
just state). Many contemporary political thinkers take for
granted a familiar modern picture, that we live in states (or
“nation-states”) and that as long as these are relatively just,
we are obligated to obey them. But both the justice of our
states and our obligations to obey are quite problematic, as
the work of contemporary thinkers have made evident.
Helping others in some circumstances may be required by
benevolence or charity, but not if so doing is inconsistent
with justice.

Nozick’s work has had considerable influence on
contemporary political philosophy, perhaps more in the
United States than in the UK. One group of theorists,
dubbed “left-libertarians,” accept Nozick’s assumption
that we have certain rights over ourselves—“self-owner-
ship.” But they deny that natural resources, in particular
land, may be acquired in the ways that Locke and Nozick
suggest; instead, everyone retains a title to them. Natural
resources that are not the creation of anyone may belong to
all of us. This idea has a lot of currency in contemporary
political philosophy, and it would have been interesting
had Plant examined it and its implications.

There are other ways in which The Neo-liberal State is
incomplete. The challenge of the Virginia Public Choice
school, founded by James Buchanan and Gordon
Tullock, is not taken as seriously as I think it might
be, even if it is considered. Neoliberals and social
democrats wish to constrain states, however much they
disagree about the proper tasks of states, but the Public
Choice school suggest that constraining government is
much harder. But Plant takes seriously neoliberal
challenges to social democracy and does point to ways
in which they do not rule out some forms of social
democracy. The book represents a serious effort at
understanding some neoliberal challenges to social de-
mocracy and at challenging them. There is much that I
have not touched on, and students of these topics would
be strongly encouraged to study this impressive work.

War Crimes, Atrocity, and Justice. By Michael J. Shapiro.
Cambridge: Polity, 2015. 240p. $24.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716000669

— Elisabeth Anker, George Washington University

Michael Shapiro’s work constantly pushes against the
boundaries of knowledge established within political
science, rejecting separations between theory and empirics,
war and peace, violence and justice, politics and pop
culture. He has described his method as “postdisciplinary,”
and his energizing refusal to be hemmed in by preestab-
lished categories of analysis is on full display in his most
recent book, War Crimes, Atrocity, and Justice. Shapiro
does not ask familiar, though difficult, questions about
these topics, such as: What is justice? Should we classify
this or that violent event as a war crime? Has justice been

served in a particular criminal trial? Rather than aiming to
establish universal definitions of justice, or seeking to
determine the truth about a war crime and its perpetrators,
Shapiro asks different questions: How does a specific
violent event reveal the larger global apparatuses that
enable war? What forms of justice are activated or
foreclosed by war crimes trials? How might film or literary
texts offer more reflective images of justice and account-
ability than the law? Drawing inspiration from the
continental philosophers Michel Foucault and Gilles
Deleuze, Shapiro is most interested in scrutinizing the
mobile and contingent notions of crime and justice that
emerge out of criminal political events, and in asking how
aesthetic forms can offer more robust justice-related
imagery than juridical forms of representation.
Shapiro contrasts the international trial and military

institutions with what he calls the global justice dispositif
and the war dispositif. The latter two not only encompass
these institutions but also incorporate militarized police
agencies, inequalities of resources across and within states,
shadow markets, security protocols, affective sensations,
commercial practices, environmental topography, resi-
dential patterns, philosophical inheritances, and other
factors, in addition to state militaries, international
peacekeeping efforts, and Geneva convention protocols.
For instance, in Chapter 4, Shapiro carefully examines
the film Miss Bala, which investigates drug trafficking
between Mexico and the United States by focusing on
a beauty contestant unwillingly dragged into it. While the
standard narrative of the war on drugs is that international
gangs cause drug violence and the border patrol stops it,
the film portrays border agents who are part of the problem
by increasing the drug traffic they are supposed to stop.
The network of apparatuses that make up the border
security dispositif in Miss Bala also includes weapons
manufacturers, humanitarian agencies, news media, neo-
liberal economic circulations, the industry of beauty
pageants, the army, patriarchy, and even the experience
of the protagonist herself, who is meant to stand in for all
victims of drug crimes. The film’s aesthetic strategies for
portraying this dispositif reveal the intricate networks of
power that contribute to drug trafficking in ways that the
policy provisions of the War on Drugs, for instance,
cannot.
Power and responsibility in global justice are complex,

and in some cases one form of global justice actively
foments another global injustice. Shapiro shows in
Chapter 1 that United Nations peacekeeping efforts often
increase sex trafficking in the areas they are monitoring.
Troops often pay for many illegal prostitutes while keeping
the peace, but are simultaneously protected from criminal
prosecution. The cessation of some war crimes thus
encourages others, and peacekeepers engaged in both
gain a “mobile non-juridical space within juridical space”
that shields them from the international law they are
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tasked to uphold, and follows them on their missions.
These overlapping cartographies of war crimes more
robustly capture the global justice dispositif than does
the prosecution of a couple of high-ranking military
officers in international courts.
Shapiro argues that the complexity of justice is better

