
only was Serbia not a former Soviet Republic, but
Yugoslavia under Tito was not even part of one of the
key socialist organizations uniting Eastern Bloc countries.
Equally difficult to comprehend is why some of the
internal chapters repeat facts already covered by previous
chapters and why they concern more than one country.
Mark Kramer’s chapter, for instance, deals with both
Poland (which despite Stalin’s wishes never became
a Soviet republic) and Russia. Yet Russia is discussed in
the preceding chapter by Nanci Adler. Moreover, some of
the material on Russia is inaccurate. For instance, the claim
that Russia was “unwilling to disband (or even scale back)
[its] sprawling security organs” (p. 76) is not backed by
data from the Global Transitional Justice Dataset, accord-
ing to which Russia is a leading case of purge events among
81 countries that made the transition to democracy
between 1946 and 2016 (see Genevieve Bates, Ipek Cinar,
and Monika Nalepa, “Accountability by the Numbers:
Introducing the Global Transitional Justice Events Data-
set [1946–2016],” Perspectives on Politics 18(1), 2020).
Numerous Soviet military units were disbanded, and

although there were no formal purges of law enforcement
after the democratic transition, some occurred before the
transition. In 1989, the Ministry of Internal Affairs
(MVD) dismissed 83,500 employees, including 37,000
commissioned officers. In 1990 more than 30,000
employees left the service. Moreover, up to 200,000
employees resigned from the MVD every single year
between 1991 and 1996 (Vadim Volkov, Violent Entre-
preneurs: The Use of Force in the Making of Russian
Capitalism, 2002). The Prosecutor’s Office (the all-
powerful procuracy) lost about 39,000 people as a result
(Gordon B. Smith, Reforming the Russian Legal System,
1996). Where Yeltsin could not carry out purges (as in the
case of the so-called siloviki-controlled ministries), he
fragmented them, diluting their power. The KGB serves
here as a compelling illustration: in 1993 it was split into five
and, eventually in 1996, into seven separate organizations.
Currently, the newly formed organizations’ overlapping
jurisdictions play well into the hands of Putin, because none
of the resulting agencies pose a threat to his grip on power
(on the phenomenon of coup-proofing by an executive who
mostly feels threatened by elites, rather than by revolution
from below, see Sheena Chestnut, Dictators and their Secret
Police: Coercive Institutions and State Violence, 2016).
In defense of Kramer, I believe his misclassification of

Russia to be the result of the editors’ failure to impose
a common definition of TJ on all authors. Because
Russia’s democratic spell—the period when a country is
in a position to implement transitional justice—lasted only
three years, the purge rate described earlier is so high that
it rivals lustration events in Czechoslovakia and the
GDR. Were the Putin years to be included in Russia’s
democratic spell, the purge effort would be in the
middling or even low range.

Despite my concerns with the volume as a whole, some
of the individual chapters are definitely worth reading.
Lavinia Stan’s chapter on Moldova is an outstanding
account of the country’s repeated attempts to deal with
its past record of human rights violations under successive
authoritarian regimes. Nenad Dimitrijević’s chapter on
Serbia is equally compelling, despite its dubious fit with
the theme of the volume. Finally, Kramer’s section on
Poland is actually outstanding, particularly its very bal-
anced analysis of Lech Walesa, the dissident president
uncovered years later as a secret collaborator with the
security apparatus.

Hence, although readers seeking an answer to the
question posed in the introduction—why did some
countries start reckoning with communist past while
others did not?—will not find a concise answer, they will
enjoy the rich historical detail of some of the individual
chapters in this volume that, because of their focus on
small former republics, would be unlikely to appear
independently in journals.

Hybrid Regimes within Democracies: Fiscal Federal-
ism and Subnational Rentier States. By Carlos Gervasoni.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018. 308p. $105.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719004687

— Jonathan Rodden, Stanford University
jrodden@stanford.edu

It often seems that decentralization and democratization
go hand in hand. As part of the “third wave” of
democratization, popular elections were introduced for
provincial and local governments that had formerly been
appointed, and responsibilities and expenditures were
transferred to those subnational governments. More re-
cently, local elections have been introduced even in China,
where authoritarianism is firmly entrenched at the national
level.

In Hybrid Regimes within Democracies, Carlos Gerva-
soni, however, demonstrates that decentralization and
democracy do not always go together. In a study of
provincial governments in Argentina, he documents that,
in contrast to the Chinese experience, a form of author-
itarianism can survive at the provincial level in spite of
national-level democracy. In fact, he argues that non-
democratic practices nurtured at the provincial level can
even spill over to national-level politics. In an era of
democratic “backsliding” around the world, this is a timely
book.

