
variations are often equally numerous. Democratization’s
flexibility and approach to these differences will surely
influence what communism left behind.
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Didi Kuo seeks to explain how and why transitions from
clientelism to national programmatic politics took place
in the United States and United Kingdom in the latter
part of the nineteenth century, and the role of organized
business in that process. Her book comprises a theoretical
chapter and four case studies, two on the United States
and two on the UK.
For each country, the first case study examines the

nineteenth-century growth and development of clientel-
ism as a system of governance. Here, Kuo focuses on
three arenas in which clientelistic practices combined to
form an overarching strategy of governing: the electoral
arena (through vote buying), the legislative arena
(through pork barrel/distributive politics), and the bu-
reaucratic arena (through patronage). Critical to her story
is that the nineteenth-century growth in clientelism was
facilitated by the wealth created by industrialization. Yet,
from the perspective of further economic growth and
development, the expansion of clientelism proved in-
creasingly inefficient and problematic. As such, clientel-
ism also provided an impetus for business interests both
to organize nationally and to pressure for reform of state
institutions and public policy.
The second case study for each country examines both

the development of business organization and the sub-
sequent pressure for political reform. By tracing out the
linkages that existed between business and political
parties before and during the growth of clientelism,
Kuo is able to effectively highlight the novel nature of
the new forms of business organization, the new demands
emerging from those organizations, and, consequently,
the changing nature of the linkages between business and
political parties. Most importantly, however, the second
case studies focus on the ways in which the demands of
organized business served to counter the unpredictability
and inefficiency of clientelistic governance. Pressure from
business contributed to two parallel processes. The first
entailed more efficient national-level governance through,
for example, meritocratic appointments within the bu-
reaucracy, and the development of greater regulatory
capacity, as well as greater uniformity and predictability
in state behavior. The second process concerned the
growth of national-level party organizations increasingly
competing with one another on the basis of national-level

programmatic policies. Both processes served to margin-
alize and dramatically reduce the extent of clientelism. By
the early twentieth century, both the apparatus and
functioning of the state, and the nature of political party
competition, had been transformed in both countries.

The variation between the United States and UK in
the transition from clientelism to programmatic politics
was, according to Kuo, a product of differential timing in
business organization, party organization, and the trans-
formation of the state. In the U.S. case, having organized
early, business was recruited to help facilitate the trans-
formation of the state and build new parties, thereafter
enjoying a privileged position in relation to both. In the
British case, because Conservative and Liberal Party
organizations had both emerged and driven the trans-
formation of the state before business had effectively
organized at the national level, the latter enjoyed less of
a privileged position relative to other societal interests
(e.g., labor).

Theoretically, Kuo’s book makes a clear contribution
to the body of work exploring the role of capitalist/
business interests in the development of state capacity
and public policy (e.g., Isabela Mares, The Politics of
Social Risk: Business andWelfare State Development, 2003;
Peter A. Swenson, Capitalists against Markets: The
Making of Labor Markets and Welfare States in the United
States and Sweden, 2002). One of the most persuasive
aspects of Kuo’s argument for the centrality of business
lies with the connection between the development of
managerial capitalism, with its emphasis on meritocratic
advancement and efficiency, and the subsequent trans-
formation of the state along similar lines. The empirical
chapters, and particularly her novel measures of clientel-
ism, are the product of six months spent in the Center for
Legislative Archives in Washington, DC, and six months
in Britain’s Parliamentary Archives and British Library.
The book is not only well executed but, given its
ambition and scope, is also highly efficient at only 140
pages, including introduction and conclusion. Kuo does
not do fluff!

Enjoyable and rewarding as the work is, and also possibly
a very product of this, a number of questions remain that
are pertinent to the central thesis and its capacity to travel.
Moreover, these questions might have been broached in
a preliminary manner without any significant loss of
efficiency through a more developed and reflective final
chapter (the conclusion is but seven pages).

