United States Embassy in Nairobi by A/ Qaeda operatives
in 1998, the debate over the place of Islamic courts in the
run up to the referendum on Kenya’s new Constitution in
2010, and security measures the Kenyan government has
implemented in the wake of deadly attacks mounted by A/
Shabaab, have all served to increase the political salience of
Muslim political identity. Ndzovu suggests that Muslims
of all ethnic groups increasingly feel like they are under
siege (pp. 118-124; 150). However, while it is altogether
plausible that religious identity is becoming more politi-
cally salient for Muslims in Kenya, the book provides no
hard evidence that in fact this is the case. One cannot help
but desire some survey data that would clearly show
whether in fact there has been a change in the political
salience of religious identity among Kenya’s Muslims. In
the absence of such data, it would seem that the author
would have been better off refraining from claiming that
there has been such an increase.

There can be no doubt that Ndzovu is an expert on
Islam, Muslims, and politics in Kenya and that the book
is a must read for anyone interested in learning more
about the Kenyan case. However, the book must be
appreciated for what is. Ndzovu describes the place of
Muslims in Kenya’s political scene and how changes in
Kenya’s political scene have prompted Muslims to form
various organizations intended to further their interests.
While raising plausible explanations for the changes in the
political significance of Muslim religious identity, the
book is not devoted to testing such explanations. While
the book does not make a major theoretical contribution,
it does further knowledge by providing detailed accounts
of how members of a Muslim minority have struggled to
organize themselves to further their interests within an
African country that has recently been affected by violent
Islamist extremism.

Power Sharing in Deeply Divided Places. Edited by Brendan
O’Leary and Joanne McEvoy. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 2013. 448p. $85.00.
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— Jaime Lluch, University of Puerto Rico

Editors Brendan O’Leary and Joanne McEvoy have
assembled an enlightening and substantial volume on
the current state of research on power-sharing systems in
deeply divided places, as practiced by a distinguished
collection of scholars. O’Leary is one of the world’s most
outstanding comparativists working on this subject. He is
the editor of a book series published by the University of
Pennsylvania Press on power sharing in theory and
practice, autonomism and federalism, nationalism, and
ethnicity. This volume is one of the latest in this important
series, and it significantly advances our understanding of
the range and depth of research on power-sharing systems
and the accommodation of ethnic and national diversity.
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I first outline some of the major features, as well as virtues,
of this collection and then discuss some of the lacunae in
the volume.

Power Sharing in Deeply Divided Places contains a very
useful and thoughtful Introduction by O’Leary, as well as
a thorough Conclusion that ties together many of the
themes of this project. Most of the chapters are focused on
contemporary power-sharing systems. As he states in the
Conclusion, authoritative scholars present some of their
most recent research, and the chapters as a whole are
intended to illuminate the current state and range of
scholarship on power sharing across multiple disciplines
(p. 380).

The Introduction provides us with a rather creative
and broad definition of power sharing: “any set of
arrangements that prevent one agent, or organized collec-
tive agency, from being the ‘winner who holds all critical
power,” whether temporarily or permanently” (p. 4).

Several aspects of the volume’s general approach to
power-sharing systems are commendable, including its
realistic and sensible approach to the political dynamics in
complex multiethnic or multinational states. Thus, its
referent is “deeply divided places” As O’Leary explains,
“places” is a better term than “societies,” given that it
would be a mistake “to presume that a divided place
contains just one society; that may be an issue of deep
dispute, and a deeply divided place may be characterized
by rival, parallel, or segregated societies. ... In deeply
divided places, standard stratifications are superseded, or
profoundly reinforced, by further divisions of nationality,
ethnicity, race, tribe, language, or religion” (p. 6).

The volume explicitly frames power-sharing strategies
within the useful typology that O’Leary and John
McGarry have been working on in the last decade or so
on the continuum of constitutional strategies that con-
temporary states use to manage ethnic or national di-
versity. O’Leary further elaborates these strategies of
integration and accommodation in his Introduction,
considering how these divergent strategies differ in their
goal orientations, types of political parties preferred,
visions of federalism, their elective affinity for institutions,
and their choice of electoral systems. Therefore, the
volume is framed by the notion that accommodationist
power-sharing strategies toward minorities come in four
varieties: centripetalists, multiculturalists, consociational-
ists, and territorial pluralists (p. 20). As is well known,
there is a lively debate within the power-sharing tradition
between centripetalists (e.g., Donald Horowitz) and con-
sociationalists (e.g., Arend Lijphart and O’Leary). The
editors of this volume are not neutral observers in this
debate: They are more sympathetic to consociationalism
than centripetalism (pp. 33 and 412). Nevertheless, they
present a balanced analysis of aspects of both centripe-
talism and consociationalism, as well as some forays into
multiculturalism and territorial pluralism.
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All of the chapters are good, and I highlight some of
the more interesting ones. There is a useful chapter by
Allison McCulloch that provides a clear analysis of the
central claims of centripetalism, drawing on empirical
evidence from Republika Srpska, Sri Lanka, and Fiji. She
concludes that in deeply divided places, the centripetal-
ists’ electoral system of choice, the alternative vote, is not
likely to promote moderation. This chapter is comple-
mented by the next one by Philippe Van Parijs and Kris
Deschouwer, which puts forward a modest proposal for
making Belgium’s federal and consociational system work
better. The idea is to modify its electoral system by creating
a multmember district of seats with a pan-Belgian
configuration but with internal quotas of speakers. Ben-
jamin Braude provides a fascinating comparison of the
Ottoman and Safavid empires, contrasting Sunni and
Shiite Islam and analyzing how they built inclusive
political institutions.

