
to the Allende administration, followed by its complete
disregard for the military’s abuse of power. In fact, the
judiciary in Chile seems to have been even more cooper-
ative than in Brazil, considering that the Chilean Supreme
Court refused to review the decisions of the military courts
even though it had legal authority to do so. The Brazilian
judiciary, by contrast, actually challenged the military lead-
ers by overturning the sentences of some political prison-
ers. Pereira’s argument may also understate the importance
of the opposition’s strength and the military’s relative weak-
ness in Argentina as compared to Brazil, but the overall
emphasis on the historical institutional relationship between
the judiciary and the military as a dominant causal factor
is clearly important.

Future research could fruitfully examine the intrare-
gime variation in the application of the law. Within a
regime, what explains why some political opponents are
tried in courts while others are dealt with extrajudicially?
Chile would provide an interesting case because it tried
similar numbers of political opponents in military courts
as it killed extrajudicially. A comparison of those who
were disappeared versus those who were tried in military
courts could shed even more light on regime incentives
and the nature of authoritarian legality.

If the main purpose of history and comparative poli-
tics is to shed light on contemporary issues and provide
a context for understanding the challenges our own
government faces, then this book surely succeeds. The
book provides a haunting reminder of the dangers of a
shadowy “War on Terror.” As the book details these regimes’
decisions to employ military courts versus disappearances,
it is hard not to contemplate our own executive’s decisions
to unilaterally define people as “unlawful combatants” and
make use of military courts and extrajudicial “renditions”
in its fight against terrorism. The parallels between the
United States’ current war on terrorism and the Southern
Cone’s earlier fights against “terrorism” are at times strik-
ing. Pereira makes the comparison explicit in the final
substantive chapter of the book. He argues that in democ-
racies, judicial-military conflict, rather than cooperation,
likely will serve to protect individual liberties.

Social Movements and State Power: Argentina,
Brazil, Bolivia, Ecuador. By James Petras and Henry Veltmeyer.
Ann Arbor, MI: Pluto Press, 2005. 288p. $90.00 cloth, $29.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070569

— Benjamin Goldfrank, University of New Mexico

Anyone interested in the recent renewal of social move-
ment activity and the rise of ostensibly left or center-left
governments in Latin America might be tempted to pick
up this book, with its provocative jacket photo and appeal-
ing title. Unfortunately, the book cover is nearly the only
thing going for this sectarian jeremiad from James Petras
and Henry Veltmeyer. If one is looking for serious schol-

arship, or even solid journalism, neither can be found
here. Instead, one finds a poorly organized collage, includ-
ing descriptions of recent history, critiques of government
policies, and tendentious and contradictory evaluations of
left strategy. Despite the promise of the title, the authors
do not engage the literature on social movements, nor do
they contribute much in the way of new analytical per-
spectives. The class analysis announced in the introduc-
tion only emerges occasionally in the subsequent chapters,
and even then it is applied mechanically and reductively,
yielding an extremely limited capacity to help us under-
stand the character and trajectory of social movements or
the nuances of political behavior in diverse contexts. Impor-
tant cross-national differences in terms of political insti-
tutions, ethnic composition, and international constraints
are not addressed, much less systematically compared. Fur-
thermore, the book lacks consistent citations of sources,
and serious empirical and orthographic errors are sprin-
kled throughout. Those knowledgeable about the coun-
tries in question might be amused by the almost congenital
inability to spell correctly the names of politicians, polit-
ical parties, and labor confederations; those without such
knowledge, especially undergraduate students, will only
be confused or misinformed.

Summarizing the authors’ main claims is made difficult
by the book’s contradictions and haphazard organization.
Each chapter is structured differently, and incoherently,
with abrupt changes of topic and time period, while words,
phrases, and entire paragraphs are repeated at different
moments. Roughly halfway through the book, what could
have been a main organizing principle emerges: The last
three chapters, including those on Ecuador and Bolivia as
well as the conclusion, contain (different) lists of the ways
in which the state has attempted to contain social move-
ments, such as repression, co-optation, and division. Had
they been introduced from the outset and made into con-
sistent categories of analysis, these modes of state control
might have provided useful lenses through which to com-
pare the dynamics in the four countries. Regrettably, such
questions as why states adopt one mode rather than another,
which modes best succeed at containment, or how social
movements respond when faced with different modes are
left unanswered, and even unasked.

One clear message the authors convey is that mass
mobilization is the best and only route to socialism.
Indeed, in the introductory chapter, they proclaim their
hope that this book will contribute to the “advance of
the popular movement towards social revolution” (p. 7).
Toward that end, the bulk of each country-case chapter
is dedicated to arguing that the presidents of the four
countries are neoliberal (supporting an agenda of privat-
ization, fiscal austerity, and trade liberalization) and are
contributing to an actual or impending economic crisis,
that all left parties and leaders that engage in electoral
politics have become or will become neoliberal, and that
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social movements have failed to capitalize on opportuni-
ties to take state power.

