
the Mexican state actively pursues its interests that, con-
trary to prevailing notions, are not always subservient to
its northern neighbor. These policies include a more direct
engagement with its diaspora by actively responding to
U.S. policies and legislation that are often inimical to its
diaspora, engaging and defending emigrants in the United
States, lobbying to improve their conditions, and appeal-
ing to the international community over human rights
violations (pp. 231–32).

Using a multivariate analysis, Délano documents the evo-
lution of the Mexican state between the 1980s and 2010,
“[f ]rom a defensive and reactive attitude . . . and a foreign
policy discourse strongly based on principles of noninter-
vention and defense of sovereignty” (p. 232) to the passage
of NAFTA and the establishment of bilateral relations with
the United States on a more level playing field.

The study of migration as a major area of inquiry within
political science has emerged in the past two decades as
realist and state-centric approaches that dominated inter-
national research during the Cold War era are unable to
explain external agencies in the current era of neoliberal
capitalism. In view of the declining capacities of states to
determine policies, political scientist James Hollifield
stresses the importance of taking into account migration
as central to the discipline. Délano’s detailed examination
of the role of bilateral state relations and the growing impor-
tance of the diaspora is an important contribution to both
theory and comparative-historical research. The work also
has important implications for research on other coun-
tries with large recent diasporas in the United States.

Délano presciently accomplishes two important tasks:
1) theorizing on the actions of a subordinate state that
expanded its influence vis-à-vis the United States, and 2)
providing a study of changing Mexican multilevel policies
that provide an innovative corrective to those interpreta-
tions that document only the dominant power or fail to
recognize weak states in relations with the United States.
In the case of Mexico, the author reveals why it asserts
itself to defend its diaspora through bilateral relations and
domestic policies of decisive importance to emigrants in
the United States.

Engines of Change: Party Factions in American
Politics, 1868–2010. By Daniel DiSalvo. New York: Oxford
University Press, 2012. 264p. $39.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592713000455

— Kathleen Bawn, UCLA

As the title of his new book implies, Daniel DiSalvo sees
party factions as “engines of change,” the prime movers in
American politics. If we want to understand nominations,
key policy decisions, and the growth of the state, DiSalvo
argues, our focus should not be on conflict between the
parties or among significant individuals but somewhere in
between.

A difficulty in studying factions is the absence of a clear
roster. Factions do not show up in election returns or
official legislative documents. The first contribution of
DiSalvo’s study is thus his careful compilation of a list of
US party factions since the Civil War. The author identi-
fies factions on the basis of four criteria: ideological con-
sistency, organizational capacity, temporal durability, and
the ability to attempt to shift the party along the right–
left spectrum. Compared to other ways that the term “fac-
tion” has been used in political science, these criteria may
seem somewhat restrictive. Factions in Japan’s Liberal Dem-
ocratic Party, for example, are famously nonideological, as
were the factions identified by V. O. Key in Southern Pol-
itics (1984). But requiring ideological consistency keeps
the focus on the most significant factions and still pro-
duces a set of factions large and diverse enough to charac-
terize the various ways they have impacted national-level
politics over a century and a half. Moreover, by focusing
on groups with an identifiable ideology linked to the party’s
right position, DiSalvo distinguishes factions from the more
numerous groups associated with narrow policy demands.

The author combed newspapers, party documents, and
historical scholarship in order to identify 12 factions that
meet his criteria, five in the Democratic Party (Populists,
Southern Democrats, Liberal-Labor, New Politics Demo-
crats, New Democrats) and seven among the Republican
(Stalwarts, Mugwumps, Half-Breeds, Old Guard, Progres-
sives, Liberal Republicans, New Right). This systemati-
cally compiled list is a resource that other scholars will find
useful. These factions are diverse along many dimensions:
size, longevity, and goals. Just over half are classified as change
seekers, a quarter as preservationists, two as a mix.

Studying how these factions have behaved in various
domains, DiSalvo paints a vivid picture that shows how
they have shaped American politics. He writes (p. 30) that

the issue is who decides important matters of American party
politics. This book argues that it is usually not simply elected
officials and office seekers pursuing votes. Nor is it organiza-
tional officials ensconced in the party headquarters. Neither is it
the constantly fluctuating coalitions of interest groups. Rather it
is factions, which are more durable and consistent promoters of
ideological visions of American public life.

For example, factions have been “conveyor belts of ideas,”
reconfiguring party ideology and policy agendas. In some
cases, this has been relatively straightforward, by way of
illustration, as the ideology of the New Right became the
dominant ideology of the Republican Party as a whole.
The Progressive ideology, on the other hand, followed a
more convoluted path, DiSalvo shows, as it moved from a
strong and vibrant Republican faction to a splinter party,
finally seeing its greatest impact under Democratic Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson.