In the provincial quasi-authoritarian enclaves described
by Gervasoni, elections are not canceled, nor are oppo-
sition politicians and journalists jailed or killed. Rather, in
a heavy-handed form of machine politics, provincial
governments exert far-reaching control over the local
economy, which is dominated by the public sector. They
can deny jobs, contracts, or licenses to potential dissenters
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and silence any potential opposition in the local media.
They can stack the judiciary and government agencies
with loyalists and manipulate electoral institutions to
their advantage. As a result, the governing party faces
little opposition and few institutional checks on its
power, which leads to a corrupt and venal form of
governance that does not serve the public interest.

This phenomenon is not evenly distributed across
Argentina’s provinces. The main goal of Gervasoni’s book
is to measure and then explain this rather pronounced
variation in (non)-democratic practices. This larger question
is of considerable interest beyond Argentina. There is clearly
a similar type of variation in democratic practices and
competition across Brazilian, Mexican, and Indian states.
Students of US politics who pick up Gervasoni’s book will
immediately be reminded of the work of V. O. Key and
Robert Mickey on the era of one-party governance in the
Solid South, as well as accounts of the era of machine
politics in US cities. And observers of contemporary US
politics will inevitably think of recent challenges to de-
mocracy in US states like North Carolina.

To explain the heterogeneity he observes in Argentina,
Gervasoni turns to an explanation drawn from what Barry
Weingast has called the “fiscal interest” approach to
political economy. He argues that, to understand author-
itarian enclaves in Argentina, we must understand the
revenue structure of Argentinian federalism. Small, periph-
eral provinces are dramatically overrepresented in the federal
legislature, and they receive extremely generous intergov-
ernmental transfers, which are funded by the most eco-
nomically developed handful of provinces—above all,
Buenos Aires and the Pampas. Governments in the favored
peripheral provinces are extremely transfer dependent, and
the provincial public sector dominates the local economy.
The jobs and contracts over which the provincial govern-
ment presides are highly desirable. This provides the
provincial government with great discretion to punish its
enemies and reward its supporters and leaves it with few
incentives to promote entrepreneurship or foster productive
relationships with the private sector to raise tax revenue.

In Gervasoni’s account, intergovernmental transfers
play the same role as natural resource rents in the literature
on rentier states in oil-rich countries or foreign aid in the
literature on the perils of aid dependence. He shows that
there is less political competition, and nondemocratic
practices are more widespread, in provinces with the
highest levels of transfer dependence.

Gervasoni’s basic claim about Argentina is clear and
convincing, and he supports it with a wealth of detailed
quantitative and qualitative data. Federal transfers facilitate
a form of machine politics that would probably not be
possible were provincial officials required to fund their
expenditures through local taxation.

A reader who is new to Argentinian federalism may
ask: how is this extreme overrepresentation of the

periphery, and the accompanying transfer of wealth from
the economic core, politically sustainable? Of course, one can
ask the same thing about the United States. In both cases,
one may answer that the rules of the game were determined
by a constitutional bargain struck in the distant past.
Gervasoni’s implicit claim is that because the bargain was
struck long ago and is difficult to undo, provincial transfer
dependence today can be seen as essentially exogenous.
However, it is possible that the ongoing maintenance

of that bargain is an untold part of the story. Some of the
small provinces were created by Juan Peron to enhance
his party’s representation. Perhaps voters in the periphery
of Argentina still see Peronist candidates as tireless
advocate for their interests, and this may be part of the
explanation for the overwhelming victories of these
candidates in both federal and provincial elections in the
transfer-dependent provinces. A closely related alternative
explanation is that voters simply reward incumbents for
their public expenditures: large provincial victories for
incumbents in the periphery can be interpreted as rewards
for success in the game of pork-barrel politics as much as
evidence of democratic deficit. This argument has been
made, for instance, about transfers and incumbent success
in Brazilian states and municipalities.
More generally, it is important to keep in mind that

provincial elections in federations may be influenced by
national partisan politics. For instance, we should prob-
ably not conclude that Wyoming and California are less
Democratic than North Carolina because they are
dominated by a single party. Surely the dominance of
the Republicans in Wyoming has to do with the fact that
its voters are relatively conservative on the national
ideological spectrum, and voters in the small, sparsely
populated states of the US periphery vote for Republicans
in part because the party is viewed as an advocate for their
interests vis-à-vis those of the large coastal cities.
Gervasoni is well aware of the distinction between

competitiveness and democracy; indeed, one of the
book’s strengths is its close attention to measurement. In
one chapter, his measure of provincial democracy is
essentially a measure of political competition and govern-
ment turnover. In another chapter, he takes a different
approach, relying on a detailed expert survey to elucidate
actual perversions of the democratic process, such as
manipulation of the judiciary and electoral institutions
or attacks on the media. An advantage of the former type of
measurement is that it requires no interpretation or discre-
tionary coding. An advantage of the latter is that it
corresponds more closely to his theory. In any case, he goes
on to show that low levels of competition and affronts to
democracy are highly correlated across Argentinian provinces.
But this may not be the case elsewhere. For instance,

