
between secularist liberationist agendas and religious revivalism and critique
revolves around gender equality (115) and this constitutes a conflict zone.
Hence, Walzer underscores the need to seriously cultivate indigenous re-
working and negotiating of tradition. One example of such cultivation he
cites (118–21) is the work of the Indian feminist scholar Uma Narayan, who
illumines the limitations of “secularism” and antinationalist feminism as
the only mode of challenging traditional repressive practices against
women. Here a systematic consideration of the literature on religion and
the emergence and reproduction of modern nationalism, from Benedict
Anderson’s observation of the philosophical poverty of nationalisms to
Geneviève Zubrzycki’s comparative discussion of Catholicism and the pro-
duction of nationalist imaginations in the divergent cases of Poland and
Montreal, could have amplified the effectiveness of Walzer’s theoretical inter-
ventions on the questions of the coimbrication of religion and nationalism as
those relate to the so-called resurgence of religion.

–Atalia Omer
University of Notre Dame

Mark Wenman: Agonistic Democracy: Constituent Power in the Era of Globalization.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013. Pp. xvii, 334.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000753

The concept of agonistic democracy has been around for some time but has
often suffered from underdetermination. This is partly due to the fact that
it is commonly defined in contrast to deliberative democracy. Deliberative
democracy prioritizes consensus and mutual understanding; agonistic
democracy acknowledges the role of conflict and contestation in the public
sphere. This sort of thin differentiation is not particularly satisfying and
became evenmore problematic when it was clear that deliberative democracy
did not, or did not have to, exclude conflict and contestation. If agnostic
democracy is to offer a real and significant alternative to mainstream accounts
of democracy, it has to be about more than consensus versus contest. Marc
Wenman’s book offers a great deal more. Rather than presenting agonistic
theory as a response to other conceptions of democracy, Wenman reads this
tradition in a stand-alone way that conveys the power and significance of
agonism as a rich tradition in its own right. Of course, Wenman does
employ comparison and contrast. There is an excellent chapter laying out
various models of democracy in relation to agonistic theory. The first and
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best strength of this book, however, is the way Wenman reconstructs the de-
fining features of this tradition and anchors it deeply in the history of political
philosophy as well as contemporary aporias and issues facing political actors
today.
The book is broken up into three parts. In the first Wenman offers this com-

pelling account of what stands at the heart of agonistic theory and ties the
various practitioners together. This was my favorite part of the book although
the whole is a very good read. The second section contains four chapters each
covering an agonistic thinker: William Connolly, James Tully, Chantal Mouffe,
and Bonnie Honig. These chapters are also very nicely done, offering clear
and critical expositions. In the final section of the book Wenman offers his
own version of agonism in part built out of what he thinks are weaknesses
of the four preceding exemplars. Again the argument is nicely done and
Wenman’s insistence that we need to take our ideas of democracy to a cosmo-
politan level is well taken but in the end the position he stakes out strikes me
as dangerously extreme.
What pushes Wenman’s discussion past the old “conflict versus consensus”

trope is his argument that the primacy of constituent power is the link con-
necting agonistic theories of democracy. Mainstream views of democracy
“tend to subordinate politics to constituted authority in one form or
another” (15). Agonistic theories see politics as animated by an originary gen-
erative energy. Stressing constituent power in relation to agonism is not new
but Wenman targets it as the defining feature of agonistic democracy. In a
sense, then, for agonists, all politics are constitutional politics. The primacy
of constituent power is then given content by a political ontology that sees
pluralism, tragedy, and conflict as inescapable but ultimately productive.
The final plank inWenman’s general conceptualization of agonism is that con-
stituent power can be understood in terms of either augmentation or revolu-
tion. Augmentation, although often aspiring to radical transformation, works
to some extent within the system while revolution aims for something truly
beyond where we are now. Wenman thinks that agonists are for the most
part held captive by the augmentation model; radical democrats (Badiou,
Laclau, Rancière, Žižek), by contrast, are inspired by the revolutionary
model. Wenman himself advocates a middle position.
Wenman offers a clear and compelling reading of all four augmentation

thinkers, with his sympathies lying most closely with Honig. There is an in-
teresting and not entirely intuitive progression in the treatment of these
four: they are read as increasingly radical or at least less and less “hemmed
in” by existing constitutional givens. Thus Wenman begins with Connolly
as the most caught within liberal paradigms. After an informative and for
the most part positive exposition of Connolly’s contribution, Wenman ends
with a big “however.” This pattern of informative and positive exposition
ending with a big “however” appears in all four chapters. Connolly’s
“however” is that he is overly concerned with the inner or existential suffer-
ing of individuals and so is unable to engage in serious structural critique. In
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the end his position “resonates with liberal notions of tolerance and individ-
uality” (135), a sure sign that he has failed to reach full escape velocity from
existing power structures.
Tully is also read as too cozy with constituted authority in his attempts at

