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Beck’s detailed descriptions of the Fraternity and Namaste are a useful counter-
point to the economistic literature that typically uses randomization to examine
some impacts of microfinance and other NGO activity. Given what we know about
NGOs, aid, and microfinance, the microlevel analysis and focus on ideas and beliefs
can tell us much about how microfinance and other development activity works in
practice and why development projects often fail to achieve their stated goals. Inter-
estingly, Beck’s approach, which focuses on ideas and beliefs much more than inter-
ests and institutions, shares much with rationalist works like Gibson et al.’s Samar-
itan’s Dilemma (2005), which explores why development aid is often unsuccessful,
tracing many failures to contradictory incentives that aid donors, workers, and
recipients face. And like Beck, Robert Bates, in his classic rationalist work Markets
and States in Tropical Africa (1981), finds that contradictory economic and political
incentives can undermine development policies by creating unintended conse-
quences that contradict nominal goals.

The primary flaw in Beck’s work is directly related to its strengths as detailed,
microlevel, qualitative research. Although the argument that NGO activities hold
different meaning for beneficiaries, workers, and donors makes powerful intuitive
sense, it is unclear how much we can generalize these results to NGOs more broadly.
No doubt, there are many NGOs in which goals, beliefs, and incentives vary broadly
across the organization, but surely some NGOs have well-aligned belief systems,
some NGOs have broadly shared goals and strategies, and in some NGOs, incen-
tives are well aligned from top to bottom of the organization. Understanding the rel-
ative frequency of such alignment and disalignment may be an important goal for
future research. In other words, how common is it for NGOs to have well-aligned
beliefs, incentives, and goals? And does such alignment improve the ability of
NGOs to improve the lives of their beneficiaries?

Glenn Wright
University of Alaska Southeast

Robert S. Jansen, Revolutionizing Repertoires: The Rise of Populist Mobilization in
Peru. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2017. Photographs, illustrations,
map, abbreviations, appendixes, chronology, tables, bibliography, index, 288
pp-; hardcover $112.50, paper $37.50, ebook.

This book is an ambitious attempt to propose a new, pragmatist theory for how
political practices change. Jansen develops and tests this theory through a study of
the 1931 presidential election in Peru, a signature moment in that country and,
Jansen argues, the entire region, in which “populist mobilization” was successfully
used for the first time. Jansen’s pragmatist theory (in the sense of Dewey and James)
bears a family resemblance to recent work in comparative historical sociology and
path dependence, arguing that changes in political institutions, including cultural
ones, cannot simply be read off changes in deeper structural factors, such as mod-
ernization. Instead, they depend also on the contingent behaviors and local-level
constraints that individual actors face.
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In Peru, the adoption of populist mobilization by the two leading contenders
(Victor Ratl Haya de la Torre of the Partido Aprista Peruano, or APRA, and Luis
Sénchez Cerro of the Unién Revolucionaria) was not fully predictable in terms of
the country’s level of economic development or its class structure, and other candi-
dates adopted nonpopulist strategies. Indeed, Haya de la Torre and Sdnchez Cerro
had not deployed these strategies themselves any earlier. But in a moment of oppor-
tunity created by the absence of functioning elite parties, and drawing from the
resources provided by their followers and their own intellectual journeys, they rec-
ognized the possibility for this new form of mobilization and deployed it with a
vengeance. The success of their efforts at winning votes and supporters ensured what
Jansen calls the routinization of this new set of practices, as future Peruvian politi-
cians, as well as those in other countries of the region, drew from the new repertoire.

This is a lively argument, designed to stimulate debate not only among sociol-
ogists but among political scientists and other scholars inclined toward comparative
historical analysis. Jansen wants us to think harder about change in political institu-
tions, especially sudden changes in repertoires of action, which have not been well
studied in the social movement literature that is usually their home (it tends to focus
on slower changes). He also wants us to theorize more carefully about the interplay
of agency and structure, for which he proposes a set of conditions that could better
guide our causal theories. The book includes long engagements with these literatures
in the first chapter and again in the conclusion.

Unfortunately, the book is somewhat short on empirics, and Jansen is able to
explore only some of his key arguments in a perfunctory way. Thus, some of his
causal mechanisms are not well tested, and in some cases he makes questionable his-
torical claims that deserve clarification.

The book provides solid historical data covering several aspects of Jansen’s
theory. In particular, it provides worthy descriptions of the structural changes that
partially determined the emergence of populist mobilization in Peru (chapter 2),
including incipient industrialization in Lima and other coastal centers, the emer-
gence of small working and middle classes in these areas, and the spread of new
forms of civil society and new technologies of communication and transportation.
The book is at its best in describing the organization space that was created in Peru’s
incipient party system by the earlier dictatorship of Augusto Leguia (chapter 3), a
space that was essential for creating a “problem situation” (the pragmatist equivalent
of a crucial juncture), in which outsider forces could emerge. And it provides a solid
description of the two contending party movements as instances of populist mobi-
lization, which Jansen creates by combining qualitative analyses of their nationalist-
populist rhetoric with descriptions of their organizational structures (hierarchical in
the case of APRA, movement-based in the case of the Unién Revolucionaria; an
interesting implication is that there can be wide organizational differences in pop-
ulist parties and movements). In addition, the book provides some impressive
process tracing, showing the decisions of other actors (old elites and the Communist
Party) to reject populist mobilizational tactics. All of this persuades readers that pop-
ulist mobilization was not an inevitable choice.
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However, the book falls short in describing the actual process of innovation—
why the two key contenders adopted populist mobilization when they did (chapter
4). Much of this account rests on assertions by the author, with footnoted refer-
ences, that leaders of these two sides consciously adopted these new tactics in a
process of give-and-take that rested partly on experiences before the fall of the
Leguia government. While this may be true, Jansen provides little in the way of
direct, documentary evidence, especially in the form of quotations. The narrative
lacks a blow-by-intellectual-blow account of correspondence and conversation that
we want to hear among the party leaders and their campaign lieutenants. In fact,
some of the few quotes come from some of Sdnchez Cerro’s earlier letters, which
highlight his initial elitism, rather than his switch to populism. Readers will not see
the kind of smoking gun that Jansen felt he had discovered in his archival research.
In this regard, Jansen would have done well to draw from the literature on qualita-
tive testing in political science, which provides fairly clear standards for thresholds
and evidence in comparative historical research.

