
and December 1989. From these he identified nine broad
categories of demands that include issues related to
political representation, working conditions, symbolic
representation, freedom and self-organization, historical
dates, fairness, environmental concerns, material well-being,
and others (p. 79). Moving beyond the substantive con-
cerns, the author identifies what he thinks are the revolu-
tionary ideals that were birthed, but quickly supplanted, in
the revolutionary moment. Specifically, he illustrates in
considerable detail the manner in which themes of non-
violence, self-organization, democracy, fairness, humane-
ness, and socialism were manifest and pervasive in the
conversations and actions of Czechs and Slovaks from Plzeň
to Košice.

Although Krapfl eschews a focus on the revolutionary
and transitional elites in Czechoslovakia in favor of an
inductive approach in his analysis of documents produced
by ordinary citizens, the revolutionary ideals that he
identifies do not differ substantively from those advocated
and practiced by “dissident” groups such as Charter 77 in
the years preceding 1989. Indeed, many of these revolu-
tionary ideals are present in the earliest of Charter 77
documents and were identified byH. Gordon Skilling eight
years before the revolution and more than 30 years before
the publication of this book (Charter 77 and Human Rights
in Czechoslovakia, 1981). Moreover, many of the individual
Charter 77 signatories espoused these values in essays,
letters, and other forms prior to the revolutionary moments
in 1989. Given the low probability of these values and
principles emerging spontaneously in a highly repressed
society, the presence of this antecedent is rendered even
more important.

Recognizing the fact that these values were being
articulated and espoused in Czechoslovakia prior to the
revolutionary moment, however, does not diminish the
value of Krapfl’s work in identifying the ways in which
these values were present in the general population. In fact,
the identification of not only the presence but also the
pervasiveness of the radically democratic values advocated
by Chartists in the 13 years prior to 1989 renders this work
that much more valuable. Prior to Krapfl’s work, the idea
that Charter 77’s efforts had an impact beyond a closed
circle of “dissidents” with access to samizdat networks was
merely conjecture; clearly, the values, ideals, and beliefs
were transmitted and absorbed more broadly than we had
previously known. In light of this, perhaps Šiklová’s “we”
should be expanded to include not just her fellow Czechs
and Slovaks but the rest of the world as well.

Facebook Democracy: The Architecture of Disclosure
and the Threat to Public Life. By José Marichal. Burlington, VT:
Ashgate Publishing Company, 2012. 200p. $99.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002606

— Michael L. Best, Georgia Institute of Technology

We are by now all familiar with this utopian/dystopian
dialectic. Facebook is either going to democratize voice and
action, and in doing so, save democracy itself or it is going
to boost the narcissistic and the banal, and in doing so,
destroy democracy (while saving cute cats the world over).
In his fascinating treatment of Facebook and democ-

racy, José Marichal says not so fast. It is not either/or, but
how, why, and when.
Marichal cuts into Facebook, simplifying it down to

a platform consisting of “connections” and “disclosures.”
Connections are mostly realized through Facebook’s
facility to network friends. These friends are self-selected
and research has shown mainly consist of intimate, strong-
tie relations existing offline as well as online. Communi-
cation exists within this network of close connections and
is conceptualized as such by the platform’s users.
These user communications are what Marichal labels as

disclosures. His “architecture of disclosure” is Facebook’s
purpose-built environment that systematically—and in
some ways insidiously—encourages its users to not just
disclose but to disclose increasingly personal revelatory data.
This is an important aspect of Marichal’s argument and he
takes the time to demonstrate some of the many ways
Facebook has become the “perfect machine to get you to
reveal intimate (if sometimes banal) details about yourself to
others” (p. 33). Progressive disclosures become a way to
perform at (and manage) ones very own identity.
Marichal notes how Facebook has perfected this archi-

tecture not with degraded voyeuristic interest; it is simply
their business model. They capture and commodify a
portfolio of these disclosures and sell them on to their
advertisers. They have no prurient interest in your lunch
choice today; they simply want to sell your roast beef
selection on to some cold cut companies.
Marichal’s ontology, as with his overall arguments, are

specific to Facebook and he is wise to make clear that social
media platforms are not all the same; what is true for
Facebook may not be true for Twitter.
So how does this all relate to the political? In some

ways the two fundamental properties of Facebook dis-
cussed in the book reflect two dimensions of democracy.
Disclosures are ways to define and develop the “freedom,
choice, and activity” benefits of the private “actualized
neoliberal citizen” (p 81). Meanwhile connections are the
(putative) tools to attain the public benefits of the com-
munitarian and collective. “Facebook’s power comes from
merging these two strands of . . . utopianism by allowing
people to attain the ‘public’ benefits of communitarian
utopianism while preserving the ‘private’ individualism of
liberal utopianism” (p. 19).
Marichal carefully builds up these arguments, demon-

