, for
those who lived through the bombings of abortion clinics
and the killing of doctors, some of the raw facts will not be
new. However, what Ziegler unearths are the internal
tensions within the antiabortion movement, brokering
and struggles over strategies, appeals to white supremacist
movements, and solidifications of political networks.

For example, what began as a violent and directly
confrontational antiabortion movement that prioritized a
constitutional amendment to ban abortion and affirm fetal
life failed. The antiabortion movement of the 1980s and
1990s, which harnessed and unleashed surprising levels of
violence and terror—wielding threats, assaults, and even
murder to push its agenda—shifted dramatically by the
mid-1990s and early 2000s. It did not peter out, but rather
a “struggling and scrappy” movement reorganized and
galvanized under a different set of strategies and priorities
aided by sophisticated “elite” lawyers.

According to Ziegler, a central part of the regrouping
included the strategic pivot to state legislatures and an
alliance with the Republican Party. Aided by wealthy
religious leaders with outsized platforms such as Jerry
Falwell, a newly rebranded antiabortion movement
launched new tactics, bringing test cases and dispensing
with efforts to amend the US Constitution with bills such
as the Human Life Amendment, the Hogan Amendment,
and the Hatch-Eagleton Amendment (among others).
With little meaningful progress toward amending the
Constitution to ultimately overturn Roe, organizations
such as Americans United for Life dramatically shifted
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their focus. Realizing the weaknesses and vulnerabilities of
earlier strategies, and the ineffectiveness of fighting their
battles in Congress to secure a constitutional amendment,
these organizations made state legislatures and courts the
new battlegrounds for the antiabortion movement.
As Ziegler makes clear, however, the strategic aims and

goals of the antiabortion movement in the 1980s and
1990s were not limited to the courts and state legislatures.
Antiabortion groups understood the importance of reach-
ing the nation’s soul—or at least attempting to do
so. Films such as Silent Scream, even if correctly critiqued
for the lack of veracity of its depictions, nonetheless
provided an emotional touchstone for recruiting adherents
to their messaging. In addition, with the burgeoning use of
sophisticated technologies, antiabortion proponents
advanced their messaging through highly magnified depic-
tions of the fetus. The approach was to reach both hearts
and minds, even though questionable and sometimes
flat-out inaccurate rhetoric papered over facts.
The results have been profound. Today, the antiabortion

movement commands direct attention and support from
the Republican Party in statehouses and Congress. In 2016,
in the lead-up to the Republican National Convention, the
Republican Party platform repeatedly mentioned eliminat-
ing abortion rights; it referenced abortion no less than
35 times. The platform lauded “states’ authority and
flexibility to exclude abortion providers from federal pro-
grams such as Medicaid and other healthcare and family
planning programs.” In addition, it urged “a permanent
ban on federal funding and subsidies for abortion and
healthcare plans that include abortion coverage.” Finally,
it called for the “codification of the Hyde Amendment.”
Tellingly, the antiabortion movement has not been sat-

isfied with efforts to limit abortion access. This strategic
alliance with the Republican Party has allowed antiabortion
organizations to pressure legislatures to oppose contracep-
tion being referred to or counseled about in school-based
health clinics and sexual education programs. Revealingly,
the attack on contraceptive education and access provides
a window into the darker side of current antiabortion
efforts. The antiabortion movement has shifted the focus
of its battle against women’s reproductive health care
access to something more than abortion: it now takes
aim at women’s most basic fundamental rights: bodily
autonomy and privacy.
What Professor Ziegler lays out with rich historical

detail has come to pass: even as abortion remains legal
and supported by the majority of Americans, it is also out
of reach for many of the people who need or want the
medical service. In 2017, nearly 90% of counties in the
United States did not have an abortion clinic. More than
90% of women in Mississippi and Wyoming live in a
county without an abortion clinic. Clinic closures, legis-
lative attacks on abortion rights, the increased number of
targeted regulations of abortion providers (TRAP laws),

and intensifying hostility to abortion rights at the Supreme
Court are contemporary challenges to abortion rights.
Even while Roe v.Wade and, more precisely, the Court’s

subsequent ruling in Planned Parenthood v. Casey remain
“good law,” attacks on abortion rights reveal the power
and influence of antiabortion movements. Their sophisti-
cated legislative and social strategies and economic
resources deliver outcomes not rivaled by abortion pro-
ponents. For example, there are far fewer clinics that
perform abortion today than in the aftermath of Roe. In
fact, in seven states—Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri,
North Dakota, South Dakota, West Virginia, and Wyo-
ming—only one clinic remains open. In Arkansas, only
one service provider provides full services—surgical and
medication abortions—in the entire state.
How does one explain these rollbacks in light of the

constitutional right to terminate a pregnancy? Or that a
pregnant person is 14 times more likely to die gestating to
term or during or after delivery? Or that an abortion is as
safe as a penicillin shot? Although these basic truths may
matter to abortion rights advocates, they have little reson-
ance among any part of the antiabortionmovement, which
has more traction with Republican lawmakers in state-
houses and Congress than ever before.
Today, those medical realities matter very little in

either the rhetorical or legal battles over abortion rights
in state legislatures. As Ziegler explains so well, the
antiabortion movement gained tremendous momentum
based in part on a retooled regard for the status of women.
In Roe v. Wade, Justice Blackmun and the Court’s major-
ity concerned itself with the social determinants that
constrained a woman’s life in the wake of an unintended
or unwanted pregnancy. Justice Blackmun directly
addressed the social stigmas associated with unwed preg-
nancies and childbirths, the delays in education, and
the constraints on employment and career pursuits. Roe
v. Wade normalized consideration of the harms that
women experienced when forced by the state to carry
pregnancies to term. He explained that these harms could
negatively affect the physical and psychological well-being
of women.
Two decades later, in Planned Parenthood v. Casey, the

