
regularly highlighted by social-movement scholars,
such as risk from the facility, political opportunity,
and organizational/civic capacity (p. 67). Rather, context
variables—meaning variables specific to the commu-
nity itself—proved critical. This list included eco-
nomic hardship, prior land use, and prior experience
in opposing similar projects: “[T]hese community
context factors provided the spark for mobilization”
(p. 78). Next, their analysis of the predictors of
outcomes like failed or successful siting showed how
the factors of absence of opposition and intergovern-
mental conflict were critical; a lack of opposition was
essentially sufficient to explain approval of a project.
A combination of local mobilization by residents with
disagreement among governmental decision makers
(such as those at regional and local levels) served as
the “best path to rejection” (p. 120).

I had two minor quibbles with the work. Chapter 5
felt somewhat disconnected—methodologically and
theoretically—from the rest of the book, especially as
it raised a host of new issues not explored elsewhere,
such as East Coast versus West Coast differences and the
presence (or absence) of experts who could broker
between opposition groups. Next, the choice to select
the 20 cases at randommeant that this draw brought out
a tremendous number of LNG projects, but other, more
deliberate, case selection might have generated different
findings. For example, roughly half of the attempts to
site nuclear power plants in the United States have
ended in failure. Were their “paths to rejection” parallel
to those of LNG projects?

Minor flaws aside, Putting Social Movements in
Their Place sets the stage for a new generation of
scholarship based on extensive fieldwork and knowl-
edge of cases and on the recognition that mobilization
and contentious politics occur only rarely. In our post-
Fukushima world, policymakers and residents alike
have much to learn about the siting processes that
can create sustainable and locally supported energy
sources, and this book sets out a clear research agenda
for doing so.

The Politics of Nation-Building: Making Co-Nationals,
Refugees, and Minorities. By Harris Mylonas. New York:

Cambridge University Press, 2013. 271p. $85.00 cloth, $29.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714001303

— Dmitry Gorenburg, Harvard University

In The Politics of Nation-Building, Harris Mylonas seeks
to explain “variation in state policies to manage social
diversity” (p. 2). The core of the argument is that the
international system plays a key role in determining the
types of policies that states pursue as part of their nation-
building strategies. Mylonas makes several theoretical
moves that each constitute a major contribution to our

understanding of nation-building policies. First, he steps
away from the usual distinction between national majorities
and minority groups to focus instead on core and non-core
groups. Core groups are defined as all of the inhabitants
of a country who share those common national markers
that are seen as defining national identity. Non-core
groups include all other inhabitants of the country. This
terminology allows Mylonas to avoid the common
problems of how to deal with numerical minorities that
may dominate a particular polity on the one hand and
subordinate groups that may comprise a majority of the
population on the other hand.
Second, Mylonas identifies three broad types of

policies that may be pursued by ruling political elites
vis-à-vis non-core groups. These include exclusionary
policies that “aim at the physical removal of a non-core
group” from a particular territory, assimilationist policies
that seek to force the targeted group to adopt “the core
group culture and way of life,” and accomodationist policies
that generally respect the different culture and status of the
non-core group (p. 21-22). By distinguishing between
accommodation and assimilation, Mylonas broadens our
conception of nation-building policies beyond the usual
distinction between inclusion and exclusion while
remaining sufficiently parsimonious to allow for the
development of explanatory theories. The distinction
between assimilation and accommodation is particularly
important in highlighting a commonly pursued middle-
ground policy that seeks to increase the dominance of the
core group without pursuing overtly hostile policies against
other groups.
The main theoretical contribution of the book is in

the explanation of how political elites make choices to
pursue one of these three policies. They key factors include
a combination of international relations and comparative
politics variables. The key IR variables include whether
the non-core group has external support from another
state and whether this state is an ally or enemy of the
host state. Although several domestic factors play a role,
the key variable in the explanation is whether the host
state is pursuing revisionist or status quo foreign policy
goals. Revisionist goals are pursued when a state has lost
territory and/or increased in power relative to its com-
petitors, whereas status quo goals are pursued when a state
has gained territory and/or declined in power relative to its
competitors.
Non-core groups without external support are

expected to be subject to assimilationist policies. If
there is an external state providing support for the non-
core group, things get more complicated. If the
external state is an ally of the host state, then the host
state is expected to pursue accomodationist policies
toward the non-core group. If the external state is an
enemy of the host state, the host state’s foreign policy
goals come into play. In that situation, revisionist host
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states are expected to pursue exclusionary policies, while
status quo states would pursue assimilation.
Mylonas tests his argument through a meticulous

