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BOOK REVIEWS 
 
Mabel Berezin, Illiberal Politics in Neoliberal Times. 
Culture, Security and Populism in the New Europe (New 
York, Cambridge University Press, 2009). 
 
Adriana Marinescu 
Paris East University 
 
In the aftermath of the Second World War, right-wing movements 
were a synonym for genocide and racism and a dark stain on the 
history of Europe. Scholars such as George Mosse, Roger Griffin 
or Eugene Weber have tried to explain the roots and causes of 
this phenomenon in order to prevent its reoccurrence. 
Nevertheless, a few decades later, extremist groups have begun 
to take over European politics, in spite of the supposedly learnt 
lessons of the past. What are the legacies, if any, of the former 
fascist movements and what are the new features of these 
parties? To what needs do they respond, who is their public and 
by what means is their message conveyed? Illiberal Politics in 
Liberal Times tries to provide an answer to these questions, as it 
focuses on the rightwing movements through the lens of 
Europeanization and political culture. They have so far been 
analyzed from various perspectives, but mainly as arising from 
expected events and relying only on their inner constituencies to 
act upon domestic and foreign policies. 
 
In the 1990’s right-wing populism and EU integration were the 
outstanding events in European politics. As the author argues, 
this is not a mere coincidence but a proof that they influence each 
other in a cause-effect type relationship. While the question of 
immigration certainly offers the perfect pretext for rightwing 
views, the author questions the assumption that it represents the 
actual cause. Moreover, EU integration, as an instance of 
enforced transnationalism, has allegedly challenged the standard 
prerogatives of the nation-state and has thus tilted the 
conglomerate of national cultures and legal norms which 
governed the states. Europeanization has altered the people’s 
standards of self-perception by shifting them from the polity to 
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the person and from the state to the market. It has consequently 
compromised the bonds of democratic empathy and provided the 
opportunity for right-wing populists to deliver a discourse of fear 
and insecurity. The book primarily focuses on the analysis of 
these movements in relation to the broader context of 
Europeanization and globalization. It aims at revealing the 
political and cultural processes that evoke the thin commitments 
of citizen support and at highlighting the role of the historical 
legacies and practices as a framework for the analysis of 
rightwing populist movements in Western Europe (France and 
Italy) in the 1990’s. 
 
The book is divided into three interrelated parts, which deploy as 
follows: while the first sets the time and space frame for the 
right-wing populist movement, the second focuses on the 
trajectory of the National Front (FN) in France and secondly on 
some trans-European extra-parliamentary movements (anti-
globalization protestors) that have also manifested against 
neoliberalism. The third and last part places these movements 
within the broader context of Europeanization (with an insight on 
the Italian case as compared to the situation in France). 
 
Berezin’s approach is essentially a critical reading of historical 
contexts which builds upon events as principal parameters, 
without neglecting individual and collective actors. It describes 
the manifestation of right-wing populism as a political 
phenomenon; nevertheless, it does not extend to party 
strategies, voting behavior and political attitudes, as they are not 
within the scope of this book. Berezin’s main arguments are 
based on some particular events that she deems important, as 
they have altered world history (9/11), European history (the 
rejection of the EU constitution in 2005) and the history of France 
and perception of self and politics of the French people (the World 
Cup victory in 2000, LePen’s election score in 2002 and the FN 
Congress in 1987). The author sets a critical eye on them through 
the lens of certain socio-political theories such as organizational 
theory, agenda setting theory and labor market theory. The 
arguments that Berezin uses have a slightly different range, going 
from the economic-related (supply-demand axes) to political 
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culture and political symbolism, and further on to psychological 
input approaches such as rational/non-rational political behavior 
and resentment theory.  
 
What distinguishes her analysis is its configuration through a 
historical and narrative methodology that enables a closer look at 
events. The cross-sectional focus on them reveals not only the 
structure and culture but also the institutions and actors of a 
given society. Events echo the voices of multiple subjects and can 
be a subject matter of their own (Durkheim’s approach on events 
as social facts, also known as la chosification des faits sociaux, 
which states that events are social facts and have therefore 
enough identity and coherence if the social collectivity recognizes 
them as important (p.11)). Seeing events as templates of 
possibility and sites of collective evaluation means that they 
speak to the collective resonance, they offer possibilities and 
visions of possible paths; that is, they show what might happen, 
rather than predict what will happen. They develop into a path 
dependence that engages the collective imagination and has 
therefore the power to change the public perceptions that will 
later on turn into political actions. This is consequently the main 
factor of interest in this framework of analysis and its 
interpretation key. 
 
Although the book uses specific concepts and phrases such as 
imagined communities, consolidation regimes, thin versus thick 
commitment and sites of sociability, the analysis is focused on 
events that appeal to the average individual’s capacity to 
understand and engage with, therefore becoming a useful tool to 
explain the “bigger picture” and the intricate implications of 
external phenomena on domestic political life. It is thus an 
appropriate reading both to the unacquainted reader, eager to 
know more about populism, and to the researcher in a quest for a 
more suitable matrix of interpretation in sociology and political 
science. The explanations are thorough and clearly enchained in a 
logical argument structure. Berezin succeeds in explaining the 
connections between external events such as Europeanization, 
similar trends in European politics, international events and 
populism. Her methodology is innovative and well documented 
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both with primary and secondary data, especially concerning 
France. 
 
Nevertheless the book lacks a more detailed comparison between 
the French and the Italian cases. It starts to inquire on Italy, it 
continues with France, giving a complete account for some 
outstanding events and their significance, but it ends up in a 
blurry comparison of the two, which is based on unbalanced 
datasets and appears rushed. The French events are better 
documented, whereas the Italian ones hold a poorer place in the 
first and last chapter of the book, thus making the comparison 
inadequate. The brief and superficial mentions of the other 
Western European right-wing movements and their places in the 
respective countries fails to provide an insightful look at the 
linkages between them. The book’s major goal has been fully 
achieved only in the case of France, where the analysis is broader 
and goes deeper. The fundamental question could therefore be 
rephrased to whether there would be a right-wing populist 
movement in France, and Le Pen a political force, had it not been 
for the accelerated pace of European integration. 
 
Irrespective of these flaws, the book provides the opportunity for 
the average reader to get acquainted to the background of the 
right-wing in Western Europe and to its current manifestations. 
The introduction and the first chapter are useful tools for anybody 
interested in the history and the scientific approach to this 
subject. As for the scholars, we would suggest reading the book 
as a research text focused on the French case in a larger 
European perspective, rather than an extrapolation of the French 
conclusion to the whole of European politics. In short, the illiberal 
politics in neoliberal times is a well-chosen trope for an event-
focused account that encourages engagement with recent 
methodological moves in historical and cultural sociology, 
therefore exploring the relation between narrative and 
explanation.  
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Fred I. Greenstein, Inventing the Job of President: 
Leadership Style from George Washington to Andrew 
Jackson (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 2009). 
 
Mihail Chiru 
Central European University  
 
Fred Greenstein is one of the most influential presidential scholars 
in the United States. In his most recent work, he takes on the 
role of ‘archeologist’ of the oldest trademarks left on the 
presidential institution, by the first seven chief executives: 
George Washington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, James 
Madison, James Monroe, John Quincy Adams and Andrew 
Jackson.  
 
The methodological approach of this book is a provoking 
experiment in itself: the author assesses the early presidents’ 
tenures through the conceptual lenses of leadership qualities 
invented for his renowned analysis of modern presidents, The 
presidential difference: leadership style from FDR to George W. 
Bush. Hence, all seven chief executives are evaluated on public 
communication skills, organizational capacity, political skill 
(tactical and strategic), policy vision, cognitive style and 
emotional intelligence. Additionally, each chapter has sections 
about the ‘formative years’ of the presidents and their public 
careers prior to election. The seven ‘presidential’ chapters are 
complemented by an introductory chapter that depicts the 
political background of the early republic: the 
Federalist/Republican divide as the main cleavage, the fragility of 
the new nation, or the general virulence of the political discourse. 
The final chapter makes a review of the way in which the first 
chief executives construed their role and influenced the American 
political development.   
 