Factions are often active in presidential nominations.
The book’s analysis spans 33 presidential elections, thus
66 major party nominations. Twenty-three of these
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nominations were won by candidates clearly associated
with factions. Some factional candidates, such as Ronald
Reagan and Bill Clinton, did well in general elections; oth-
ers (George McGovern, Barry Goldwater, William Jen-
nings Bryan) did not. Factions also play an important
gatekeeping role in nomination contests, vetoing candi-
dates who are ideologically unacceptable or too closely
aligned with opposing factions. DiSalvo notes the value
placed by some factions on nominating candidates whom
they can trust. He quotes as an operative saying, “the one
thing the AFL-CIO can’t forgive McGovern for is the one
thing he can’t do anything about: if he’s nominated, he won’t
owe labor anything” (p. 82). Indeed, the worry that a suc-
cessful candidate might betray the factions that supported
him was not misplaced, as evidenced, for example, by Ruth-
erford Hayes.The Stalwart Republicans had accepted Hayes
as a compromise candidate, not aligned with any of the
party’s three factions, only to see his administration enact
the civil service reforms they had most vehemently opposed.

Disappointed factions sometimes split from their par-
ties, either to run third-party candidates (as the Progres-
sive Republicans did in 1912 and the Southern Democrats
in 1948 and 1968) or to vote for the candidate of the
opposite party (as did the New York Mugwumps in 1884).
From a party-centered point of view, running a third-
party candidate can seem irrational. But, as DiSalvo shows,
from a faction-centered point of view, it can make sense.
Yes, by running Theodore Roosevelt as a third-party can-
didate, the Progressive Republicans contributed massively
to the victory of Democrat Wilson. But, as noted, Wilson
enacted key aspects of the Progressive agenda in a way that
William Howard Taft almost certainly would not have.
Other factional defections (Mugwumps in 1884, South-
ern Democrats in 1968) could also be seen as strategic
voting from the point of view of policy preferences. Even
Strom Thurmond’s 1948 third-party candidacy can be seen
as strategic: If Harry Truman had lost (certainly a plausi-
ble outcome ex ante), one suspects that the southern fac-
tion would have emerged with more leverage against the
rest of the Democratic Party.

In the course of pursuing their ideological goals, fac-
tions have shaped the internal organization of Congress,
seeking strategic advantage via greater centralization or
decentralization of power as circumstances dictated. Fac-
tions have structured the challenges and opportunities that
presidents face in the pursuit of policy agendas. Factional
conflict has propelled the major policy initiatives that have
defined the development of the American state: Recon-
struction, civil service, the major waves of economic reg-
ulation in the early twentieth century, and the new social
regulation of the post-Vietnam years.

Current theories of political parties view them as forces
that stabilize the potentially chaotic process of coalition
formation. Scholars may disagree about the nature of party
coalitions, but there is general agreement about the stabil-

ity they promote. DiSalvo’s study of factions shows, how-
ever, that far greater coalitional stability occurs at the
factional level. From a social choice perspective, then, fac-
tions are more stable than parties. Members of a faction
support each other more consistently than they support
copartisans outside the faction. This statement verges on
tautology: What could we mean by “faction” if not that?
What the author shows us, however, is how important
factions are. Jockeying and shuffling among factions is
how competition among ideas and interests in the broader
society reaches the institutions of government

From a temporal perspective, however, factions are less
stable than parties. Factions have shorter lifespans: DiS-
alvo estimates the durations of those he studies as ranging
from 18 (Liberal-Labor Democrats) to 42 (Southern Dem-
ocrats) years. The Democratic and Republican parties, in
contrast, have endured for the century and a half spanned
by his study. The lifespan of his factions is, however, com-
parable to the lifespan of parties in many countries that
use proportional electoral systems. One might easily con-
jecture that a coalition of interests that remains a faction
in the United States would be its own party in other coun-
tries. But parties (even small ones) in proportional sys-
tems are often themselves factionalized (e.g., the small
German Green Party was divided into “Realo” and “Fundi”
factions in the 1980s and 1990s.)

The ways in which party factions vary across countries
and institutions is, of course, beyond the scope of Engines
of Change, but it exemplifies an important feature. The
book is a conversation starter. The focus on a single coun-
try and a limited (though far from short) time period
allows a level of detail that would not be possible with a
broader scope. The detail and nuance in these accounts of
factional impact draws our attention to broader ques-
tions. When do parties nominate factional candidates?
When do counterfactions organize? When does an ideo-
logical movement beget a faction? Are policy proposals
more likely to succeed if they are promoted by a faction?
To answer these questions, future studies may augment
DiSalvo’s systematically compiled lists of factions and fac-
tional candidates with complementary events and obser-
vations: unified parties, nonfactional candidates, ideologies
that had impact in the absence of an associated party fac-
tion. The book gives these future projects a basis to build
on and a reason to incorporate factions into our under-
standing of party politics in a systematic fashion.

Collaborative Governance: Private Roles for Public
Goals in Turbulent Times. By John D. Donahue and Richard J.
Zeckhauser. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2011. 320p. $27.95
cloth, $18.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592713000467

— Jos C. N. Raadschelders, The Ohio State University

Governing has been a challenge ever since people became
sedentary and started to live together in ever larger
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