
He displays a curious blindness to the potentially arbitrary
nature of economic power. He ignores the extent to which
modern capitalism bears little relationship to the way
in which the Founders understood and experienced it.
He dismisses progressive concerns about the economic
consequences of inequality by arguing that America’s
relative poor, if not “absolutely poor, are not necessarily
inherently harmed by their condition” (p. 14). He does
not seriously address a claim central to progressive
thought, including Ely’s, that capital is socially created
and therefore capable of legitimate social expropriation.
Bradizza accepts the basic premise of supply-side economics
as a given, despite the fact that it is hardly settled opinion
within the field of economics. The New Deal is repeatedly
dismissed as a failure with minimal comment or discussion.

As such, a valuable opportunity to investigate some
fundamental assumptions of a certain strand of progressive
thought is somewhat squandered by Bradizza’s treatment of
controversial assumptions as self-evident and by an overly
abstract analysis of two eras of American history when theory
was deeply influenced by context and practice. There is
potential value here, but it is undermined by the poorly
defended ideological project of the book.

Whose Rights? Counterterrorism and the Dark Side of
American Public Opinion. By Clem Brooks and Jeff Manza.

New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2013. 188p. $29.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714001856

— Matt Guardino, Providence College

This book offers an empirically sound and thought-
provoking investigation of U.S. public opinion toward
counterterrorism policies. In a series of clever experiments,
Clem Brooks and Jeff Manza demonstrate the malleability
of opinion toward most of these policies, which, paradox-
ically, helps to explain the apparent durability of public
support despite changes in the partisan environment and
the passage of more than a decade since the September 11
attacks. The authors hinge their argument on the influence
of pervasive messages that activate a sense of threat in the
public, and on widespread negative feelings toward non-
Americans and people of Middle Eastern background.
Based on this analysis, they argue that the interplay of
public opinion and government action has unleashed
a self-reinforcing feedback process whereby rollbacks in
policies like military commission trials and ethnic profiling
at airports may be very unlikely for the foreseeable future.
Whose Rights? an important contribution to our under-
standing not only of public opinion on counterterrorism
issues but also of the contours and quality of contemporary
American politics more generally.

Brooks and Manza’s key puzzle concerns why public
support for these policies has remained consistently high
even as September 11 fades into history with no significant
follow-up attacks on U.S. soil, and even as the statistical

chances of an attack remain minuscule compared to other
threats to physical safety. The book proceeds in four parts:
a historical and theoretical survey of U.S. counterterrorism
and countersubversion policy and opinion (Chapters 1–2),
an observational analysis of public opinion since September
11 (Chapter 3), a series of survey experiments testing several
causal factors (Chapters 4–5), and an analysis of policy
feedback dynamics that culminates with a broader discussion
of findings and implications (Chapter 6 and Conclusion).
The book’s most interesting empirical contribution is

the use of carefully designed experiments with representa-
tive samples of respondents that demonstrate the impact on
public opinion of national and transnational ethnic identity
cues. For example, merely describing the targets of military
commission trials as people “of Middle Eastern back-
ground” substantially increases support for these trials,
even when suspects are also depicted as American
citizens (pp. 120–22). At the same time, conferring
American identity status on suspects substantially reduces
backing for several policies and policy approaches, such as
the use of military trials and military prisons (p. 121) and
“sacrificing individual rights and liberties” in order to
prevent terrorist attacks (pp. 98–102).
Readers will also appreciate the thorough historical

grounding that Whose Rights? provides for its analyses of
public opinion on this politically charged issue. Brooks
and Manza argue that September 11 was a breakpoint in
what had been a trend of increasing support for many civil
liberties that began in the 1960s and 1970s. In this sense,
The book joins a burgeoning literature on public opinion
related to the “war on terror.” It stands up well alongside
other empirically sophisticated works that delve into this
subject, including Donald R. Kinder and Cindy D. Kam’s
Us Against Them (2010) and Marc J. Hetherington and
Jonathan D. Weiler’s Authoritarianism and Polarization in
American Politics (2009). Brooks and Manza’s analysis,
however, distinguishes itself as a book-length treatment
that focuses specifically on opinion toward policies that
restrict individual rights in the name of national security.
The authors’ policy-feedback experiments identify an

asymmetrical process whereby rights-restricting policies
generally lead to greater support for similar approaches
(pp. 135–43). This contrasts sharply with the more nor-
matively comforting “thermostatic” response that prominent
models would predict, in which public reactions to
policy operate to moderate subsequent policymaking
(see Robert S. Erikson, Michael B. Mackuen and
James A. Stimson, The Macro-Polity, 2002). Brooks
and Manza’s analysis, however, does hold out one hope for
those who wish to see this public opinion trend reversed.
They find that formal education generally attenuates the
effects of symbolic cues that enhance support for counter-
terrorism policies (e.g., pp. 105–6, 121–22). It seems that
educationmay promote cognitive sophistication and exposure
to environments (including college and university campuses
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and postgraduation social networks) in which symbolic
associations between terrorism and out-groups are likely to
be weakened.
Brooks and Manza’s experiments also show that neither

