dynamics in the post-1989 period (p. 57). This is a very
particular context, where a democratic or liberal zeitgeist
made it almost a necessity for authoritarian rulers to pay
lip service to democracy. In the very last section, Schedler
advocates a “historical turn in authoritarian studies”
(p-391), beginning with an attempt to trace instances
of electoral authoritarianism back in time. Such an
enterprise would serve as an important corrective to his
theory and analysis in that it would allow us to further
probe whether the identified dynamics—and ultimately
even the theory presented—are artifacts of, or at least
bound by, a particular context.

Recall in this connection that elections and authori-
tarianism are old bedfellows. For instance, authoritarian
elections, mostly held in the wake of democratic break-
downs, were ubiquitous in East Central Europe in the
periods between the two world wars. Even a cursory
glance at political dynamics in the electoral authoritarian
regimes of the day indicates that context matters. With
Romania in the period 1928-29 as a possible exception,
none of the East Central European regimes democratized;
rather, repression increased in all of them in the 1930s.
This disheartening pattern obviously owes much to the
international order that came into existence in the early
1930s. But this equals saying that the interwar period gives
us variation on contextual factors that are constants in
Schedler’s analysis. His conclusions about the democratic
potentials of authoritarian elections might in that sense be
overdrawn—or, to put it differently, only valid for the
most recent decades. In other periods, electoral institutions
have probably been easier to manipulate for dictators than
in today’s world, where flagrant manipulation attracts both
international attention and, oftentimes, international
censure. This, in turn, indicates that the room for actors’
choices might be more restricted than Schedler posits.

Although The Politics of Uncertainty is timely, it thus
also shows that the literature on autocratic regime types
now needs to move beyond the post-1989 snapshots
that have characterized the majority of its contributions.
More precisely, if the objective is to capture the political
dynamics of regimes where competition and domination
collide, shorn of a particular context, we need to start
mining the quarry of nineteenth- and twentieth-century
history.

Religion and Regimes: Support, Separation, and
Opposition. Edited by Mehran Tamadonfar and Ted G. Jelen.
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2014. 288p. $95.00.
d0i:10.1017/51537592714002655

— Karrie J. Koesel, University of Oregon
What is the nature of religion and regime relations in

a globalized world? How have these patterns of interac-
tion changed over time and space? Mehran Tamadonfar
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and Ted G. Jelen have assembled an impressive collection
of essays to address these and other related questions.
Religion and Regimes is diverse and historically anchored,
with each chapter examining religion and state relations
through an extended historical lens. The edited volume
includes chapters on the United States (Rachel Blum and
Clyde Wilcox), Brazil and Chile (Christine A. Gustafson),
Russia (Christopher Marsh), Israel (Elizabeth A. Old-
mixon and Rebekah Samaniego), France and Turkey
(Ramazan Kilinc), India (Scott Hibbard), Portugal and
Spain (Paul Christopher Manuel), Taiwan and Hong
Kong (J. Christopher Soper and Joel S. Fetzer), Ireland
(Michele Dillon), and Iran and Poland (Tamadonfar
and Jelen). Taken together, this rich collection explores
the public and political role of religion over time, and
demonstrates when and where political and religious
authorities cooperate and collide.

In lieu of an introductory theoretical chapter, the
editors suggest three general patterns of religion—regime
relations: support, separation, and opposition. Each of
the empirical chapters then takes on the task of illustrating
when, where, and how its case study aligns with these
various patterns. The editors suggest that most states and
societies are religiously plural and have a majority religion.
This majority religion will seek advantages in the religious
marketplace. This majority will also face opposition from
religious and secular competitors, and the nature of
opposition will help determine religion-regime relations
as supportive, oppositional or separate.

Two common themes emerge from the collection.
The first is that religion and regime relations are far
from fixed. Indeed, most chapters reveal the fluidity and
flexibility of these relations over time. A second theme is
the importance of the religious marketplace. Here, atten-
tion is given to the role of religious competition. On this
point, the editors’ central claim that religious competition
matters is hardly new, but the case studies help illuminate
the nuances of the market model and how the nature of
competition among and within religious groups, and
between religious and secular actors, shapes and constrains
religion—regime relations over time.