The book is mainly addressed to scholars and students, but its 
concise and easy-to-read style makes it appealing for a much 
larger audience. Although it is evident that the author masters a 
vast body of literature, which enables him to make remarkable 
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parallels with previous scholarship - from the official biographers 
to the most recent contributions on each of the presidents - 
‘Inventing…’ remains a light, accessible book. At the end, 
Greenstein presents succinct biographies of the presidents, 
chronologies of the significant events that happened during their 
terms, as well as their most important appointments and the 
structure of the Congresses they had to work with. These are 
truly valuable for comprehending the contexts of the 
presidencies. The author also provides all-inclusive lists of further 
readings for each chapter. All these elements add to the feel of a 
textbook or introductory volume.              
 
An element which helps the reader to better understand each 
episode and its relevance is the fact that the personalities of the 
presidents and their political trajectories are systematically 
weighted against those of twentieth century chief executives. For 
instance, Thomas Jefferson is compared with FDR for his 
excellence in public communication, while the ups and downs of 
his terms are related with the mandate of Lyndon Johnson. James 
Madison is connected to Herbert Hoover, both declared guilty of 
‘failing to respond adequately to troubled conditions’ (p. 55), 
whereas John Adams’ is considered on a par with Richard Nixon 
for their ‘defective emotional intelligence’ (p. 33). Such bold 
verdicts are more the rule in Greenstein’s approach than the 
exception, but they are always supported by convincing 
arguments and factual judgments. 
 
One of the merits of the book is that it illustrates how diverse the 
respective leadership styles were, despite the generally shared 
assumption that the epoch’s presidential mandates have been 
rather undistinguished, emasculated by the popularity of the 
‘seventeenth century ideal, that a chief executive should be a 
politically detached arbiter of the other forces in the political 
system’ (p. 97). The choice to abide or not by this model directly 
affected the efficacy of the presidents. For example, while James 
Madison refrained from having any legislative influence, Thomas 
Jefferson had hidden legislative initiatives and Andrew Jackson 
made extensive use of his veto rights, transforming it into a 
powerful policy instrument.       
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Greenstein offers no grand theory by which to make sense of the 
logic of the seven presidents’ actions or of the relations between 
their terms. Sticking to the analysis of how personal qualities and 
dispositions have influenced their leadership, the author avoids 
any historicist or determinist interpretation, explicitly contrasting 
his work with the cyclical theory of Stephen Skowronek’s ‘The 
Politics That Presidents Make…’ (p. 4). 
 
As a matter of fact, Greenstein is as far as possible from a 
determinist standpoint, since he stresses contingency as an 
essential factor in the presidents’ success and the very survival of 
the new nation. Thus, it matters who is president, but it matters 
also a lot when this happens: John Quincy Adams failed also 
because he proposed an agenda that was too visionary and ahead 
of his time, while the qualities that have served Jefferson well in 
his first term, gave him a troubled time in the second. Moreover, 
the order of presidencies is believed to have influenced greatly 
further institutional developments, a sort of unspecified path 
dependence. 
 
‘Inventing’ is innovative even in comparison to other presidential 
scholarship that took into account the personality and political 
qualities of the leaders. An appropriate argument is that such 
authors, as Richard Neustadt or James Burber, have ignored the 
communication abilities or organizational capacities of the 
presidents. Fred Greenstein is successful in showing how relevant 
these aspects were, in an epoch when there was no Executive 
Office of the President and consequently no built-in institutional 
memory, and when it took 6 days for a letter from New York to 
reach Boston and 6 months for a diplomatic exchange with a 
European nation.  
 
Only one thing appears confusing inside the theoretical apparatus 
with which the author measures the strengths and weaknesses of 
presidents: the operationalization of the concepts ‘policy vision’ 
and ‘strategic skill’ – described as the ability to advance 
attainable policies (p. 3) – overlap to a large extent. Although the 
author acknowledges this, he does not choose to refine his 
analytical categories. Despite the recurrent analytical insights 
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which result from the application of the ‘leadership qualities’ 
scheme and the historical institutionalist review of the early 
presidencies and their consequences, made in the last chapter, 
the book appears closer to a classical historical account, both in 
its taste, and in its ability to make such a distant past acquire up 
to date importance.   
 
The book is written in an elegant and clear manner, facts which 
together with the selection in each ‘chronicle’ of the most 
momentous events and noteworthy personal traits, makes it a 
captivating and, at the same time, easy-to-digest lecture. The 
portraits dedicated to each and every chief executive are full of 
substance and informative historical details, although their 
brevity would not normally allow for more than hasty sketches. 
All in all, Inventing the Job of President is a valuable resource for 
both presidential scholars and for those who had never read 
anything about the subject.  
 
 
Richard Stahler-Sholk, Harry E. Vanden, and Kuecker, Glen 
David, (eds), Latin American Social Movements in the 
Twenty-First Century: Resistance, Power, Democracy (New 
York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc. 2008). 
 
Alexander B. Makulilo 
University Of Dar Es Salaam 
 
After the end of the Cold War imperialism in the form of neo-
liberalism exerts its hegemony over the entire world. Under what 
came to be known as the “Washington Consensus”, which 
emphasizes liberal democracy, market economy and  foreign 
capital investments, the U.S sought to enhance and consolidate 
its access to cheap natural resources and raw materials from 
Latin America, thereby capitalizing its domination over the region. 
Challenging the neoliberal paradigm, the masses in Latin America 
developed a series of social movements to protest this form of 
foreign domination. In line with this move, contemporary 
scholarship in the region is preoccupied with theorizing and 
understanding the nature, development and impact of these 
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social movements in emancipating the region. Merging theory and 
practices, Latin American Social Movements provides an in-depth 
and comprehensive analysis of social movements in the region. It 
traces the historical origins, evolution, strategies and implications 
of social movements and their resistance to neoliberal and global 
capitalism. And therefore, the book challenges the mainstream 
literature that focuses on “transition to democracy” and that 
views social movements as merely temporary resistance to 
authoritarianism and electoral politics that unseat repressive 
regimes. 
 
The book is an edited volume of seven sections and twenty 
essays including the introduction. The editors provide a concise 
introduction to each of the book’s seven sections. Section One 
focuses on the historical origins of Latin America’s social 
movements. Section Two dwells on the neoliberal policies and 
their impact. Sections Three, Four, Five and Six concentrate on 
the strategies of emancipation. Finally, Section Seven discusses 
the challenges and prospects of social movements in Latin 
America. Throughout the book, each essay locates the case within 
a theoretical and global historical context. The essays are 
organized from general to specific issues of social movements 
such as race, gender, Zapatista, movement strategies and 
political parties. The book is written in a very fluent and 
accessible style, combining primary and secondary sources of 
data.  
 
