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belonging to Armenian institutions) were carried out under the very same Justice and Develop-
ment Party government. It is also not a coincidence that the most visible progress in the geno-
cide discussion took place in the most dynamic phase of Turkish–EU relations between 2000
and 2005, when international pressure on Turkey with regard to genocide acknowledgement was
at its height. Cheterian bypasses the fact that the European Parliament was among the first in-
ternational institutions to acknowledge the Armenian genocide in 1987. Here, the parliament
also suggested that genocide acknowledgement by Turkey be a precondition for its eventual EU
entry.

Nevertheless, Open Wounds is a highly informative and comprehensive book for readers who
want to learn about key aspects of the legacy of the Armenian Genocide and its denial.
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Palestinian prose fiction in Arabic has received unprecedented attention in English-language
scholarship in recent years. In his 2012 Catastrophe and Exile in the Modern Palestinian Imag-
ination Telling Memories (New York: Palgrave Macmillan), Ihab Saloul examines memories of
the nakba (the catastrophic forced exodus of Palestinians from what became the state of Israel
in 1948) in narratives of exile. This was followed five years later by Joseph Farag’s Politics and
Palestinian Literature in Exile: Gender, Aesthetics and Resistance in the Short Story (London:
I.B.Taurus, 2017).

Bashar Abu Manneh’s The Palestinian Novel from 1948 to the Present is a more theoretically
ambitious treatment of modern Palestinian prose literature. Engaging with Georg Lukács’ theory
of the relationship of the novel to history, and Theodor Adorno’s defense of modernism, Abu
Manneh situates his own analysis of Palestinian works within a critical reading of postcolonial
theory. Through his readings of works by Jabra Ibrahim Jabra, Ghassan Kanafani, Imil Habibi,
and Sahar Khalifeh (supplemented with brief analyses of Jean Genet’s Prisoner of Love [New
York: New York Review Books, 1986], and Elias Khoury’s Gate of the Sun [Brooklyn, N.Y.:
Archipelago Books, 1998]), he argues that until the 1967 and 1973 Arab–Israeli wars, and the
failure of the Palestinian revolution and concurrent demise of progressive political regimes across
the Arab world, Palestinians wrote realist novels whose form and narrative perspective were in-
formed by the nakba and the political optimism of the postwar Arab world. Diminished hopes in
the Arab world from the late 1970s and 1980s then gave rise to modernist works that, he argues
following Adorno, simultaneously serve as reflections and forms of resistance to political defeat
and the impossibility of an emancipatory politics.

Relatedly, Abu Manneh makes an argument about the nature and history of the Palestinian rev-
olution itself and its implications for postcolonial theory. The Palestinian movement for national
liberation was, in its early years, a humanist and universalist movement that sought to emancipate
the Arab world through the liberation of Palestine. However, in time, he argues, and in particular
in the wake of the 1970–71 Jordanian civil war and the 1973 Arab–Israeli war, it evolved into a
statist movement whose primary goal became the liberation of the land rather than the liberation
of Palestinians and other Arabs. This distinction allows Abu Manneh to make the case for the
nation (as opposed to narrow nationalism, particularly as it relates to ethnicity) as a potentially
emancipatory and anticolonial category. The distinction between the early years of the revolution
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and its later character also opens his analysis to include the elegiac works of Khoury and Genet,
which otherwise would be out of place within his analytical framework.

To argue that 1967 and the political developments that arose out of that war were a watershed
within Arabic literature and culture is hardly original, but Abu Manneh’s analysis is the first to
systematically enfold literary developments before and after this period within European literary
theory. Similarly, the developments in postcolonial theory that he reviews have been widely de-
bated elsewhere and applied by others to the Palestinian context (e.g., Anna Ball in Palestinian
Literature and Film in Postcolonial Feminist Perspective [New York: Routledge, 2012] and Anna
Bernard in Rhetorics of Belonging, Nation, Narration, and Israel/Palestine [Liverpool: Liverpool
University Press, 2013]), but Abu Manneh, uniquely, engages with postcolonial theory in relation
to the concept of the national as articulated and practiced within the early years of the Palestinian
revolution, returning to Franz Fanon’s writings to make his case for the emancipatory efficacy of
the nation within colonial and imperialist contexts.

The main strength of Abu Manneh’s book, however, lies less in its engagement with theory
than in its treatment of the Palestinian novel within the context of Arab thought. Abu Manneh sit-
uates analyses of specific works not only in relation to historical events, but also their intellectual
contexts within the Arab world, demonstrating how they contributed to ideas, conversations, and
political positions of the period he covers. In doing so he effectively communicates the liveliness
of intellectual debates, particularly of the 1960s and early 1970s, and the deep-seated need that
figures such as Jabra and the novelist �Abd al-Rahman Munif felt to engage literarily in such
discussions even during times of political despair. Abu Manneh reminds us of the centrality of
Palestine to Arab intellectual conversations of the 1950s–1980s and of the vibrancy and optimism
of the latter. In this regard, his study works as a useful prequel to Zeina Halabi’s The Unmak-
ing of the Arab Intellectual: Prophecy, Exile and the Nation (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 2016), which examines the Arabic novels that emerged from and engaged with the political
failures of the 1990s and beyond. In English language scholarship, Palestinian works are more
often treated wholly in relation to the Palestinian–Israeli context such that the defining events of
Palestinian history—Abu Manneh focuses on the 1948 and 1967 wars and the First Intifada—are
conceptualized solely in relation to their effects on the Palestinians themselves rather than on
Palestinians as part of a larger Arab world that was also intensely engaged, both politically and
culturally, with at least the first two of these events.