A similar lack of evidence and explanation haunts some other key aspects of the
book. The most noteworthy is Jansen’s argument—which he sees as central to the
book and his theoretical account—that Peru’s experience with populist mobilization
in 1931 was new for Latin America (albeit not for other regions). This claim high-
lights the importance of the Peruvian case, but it is also essential for his argument
that populist mobilization did not simply diffuse in from elsewhere. Populist mobi-
lization in Peru was a radical innovation.

The problem with this is that populist mobilization—in Jansen’s sense of pop-
ulist rhetoric at the service of large-scale political mobilization—is evident in earlier
moments in Latin American history. For example, Paul Drake’s studies of populism
in Chile show that populist rhetoric was an important feature of mobilization expe-
riences in Chile under Arturo Alessandri, beginning at least in the 1920s, if not the
1910s, while David Rock’s studies of the Unién Civica Radical in Argentina show
a similar instance of populist mobilization running from the 1890s to the 1910s. In
both cases, self-styled radical parties successfully pursued the political inclusion of
the middle class by using the same kind of rhetoric and mobilization that appeared
in Peru. Because Jansen does not limit populist mobilization to the participation of
working classes—indeed, he recognizes that Peru’s moment in 1931 failed to incor-
porate women or the indigenous—it is not clear what makes the Peruvian case sin-
gular, other than its scope (involving both main contenders in the election).

The book is also lacking in data concerning the routinization of populist mobi-
lization in Peru. While readers who know Peru’s modern history will agree that pop-
ulist mobilization has continued to play a powerful role post-1931, Jansen never
indicates, in his concluding chapter, what those moments were or whether they
strongly confirm his theory. Routinization, he argues, depends on how well the new
practice resonates with previous ones, how recognized its success is, and if it is
repeated with similar effect. Measuring these variables is fairly tricky and would take
effort, but Jansen fails to go over a list of the likely instances, let alone a longer
description of the processes at work. Indeed, one would think that the violent polar-
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ization that followed the 1931 experience would have so traumatized Peruvian
politicians and the public that it could not have been publicly attempted for years
to follow.

While the emergence of populist mobilization in earlier moments in the region
might take some of the shine off a study of Peru in 1931, this does not undermine
Jansen’s claim that it was an innovation in this country. Certainly, his evidence
shows that populist mobilization involved distinct choices that cannot be read off of
typical structuralist causes. The book offers a stirring call for more fine-grained the-
orizing that admits more contingency. Readers will appreciate Jansen’s walk through
the sociological literature and his efforts to achieve conceptual clarity around terms
such as practice, mobilization, and populism. But clearly, there is more work to be
done in studying populist mobilization in Peru and elsewhere.

Kirk Hawkins
Brigham Young University

Isaias Rojas-Pérez, Mourning Remains: State Atrocity, Exhumations, and Governing
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Mourning Remains is a welcome contribution to studies of Peru’s postwar period
and to the ongoing reckoning with what some scholars have called Peru’s “time of
fear.” It shifts attention to a topic that remains insufficiently explored: the disap-
peared and the dead. The book focuses on the different ways the state and its agen-
cies, on the one hand, and relatives of the disappeared, on the other, reckon with
the dead, specifically in the context of mass exhumations.

Perhaps not surprisingly, they do so very differently. The state and state agen-
cies, such as the judiciary and the Instituto de Medicina Legal, view exhumations
from a legal and bureaucratic perspective as a step toward establishing a forensic
truth that can serve as the basis for pursuing justice. As such, the state’s primary con-
cern is, as Rojas-Pérez puts it, “the fabrication of corpses.” By contrast, the relatives
of the dead, and in particular their mothers, reckon with the dead in ways that man-
ifest a different epistemology of death, a way of thinking about the dead that resig-
nifies the remains of their loved ones in ways that Rojas-Pérez views as culturally
specific; by, for example, conveying agency on them and establishing their “ubiety.”

In an early chapter, Rojas-Pérez puts forward a critique of the Comisién de la
Verdad y Reconciliacién’s (2001-3) politics of exhumation of mass graves and
reburial in certain communities in Ayacucho, the region most impacted by the vio-
lence. He is particularly critical of the way these practices served what he views as
the CVR’s moral project to deal with the dead of the conflict as victims, in a manner
consonant with transitional justice prerogatives, and in so doing inserted them into
its broader “depoliticized narrative” (44). As Rojas-Pérez notes, the communities
did not always accept the imposition of such categories and proffered their own: the
dead were “heroes.”
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