Latin American Social Movements is one of the recent books 
written about social movements in Latin America and which 
contributes much to our understanding of this subject in the 
region. Importantly, the book provides a critical challenge to 
capitalism as a system and, more particularly, to U.S imperialism 
in Latin America. The first major contribution of this book is that 
it adopts a genuinely pluralistic approach to knowledge. 
Contributors are drawn not only from a wide range of disciplines 
but also from scholars who are well versed with Latin America’s 
context. There are no weak essays. Second is that the book 
engages well with the way capitalism has been able to mask itself 
and play with words. For example, capitalism and imperialism, 
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both of which connote negative meanings, have changed to 
globalization. The authors of this book maintain that the content 
of globalization is the very same as that of imperialism (p. 233). 
Through positive vocabularies like investments and export of 
finance capital the authors see the potential danger of a re-
colonization of the South. Third is the manner in which the book 
intelligently looks to the future. The authors acknowledge the 
strength of ‘the enemy’, that is, neo-liberalism and global 
capitalism, and hence see the need for unity to fight them 
through the transnational resistance networks (p. 323). But they 
contemplate the challenges to social movements such as poverty, 
ethnicity, racism and the fear to be re-colonized by the North. 
True to this fear is the fact that the countries in the South, and 
particularly Africa, depend heavily for their national budgets on 
the capitalist countries of the West and their giant financial 
institutions like the IMF and the World Bank. The aid provided by 
these actors is normally found to be attached to conditionalities 
which seem to consolidate the objectives of the “Washington 
Consensus”. 
 
Like all good books, Latin American Social Movements provokes 
as many questions as it answers. One of the pitfalls of the book is 
its failure to  link the social movements in Latin America to 
macro-level revolutionary change and the waging of world-wide 
resistance to neo-liberalism (p. 339). Most of the claimed 
achievements of these social movements are localized to 
individuals and countless communities which are probably still 
fragmented. While the social movements have a far greater voice 
in decision making and hence in challenging authoritarianism in 
Latin America, they have not gone beyond this in order to impact 
other societies worldwide. As a result, neo-liberalism is likely to 
persist despite the efforts of the social movements in Latin 
America. Another shortcoming is that most of the essays see the 
origin of social movements to be conditioned by neo-liberalism 
and particularly the U.S. Attributing the economic, social and 
political problems of the region solely to neo-liberalism is narrow. 
The authors ought to point out the internal challenges within Latin 
America which seem to give rise to social movements. In short, 
the movements are only outward-looking. Moreover, neo-
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liberalism should be treated as a world phenomena. Blaming the 
U.S under the “Washington Consensus” seems to undermine the 
efforts to fight all forms of social injustice, including those 
injustices beyond the U.S. 
 
This well-researched and convincingly argued book will be of 
interest to a wide audience, particularly those who seek to 
understand the root cause of social movements, their 
development and impact in emancipating marginalized groups 
against imperialism. It would be particularly interesting for 
college students and practitioners who are involved in day-to-day 
movements against all forms of social injustice. To specifically 
understand the experience of social movements in Latin America, 
Latin American Social Movements is a must read book.  
 
 
Loic Wacquant, Punishing the Poor: The Neoliberal 
Government of Social Insecurity (London: Duke University 
Press, 2009). 
 
Christopher Herring 
University of Berkeley 
 
At the beginning of 2010, the State of California in the throes of 
fiscal crisis decided that it will open its prison doors to some 
6,500 prisoners from its bloated penal system, the largest in 
America159.  Yet the savings from this endeavor will only put a 
small dent in the ballooning budget that is forecasted to 
continually swell over its current $8 billion price tag and will 
devour an even greater proportion of its state budget on top of 
the 11 percent it already consumes next year.  As for next steps, 
the governor proposes handing prisons over to private 
contractors and opening up a US prison in Mexico for illegal 
immigrants. None of the plans include reducing judicial 
sentencing or increasing funds for rehabilitation and counseling 
for the growing prison population. At the same time, the state 
                                                
159  Archibold, R. (2010, March 23). California, in Financial Crisis, Opens Prisons Doors. New York 

Times. 
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legislature continues to slash welfare and education expenditures 
as Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger proposes to completely 
eliminate the state’s welfare program for families, medical 
insurance for low-income children and Cal Grants cash assistance 
to college and university students160. The proposals would 
completely reshape the state’s social service network, 
transforming California from one of the country’s most generous 
states to one of the most tightfisted, while the release of a few 
prisoners does nothing to curb the sentencing structures that 
continue to overcrowd the state’s penitentiaries.  
 
Loic Wacquant’s newest book Punishing the Poor offers a forceful 
re-conceptualization of this dual shift in neoliberal 
governmentality: the withering of the welfare state and the 
development of the penal state.  Conjuring a wealth of statistical 
and empirical evidence over the decade spent preparing this 
work, Wacquant shows that America’s widening penal net is not 
simply catching the social fallout from the welfare state’s 
implosion, but rather that “prisonfare and workfare are two sides 
of the same coin.” The book levels a strong argument against the 
several scholars who have interpreted big penal government as 
an anomalous sector, accidental symptom, or contradiction to 
Western countries touted neoliberal creed of small government 
and fiscal constraint.  Instead Wacquant convincingly claims that 
the welfare and penal policy domains are two construction sites of 
a single political project geared towards managing America’s 
underclass, and to a lesser though increasing extent, Europe’s 
immigrant minorities.  
 
The work attempts to define an epoch, both historical and 
transatlantic.  Not only does Wacquant describe the hydraulic 
shift between welfare and imprisonment: pointing out that 
American prison expenditures doubled from 1980-1990 while 
public housing funding was halved, or that those under probation 
and parole grew from 1.84 million in 1980 to 6.47 million in 
2000, but also describes qualitative shifts towards revanchist 
                                                
160  Bailey, E. (2009, May 21).  Governor Plans to completely Eliminate Welfare for Families. Los 

Angeles Times 
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punishment in each sector.  While parole officers had formerly 
been in the business of rehabilitation, holding degrees in social 
work and psychology, their caseloads are now doubled and come 
with the suggested requirement of certifications in criminal 
justice. At the same time, welfare provisions are no longer 
entitlements but rewards for fulfilling obligations in underpaid, 
unskilled, and insecure jobs, sans benefits or healthcare. This 
epoch stretches beyond any partisan differences, with the 
greatest leaps in this penal/welfare double movement occurring 
under Reagan and Clinton. 
 
The book accomplishes its task in showing the functional 
interlocking of America’s welfare and penal state over the last 
four decades, and indicates its increasing transposition across the 
Atlantic following the “planetary spearhead” that is America.  He 
specifically highlights the French case, where bureaucrats have 
directly adopted US policing and penal policies in the wake of the 
banlieu uprisings. Yet, as Wacquant points out in earlier works, 
America’s color line casts its new prison system as a particular 
historic descendant of Jim Crow that does not translate into the 
European cases.  He also illuminates in his new book the deadly 
symbiotic relation between the prison and the ghetto, with the 
former serving as the surrogate to the latter. This makes the 
argument of planetary diffusion a bit more complex than 
Wacquant seems willing to suggest. However, whether or not this 
neoliberal reality materializes across Europe and beyond, 
Wacquant shows that the penal shift on both sides of the Atlantic 
has more to do with changing attitudes towards the sub-
proletariat blacks in the US case and immigrant minorities in 
Europe than any rise in criminal activity. 
 
Wacquant’s work not only integrates a vast array of statistics and 
empirical evidence, but is sprinkled with numerous ethnographic 
fragments, taking the reader inside LA’s super-high-tech Twin 
Towers correctional facility, beside the “sex-offender database 
booth” at the California State Fair, and into the saga of the New 
York Penal Barges.  While some critics fault his prose as 
excessive, it is equally provocative, colorful, and filled with 
insightful metaphors that many a social researcher would envy to 
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coin.  Not only is his material eclectically well-choreographed but 
the methodological pluralism Wacquant deploys is an important 
theoretical innovation in and of itself – not only claiming that an 
analysis of one side of the penal/welfare nexus must necessarily 
include the other, but insisting on a combined materialist and 
symbolic approach.  According to Wacquant, “The traditionally 
hostile separation of these two approaches, the one stressing the 
instrumental role of penality as a vector of power and the other 
its expressive mission and integrative capacity, is but an accident 
of academic history artificially sustained by stale intellectual 
politics.” Wacquant masterfully demonstrates this integrative 
approach, operating just as much in the tradition of Marx and 
Engels as Durkheim and Bordieu, an example that more 
academics should follow. 
 
