
coalitions and ties between business elites and the state
that might form a sustainable fiscal contract.

Ultimately Bastiaens and Rudra’s thoughtful contribu-
tion allows us to see the consequences of globalization
from a different perspective: the revenue side. It is
therefore a must read for scholars and students working
on questions at the core of both political economy research
and democratic theory.

Dark Pasts: Changing the State’s Story in Turkey and
Japan. By Jennifer M. Dixon. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2018.
276p. $55.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719002160

— Thomas U. Berger, Boston University

Jennifer Dixon has a written a closely argued, well-
researched, and extremely informative study of the
politics of history in Japan and Turkey. Guiding her
inquiry are three questions that are central to the growing
literature on this topic. First, why do some countries have
such difficulty addressing the darker chapters in their
past? Specifically, why did Japan and Turkey, despite the
enormously brutal and well-documented atrocities that
they had committed in the past—the vastly destructive
invasion and occupation of much of East Asia and the
Armenian genocide, respectively— evade admitting any
responsibility for decades? Second, why do some countries
choose to adopt an official narrative that is more open to
recognizing and making amends for their past trans-
gressions? With respect to Japan and Turkey, why did
both countries over time becamemore open to recognizing
and offering at least limited apologies for the past? Third
and finally, what accounts for the variation between cases?
Why did Japan arrive at a penitent official narrative at an
earlier point in time than Turkey did, and why was it more
willing than Turkey ever was to offer a limited but
nonetheless quite far-reaching apology?

To address these questions Dixon offers an analytical
framework that incorporates two sets of independent
variables, international pressures and domestic politics, to
explain her dependent variable: the politics of history.
Among the international variables she lists such factors as
pressures from victim states and the role of third-party
states (e.g., the United States), international organiza-
tions, and transnational nongovernmental organizations.
The domestic set of variables is similarly broad and
varied, including material concerns (especially the costs of
an apology), legitimacy and national identity, electoral
political calculations, and, finally, domestic societal
actors. This is a familiar cast of suspects in the literature
on the politics of history; indeed, it is so broad that it
opens her up to the charge of including so much that
almost nothing is excluded. Nonetheless, Dixon uses her
framework effectively to trace the evolution of the

dependent variable, the politics of history, in her two
case studies.
Dixon makes innovative use of her dependent variable,

offering an interesting scale of official postures regarding
the past ranging from outright denial of past atrocities,
through grudging acknowledgment, to offering apologies,
compensation, and dutiful commemoration. Importantly,
Dixon recognizes that, at any given period of time,
a range of official responses may exist in contradiction
with one another. Political leaders may offer more or less
sincere apologies for past transgressions even while in
other areas—for instance, the kinds of textbooks approved
for use in public schools—a more revisionist or less
penitent narrative is adopted. This allows Dixon to depict
the official narrative graphically in a chart that shows the
range of responses at any given period and how it fluctuates
over time. This is useful both for tracing the evolution over
time of the official narrative in a specific case, here Japan
and Turkey, and for comparing them with one another.
Although of course there is considerable room for in-
terpretation (or coding, if one is inclined to use that
vocabulary), at least as a rough gauge of the degree of
penitence of the official narrative, this is a welcome
innovation that could easily be adopted for use with other
cases.
The central argument that Dixon makes is that the

level of international pressure on a country determines
the probability of it becoming more apologetic. However,
it is domestic political considerations that determine how
it responds. She applies this insight to the Japanese and
Turkish cases. Dixon argues that, for many years after the
Armenian genocide and Japan’s brutal invasion and
occupation of China, neither country evinced much
remorse because the international environment did not
create much pressure for them to do so. Only much later,
as international pressure mounted beginning in the 1980s,
did the two countries’ governments begin to adopt a more
penitent official narrative.
Dixon goes on to contend that the reason that Japan

was willing to go much further than Turkey in the
direction of apologizing and atoning for the past is
because the pressures that it faced were much stronger
—China was able to exert far more pressure than Armenia
—and because the potential costs of acknowledging past
wrongdoing were far greater in the Turkish case than the
Japanese. The territorial disputes between China and
Japan are over relatively minor, uninhabited islands,
whereas there is a potential for Armenia to lay claims to
vast swatches of territory in Eastern Anatolia. In addition,
she adds, the level of domestic contestation over historical
issues was much greater and began earlier in Japan than in
Turkey, aided by the fact that Japan has had a democratic
system since the 1940s, whereas Turkey has had an
authoritarian government for much of the period since
1918.
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This is on the whole a persuasive argument, and Dixon
buttresses it with a wealth of empirical evidence drawn
from both primary and secondary sources. Her work on
Turkey will be of particular interest to many readers,
because this case has been covered much less thoroughly
in the international relations and political science litera-
ture than has Japan. As an expert on Turkey, she is able
to make ample use of Turkish-language sources. Al-
though she does not make use of Japanese written
materials, she has a thorough grasp of the secondary
literature and has done fieldwork in Japan, conducting
many valuable interviews. Along the way, Dixon also
makes many interesting observations both about the
Japanese and Turkish cases and about the nature of the
politics of memory in general.
There are places where the book could be criticized.