analysis of developments in the Balkans, primarily in
the period between the first and second World Wars.
Using a combination of statistical analysis and case studies
of outliers based on extensive archival research, Mylonas
paints a convincing picture of the role of external support
and domestic foreign policy orientations in affecting the
policy choices made by governing elites in deciding what
kinds of nation-building policies to pursue. Having made
a strong case for his argument on the basis of national level
data, he goes further by examining subnational variation in
one part of Greece and temporal variation in Yugoslavian
policies toward Albanians between 1878 and 1941. The
thorough research and convincing argumentation of the
empirical chapters should serve as a model for research in
comparative politics.
The book’s only significant weakness appears near

the end. The modern structure of the political science
academy puts pressure on authors in comparative politics,
especially in their first books, to show the generalizability
of their findings by applying the model derived from
their thorough field research in a particular region to other
places and times. Given the resource and time constraints
of dissertation research, this leads to final chapters that
rely on secondary sources to confirm the findings of the
research. This frequently leads to errors in empirical
details that serve only to weaken the author’s overall
argument.
Such is the case with this book. In sharp contrast to the

rich detail in the book’s chapters on the Balkans, the brief
discussions of China and Estonia are based entirely on
secondary sources. Since I don’t know much about China,
I’ll focus on the Estonia case. Here, the timing of events is
very problematic. The prediction that Estonian elites
would pursue exclusionary policies in the early 1990s is
based on the idea that ethnic Russians represented an
enemy-backed non-core group. The problem for the
argument is that the Russian government did not begin
to pursue policies that backed ethnic Russians in Estonia
until the mid-1990s, after the Estonian government had
already been pursuing exclusionary policies for several years.
One could make the argument that Russian President
Yeltsin was reacting to Estonian policies, rather than the
other way around. Contrary to the description in the book,
Russian officials frequently spoke out in support of
co-ethnics abroad in the late 1990s. Estonia’s policy
shift toward assimilationist policies during this period
had more to do with EU pressure than changes in
Russian policies. Finally, the shift to accommodation in
the 2000s coincided with an increase in Russian pressure on
Estonia, which culminated in 2007 with Russian-sponsored
cyber-attacks in response to the relocation of a monument
to Soviet soldiers in Tallinn. Despite this downturn in

relations, Estonia did not modify its shift to an accomoda-
tionist policy toward its Russian minority.

My goal here is not so much to criticize Mylonas for
inaccuracies in what is in truth a fairly small part of an
otherwise top notch book. It is to argue that both authors
and the discipline as a whole are ill-served by pressure
being placed on authors to include chapters applying
their theories to other cases based on secondary sources.
Such work is important, but it should be done in separate
journal articles that are based on empirical research,
rather than secondary sources. When placed in an other-
wise well-argued and meticulously researched book such
as this one, it only serves to weaken the argument rather
than showing its broader applicability. Nevertheless, this
minor weakness does not in any way undermine the
major contribution that The Politics of Nation-Building
makes to scholarly understanding of the processes of
nation-building. Mylonas’ book is destined to influence
future scholarship on nation-building policies, not just in
the Balkans but throughout the world.

The Reform of the Bolivian State: Domestic Politics in
the Context of Globalization. By Andreas Tsolakis. Boulder, CO:
Lynne Reinner Publishers, 2010. 393p. $79.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714001315

— Jean-Paul Faguet, London School of Economics and
Political Science

Bolivia’s modern history is in many ways a distillation of
the crises, reforms, uprisings, and transformations that have
beset most developing countries at one time or another, but
in more concentrated form. An insightful political economy
analysis of these changes and how they relate to the character
and action of the Bolivian state should be of broad interest,
not just to Latin Americanists but to those concerned with
the problems and processes of development worldwide.
A book like this one that attacks such issues with
extensive, original empirical research is especially welcome
because the changes in question are dramatic indeed.

Bolivia entered the 1950s much as it had the 1750s,
a polarized society whose immense mineral riches were
monopolized by a small, Spanish-speaking elite who used
the state to oppress the indigenous majority, thus sustain-
ing a vast inequality that directly benefited them. Two
examples are telling: i) Only “white” Bolivians could pass
through the gates at either end of La Paz’s main avenue
and walk along the alameda; and ii) government policy
prohibited the teaching to indigenous children of Spanish,
the language of official Bolivia. There are many others
(see Decentralization and Popular Democracy: Governance
from Below in Bolivia by J. P. Faguet, 2012). How did the
country go in just two generations from extreme racial
oppression, via revolution and counterrevolution, to an
indigenist regime that seeks to redress the injustices of the
past and “refound” the nation?
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