Perhaps most provocative and worrying, is that this crafting of 
the welfare/penal state is tangled tightly with class restructuring.  
At the forefront of Wacquant’s analysis is the connection of the 
neoliberal leviathan with the ever more precarious flexible wage-
labor contract that pervades American and, increasingly, 
European workforces.  One in three working Americans are non-
standard wage workers, and the country’s largest employer is no 
longer GM, but Manpower Inc., a multi-national temp agency. As 
a former college instructor in a state prison, this reviewer will 
never forget that the Federal government’s restrictions on funds 
towards college education in prisons was not due to its 
ineffectiveness; in-fact college education was proven to be one of 
the most effective means of reintegrating former inmates into 
their communities.  Rather the program was cut because working 
class Americans found it increasingly hard to fund their own 
children’s college education and found it unfair to be providing 
prisoners with this free service that not even their own children 
could access. 
 
According to Wacquant “castaway categories – unemployed youth 
left adrift, the beggars and the homeless, aimless nomads and 
drug addicts, postcolonial immigrants without documents or 
support – have become salient in public space, their presence 
undesirable and their doings intolerable because they are the 
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living and threatening incarnation of generalized social insecurity 
produced by the erosion of stable and homogenous wage work.” 
In the wake of the contemporary crisis there runs the virulent 
threat of increasing tension between the imagined “deserving 
working poor” and the “undeserving underclass”. As welfare 
services and programs are cut by every state, Wacquant’s book is 
a must-read for all students of criminal justice, the welfare state, 
and citizenship as well as policymakers and analysts who should 
not fear Wacquant’s unflinching account or radical politics. 
 
 
Bonnie Honig, Emergency Politics: Paradox, Law, 
Democracy (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University 
Press, 2009).  
 
Karina Shyrokykh 
Stockolm University 
 
The state of emergency is a situation when an ordinary life and 
ordinary laws are not valid any more, and thus, the situation 
demands emergency decisions. The question is how we deal with 
such situations and what principles and laws we follow. Discussion 
of emergency politics has always been a complicated and 
essential issue for every country, especially so for democratic 
countries nowadays. It contains many controversial dimensions 
and inevitably involves us in a discussion of democratic principles, 
sovereignty, law and human rights. Bonnie Honig enters the 
discussion with a clear emphasis on democratic values and 
human rights.  
 
Her book, Emergency Politics: Paradox, Law, Democracy, consists 
of articles which are linked by problematic aspects of emergency 
politics, democracy theory, the issue of sovereignty and human 
rights. Honig speculates broadly on emergency politics including 
the moral aspects of the issue, food politics, animal welfare, and 
immigration issues, arguing throughout for the absolute value of 
human life. Honig provides no explanations and definition of the 
main concepts and terms (this makes us think that the book is 
aimed for a prepared reader) well-aware of classical political 
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theories on emergency politics, political philosophy and Jewish 
political thought. She takes on the ambitious task of exploring an 
alternative to deliberate democracy, and deals with the normative 
question of when it might be permissible or even necessary to 
torture, detain, or violate the rule of law. In order to deal with 
moral aspects of the politics of emergency she turns to Bernard 
Williams’s moral philosophy of tragic situation.  
 
The main focus of the book is the analysis of the classical 
emergency theories of Carl Schmitt and Giorgio Agamben. Honig 
tries to find an alternative, more democratic and humanistic 
conceptualization of emergency and sovereignty by applying 
Jewish political philosophy represented by Moses Mendelssohn, 
Hermann Cohen, and Hannah Arendt. In this respect, the author 
argues for the necessity of a new theory that may better fit the 
needs of democratic theory in practice. She elaborates on 
principles of emergency politics in the context of the recall of 
Jacques Derrida’s explications of the French word survival: 
survivance (as sur-vivance), beingmore life and surplus life. The 
author mobilizes democratic theory on behalf of the double-
meaning of survival as mere life and more life. In the book she 
tries to overcome the principle of emergency politics based on 
‘mere life’; and proposes an alternative more humanistic and 
democratic way of dealing with emergency situations which 
implements her principle of ‘more life’ sur-vivance, both like plus 
de vie and plus que vie.  
 
Honig elaborates on the emergency situation from a ‘more life’ 
perspective. Usually emergency situations are seen as situations 
when ordinary democratic laws are not valid and as situations 
which demand more harsh politics and acts. However, Honig 
argues that even in such situations democratic principles of 
human dignity and rights should remain valid. The issue of 
democracy in the situation of emergency is coupled with the 
question of the nature and frames of democratic politics. In the 
first chapter of the book, which is the most satisfactory part, she 
discusses the paradox of politics which lies at the very basis of 
democracy and is “a fundamental problem of democracy in which 
power must rest with people but the people are never so fully 
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who they need to be (unified, democratic) that they can be 
counted upon to exercise their power democratically” (p. xvi). In 
other words, the problem is posed by the mutual inhabitation of 
the people/multitude and the effects on democratic politics.  
 
Honig diagnoses rather than solves the main theoretical problems 
of deliberative democracy. She successfully describes the main 
theories of democracy (mainly Rousseau’s) and points out that 
very often principles and conditions of democracy may be found 
to offend some of its own commitments. Moreover, the author 
describes the paradox of politics in the way that good citizens 
presuppose good law in order to shape them, but good law 
presupposes good citizens to make good law. In other words, the 
paradox of democratic politics highlights the chicken-and-egg 
argument in which people (demos) are law’s authors and law’s 
subjects.  
 
The second chapter that discusses animal rights, the right to 
suicide, and food rights is not easy to follow. In this chapter the 
author speculates on the paradox of new rights which, according 
to political theory, are based on natural and transcendental 
grounds. Honig provides an interesting meditation on the issues, 
but compared to the other chapters, the second fits a bit less in 
the context of emergency politics. The third chapter looks at 
different cases of emergency situations and analyzes emergency 
actions and decisions that follow emergency circumstances. She 
focuses on the role of decision making in democratic actions and 
governance in the context of actions of the U.S. Assistant 
Security of Labor, Louis Post, during the United States’ First Red 
Scare. Chapter Four elaborates on the paradox of politics when 
people are both a multitude and a moving power, and argues that 
the people are not only a danger for the state, but also its source. 
Honig makes an interesting combination of Karl Schmitt’s political 
theory and Franz Rosenzweig’s philosophy that allows to “switch 
our gaze from sovereign to popular power or to sovereignty as 
implicated in and dependent upon popular power” (p. 89). 
 
The last chapter considers the paradox of legislation in the 
context of universalism, cosmopolitanism, human rights and 
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genocide and argues that universalism causes the problem of 
democratic legislation. The paradox of democratic legislation lies 
in the assumption that the general will can never be a will of each 
member, and represent equally the interests of everyone. The 
author proposes two possible solutions to the paradox: first to 
diminish inequalities (p. 122) but, since the first strategy can 
ever be implemented, she proposes a second one which makes 
an emphasis on the importance of international support and 
democratic cooperation.She stresses here that all of us already 
are global neighbors. 
 
This innovative approach to emergency politics is both an 
interesting philosophical approach and a well-organized 
theoretical endeavorin which Honig makes a valuable synthesis of 
democratic orientation and emergency politics. In the book she 
demonstrates awareness of democratic theory and political 
philosophy. She analyzes the political and moral dimensions of 
emergency politics and seeks opportunities to create democratic 
orientation in a context of emergency by applying Jewish 
philosophy. The main disadvantage of the book is a lack of 
substantial conclusions to her sophisticated and challenging 
claims on the issue of emergency politics. 
 
