
writings of Max Weber, Jürgen Habermas, Anthony Gid-
dens, and Ludwig Wittgenstein, to name but a few of the
many theorists whose work he uses in this book. His chap-
ter on the conceptual construct and discursive powers of
Western civilization is superb. Ranging across centuries of
European and American history, the reader is even regaled
with a fine discussion of the introduction of “Western
Civ” courses at American universities in the wake of World
War I, of which Columbia University’s famed “Contem-
porary Civilization,” better known as “CC,” was a leading
representative (and remains to this day this writer’s most
important intellectual experience in life).

And now to the flaws: Bottom line, while I certainly
can see that “rhetoric deployments” play a role in political
outcomes, shape agendas, and influence players, Jackson’s
story in no way alters my belief that interests matter much
more greatly than does rhetoric. In other words, I do not
see any evidence why the many extant Marxist interpreta-
tions of West Germany’s so-called reconstruction—or
indeed liberal as well as other explanations featuring struc-
tures and politics as conventionally understood—have been
rendered invalid by Jackson’s insisting on a conceptual
primacy or even a rhetorical sleight of hand around the
notion of “the West.” His rendering the Germans as equal
partners to the Americans (and presumably the French
and British, about whom we read far too little though
they, too, presumably are parts of the West) in the West
project by introducing the concept of “Abendland”—a
notion of “West” with which the Germans identified and
“Western” with which they did not—begs of course the
temporal question: Why only in 1945 and thereafter? What
was the story before—and well after Hegel, whom Jack-
son features as the main conceptual bridge builder between
German romanticism, certainly no friend of the West in
any of its meanings, and a more rational-universalist notion
common to discourse found in countries west of Ger-
many? It is not the West that the Germans embraced after
World War II. Indeed, as public opinion data clearly reveal,
the Western powers were seen as occupiers and were dis-
dained, except less than other options, particularly the
primacy of the Soviets. Indeed, by barely mentioning any
interaction between the Soviets and the Germans, and the
Soviets and the Western Allies, Jackson’s story remains
seriously one-sided and conceptually incomplete.

“American exceptionalism,” to many of us political soci-
ologists, has nothing to do with the normative notion of
America being singularly wonderful, and everything with
the major shortcoming of never having a viable socialism/
social democracy/communism in the history of this
country’s political, social, and economic development.
Lastly, by using terms such as “occidentalism,” “occiden-
talizing,” and “occidentalized” throughout the book, Jack-
son reveals a normative bent that I would have preferred
he lay bare and render explicit. For it is clear that he does
not mean this term the way Ian Buruma and Avishai Mar-

galit in their book Occidentalism: The West in the Eyes of its
Enemies (2004) do ( Jackson, incidentally, never mentions
their book). Instead, following Edward Said—whose widely
known concept of “orientalism” denotes a false, illegiti-
mate, and distorted view by the West (most particularly
the French and the British, with the Germans nary men-
tioned) to exert its illegitimate power over the peoples of
the Middle East—Jackson’s “occidentalism” has similarly
sinister intentions and undesirable qualities. Except that it
appears to be self-imposed, since its real mission—other
than those of an undesirable domination—remains unclear
throughout the book.

The Pedagogical State: Education and the Politics
of National Culture in Post-1980 Turkey. By Sam Kaplan.
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006. 254p. $65.00 cloth,
$24.95 paper.