Provocative though Abu Manneh’s approach is, The Palestinian Novel is weakened by poor
editing and a sometimes confusing lack of precision. Confusion begins with inconsistencies in
defining the historical scope of the project (the novel from 1948 to the present as the title indicates,
or from 1948 to Oslo as he states in the introduction) and no clear statement of what, precisely,
the Palestinian novel is. On what basis both Jabra’s The Other Rooms (about Iraq; Al-Ghuraf
al-Ukhra [Beirut: Al-mu’assasa al-‘arabiyya li-l-dirasa wa-l-nashr, 1986]) and Khoury’s Gate of
the Sun (written by a Lebanese) are both included is unclear, and the inclusion of Jean Genet’s
Prisoner of Love, a memoir written by a Frenchman in French is puzzling. Abu Manneh says
Genet’s work is “proof that Palestinian humanism had universal appeal” (p. 89), but this point
is tangential to the main purpose of the study. One wishes that this space had been given over
to analysis of the novels written within the stultifying environment of the PLO bureaucracy that
Abu Manneh mentions but does not describe (p. 31), and to writers (other than Khalifeh) of the
post-Oslo period—Ibrahim Nasrallah and Adania Shibli come to mind. The “PLO” works may
not have the literary stature of the novels he does analyze, but they are a part of the history of
the Palestinian novel. Moreover, Palestinian history has continued to unfold since 1993 even if
Oslo did bring an end to an organized Palestinian resistance movement on the national level.
Can Lukács or Adorno help us to understand these later works? In particular, do they help us to
understand developments in the Palestinian novel of the past decade, works which can perhaps
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better be understood as the product of ongoing conditions rather than as responses to specific
events?

Abu Manneh’s argument about the move from realism to modernism is not entirely convincing,
relying as it does on an oversimplification of the trajectory and Jabra and Kanafani’s writings, and
privileging the defining events of Palestinian history over other regional and local developments
and conditions that profoundly affected the lives of the writers he analyzes in different ways.
Nonetheless, The Palestinian Novel deserves to be read for its sensitive literary engagement and
its thoughtful readings of key texts.
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Scholars of Middle East politics still bear the scars of the ideological and epistemological fights
that have dogged Middle East studies and the social sciences since the behavioral revolution.
The MENA region remains largely excluded from studies of global patterns, and many regional
specialists remain marginalized in American political science. The question of democracy has
been particularly contentious. As different areas of the world rode successive waves of democ-
ratization, Middle East specialists struggled to explain why in “their” region authoritarianism
endured. The advent of the “Arab Spring” failed to trigger the long-awaited paradigmatic shift,
and highlighted anew the inability to predict important political developments. On the question of
democracy, some regional specialists abandoned altogether the transition paradigm, while others
focused on the region’s exceptionalisms. In parallel to these debates, the thorny policy question
of whether Western democracy promotion is good or bad for democratization remains unsettled.
In the case of the Middle East, there are plenty of good justifications on opposite sides of the
argument. J. N. C. Hill’s book, Democratization in the Maghreb, provides valuable insight into
these controversies and underscores what scholars of Middle East politics stand to gain and lose
when pressed to make the region’s politics intelligible in universal social scientific terms.

Democratization in the Maghreb investigates why the regimes of Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco,
and Mauritania were affected so differently by the Arab Spring. Hill notes that with the exception
of Tunisia’s democratic progress, the nature and structure of power in the other cases remained in-
tact even as each individual country adapted differently. These four regimes are all authoritarian,
confronted by similar social demands and contestation, and threatened by comparable political
adversaries. Hill argues that regional specialists misdiagnosed the Arab Spring and overlooked its
divergent impact precisely because they focused too much on these regimes’ common character-
istics and failed to observe significant differences among them. As a result, they could not foresee
the possibility of authoritarian breakdown in separate individual countries, and once the protests
toppled the head of states in Tunisia and Egypt, they mistakenly anticipated a democratic wave
across the region. In that vein, Hill strives to highlight the distinct features that might account for
their divergent outcomes.

Hill contextualizes each case by drawing on Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way’s Competi-
tive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes after the Cold War (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010). In a nutshell, Levitsky and Way proposed a theoretical model that explains and
predicts why some former Cold War satellites democratized while others settled on competitive
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