Overall, the book is well-written and the reader can easily follow 
the main ideas. However, for the totally unprepared reader it 
would be difficult to understand the main concepts as far as she 
gives no definitions and no explanations, while operating with 
them. Despite the lacking explanatory element of the book, it is 
worth reading, it could be useful for those who are interested in 
political philosophy, political theory and Jewish political thought, 
in particular. 
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Kevin E. Davis (ed.), Institutions and Economic 
Performance (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2010).  
 
Martino Bianchi  
Bristol University 
 
The relevance of institutions for the economic analysis is a 
theoretical core issue within contemporary debate. Mainstream 
neoclassical economics, in fact, has traditionally considered 
institutions as a peripheral element: they are constraints, which 
can interfere with market outcomes, but that nevertheless are 
mainly irrelevant in understanding the inner mechanisms of 
markets. On the contrary, within the Institutional Economics, and 
later the New Institutional Economics (NIE) many scholars has 
tried to support the idea that institutions are the crucial element 
which explains economic performances: moulding actors 
preferences and behaviour, institutions directly affect each 
element of economics theory. In their analyses NIE scholars 
draws from various scientific disciplines, like political science, 
cognitive theories, social psychology and sociology: they make an 
attempt to abandon the thrifty descriptions produced by 
mainstream economists, giving a much broader insight in 
economic dynamics. At the same time, they try to outline an 
empirical description of market’s configuration. In the last two 
decades NIE has gained considerable relevance and scientific 
recognition: first Ronald Coase, in 1991, then Douglass C. North 
in 1993, and finally Oliver E. Williamson and Elinor Ostrom who, 
in 2009, won the Nobel Prize for Economics. Despite this, NIE is 
still usually referred as a heterodox scholarship. 
 
This new book, Institution and Economic Performance, edited by 
Kevin E. Davis, is a collection of twenty article published by 
leading NIE academics over the last three decades, with one 
significant exception: the opening paper, in fact, is the classic 
Institutional Economics, written by John R. Commons in 1931. It 
can be questioned whether it makes sense to include a single 
contribution from the Institutional Economics school within a book 
dedicated to NIE, as the two literatures cannot be seen simply as 
one being the evolution of the other, but as actually embedding 
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substantially different assumptions. However, Commons’ paper is 
intended as a starting point to define institutions in an economics 
perspective, not to address core research issues. The four 
sections of the book are not closed: indeed, contributions have 
been chosen on the basis of their encompassing relevance, and 
generally cover various topics, or at least contain ideas that are 
developed more in depth by other authors. 
 
The first section, “Institutional Economics Defined”, presents 
Douglas North’s lecture delivered in Stockholm, when he received 
the Nobel Prize, along with the mentioned Commons’ paper. The 
second section contains six articles, which discuss the core 
question of institutional economics and the actual relevance of 
institutions in determining economic performance. It’s particularly 
noteworthy that the oldest paper in this section has been written 
in 1998: the editor clearly tries to provide the reader with the 
most up-to-date contributions. The following section presents ten 
essays about the role of specific institutions. Particularly 
interesting is the fundamental Dictatorship, Democracy and 
Development written by Mancur Olson in 1993, which is - as 
usual when we observe this author - a milestone in social science. 
Another noteworthy contribution is Dani Rodik’s Institutions for 
High Quality Growth (2000), in which the author discusses the 
importance of participative institutions in order to achieve a 
sustainable development. The last section aims to explain 
institutional variation, presenting two seminal works of the early 
1980’s. 
 
In comparison with mainstream economics, NIE’s contributions 
are generally far more discursive. The reasoning is less grounded 
in mathematical logic while it is much more concerned with the 
empirical and inductive description of specific market 
configurations. In this respect, the book is a good example of the 
writing and reasoning style, sometimes vivid and intriguing, often 
used by NIE authors. Similarly, the book is a good sample of 
NIE’s multidisciplinary approach to economics.  However, while 
the quality of each contribution is not questionable, the 
underlining logic of this book is less sound. 
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As a general remark, we note that the book lacks a clear focus, 
as it contains outstanding contributions, but with a very broad 
scope. On the one hand, it is not an all-encompassing handbook, 
like, for example, the New Institutional Economics: A Guidebook, 
recently published by Cambridge University Press, as it is less 
systematic in covering the topic. On the other hand, it is also 
hard to consider it as a monograph: the topic covered is too wide 
and the contributions reported are too heterogeneous. In fact, the 
book explicitly addresses the links between institutions and 
economic performance: but the disclosure of these links is the 
fundamental underlining research question of all NIE literature, 
hence an encompassing and ubiquitous theme. 
 
A second remark concerns the usability of this text, which is 
clearly designed for economics students and academics, not for a 
broad public. In fact, as it is a long and expensive book and 
highly theoretical, it is unlikely to be purchased but by academic 
institutions. The concern here is that each of this articles is 
already available in any main academic library and probably the 
majority of universities has also a web access to the journals 
where the contributions were first published. Due to the 
blurriness of the focus and the easy availability of the articles, it 
seems more a cherry-picking exercise, than a coherent and 
usable collection. The short introduction written by K. Davis is the 
only original essay present in the book, but it’s unlikely to justify 
the cost of the purchase of this book. 
 
Beside this, it has to be noted that no specific contribution about 
transaction cost theory is present in the book. This is probably 
due to the fact that the book is more concerned in describing the 
relations between institutions and economic growth, than in 
describing the functioning of organizations. The latter, in fact, are 
often treated as black boxes which are relevant to the research 
only in relation of the policies that are keen to enforce. 
Nevertheless, in the opinion of this reviewer this is a critical 
point: as in the introduction where the author tries to clarify the 
differences between institutions and organizations, it would have 
been useful to provide with one of the numerous paper written 
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about this by Oliver Williamson, or other scholars who looked at 
the rationale of organizations. 
 
On the contrary, it is particularly interesting noting that the 
choice of articles tend to privilege contributions with different 
methodological backgrounds. The range of papers presented 
gives the reader a good picture of the variety of approaches used 
by NIE scholars, and their ability to integrate sociological and 
legal consideration within the economic analysis.  
 
 
Malik Mufti, Daring and Caution in Turkish Strategic 
Culture. Republic at Sea (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2009). 
 
Ömer Aslan 
London School of Economics 
 
The post-Cold War endeavor not to take for granted the 
fundamental concepts in security studies that realism and its 
kinds had simply presumed, found its resonance in the study of 
Turkey’s foreign and security policy. The scholarly engagements 
on that subject embracing a constructivist approach to security 
studies, or inspired from critical security studies, have recently 
proliferated.161 Malik Mufti’s Daring and Caution in Turkish 
Strategic Culture, Republic at Sea, adds to that suite by 
introducing the concept of strategic culture, a concept that has 
hitherto been poorly explored in previous studies on Turkey. In it, 
Mufti aims to explain the peculiar way in which Turkish security 
policymaking actors throughout the Turkish Republic perceive 
their external environment and conceive of what constitutes the 
most proper way to respond to the threats they subjectively 
perceive. In doing so, he also hopes to offer insights into some of 
the ongoing debates in the strategic culture literature. 