strating an admirable command of a wealth of scholarship
from the information sciences, critical and post-structural
theories, media and communication studies, and more.
If there is a downside to this steady build-up, it is in its
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making for a buried lead, to wit, his arguments concerning
when the architecture of disclosure may support demo-
cratic goals and where instead it might threaten them.
In neo-liberal democracies, Marichal argues, where the

liberal consumerist self is already all-important, the archi-
tecture of disclosure adds little to the well-entrenched
politics of identity. I can “like” any number of just political
causes and my network of intimates will legitimate this
political performance by “liking” it (and therefore me) back.
The pitfall is that this political act, cast as an identity
performance, risks an over personalization that will fail to
connect to the “impersonal structural forces” (p. 14) that
underpin any just political cause. I “like” the lone warrior
combating inner city poverty but what I really need to do is
act to confront the structural violence that entails that
poverty.
In contrast, Marichal submits that in totalitarian states

this same architecture of disclosure may actually liberate
the self and allow for otherwise impossible break-through
mobilizations: “While Facebook’s encouragement of a ‘retreat
to the personal’might be a problem inWestern democracies,
it is exactly what’s needed in totalitarian regimes where
‘problematizing the self’ might be an important correc-
tive to regimes that do not regard ‘the self’ as important.
The architecture of revelation might be a problem unique
to liberal societies” (p. 126).
Yet I am not so sanguine. While liberating the self is

no doubt fundamental in a non-liberal society, I am not
convinced that the architecture of disclosure allows users
to break through self-ingrained communitarian politics to
actually arrive at a free self. Indeed, Facebook’s very con-
nection of intimates may drive users not towards the self
but instead back to communitarian identity. We hope that
Facebook will liberate the self in order to ultimately allow
for instrumental and policy-relevant action. But all too
often it instead seems to encourage the user to further align
with their communitarian order and its underlying (and
often self-destructive) identity politics. I don’t properly
react against those in political power that are failing to
govern because I am a Christian from the South, or
a Kikuyu not a Luo, or a Sunni not a Shia. Identity politics
further trumps instrumental politics and the connections
and disclosures of Facebook play right into that.
Now for a few nitpicks. The book is poorly edited to

the point of distraction. Case in point: “Facebook is
primarily a world fueled by which feelings and emotions”
(p. 66). What? In one paragraph on page 125 I desired
a follow-up on two of the citations; I then turned to the
bibliography in the back only to discover both references
absent.
Marichal routinely references a study he undertook of

250 politically oriented Facebook groups. While he calls
upon the study when it suits his purpose, we are left
mostly to speculate as to exactly the methods and overall
results of the research. His most significant overview

reads: “Throughout 2011, I conducted a content analysis
of 250 politically oriented Facebook groups. Using Google
Translate, I examined Facebook groups from 32 different
countries in 23 different languages” (p 13). I am a stickler
for methods so I wonder: What was his sampling approach,
his coding method—what are the overall results? I am
otherwise left tomy darkest worry: that he has cherry picked
from the study when it conveniences his argument and has
otherwise ignored everything else.

The above notwithstanding, the good in Facebook
Democracy far outweighs the bad and there is much to
appreciate about this text. Additional sections of the book
detail other fascinating ways that Facebook intersects with
the political. For instance, Marichal gives a nice treatment
of some aspects of the Arab Spring, there is a full chapter
attending to privacy, and more.

Marichal helps us understand that Facebook relates to
democracy in different ways and in different contexts due
to definitive design decisions that this corporation has
made in its own interest. If I am to remain at all optimistic,
it is only that I believe Facebook need not be the social
media platform for all people and all time. If the archi-
tecture of disclosure represents specific engineering choices
made for specific corporate purpose, then why can’t we
instead create “an architecture of democracy” that serves
the public purpose? Facebook Democracy does not con-
template this architecture of democracy, let alone tell us
how to design it. But it leaves me seeing no other choice but
for citizens to collectively begin the processes of building
one. The alternative is indeed a threat to public life.

The Political Construction of Business Interests:
Coordination, Growth, and Equality. By Cathie Jo Martin and
Duane Swank. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012. 328p.

$99.00 cloth, $31.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002618

— Alexander Reisenbichler, George Washington University

In their book, Cathie Jo Martin and Duane Swank
pose two important questions: What explains variation
in the organization of business interests across ad-
vanced economies? And what are the effects of that
variation? The Political Construction of Business Inter-
ests explores the origins of business associations and
their effects on larger developments in advanced in-
dustrialized countries when it comes to the welfare
state, labor markets, and income inequality. Contrary
to the widespread belief that business inherently
opposes social programs, the authors offer a fresh
perspective on why there is business support for the
welfare state in some countries but not in others. In so
doing, the book makes a significant and timely con-
tribution to political economy research on the origins
and effects of different forms of capitalism.
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