First is the role of organized labor, which does receive an
occasional brief mention but is relegated to that of another
societal interest alongside the likes of agriculture and religious
groups. It is not simply that in the literature on the
development of democracy and social policy, labor is
typically viewed as a critical actor. Rather, it is that organized
labor can be expected to exert similar and complementary
pressures for programmatic politics and to more easily
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coalesce around a common set of national programmatic
demands than organized business can. Business organizations
may be able to more easily overcome collective-action
problems, but the state of competition between different
businesses and different business organizations should make
for a more heterogenous set of demands than we might
expect from labor. Critically, though, to demonstrate the
centrality of organized business, we could do with a more
robust demonstration that organized labor either was of
secondary importance or became relevant only after pressure
from business had effected real change.

A second and related issue is the extent to which the
explanation of the transition might travel beyond the U.S.
and UK cases. Would a similar narrative emphasizing the
centrality of pressure from organized business emerge from
an examination of the Swedish and German cases, or
another continental European pairing? We can expect
differing cross-national configurations in the timing of
national-level business (and labor) organization, of political
party organization, of industrialization, and of the expan-
sion of the state. It is not too difficult to imagine organized
business lacking the significance or centrality accorded to it
here were different countries studied. Indeed, a case might
be made that this is really a story of the U.S. transition
from clientelism to programmatic politics. It is not simply
that the book’s coverage of the British case is less substantial
than that of the United States, but it is also far less
theoretically central to the core argument. The linkage
between the emergence of managerial capitalism and the
transformation of the state is an argument about U.S.
development. In the British case, that the organization of
business appears to postdate the expansion of both the state
and political party organization poses a problem for the
notion that business pressure was really foundational in the
transition to programmatic politics in Britain.

These quibbles aside, Clientelism, Capitalism, and De-
mocracy is well worth reading, has far more nuance and
depth than this brief review has come close to conveying,
and makes an important theoretical contribution to the
study of clientelism. As an exercise in comparative
historical analysis, it is both innovative in its construction
of intertemporal measures of clientelism in the United
States and UK and very well executed. Indeed, it is
a testament to the quality of Kuo’s work that its brevity,
and the decidedly brief conclusion in particular, is
probably the book’s most serious limitation.
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The recent success of radical right parties in established
democracies has spurred a great deal of attention from

political commentators and pundits, and a large wave of
academic research. Various scholars have been examin-
ing, without much consensus, how demand-side factors
(such as economic interests, socioeconomic context,
sociodemographic traits), and/or supply-side factors
(i.e., national, subnational, and party-level institutional
features) explain the rise in the radical right vote.
Jennifer Fitzgerald brings a breath of fresh air to this
important and growing literature by arguing that
attachment to local communities, which she calls the
localist theory of radical right voting, explains the rise of
those parties in established democracies.
Fitzgerald’s main argument is that feeling strongly tied

to one’s community is a salient factor in explaining radical
right support. Cross-national data and country analyses in
Switzerland and France show that positive feelings towards
neighbors and strong ties to localities increase the likeli-
hood of voting for the radical right.
This localist argument builds on two theories with

conflicting expectations for how local connections should
affect the radical right vote. On the one hand, the socio-
psychological perspective argues that people who feel
strong ties to their local communities should be more
willing to defend them. As a result, an erosion of local
authority or a shift in local boundaries should increase
these locals’ dissatisfaction with those changes and, hence,
their support for far right parties. The socio-structural
theory, on the other hand, expects a decline in the radical
right vote as local ties strengthen. Building on social capital
theory, the socio-structural theory states that the erosion of
social connections and social capital is the reason for the rise
of the radical right. At first sight, these theories seem
contradictory regarding their expectations concerning vote
share. While the former theory expects a rise in radical right
vote as local ties become important, the latter argues that
localism should reduce far right support by increasing social
interactions. However, Fitzgerald convincingly argues and
offers evidence that these arguments can be complemen-
tary. The cross-national data analyses show that feeling
connected to the locality, the emphasis in the socio-
psychological perspective, increases the likelihood of voting
for the radical right, while being socially connected to the
local community decreases such support, consistent with
the socio-structural perspective (Chapter 3). Local ties are
important, but how those local ties materialize (feelings
toward locality vs. being connected locally) work differently
for radical right support.
This itself is an interesting and important finding. If

the reader walks away with nothing else, that is a day well
spent. But Fitzgerald goes deeper into understanding
when, where, and for whom local ties best explain radical
right voting. In Chapter 4, using cross-national data, she
shows that the localist theory explains this support
especially among those individuals for whom standard
explanations of this phenomenon fall short. While the
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