                                                
161  See Lerna K. Yanik. “The Metamorphosis of Metaphors of Vision: “Bridging” Turkey’s Location, 

Role and Identity After The End of the Cold War”. Geopolitics, 14 (3), 531-549; Pinar Bilgin, “Only Strong 

States Can Survive in Turkey’s Geography’: The “Uses” of “Geopolitical Truths” in Turkey”, Political Geography 

(2007):740-756. 
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According to Mufti, there have so far been two strategic culture 
paradigms in Turkey: the ‘Republican’ paradigm and the counter 
‘Imperial’ paradigm, which has had two distinct articulations. 
Asserting adroitly from the outset that strategic culture is 
‘historically conditioned’ (p.3), Mufti in the first two chapters 
traces the genesis of the long-dominant Republican paradigm to 
the traumatic decades of the Ottoman collapse, World War I, and 
the Turkish War of Liberation. The same paradigm was 
transmitted to later generations by national education, rewriting 
of national history by the Republican elite, the establishment of 
the War College and Civil Service School, and military education. 
 
The Democrat Party (DP), which rose to power after the 
multiparty elections of 1950, expressed the counter Imperial 
paradigm for the first time in Turkey. Their activist and daring 
involvement in the Middle East in the absence of any direct threat 
to Turkey from the region manifested the influence of their own 
unique paradigm. In stark contrast, the Turkish Armed Forces 
(TAF) and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), the primary 
institutional adherents to the Republican paradigm, viewed the 
same involvement as an ‘adventure’ into the ‘Arabian swamp’.  
 
The then President Turgut Ozal expressed the Imperial paradigm 
for the second time. He too opted for an activist foreign policy 
and saw opportunities around Turkey as the end of the Cold War, 
a systemic change, and the Gulf War unfolded. Mufti pays well 
deserved special attention to the ensuing severe institutional 
clash between the Presidency and the other institutional pillars of 
the Republican paradigm. Yet, although the Republican elite re-
captured its power unchallenged after Ozal’s death, Turkey 
became anomalously active in the Middle East, which Mufti 
perceptively argues, hints at the Republican paradigm crisis 
because “exogenous conditions change to such an extent as to 
undermine the functionality of the dominant paradigm in a 
polity’s strategic culture” (p 5).  
 
While Mufti deserves praise for being the first scholar to 
undertake the task of applying the concept to the Turkish case 
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and as such, providing the foundation for further scholarly 
research, his argument suffers from some weaknesses. To begin 
with, while answering the question “how strategic culture is 
transmitted through time”162, Mufti added Turkish society to the 
list of supporters of the Republican paradigm. But if the 
Republican paradigm powerfully resonated in the recent historical 
memories of the Turkish masses (p.28), why did the Republican 
elite have a “profound distrust of the masses”, and perceive them 
as their “enemy” (p. 23)? The author, it seems, falsely assumes 
that “strategic decision makers and the public at large share a 
strategic culture”.163 
  
What is more, Mufti does not provide satisfactory answers to 
cases that run anomalous to his overall argument. For instance, 
in the case of the use of force in the Cyprus issue in 1960s, the 
approval by the TAF and MFA of the use of force in spite of the 
normative requirements of the paradigm, to which they adhered, 
Mufti attributes it to the lack of clear strategic guidelines for the 
security establishment because Cyprus was not included in the 
particular status quo settled after the Turkish War of Liberation 
(p. 43). However, if Meyer is right and strategic culture “also 
helps them [countries] to make choices at various junctures of 
uncertainty”164 the author’s explanation remains unsatisfactory.  
 
Another such anomaly emerged when the TAF increased its sway 
in security policy making. According to Mufti, there might have 
been multiple factors behind this anomaly: individual 
predispositions, such as that of the former Prime Minister Tansu 
Ciller; the need to balance Iran, Iraq and Syria; and the 
commencement of negotiations between the PLO and Israel, 
which allowed Turkey to enter into military agreements with 
Israel. Yet, if they were indeed in play, this would not help his 
case manifest “the enduring impact of the Republican paradigm 

                                                
162  Alastair I. Johnston, Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in Chinese History, 

Princeton University Press, 1998, p.14. 

163  Ibid, p. 8. 

164  Christoph O. Meyer. The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and 

Defence in the European Union. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006 
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reflected in the attitudes of key institutions”, (p.6) and “the 
causal autonomy of strategic culture” (p.3). 
 
Furthermore, the fact that Mufti brushes aside the genesis of both 
versions of the Imperial paradigm to remain satisfied with linking 
them merely to the temperament, skill and vision of individual 
leaders totally isolates the societal dimension involved. To do 
justice to the author, he traces the roots of Ozal’s version of that 
paradigm to the Democrat Party’s policies (p. 63) and later in the 
sixth chapter to Ozal’s admiration for “the expansive, acquisitive, 
ambitious spirit of the Ottoman Empire’s earlier years” (p. 125). 
But even if this is true, “how can we assess the influence of that 
[further] period with the influence of the more immediate 
past?”165 
 
Finally, although Mufti sets out to put the interaction and tension 
between competing strategic culture paradigms at the center 
stage of his book (p.4), the primary question that the clash 
between the two competing paradigms on many occasions (pp. 
30-36, 59-61, 65-80) generates, is left totally unanswered: when 
two rival strategic culture paradigms clash, what are possibly the 
domestic, regional, and international factors that influence which 
one wins?  
 
In summary, the book should be applauded for pointing out that 
policies are made by the enculturated Turkish elite seeing 
security opportunities and threats that are themselves not 
objective through the prism of their strategic culture paradigms. 
However, its contribution to the strategic culture literature would 
have been greater if clearer criteria as to what counts as a 
strategic culture were set, the roots and transmission of the 
Imperial counter-paradigm were also explained and factors at 
different levels that determine the winner in case of paradigm 
clashes were pondered. 
 
 

                                                
165  McCauley quoted in Johnston, ‘Cultural Realism’, p. 14. 
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Adam Dinham, Faiths, Public Policy and Civil Society: 
Problems, Policies, Controversies (Basingstoke: Palgrave 
MacMillan, 2009). 
 
Stephen Pimpare 
New York University 
 
There may be no simple answer to why governments increasingly 
promote the participation of faiths in the design and 
implementation of public policies. For Adam Dinham, the 
“imperatives driving an interest in faith” are threefold: 
governments see faiths as a repository of resources (“buildings, 
staff, volunteers and relationships”), as a potential means of 
fostering “community cohesion,” and as part of a broader 
“extension of new forms of participative governance” (p. 5-6). 
The focus in Faith, Public Policy and Civil Society is on such 
matters in the UK over the past decade or so, and the attention 
he periodically pays to the US and Canadian cases is usually not 
much more than passing reference. They are useful and generally 
insightful references, typically helping to elucidate one aspect or 
another of the issue under consideration, but readers needing a 
thorough-going and systematic comparative study will need to 
turn elsewhere. But that’s not to suggest that those with interests 
outside the UK will not find much to value in this volume, and it 
should surely be required reading for those invested in “faith-
based” service provision and political participation in the UK.  
 
Dinham strikes a satisfying balance between theoretical and 
empirical concerns: his careful marshalling of demographic data 
on religious affiliation, sometimes parish-by-parish, highlighting 
religious diversity within and among communities connects with a 
much more abstract discussion of the dimensions of religiosity 
and its relationship to identity, identity formation, and affiliation, 
which then tacks back to a more applied analysis of what such 
data, history, and theory might mean for political actors seeking 
to engage (or re-engage) faith-based actors and institutions. It’s 
a deft performance, and I found myself increasingly noting with 
admiration the manner in which Dinham moved back-and-forth 
between the theoretical and the empirical in an effort to develop 
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ways to think more systematically about the role that faiths can, 
do, and should play in politics and policy-making. 
 