There are a number of lacunae in the treatment of
power-sharing systems. First, I believe that there is
a tendency by the editors to employ an overbroad
definition of power sharing. We should heed Samuel
Issacharoff’s warning that “with any theory that expands
too far comes the risk of losing the parsimony that lends
itself to testing” (p. 216). Second, there are a number of
well-known criticisms of consociationalism. It tends to
“freeze” in place cultural practices or ethnic and national
identities, likely reinforcing the causes of conflict. It is also
said that it threatens certain cherished liberal values:
individualism, equality of opportunity, or democratic
competition (p. 412). Also, “crystallizing conflict at one
point in time limits the range of electoral outcomes”
(p. 216). In particular with respect to the “freezing
identities” criticism, I think that the volume would
have benefited from having a number of authors who
tackled head-on this criticism, although O’Leary does
cover some of this ground in the Introduction. The volume
does this for some of the standard criticisms aimed at
centripetalism (see chapter 3), but does not do so well
enough for consociationalism.

Third, in Lijphart’s classic formulation, consociational-
ism has four main components, with the first two being the
most important: executive power sharing, territorial or non-
territorial autonomy, proportionality, and veto rights. Of
these four elements, a number of chapters discuss veto rights,
electoral systems, power-sharing institutions, and propot-
tionality versus parity, and so on. Regarding the element of
autonomy, only one author explicitly deals with this
component, Alfred Stepan on federacies, although other
authors partly address this component (Braude, Bieber, etc.).
Just as there are thematic chapters on electoral systems and
the mutual veto, it would have been better to see more
discussion of autonomy, in particular because the classic
literature on consociationalism has failed to even make a clear
distinction between autonomism and federalism, which are
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two very different paradigms. (See Jaime Lluch, “Autonom-
ism and Federalism,” Publius 42 [no. 1, 2011]: 134-61.)
Moreover, the one chapter that deals squarely with the
segmental autonomy component is somewhat unsatisfac-
tory. The Stepan chapter is an elaboration of Juan Linz
and Stepan’s previous collaboration on this same topic. As
O’Leary states, the concept of federacy was invented by
Daniel Elazar and has generally lived an underground
existence in comparative politics. In the world of real
substate national movements and parties, the concepts
used are autonomism and autonomy. The vexed concept
of federacy is used only in the academic literature by
political scientists. Stepan insists on citing David Rezvani’s
work on federacies, which wrongly classifies Puerto Rico,
the Basque Country, and Catalonia as federacies, none of
which fit Linz and Stepan’s definition of federacy (see Juan
Linz, Alfred Stepan, et al., Crafiing State-Nations: India
and Other Multinational Democracies, 2011, p. 210). The
Stepan chapter would have benefited from a close reading
of the scholarship on territorial autonomies by Markku
Suksi (especially on the Aland Islands—Finland relation-
ship), Thomas Benedikter, Francesco Palermo, and so on.
These are all minor lacunae. Overall, this is the best
edited volume I have seen to date on the current state of
cutting-edge research on power-sharing systems.

Transitions and Non-Transitions from Communism:
Regime Survival in China, Cuba, North Korea, and
Vietnam. By Steven Saxonberg. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2013. 364p. $125.00.
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— Rachel Vanderhill, Wofford College

In this book, Steven Saxonberg provides cross-regional
comparisons of transitions from communism with cases
of nontransitions. Along with an examination of the well-
known European cases, he incorporates the less-studied
examples of transition from communism in Nicaragua,
Grenada, and Ethiopia. Building on Juan J. Linz and
Alfred Stepan’s (1996) work in Problems of Democratic
Transition and Consolidation, Saxonberg expands their
terminology and categorization of communist regimes to
include failed totalitarianism, regimes where the Commu-
nists try but never succeed in instituting totalitarianism.
He explains the development of the five categories of
communist regime types (totalitarian, early post-totalitar-
ian, freezing post-totalitarian, maturing post-totalitarian,
and failed totalitarian) as the result of different stages of
legitimacy in communist regimes. During the totalitarian
period, communist regimes have hegemonic control over
society. When they are post-totalitarian regimes, “prag-
matic acceptance” replaces ideological legitimacy for most
citizens. In addition, the author also labels North Korea,
Romania before 1990, Cuba, and Yugoslavia under
Slobodan MiloSevi¢ as patrimonial communist regimes.
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