addressed in literary texts and in film than in legal
proceedings, and he follows Shoshana Felman in privileg-
ing “literary justice” over “legal justice.” The latter
emphasizes closed cases, definitive judgment, and narrow
definitions of crime and justice, while the former empha-
sizes continuous reflection and open-ended explorations of
violence that can better attend to the shifting and
expansive effects of war. Aesthetic texts can make visible
certain forms of violence and accountability not available
in legal texts, and can also reveal the forms of power and
influence left out of legal determinations. In Chapter 3,
Shapiro examines the Israeli film Lebanon, about an Israeli
tank crew during the 1982 war with Lebanon, which
highlights these differences. While official Israeli state
discourses may have justified the war, and viewed the
Lebanese by and large as enemy combatants, the film’s
cinematic techniques show how easy it is to dehumanize
one’s enemy from within the mechanic, narrow vision of
an armored tank, and argue that official military policy
could be considered an international war crime. Lebanon’s
literary justice depicts a tank command frayed by mutual
distrust and an uncertain mission that commits terrible
violence against the Lebanese population. It challenges
legal justice, while also showcasing the possibility of
“empathic vision,” a way of seeing that rehumanizes
enemies to delegitimize military imperatives. The main
character, Shmulik, after viewing the gaze of the Lebanese
people he is supposed to target for destruction, refuses
military orders for indiscriminate killing, and when his
tank takes a Syrian prisoner of war, he treats him
humanely.
Yet if the empathic vision of the film ends with one

solider refusing to fire a tank weapon on innocent people
and helping a prisoner of war to urinate gracefully, this is
a slender image of justice. Counteracting state violence
with empathic vision is not enough; one soldier’s
empathy on its own does not stop the impending
massacre, or later hold anyone accountable for it, or offer
a widespread challenge to state discourses at a collective
level. Read in a different way, Shmulik’s empathic vision
may even exonerate the Israelis who participated in the
1982 war by positioning ethical Shmulik, not his superi-
ors, as the stand-in for the body politic. Of course, Shapiro
states at the outset that he is aiming to open lines of
responsibility and accountability that are closed in legal
justice, and empathic vision is helpful in this regard. But
this it is also a vision that, I think, can still individuate
responsibility and subjectivize war crimes. How can
empathic vision translate into a political vision that can

stop war crimes or hold widespread political actions
accountable for them?

This line of questioning connects to the relation between
legal and literary justice. Shapiro privileges the openness of
the literary form and uses it to critique legal justice, but legal
justice is eventually bereft of value or merit. The relation
between these two forms of justice, however, may be more
dialectical, if not symbiotic. Literary justice alone cannot
bear the weight of adjudicating justice; it has no binding
power, it is shifting, contestatory, unending—all qualities
that make for crucial forms of expansion and critique—but it
cannot enforce a collectively determined accountability for
violence. Legal justice is like democracy, in that there are
always winners and losers in its verdicts; literary justice sheds
light on those losses, and opens different lines of account-
ability for them, but also relies on legal justice for its political
and ethical critique.

As a whole, War Crimes, Atrocity, Justice makes
a compelling and exciting case for the work that film
and literature can do in opening up possibilities of justice,
and in mapping the broader dispositifs in which war
crimes are made. Shapiro’s vital postdisciplinary mode of
scholarship refuses to privilege official political narratives
over aesthetic ones; it broadens what counts as a properly
political text and the forms in which we can imagine global
justice. Political science, no less than lived politics, should
heed Shapiro’s call.

In Defense of Uncle Tom: Why Blacks Must Police
Racial Loyalty. By Brando Simeo Starkey. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2015. 376p. $29.99.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716000670

— Jack Turner, University of Washington

At a public reception at Grinnell College in 1967,
a militant black student confronted Ralph Ellison, insist-
ing that the ending to Invisible Man (1952) was anti-
revolutionary: “You’re an Uncle Tom, man. You’re a sell-
out. You’re a disgrace to your race.” Ellison reacted
stoically at first, but then broke down, bursting into tears.
“I’m not a Tom,” Ellison wept as he rested his head on
a friend’s shoulder, “I’m not a Tom.” (Arnold Rampersad,
Ralph Ellison: A Biography, 2007, 440; Maryemma
Gramm and Jeffery Dwayne Mack, “Ralph Ellison,
1913–1994: A Brief Biography,” in A Historical Guide to
Ralph Ellison, 2004, 44).

Ellison’s tearful insistence that he was not a “Tom”

indicates Uncle Tom’s power as a political accusation.
Brando Simeo Starkey’s fascinating new book, In Defense
of Uncle Tom:Why Blacks Must Police Racial Loyalty, details
how the epithet is a political weapon—a tool used by black
Americans to discipline other black Americans for breaches
of racial solidarity.

The book interweaves two levels of analysis. The first is
historical—tracing changes in our popular imagining of
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