But what principally distinguishes Dinham’s account from most 
others is that he peers into what can often be something of a 
black box in discussions about the policy-making and 
implementation roles of faiths and their agents and institutions. 
Dinham problematizes much of what can be taken for granted 
elsewhere, demonstrating how thin and slippery the language of 
faiths and policy is, and undertakes to ask what it is that we 
mean (or, alternatively, should mean) when we talk about 
community: how do we define such a thing? who can be said to 
speak for it? which faiths (if any) should represent which 
neighborhoods? how representative are the leaders of such 
organizations, and how well do they speak for their diverse 
memberships? And just as faith communities and organizations 
are not monolithic, even within singular faiths there may cross-
cutting cleavages of class, geography, gender, race, age, 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, and more: contestation for power 
and influence occurs not only across or between faiths, but within 
them, as well, and we do well to acknowledge this. 
 
Further, how do we take seriously the fact that different traditions 
have differing capacities for engagement, and thus may have 
disproportionate influence when the public sphere reaches out to 
faith-identifies actors, and what of the fact that such weaker 
faiths may be home to disproportionate numbers of people of 
color? What does it mean for their action within the public sphere 
that different faiths have different theological understandings of 
what civic engagement is for, or what its ultimate end is? Is there 
actual policy expertise that faiths bring to the table on the issue 
at hand, or is their position too rooted in dogma to be treated 
seriously? How does a secular, democratic political process deal 
with partners who may exclude women and sexual minorities, or 
relegate them to the status of second–class citizens? And why 
should communities organized according to religion receive 
distinct attention over other categories of affiliation? I’m not sure 
that Dinham offers what we might identify as solutions to these 
dilemmas but what he does offer is a survey and exploration of 



CEU Political Science Journal. Vol. 6, No. 2 

  313 

the kinds of questions that must be taken seriously if we are to 
arrive at satisfactory answers and, ultimately, better and more 
representative policy; and he does offer something of a roadmap 
for how we might get to those thorny answers. 
 
These last questions point to one place where more in-depth 
attention to the American case might offer insight, in part 
because in the US so much of the faith-based initiatives of the 
George W. Bush Administration (themselves often the product of 
interests formed in the 1970s, that grew to power and influence 
in the 1980s, and rose to wage the “culture wars” of the 1990s) 
have been regressive actions seeking not to improve the delivery 
of services to their neighborhoods but were instead often 
coalitions using the presumed moral authority of their faith to 
mobilize on both the local and national level against a broad 
range of public policies regarding the reproductive health and 
healthcare of women in the US and around the world, the 
citizenship rights of sexual minorities, efforts to require 
indoctrination into their particular beliefs into the curricula of 
public schools, and much more. That is, some of these faith 
groups have functioned in a different manner than those 
considered by Dinham throughout most of the book. The risk for 
such intervention may be smaller in the UK, but there are likely 
lessons here (which he begins to get at in Chapter 6, and Dinham 
does, I hasten to add, recognize the risk more generally: as he 
writes early in the book (p. xi), “where dogma ends dialog we 
have a problem.”) 
 
In his succinct conclusion, Dinham highlights what he identifies as 
three key paradoxes: (1) “faith is both embraced and repelled” 
(p. 206): that is, it may be useful for crafting public policies and 
for service delivery, but it also has its anti-modern side that can 
frustrate civic action; (2) faith can contribute to community 
cohesion, but can also work to “shatter” it (p. 206), seen in the 
mirror images of faith-based actors who foster civic participation, 
and those others who contribute to a rise in religious-based 
violence and extremism; and (3) the inclusion of faiths might 
expand participation in decision-making, but may thereby include 
actors working within a very narrow and, well, parochial, frame. A 
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quibble I’ll lodge here is that this frames the issue largely through 
the eyes of government, and what such outreach may achieve for 
political, policy, and service-delivery ends; there is less attention 
to what faith organizations may want from government and how 
they negotiate the challenges that their interactions may present. 
This is not to say that such matters are ignored by Dinham, for 
they are not, but to suggest that they seem of secondary 
concern. That seems to me a missed opportunity to turn a rich 
account into an even richer one. 
 
These modest complaints notwithstanding, Faiths, Public Policy 
and Civil Society deserves a wide readership within the academy, 
among politicians and policymakers, and by those faith 
communities seeking greater engagement in politics and policy-
making. 
 
 
Bryan Mabee, The Globalization of Security: State Power, 
Security Provision and Legitimacy (Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2009).   
 
Yuliya Zabyelina 
University of Trento 
 
In his recent book The Globalization of Security: State Power, 
Security Provision and Legitimacy Mabee rethinks the impact of 
globalization on the traditional ability of states to provide 
security. Representing a new generation of scholars who argue in 
favor of the expanded interpretation of security, the author 
acknowledges that threats to the state in the era of 
transnationalism are critical. Security in this new age is more 
than just an object of national strategy but a matter of global 
vulnerability and interdependence. The central question of his 
book then is to explore the ways and the means states employ to 
react to globalizing threats. Do states hold the capacity to resist 
or adapt to transnational threats? Is the state legitimacy infringed 
when states lack the mechanisms to provide security and exercise 
a sovereign hold on matters of global concern? Does the state still 
remain the legitimate securing actor or whether it has been 
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removed from the Westphalian pedestal of the omnipresent 
higher political authority? 
 
In search of answers to these questions that indeed evoke infinite 
angles and perspectives, Mabee gives us a good start in the 
framing of security in Chapter I, where he suggests that the 
globalization of security is a move away from traditional 
geopolitics towards more-inclusive and individualistic approaches 
to security. In Chapter II Mabee points out that security issues 
are to be taken away from the context of the state that is neither 
capable nor willing to promise security of transnational issues 
cross-cutting across its borders, jurisdictions, and strategies. 
Having painted the picture of state vulnerability, Mabee 
hypothesizes on two possible outcomes of the relationship 
between the state and the globalization of security. One of them 
follows the reproductive logic of state retrenchment that by the 
means of organizational outflanking would resist new 
understanding and new institutionalizations in favor of 
reproducing the security state. The other option of transformative 
logic diffuses governance strategies to other institutional 
configurations of collective power. Chapter III is the culmination 
of the theoretical part of the book with the argument that nation-
states although weakened by the globalization of security are 
most likely to possess the capacity to adapt to the consequences 
of the globalization of security.  
 
In the empirical part, Mabee draws upon the evidence coming 
from three cases that are examined to provide potential examples 
of the globalization of security: (a) nuclear weapons and the 
globalization of threat; (b) the globalization of the arms industry; 
(c) and the global security aspects of migration and citizenship. 
The findings suggest that although recognizing the threat of 
nuclear arms is beyond state control, the possession of nuclear 
weapons is what states have adapted to take as a symbol of 
legitimacy and authority. The globalization of the arms industry 
case demonstrates the transformative ability of states that adapt 
to the outsourcing security of security by approving privatization 
and commercialization of violence. The third case on migration 
indicates how the rights of citizenship are being de-linked from 
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national political participation, which, although inevitably 
damaging the state-society contract, helps states adapt to 
unwanted immigration and costly immigrant accommodating 
programs.  
 
The book is academically remarkable for its several key 
contributions into understanding state powers in international 
relations. Important is Mabee’s critique of state statism when the 
state is denied its capacity to transform. Rather, he argues in 
favor of seeing the state as a transhistorical institution – a 
dynamic institutional form, a political entity that has undergone 
transformations throughout history in terms of its capacities, 
purpose, and meaning. Worthwhile is Mabee’s three-fold 
interpretation of globalization in terms of transnationalism (a 
causal power that has lead to the transnationalization of threat – 
the intensification of alternative power centers threatening the 
security state “to the extent to which we begin to see a 
transformation in the institutionalization of the main networks of 
social power, away from nation-states” p. 40); globalism (the 
development of new ideologies of global security that “has the 
potential to overcome the ideology of the national security state” 
p. 41); and institutionalism (the emergence of global institutions 
of the governance of security matters that leads to the decline of 
state-centered security provision).  
 