Some of the evaluations of presidential economic poli-
cies seem more or less correct, if fairly obvious, yet the
authors’ credibility is severely damaged by their lack of
proper sources, their factual errors (e.g., the claim that the
coca workers in Bolivia are not unionized [p. 189], when
in fact the country’s current president first gained notori-
ety by helping to organize the coca workers’ union and its
entry into a leading labor confederation), and their awk-
ward invective (e.g., calling Brazil’s economic policy “Tal-
iban neoliberalism,” p. 108). The authors’ numerous
predictions for the near future, including impending eco-
nomic crises in Argentina and Brazil, are almost uni-
formly wrong. They claim that participating in elections
leads left parties to neoliberal views because the class com-
position and class consciousness of their elected leaders
change. This claim is based mostly on the experience of
the Workers’ Party (PT) in Brazil and the Movement
Towards Socialism (MAS) in Bolivia. It seems potentially
more apt for the PT than for the MAS, but the argument
ignores other factors that might have the same net effect
of moderating economic policy, such as fears of capital
flight or currency collapse and political constraints like
the lack of congressional majorities.

Perhaps the most serious flaw in the book is the blind-
ness to the possibility that Latin American social move-
ments value democracy and do not desire to seize power
by force (or at the very least, that movement leaders have
legitimate fears that should they attempt to seize power,
the military would react violently). The authors never
define the term “social movement,” but they imply
throughout that all social movements have revolutionary
and socialist agendas, something most social movement
scholars would reject in all world regions. Yet Petras and
Veltmeyer equate social movements and mass mobiliza-
tion with revolution, and distinguish social movements
from political parties, elections, and (at times) a focus on
local politics, which they equate with reformism. It should
go without saying that these equations and this distinc-
tion are problematic. In the cases of Brazil, Bolivia, and
Ecuador, major labor or indigenous social movements
created political parties (the PT, the MAS, and Pachaku-
tik) and entered into elections but did not abandon mobi-
lizational tactics. At the same time, they also placed
emphasis on proving their governing abilities at the local
level. What Petras and Veltmeyer view as mutually exclu-
sive paths have been combined consistently by the most
successful left parties in Latin America. The authors repeat-
edly disparage electoral politics as a “dead end” and a
“trap” (pp. 216, 225–28), and they castigate leaders like
Evo Morales of MAS for choosing elections and political
parties over mass mobilization, yet Morales’s strategy seems
vindicated by his resounding first-round victory in Bolivia’s
2005 presidential election. In sum, this book succeeds

neither as social science nor as guidance for would-be
revolutionaries.

The Kurdish Nationalist Movement: Opportunity,
Mobilization and Identity. By David Romano. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006. 290p. $75 cloth, $29.99 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070570

— Michael M. Gunter, Tennessee Technological University

When the Ukrainians became independent at the end of
1991, the Kurds succeeded to the title of largest nation
on earth without its own independent state. This dubi-
ous distinction is not due to any dearth of academic
attention since in recent years, there has been an explo-
sion of scholarly books and articles regarding the Kurds.
David Romano’s new publication is clearly one of the
best. The author takes the theoretical analysis of Kurdish
ethnic resurgence to a new, higher level, while also plac-
ing it in the larger context of ethnic nationalist resurgences
throughout the world. No other recent analysis of the
Kurds has done this.

In a heuristic introductory chapter, Romano argues that
the Kurdish national movement can be analyzed usefully
in terms of three approaches or frameworks: opportunity
structures, resource mobilization and rational choice, and
cultural framing. “The concept of opportunity structures
lends itself well to explaining the emergence . . . of insurgent
social movements” (p. 19). The resource-mobilization level
of analysis “is particularly well suited to explaining how
social movements emerge and mobilize to pursue their
goals” (p. 21), while cultural framing helps “answer the
questions of why people and social movements seek the
goals that they do, as well as how they go about conduct-
ing the struggle” (p. 22). Romano notes that these “three
modes of analysis . . . all interact dynamically” (p. 170),
and he does an admirable job of presenting his material
through these three different lenses.

The author spends the bulk of his analysis on the Kurd-
ish movements in Turkey because this is where approxi-
mately half the Kurds in the world live. Furthermore, he
argues that “Turkey is a semi-democracy which has tried
most actively to assimilate its Kurds, making it a very
interesting case for the study of ethnic nationalist move-
ments in the developing world” (p. 24). His final chapters
then bring in comparisons with the Kurdish national move-
ments in Iraq and Iran. The Kurdish situation in Syria is
omitted because of its smaller Kurdish population and the
requirements of space.

Romano argues that political opportunity structures are
important determinants in explaining the development of
the Kurdish nationalist movement in Turkey: “The closed
nature of the political system in Turkey (closed vis-à-vis
Kurdish political demands) encouraged the emergence of
radical Kurdish movements acting from outside the state”
(p. 52). Somewhat problematically, however, the author
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