Routine Violence: Nations, Fragments, Histories.
By Gyanendra Pandey. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006.
228p. $55.00 cloth, $21.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072027

— Martin O. Heisler, University of Maryland

There were relatively few states when the modern disci-
pline of political science came into being, and the most
thoroughly institutionalized among them became intellec-
tual as well as normative templates for what states should
be. Our initial expectations for the political development
of the vast number of new states—an increase from fewer
than 60 to more than 200 since the end of World War II—
had been conditioned by ahistorical takes on the roles of
the social and the cultural in state formation and nation
building (see Gabriel A. Almond and James S. Coleman,
eds., The Politics of the Developing Areas, 1960; and not
excepting the contributions of Charles Tilly and associates
in The Formation of National States in Western Europe,
1975). Two such expectations were that, over time, states’
populations would exhibit more coherent political cul-
tures and increasing social order (with diminishing vio-
lence) within frameworks of state-delineated laws and state-
centered institutions. The authors of these two books
suggest that those expectations are more likely to be met
in form and illusion than in substance. For Thomas
Hobbes, stateness is hardly sufficient for social cohesion
or nonviolent civil existence. They also give reason to ask
how well they have been met in the model states of the
historic West.

As colonies and other territories gained statehood—or
quasi-statehood, in Robert H. Jackson’s seminal terms
(Quasi-states, 1990)—they faced many of the same chal-
lenges of social, cultural, and political consolidation that
“old states” had confronted in the past but had deleted
from their collective memories (but cf. Philip Corrigan
and Derek Sayer, The Great Arch: English State Formation
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as Cultural Revolution, 1985). Four of these are as daunt-
ing for new states or those undergoing drastic regime
change as they were earlier for today’s mature democra-
cies: 1) great economic disparity and poorly distributed
political voices across territorial and social spaces, 2) lim-
ited and uneven access to educational opportunities and
to cultural capital necessary in modern economic life, 3) a
stable, institutionalized, modus vivendi between secular and
religious norms, and 4) the formation of a coherent col-
lective identity. These morph into questions about the
nature of the state and what—and whose—purposes it is
to serve.

Sam Kaplan and Gyanendra Pandey both offer sharply
focused studies of, respectively, Turkey and India. Yet like
other exemplary case studies, they steer attention toward
more general issues, such as the normative paradoxes and
practical problems indwelling the formation and content
of collective identities, institutional coherence, and the
establishment of effective governance—issues relevant for
most states and for understanding how older states became
what they are.

Kaplan is trained as an anthropologist but, on the
evidence of this work (which is based on his dissertation
research), he is an interdisciplinary social scientist skilled
in pursuing large questions of interest to political scien-
tists and sociologists. His book is grounded in a two-year
stay (1989–91) in a small town (population 6,000) in
southcentral Turkey, where he taught school; but it is
based on a deep and multidimensional understanding of
social and political life in Turkey and more generally. His
participant observation of public attitudes and central
and local governments’ policies toward education affords
him a useful perspective on the forms and intensities of
debates about secular and Islamic values in education
and life more generally; adult and children perceptions
of the state, nation, culture, and society; and ongoing,
often tension-filled, transformations of gender-related val-
ues and behaviors. It furnishes a good vantage point from
which to observe the impacts of modernization, secular-
ization, and economic development, as well as the tug-
of-war between larger, if amorphous, collective identities—
Europe and the West, on one side, and Islam, on the
other.

The Turkish educational system a decade after the mil-
itary (once again) took control of the state, in 1980, serves
as Kaplan’s laboratory. His premises are as sound as they
are basic: Access to education, the intent and content of
curricula, public attitudes toward education, and, cru-
cially, changes in the identities, aspirations, and life chances
(“subjectivities”) of individuals are keys both to the trans-
formation of society and to understanding how and how
effectively the transformative enterprise is working. Pow-
erful interests, he reasons, will therefore exert influence to
put the educational system on a path directed toward their
preferred values and goals.

Kaplan identifies three interests, with varying degrees
and forms of organization, that sought to shape education
policy, particularly at the primary and secondary levels.
One of these is the state, in varying degrees of alignment
with “religious nationalists”—which he terms the “Turk-
ish Islamic Synthesis” (see esp. pp. 75ff.). A second revolves
around business interests intent on enhancing Turkey’s
economic competitiveness by preparing young people for
roles in the modern commercial and industrial sectors.
The third is the Turkish military, committed to preserving
Kemal Atatürk’s vision of a modern, secular (but Muslim)
Turkey, oriented toward European ways of social, eco-
nomic, and political life.