priming perceptions of terrorist threats nor describing
the policy target as an out-group member significantly
increases support for one key counterterrorism measure:
torture (pp. 101–2). This apparent aversion to torture
points to the book’s major shortcoming, which is its
limited attention to the role of the media. During the
height of the controversy over Bush administration in-
terrogation practices, mainstream news outlets only rarely
used the word “torture” (W. Lance Bennett, Regina G.
Lawrence, and Steven Livingston, “None Dare Call It
Torture,” Journal of Communication 56 [September 2006]:
467–85). This may help to explain why torture, even when
employed on disliked groups, seemed to many of the
authors’ survey respondents to be outside the range of
acceptable policies. Because of media influences, many
Americans may not know that the United States has used
torture, or that it was an institutionalized policy (rather
than a deviation by a few rogue individuals), and they may
even associate “torture” exclusively with authoritarian or
totalitarian regimes. Experiments like those in this book,
which use simple descriptive treatments (rather than
realistic media portrayals), would do well to attend more
closely to the mental associations that respondents may
hold from previous engagements with political discourse.
It is through the media that the majority of Americans
receives “threat priming”messages and learns about public
policies outside the experimental setting. The media is also
a key socialization agent, helping to form and reinforce
stereotypes and to politicize policy target groups (see James
Shanahan, Michael Morgan, and Nancy Signorielli, eds.,
Living with Television Now, 2012).
More attention to the media would also help to address

the book’s occasional tendency to overstate the potential
significance of the partisan switch in government in 2008.
For example, in setting up their argument, Brooks and
Manza assume “a very different framing environment
ushered in by a Democratic president” (p. 66), and they
later contend that “in the real world, opportunities are
ample for rights-oriented or critical considerations to
register” (p. 143). But the extent of polarization in elite
discourse about this issue (beyond a few high-profile
presidential speeches), and the extent to which critical
frames actually register in media coverage, are empirical
questions whose answers are, at best, unclear. News outlets’
well-documented tendency to reflect mainstream elite posi-
tioning (especially as defined by the president and congres-
sional leaders), consistent threat inflation (see Brigitte L.
Nacos, Yaeli Bloch-Elkon, and Robert Y. Shapiro, Selling
Fear, 2011), and negative portrayals of out-groups suggest
that the persistence of bipartisan public support for rights-
infringing policies that these experiments causally disentangle

should not be too surprising. Indeed, the authors find that
partisan identification generally has negligible effects on this
support (e.g., pp. 98, 118). Much political-communication
literature suggests the same conclusion, and this book would
have been stronger had it engaged more thoroughly with that
literature.

Despite these limitations,Whose Rights?will be a valuable
addition to graduate seminars and to specialized undergrad-
uate courses on public opinion and civil liberties, and it
deserves to be read widely by public-opinion researchers and
by American politics scholars in general. This book provides
a rigorous analysis of public attitudes toward counterter-
rorism policies, and its findings carry troubling implications
for the capacity of ordinary democratic processes to arrest
the trend toward policies that infringe on civil liberties.
Brooks and Manza’s analysis suggests that the trauma
inflicted on the American democratic system by September
11 will not be short-lived. This is a message for all of us to
take seriously.

The Great Persuasion: Reinventing Free Markets since
the Depression. By Angus Burgin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2012. 320p. $29.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714001868

— Peter Kolozi, CUNY—Bronx Community College

The question that animates Angus Burgin’s book is how
the ideas of free-market advocates came to play a central
role in American politics during the past three decades
(p. 5). Burgin’s “subnarrative” makes a significant contri-
bution to our understanding of this ideological trans-
formation (p. 223). The Great Persuasion is a lively and
informative intellectual history focused on the project of
“reinventing free markets” by Friedrich Hayek andMilton
Friedman, and, institutionally, the Mont Pelerin Society
(MPS). Burgin’s account, read with Kim Phillip-Fein’s
Invisible Hands (2009) reveals the symbiotic relationship
between advocates of free markets and their ideas, on the
one hand, and the institutions and business interests that
nurtured and bankrolled them, on the other—a formula
that ultimately led to the ideological triumph of free-market
capitalism.

The narrative begins in 1924 with John Maynard
Keynes proclaiming “The End of Laissez-Faire,”which the
Great Depression made a reality as faith in the inevitable
market correction did not resonate with millions suffering
from unemployment and impoverishment. Government
intervention in the economy was popular, and Hayek’s
decision not to respond to Keynes’s General Theory in
1936 proved Keynes’s prediction about the end of laissez-
faire correct, at least for a time.With the free market out of
fashion in the economics profession, Hayek reinvented
himself as a philosopher of the free market tasked with
crafting both its normative concerns and a positive program.
With the publication of The Road to Serfdom in 1945, and

September 2014 | Vol. 12/No. 3 729

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592714001856 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592714001856