some of the most noteworthy antidemocratic skulldug-
gery in recent years seems be taking place in some of the
most competitive US states like North Carolina. Thus,
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comparative scholars wishing to use Gervasoni’s book as
a guide to a broader inquiry into subnational democracy
will probably want to follow up on his labor-intensive
efforts to track the actual practices of subnational govern-
ments rather than opting, as he seems to recommend in the
book’s penultimate chapter, for the shortcut of measuring
electoral competitiveness.
Finally, the book provides rather little speculation

about the general conditions under which we should
expect the correlation between fiscal flows and non-
democratic practices to occur. The concentration of
economic activity in Buenos Aires and the extent of
transfer dependence and public sector dominance in the
small provinces of the Argentinian periphery are rather
extreme in comparative perspective. It is not clear
whether we should expect similar authoritarian tenden-
cies in, for instance, Wyoming or Mississippi, the
relatively transfer-dependent Canadian Maritime prov-
inces, local governments in the south of Italy, or, for
that matter, among subnational governments in much of
Africa, where local taxation is often minimal. Perhaps it is
the case that extremely high absolute levels of transfer
dependence and public sector dominance are required for
the argument to work or that there are some other un-
specified scope conditions; for instance, relating to levels of
discretion in local public procurement and hiring.
These scope conditions are important, because the

book raises some interesting and perhaps disquieting
questions about the future of subnational democracy in
the era of globalization and increased geographic concen-
tration of wealth. As private sector jobs disappear outside
of knowledge-economy hubs, the public sector has
become responsible for large and increasing shares of
employment in the economic peripheries of many
countries, and these public sector jobs are often sub-
sidized by transfers from the urbanized economic core.
Schools, public hospitals, nursing homes, and local
governments are already the largest employers in many
rural areas. If this trend continues, other countries may
come to look more like Argentina in the years ahead on
the key dimensions explored by Gervasoni. If his
argument applies broadly, one might worry that eco-
nomic divergence across regions will be associated with
divergence in democratic practices within countries.
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Selective Solidarity in Western Democracies. By Edward
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cloth, $29.96 paper.
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— Markus M. L. Crepaz, The University of Georgia
mcrepaz@uga.edu

Edward Anthony Koning’s new book examines variation
in the politics of immigrant-excluding welfare reforms

(IEWRs) over time and across three countries—Sweden,
Canada, and the Netherlands—all of which have experi-
enced significant immigration in the past two decades. The
book’s main finding is “that the politics of immigrant
welfare exclusion are more about general opposition to
immigration and multiculturalism than about concerns
over the economic effects of immigration and the sustain-
ability of the welfare state” (p. 5). Justifying IEWRs by
emphasizing the economic costs of immigration, the
author concludes, “seems to be little more than a façade
for hiding ideological objections to immigration and
ethnic diversity” (p. 202).

The data consist of interviews with parliamentarians
and civil servants, and the book includes analysis of
public opinion surveys, data on immigrant use of welfare
services, parliamentary debates, party manifestos, and
policy documents. The author systematically applies three
questions to each of the three country case studies to
explain the politics of IEWRs. First, how are official
statements about the economic costs of immigration
framed? Second, what role do national identity and the
specific welfare state regime play in the “translation” of
public opinion into the production of IEWRs? Third,
does the domestic, EU-specific (for Sweden and the
Netherlands) and international law environment (for
Canada) systematically mediate how far IEWRs can be
advanced?

In Sweden, the politics of IEWR’s unfolds against the
background of a universalist welfare regime and an
egalitarian political culture that is compassionate and
frames migrants as being in a “lamentable” (p. 78)
position. Economic facts of the costs of immigration play
a subordinate role, and national and international legal
obligations tend to favor even more inclusion, leading to
an “absence of IEWRs in contemporary Swedish politics”
(p. 108). In Canada, the economic costs of immigration
play an equally subordinate role. Canadian judges’ power
of judicial review and its common law tradition combine
with the federal nature of Canada’s welfare system to
conspire to stop attempts at imposing IEWRs, leading to
a stable immigration policy. Canada’s history as a pro-
immigration country, its constitutionally protected mul-
ticulturalism, and its generally successful integration of
migrants, in combination, have led to few attempts at
implementing IEWRs. In the Netherlands, however,
migrants’ dependence on the welfare state is framed as
them having a penchant for drawing benefits—a frame
that is advanced by the Partij van de Vrijheid (PVV), an
anti-immigrant party. Moreover, Koning claims that the
Netherlands’ reputation as liberal and open to diversity
no longer applies. Instead, immigration and multicul-
turalism have “led to a more exclusionary conception of
Dutch national identity” (p. 168). The Netherlands
“has almost reached the limit of how far it can re-
alistically go in excluding immigrants from the welfare
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