Supreme Court’s ruling reflected the shifts and successes of
the stealth, reorganized antiabortion movement. The Roe
framework was undone and substituted with an “undue
burden” test, reflecting the Court’s willingness to create
room for states to enact laws purporting to protect
women’s health and ensure the safety of abortion proced-
ures in their states. At issue in the case was the constitu-
tional legitimacy of laws that required more rigorous
consent standards prior to an abortion, such as 24-hour
waiting periods, informed consent, notification of the
husband (if the woman was married), and, for minors,
mandated parental consent. The Court considered
whether these types of provisions violated the right to an
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abortion guaranteed by Roe v. Wade. It upheld most of
these provisions, securing a profound victory for the
antiabortion movement.
As Ziegler explains, the antiabortion movement suc-

cessfully built a war chest of financial and intellectual
resources that saw its power and potential not in rushing
to overturn Roe and overthrow whatever remained of a
reproductive rights movement post–Roe and Planned Par-
enthood v. Casey. Instead, it gained important ground by
organizing and strategizing in ways that feminist move-
ments largely abandoned after Roe. Newly branded tar-
geted regulations of abortion providers (TRAP laws), such
as burdensome facility regulations, hospital admitting
privilege requirements, mandates associated with the dis-
posal of fetal remains, limits on telemedicine, ambulatory
surgical center requirements, vaginal ultrasounds, and
waiting periods that extend beyond 48 and 72 hours
including weekends, are part of the new arsenal.
Ziegler’s already weighty account leaves the reader

desirous for more of her analysis and insights, including
assessing the role of white supremacy in the modern era of
antiabortion movements and learning how race-based
tropes may be the next level of strategizing. For this, we
must await her next book.

Campaign Finance andAmerican Democracy:What the
Public Really Thinks and Why It Matters. By David M. Primo
and Jeffrey D. Milyo. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2020.
256p. $90.00 cloth, $30.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592721001584

— Robin Kolodny, Temple University
rkolodny@temple.edu

On March 27, 2002, President George W. Bush signed
H.R. 2356, the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA)
of 2002, into law. Some commentators were skeptical of
the bill’s reach, but others celebrated its signing as a huge
victory. I read headlines like “US Is Poised for Major
Reform on Election Funding,” “Campaign Reform
Persevered,” “Campaign Bill Changes the Rules,” “Soft
Money Era Ended by Senate,” “An Extraordinary Vic-
tory, Soft-Money Shutoff: At Long Last, Congress Closes
a Loophole,” “A Giant Step for Americans,” and “Wall
St. Loses Political Clout: Campaign Finance Reform
Deals Blow to Soft Money, PACs More Significant.”
I was in my faculty office. My colleague next door studied
business and public policy. I knocked on her door and
told her about BCRA’s passage, adding, “You’ll be happy
to know this is the end of corporate influence in the
United States.”
It is through this lens that I read David Primo and Jeff

Milyo’s excellent book. The authors explain their project’s
genesis as coming out of a conference organized by Nate
Persily at Stanford University, in conjunction with Bob

Bauer and Ben Ginsberg, formidable legal and political
experts from the Democratic and Republican Parties,
respectively. The sense of the conference was that funda-
mental changes in the campaign finance landscape,
particularly the ruling in Citizens United in 2010, were
profoundly transforming the power dynamics in American
elections.

At the conference, Primo and Milyo brought up their
interest in conducting a public opinion survey to find out
what Americans thought about campaign finance in
America. I thought that most Americans did not know
anything about campaign finance—and did not think
about it much, until I received the elite version of the
survey (see chapter 7, “What Do the Experts Think?”).
I filled it out and that was that.

Until the publication of this book, that is. Campaign
Finance and American Democracy is an important book that
will stimulate research and discussions (perhaps academic
“fights”) for some time to come. And it is long overdue.
Primo and Milyo approach their work with skepticism that
campaign finance excess leads to a corrupt system of
government. In short, they are looking for proof. What
evidence do we have that a major overhaul in campaign
finance reform would change citizens’ perceptions of their
democracy? As they discover, that evidence is in extremely
short supply—and, of course, this leads to some even more
worrying questions. Specifically, have we missed the real
reason(s) for Americans’ suspicion of government?

The corruption canard is at the heart of the campaign
finance reform movement. We get regulation of campaign
finance when it rears its head in events such as Watergate
and Enron, as though corruption scandals in government
only emerged in the 1970s. The Buckley v. Valeo decision
in 1976 acknowledged concern about corruption or the
appearance of corruption, forming the basis of important
Supreme Court decisions on the topic to this very day.
However, Primo and Milyo believe, “Those who say they
are concerned about corruption are actually concerned
about two other things: inequality, and the nature of
democratic politics” (p. 14).

Using CCES data, Primo and Milyo demonstrate
that the American public has only a vague idea about
what kind of financial activity is limited in campaign
finance law. Worse, they understand very little about
disclosure requirements, including and especially the
idea that their own contributions are fully disclosed.
Their privacy concerns expose a fundamental contradic-
tion in the disclosure rationale. If knowing which “mon-
eyed interests” back candidates is an essential piece of
information for voters, why should we be concerned that
we know which candidates our neighbor supports and
how much they donate?

A concern shared early in the book is that the rhetoric
around campaign money primes citizens to react nega-
tively to politics simply because money is mentioned.
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