Gustafson’s comparison of church—state relations in
Chile and Brazil begins in the colonial period, carefully
showing that competition over time may come not only
from new religious groups, such as evangelical Christians,
but also from within the dominant religious institution, in
this case the Catholic Church. According to Gustafson,
internal competition partly explains the different political
orientations of the Brazilian and Chilean churches, and the
strategies church leaders adopt to engage the state and
society. Marsh’s chapter on Russia provides another lucid
overview of the spectrum of religion and state relations and
how these interactions come full circle. After the collapse
of the Soviet Union, the Russian Orthodox Church
(ROCQ) pursued strategies of accommodation with the
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state (rather than confrontation or separation) because of
growing competition in the religious market. The resulting
ROC-regime alliance has been politically advantageous
for both sides. For the Kremlin, this has meant new sources
of legitimacy, and for the ROC, it has meant the ability to
informally shape the dynamics of the religious market and
marginalize its main competitors. In particular, Marsh
notes that Protestants have been depicted as religious
outsiders hostile to Russian culture and, at the extremes,
even part of a CIA conspiracy to undermine the country
(pp. 66-67). Hibbard’s chapter on India offers another
informative synthesis of the changing and inconsistent
nature of religion-state relations. He traces the role of
religion in state and society from the preindependence
promotion of secular norms and identities to the rise of
Hindu nationalism and sectarian violence. The chapter
skillfully illustrates the nuances of this transformation and
the competing and changing interests of the multiple
actors involved. One important lesson that comes from the
Indian case is the way in which the transformation of
religion and regimes becomes increasingly complicated
when religion aligns with ethnic identity and nation.
The intersection of religion and national identity is
further advanced in a number of other essays, including
Dillon’s chapter on the Catholic Church in Ireland,
Oldmixon and Samaniego’s analysis of Israel as a Jewish
and democratic state, and Tamadonfar and Jelen’s com-
parison of religion and regime change in Iran and Poland.
These chapters, on the one hand, encourage us to think
about the ways in which national religions can lend
legitimacy to regime power holders. On the other hand,
they also demonstrate how national religions become
powerful forces for political change. However, the analyses
are careful to suggest that the power and prestige of
national religions is far from guaranteed. Whether through
internal scandals as in the Irish case or “lazy monopolies”
in Iran and Poland, religions that represent the nation can
see their role diminished in the public square (p. 249).
Insofar as the volume may merit criticism, it is because
the included cases represent many of the usual suspects in
the politics-of-religion lineup, such as the United States,
Turkey, France, Portugal, Spain, and Ireland. While these
chapters are well written and important, the inclusion
of cases from Africa and Southeast Asia could have
significantly strengthened the work. Another concern is
that the case studies tend to highlight monotheistic
faiths over others. This distracts from the generaliz-
ability of the models of religion—state relations that the
editors are suggesting in the concluding chapter. It also
calls into question the volume’s ability to predict the
public role of religion for more syncretic or polytheistic
faiths. For instance, how might this loose framework
explain religion—state patterns of interaction among
popular religions or religious communities that operate
in underground markets in Mainland China? What
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might this suggest about religion—regime relations in
contemporary Egypt where religious majorities have
been historically excluded from politics? How does it
explain the political role of religion across a deeply
divided Nigeria?

These criticisms should not minimize the value of the
volume, however. The editors are up-front about these
biases (p. 250) and do provide a few comparative chapters
to help balance the global and religious perspectives.
In particular, the comparative essays on Taiwan and Hong
Kong, as well as Iran and Poland, are welcome additions.
These chapters show that even in diverse political settings
and among different faiths, religious actors can play similar
roles of political mobilization. They also underscore the
fluidity of opposition, separation, and support.

As a whole, Religion and Regimes makes a useful com-
panion to any uppet-level undergraduate or graduate
course on religion and politics. However, the value of
any edited volume can also be measured by the sum of its
parts. Here, the individual chapters are carefully crafted
and would be a beneficial supplement to both area studies
and more general courses on comparative politics.

The Political Economy of the Service Transition.
Edited by Anne Wren. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013. 320p.
$110.00 cloth, $47.95 paper.
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— Marius R. Busemeyer, University of Konstanz

This comprehensive edited volume is an extremely
important and long overdue contribution to scholarship
on the implications of the rise of the service and knowledge
economy for advanced (post)industrial democracies. It is
certainly not the first to study the rise of the service
economy or the implications of new social risks for welfare
state policies. But it is nevertheless important because it
approaches the topic from a particular perspective, which is
rooted in the “Varieties of Capitalism” school of thought
(see Peter A. Hall and David Soskice, eds., Varieties of
Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative
Advantage, 2001), in which the service sector had been
strangely absent for a long time.

There are 10 chapters, including a substantial intro-
duction by editor Anne Wren, which are roughly divided
into two sections (determinants and outcomes of service-
sector expansion). The introduction provides a solid
foundation for the rest of the volume by highlighting
two developments whose implications for contemporary
economies are not yet fully understood: the rise of
information and communication technology (ICT) and
increasing trade in high-level services such as consulting
and finance. The core argument of the introduction (and
the volume as a whole) is that “national experiences of the
transition [to the service economy] will vary depending on
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