rapprochement between agonist and deliberative democracy. Mouffe is
praised for her “resolute denunciation of deliberative democracy,” but the
radical potential of her ideas is hemmed in by her insistence that “struggles
must unfold within the basic horizon of liberal democratic constitutionalism”
(216). An interesting dimension of Mouffe’s agonism is a realism that shuns
any optimism about human agency. This leads her to worry (sensibly it
seems to me) about violence and order and so lean towards Hobbes in her po-
litical philosophy. Wenman sees this as a weakness. But if Wenman is going to
take the revolutionary road, he too needs to address questions of violence and
order. Honig’s work rounds out the foursome and she is defended as having
the strongest aspirational dimension that sees agonistic democracy as point-
ing beyond our present neoliberalism. But “with her explicit disavowal of the
ideas of revolution” (259), she too is unable to meet the most pressing chal-
lenges we face such as global climate change, nuclear proliferation, and
global poverty. These problems require conceptualizing democracy in such
a way that it can be open to truly radical alternatives to the existing order.
Ultimately “the exclusive emphasis on augmentation characteristic of
Connolly, Tully, Mouffe, and Honig leaves them forever hemmed in within
the horizons of possibility established in the revolutions of the eighteenth
century and their founding principles” (297).
It seems to me that there are two ways in which these thinkers can be un-

derstood as “hemmed in” by liberal constitutionalism. The first is that re-
maining within the framework of liberal constitutionalism makes it difficult
for democracy to address, let alone resolve, crises on a global scale. Here
Wenman is right to highlight a disconnect between the scale of our problems
and the scale of our democratic theories. But the eighteenth century also
brought us rights. The second way is that these thinkers are not ready to
throw out rights and the rule of law as we search for new political orders.
Wenman argues that the “radical capacity for innovation” can only be nur-
tured if we move beyond the augmentation model and embrace features of
the revolutionary model. If this is true, then we need to be clear eyed and
honest about the potential for tragedy. I do not see this honesty in
Wenman’s embrace of revolution. I see no recognition of the ways revolution
can go wrong nor of the dangers of politics that are not hemmed in by some-
thing. I see no recognition that fascist groups are as eager to innovate our po-
litical world as cosmopolitans. I understand Wenman’s frustration with the
way that liberal constitutionalism curbs our imagination about prospects of
a cosmopolitan future. But the dangers of radically innovative politics out-
weigh the hope that they will bring a global transformation for the better.
So, much to my surprise, I find myself happy to stay with Connolly, Tully,
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Mouffe, and Honig within the framework of augmentation and very hesitant
to follow Wenman to the next level of revolution.

–Simone Chambers
University of California Irvine

John G. Gunnell: Social Inquiry after Wittgenstein and Kuhn: Leaving Everything as It Is.
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2014. Pp. xviii, 256.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000765

John Gunnell’s latest work offers close readings of Ludwig Wittgenstein and
Thomas Kuhn in order to demonstrate the relevance of their philosophy for
contemporary social inquiry. This work makes several important contribu-
tions. It is one of the first books to explore the connections between
Wittgenstein’s later philosophy and Thomas Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific
Revolutions. It presents their work as an orientation to social inquiry that is
distinct from the more predominant approaches of behavioralism and herme-
neutics. It offers a robust defense of Kuhn andWittgenstein against the charge
of relativism. And it is the clearest statement to date by Gunnell of his own
philosophy of social science, one that he calls conventional realism.
Gunnell demarcates three orders of discourse in the relationship between

philosophy, social science, and politics. First-order discourses are practices
that theoretically define the physical world. Second-order discourses are prac-
tices that interpret conceptually preconstituted phenomena. Third-order dis-
courses involve the philosophy behind different practices of inquiry. A central
claim of the book is that second-order discourses, such as the social and
human sciences, are necessarily interpretive because they grapple with con-
ceptually defining preconstituted phenomena. Gunnell is also keen to point
out the ways in which social and political theorists often mistakenly elide dis-
courses—i.e., when behavioralists confuse social science for natural science,
or when poststructuralists confuse discussions about the philosophy of
social science for the practice of social inquiry.
One central concern of Gunnell’s is with the question whether Wittgenstein

and Kuhn were relativists. According to one line of argument, Wittgenstein
had offered a correspondence theory of truth in his early work Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus, holding that the task of philosophy is primarily to
specify a basis for the relationship between language and the world. His
later work, by contrast, advanced the argument that the search for such a
theory was largely responsible for leading modern philosophy into a dead
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