The theoretical framework is in many respects too broad
to be useful beyond serving as a taxonomy of the different
variables at play. Likewise, the proposed division of labor
between international pressure and domestic politics is
not wholly convincing, especially if we were to expand
the range of cases. For instance, if we were to include
France’s agonized debate over the legacy of Vichy, the
primary drivers toward apology would seem to have been
primarily domestic rather than international. Finally,
although Dixon quite rightly resists the temptation to
postulate an irresistible march toward anguished apology,
she frequently lapses into language that suggests that the
truth will eventually come out or that it is something that
can easily be determined objectively, belying the episte-
mological complexities that are attendant on historical
inquiry as an enterprise.
This having been said, Dixon has made an extremely

valuable contribution to the growing and vibrant litera-
ture on the politics of memory and apology. Dark Pasts
deserves to be widely read in the scholarly community and
is sure to find use in graduate seminars and advanced
undergraduate courses.

How Western Soldiers Fight: Organizational Routines
in Multinational Missions. By Cornelius Friesendorf. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018. 304p. $99.99 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719001853

— Timothy J. McKeown, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill

How Western Soldiers Fight investigates forces from Ger-
many, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States
that were conducting unconventional operations in Bos-
nia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan and explores why they
responded differently to very similar situations and the
consequences of their actions for the surrounding civilian
populations. The Bosnian case concentrates on crime
fighting, arresting war criminals, and counterterrorism;
the Kosovo account focuses on crime fighting and pro-
tection of minorities; and the Afghanistan discussion

revolves around the failure to implement population-
centered counterinsurgency. Throughout, the emphasis
is on understanding action at the level of combat units and
how they implement policy.

The centerpiece of Cornelius Friesendorf’s account is
the notion of organizational routines. Routines are
a “regular course of action” (pp. 1–2), and their existence
is signaled by persisting patterns of behavior. Although
formal organizational rules and the education and train-
ing systems needed to implement them effectively are
a possible indication of routines, Friesendorf does not see
them as the routines themselves (p. 14). This approach
differs from Graham T. Allison’s Essence of Decision
(1971), in which routines are equated to rules and the
implementation of the rules is viewed as unproblematic.
Friesendorf rejects this definition because rules typically
provide discretion to troops, who can bend or ignore
them in any event (p. 13). The advantage of Friesendorf’s
approach is that it allows for stability to arise from sources
other than the rules and for the rules to be less than
completely effective. That is also its disadvantage, be-
cause anything that generates steady-state behavior thus
is deemed to create a “routine,” but not all sources of
steady-state behavior necessarily imply that behavior is
difficult to modify. Organizations in static environments,
for example, might repeat the same actions endlessly, not
because the organization is trapped in its routines, but
simply because it is not worthwhile to change. Static
behavior is thus an unreliable indicator of organizational
rigidity. Nor is changing organizational behavior an
indication that behavior is not driven by routines, he
argues. An organization might simply be operating at
a higher level of generality that allows for multiple
contingencies and specifies conditions under which
action might shift as new circumstances arise.

Friesendorf’s conclusions about the four national
militaries are consistent with other writings in the open
literature: they typically implemented courses of action
that were mildly to wildly inappropriate for their missions
and their operational settings. (He is less negative about
the British, not at all negative about the Italians,
somewhat more negative about the Germans, and de-
cidedly negative about the Americans.) The fundamental
difficulty for the British and especially the Americans is
deemed to be their accumulated inventory of conven-
tional war routines from the Cold War era that were ill
suited to the new settings and missions. The German case
is complicated by their lack of post-1945 combat
experience, along with their deep initial aversion to
combat and to suffering casualties. It is less a matter of
the Germans thinking that they were fighting theWarsaw
Pact and more that they thought they should not fight at
all. Friesendorf ascribes the relatively successful Italian
effort to the force’s long-standing involvement in police
work and in combating international organized crime
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