Although there are numerous merits to the book, it might be a 
point of interest whether one could generalize about all states 
having the transformative capacity or whether it is an exclusive 
advantage of the more developed and affluent states in the 
international system. Additionally, the dialectical relationship 
between states and transnational processes that Mabee has taken 
up to explore requires more sophisticated analytical mapping and 
conceptualization particularly with respect to such concepts as 
transformative capacity and state legitimacy.  
 
Even if taking the most critical approach to Mabee’s manuscript, 
the author’s position is strong in bridging the existing gap 
between scholars who recognize states falling prey to 
globalization processes and scholars in favor of states holding on 
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their power and retaining capacity. Mabee’s third way is 
promising and provides useful insights into understanding the 
contemporary security architecture and the role of the state in it.  
 
 
Daniel Heller-Roazen, The Enemy of All: Piracy and The 
Law of Nations (New York: Zone Books, 2009).  
 
Zoltán Glück 
Central European University 
 
Perhaps the most misleading platitude that one hears all too often 
in discussions of the contemporary rise of piracy off the Horn of 
Africa is that piracy has been around since the beginning of 
recorded history. On the surface, the statement is of course true. 
But this truth comes at the tremendous price of conceptually 
flattening differences between diverse social and historical 
situations into a one dimensional legal category, thereby 
obfuscating the genealogy of a concept and a figure that has 
been formative to the history of nations. It is precisely this 
complex genealogy that Professor Heller-Roazen assails and 
reconstructs with tremendous acumen and subtlety in his latest 
work The Enemy of All: Piracy and the Law of Nations. 

 
The argument that threads the sixteen chapters together is 
deceptively simple: namely, that the figure of the pirate, as the 
original enemy of all in Roman jurisprudence, is genealogically 
and structurally paramount to humanist thinking; moreover, that 
the figures and concepts which define much of the current ethico-
political paradigm (the terrorist, the insurgent, crimes against 
humanity), owe much to the legal history of concept of piracy. In 
support of this argument the author musters an impressive 
arsenal texts and authorities from Roman legal codices, Homeric 
epics, and the emergence of the law of nations, to German 
idealist philosophy, and the modern history of warfare. In place of 
the uniform notion of piracy as a self-same practice of maritime 
predation extending back into the recesses of time, we are 
confronted with the variety of polities for which the notion of 
piracy was historically instrumental for various political and 
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economic reasons. As each discursive shift is contextualized in an 
historical moment of political and military struggle (e.g. Minos’ 
conquests, the Barbary wars between Christian Europe and 
Muslim North Africa, or the charge of piracy in the crepuscule of 
the Atlantic slave trade), what emerges is a chronicle of the 
vicissitudes of the discourse of piracy in its relation to the 
historical evolution of polities and state structures. 

 
The strongest parts of the work are clearly the chapters that 
weave detailed commentary on the writings of Roman and early 
modern jurists with theoretical interventions on the nature of and 
evolution of political order. In this respect The Enemy of All has 
much original material to offer students of state theory. Parting 
ways with the dominant trends of neo-Weberian and neo-Marxian 
theories of the state, Heller-Roazen nonetheless retains the term 
rather than following the Foucaultian trend of collapsing the 
history of the state into an historical binary of sovereignty and 
governmentality. By focusing on “the relations that obtain 
between pillage and polity,” the author is able to open for view a 
whole history of struggles over the rights to and legitimate uses 
of violence (rather than, say, merely declaring the monopoly on 
this legitimacy to be the essential trait of statehood), tracing the 
titles and institutions that alternatively authorized and 
condemned the material social practice of pillage. The moral 
economy at the foundation of this discourse is laid bare. For the 
ancient Greeks using the term meant little more than the moral 
condemnation of acts of plunder when conducted at one’s 
expense, and their celebration when one profited; Roman times 
produced the first properly legal definition of piracy as illicit 
plunder and, when in 67AD the Roman Assembly granted Gnaeus 
Pompey exceptional powers to combat the practice in the 
Mediterranean, piracy and its suppression, Roazen argues, 
became a paramount factor leading to the collapse of the 
Republic and the inception of the Roman Empire; the politics of 
legitimacy come to the fore powerfully in the early modern 
period, as such titles as ‘corsair’ and ‘privateer’ came to embody 
state sanctioned maritime predation and were alternatively 
granted or withheld depending on the current state of war or 
peace obtaining between the European powers.  
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Heller-Roazen is indeed at his best in his philological and 
genealogical work on the typology of ‘others’ against which 
political order must necessarily define itself. Here the legal figure 
of the pirate emerges in Roman law along side two other figures: 
the external legitimate enemy (hostes) and the criminal internal 
to the political order (inimici). While behavior towards the latter 
two is regulated by conventions of war and the rule of law within 
the polity, the pirate is precisely the figure with whom political, 
ethical, and military interaction has been historically problematic 
to codify. Incidentally, that this is still very much true of our 
contemporary world is clearly attested to by the sheer volume of 
international resolutions, declarations, agreements and 
“exchanges of letters” that have gone into creating a viable legal 
framework in which to try Somali pirates in Kenya and the 
Seychelles.166 Heller-Roazen gives us the tools with which to 
understand—in all their historically situated complexity—the 
contemporary appeals to “universal jurisdiction” and 
“extraterritorial jurisdiction,” as well as the categories of “private” 
and “political” as they pertain to piracy.  

 
The major shortfall of the book is that it fails to complete the 
gesture of the demonstrating its ultimate thesis. It is only in the 
last twenty pages of the book that we finally encounter our 
current epoch and the connection between the legal paradigm of 
piracy and that of terrorism is left as a mere suggestion. One 
comes away with a wealth of empirical material but also with a 
feeling that a great theoretical break through has been lost. One 
wonders why the author did not trim back the (admittedly 
interesting) seventy-five pages of notes, and allow himself more 
space in which to follow through with the argument. A lesser 

                                                
166  In addition to the United Nations Convention on Laws of the Sea, there have been six Security 

Council Resolutions (Nos. 1814, 1816, 1838, 1846, 1851, 1897), several European Union Council Decisions, 

Resolutions by the International Maritime Organization, and host of other formal and informal regional 

agreements including the Djibouti Code of Conduct and diplomatic “exchanges of letters” between the 

Republic of Kenya, the EU, Britain, and the United States. For an insightful summary of some of these 

documents see Douglas Guilfoyle, “Counter-Piracy Law enforcement and Human Rights”,  International and 

Comparative Law Quarterly, 59 (2010): 141-169. 
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complaint might be raised that strictly political-economic 
elements of the analysis are lacking, that in his accounts of the 
historical evolution of piracy they are touched upon only 
tangentially, often subsumed into purely political and military 
struggle. Also, a few chapters of the text are fully dedicated to 
chronicling in the figure of the pirate in literary works. While 
these are pleasant to read and impressive for demonstrating the 
sheer breadth of knowledge and linguistic versatility of the author 
(equally at ease with Latin, Greek, German, Italian, French and 
English sources), they seem to add little to the theoretical force 
of the book. 

 
These latter complaints aside, the book is well worth reading for 
anyone interested in piracy, the state, border issues, the politics 
of legitimation, maritime commerce or the legal history of 
warfare. The book will also prove especially insightful for anyone 
seeking to understand the contemporary rise of piracy and the 
ideological framework in which it is being handled by the 
international community. During the course of my own research 
on the piracy trials in the law courts of Mombasa I have found 
myself turning back to the text frequently. It must be recognized 
that Heller-Roazen has produced the first serious genealogy of 
the concept of piracy, which in itself is a great achievement. 
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