The author probes the competition among these inter-
ests, but even though the time frame for most of the book
is the short period in which his fieldwork was conducted,
it is difficult to avoid the impression that the business
interests and the military, not to mention the supposedly
neutral state experts in education, found it progressively
necessary to accommodate demands for including Islamic
values in both the structure and content of education.

Kaplan’s book has two limitations. First, even though
he did not stray beyond 1991, when his fieldwork was
concluded, so much of relevance to his concerns hap-
pened in and to Turkey in the 15 years between that date
and the book’s publication that an updating of his analy-
ses (beyond the very brief postscript he provides) could
have been valuable. Another entrance into politics by the
military, increased attention to candidacy for membership
in the European Union, and the coming to power of more
avowedly Islamic political actors are crucial recent devel-
opments, and they cannot be thoroughly understood
through simple extrapolation from the book. The second
limitation is the omission of the possible affects on edu-
cation, culture, and politics of the emigration, life abroad,
and return migration of substantial numbers of Turks.
These drawbacks notwithstanding, The Pedagogical State
is an outstanding work of social science. It can be read
with great benefit by students in comparative politics, polit-
ical sociology, and politics and religion, and will also be of
interest to senior comparativists.

Pandey’s empirically rich, analytically sophisticated, and
theoretically constructive book is an exemplar of subaltern
studies, focused on India, the setting in which that orien-
tation arose. A distinguished historian, Pandey skillfully
deconstructs the self-understanding of postcolonial India
as a peaceful country, “the land of Gandhi and of effective
nonviolent resistance to British colonial rule” (p. 13).

This may be the most thorough reanalysis of postpar-
tition India to date. Pandey challenges conventional (pre-
subaltern) renditions of that history and points out (alas,
repeatedly) that self-congratulatory, self-forgiving history,
cultivated collective amnesia regarding past horrors com-
mitted in one’s name, and the posited “naturalness” of
nation, religion, worldview and faction are, indeed,
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self-serving constructions. But there are few historians,
political scientists, political sociologists, or specialists in
South Asian history, society, or politics—or, for that mat-
ter, students of many other parts of the world—who need
a(nother) book-length reminder of the constructed nature
of histories and communities, or, for that matter, of the
violence through which they were (and continue to be)
produced.

The book’s most important contributions lie elsewhere.
First, it makes a strong case for its title’s claim of the
routineness of violence. In an earlier book, Remembering
Partition:Violence, Nationalism, and History in India (2001),
Pandey provided a powerful analysis of the almost unimag-
inable scope and viciousness of the violence that had accom-
panied the partition of the subcontinent. Such violence
was routine only in the sense that large-scale killing, eth-
nic cleansing, and other forms of mass violence had long
been associated with state formation and nation building;
scholars and publics had become more or less inured to
“the birth pangs of nations.” Here, he shows that a coun-
try that, for decades, has been congratulated—and con-
tinuously congratulates itself—for its peaceful nature and
intentions and for having established a stable, democratic
state (“the world’s largest democracy”) not only can but
routinely does foster violence. Such violence emanates from
both aggressive and defensive social dynamics, but also
from the state and under the cover that its machinery,
laws, and routines provide to acts of communal, police,
and citizen-on-citizen violence. The violence is both phys-
ical and contextual—that is, state and society creating and
supporting conditions that facilitate routine physical, psy-
chological, social, and economic harm to groups and indi-
viduals. The indictment is thorough, powerful, and quite
convincing, though the emphasis on unearthing the array
of forms and instances of such violence may obscure the
extent and importance of the spaces not directly con-
nected with it.

Second, more by implication than explicit extrapola-
tion from the Indian case, Pandey’s analysis suggests that
much can be learned by looking at both contemporary
society and historical constructions of collective pasts every-
where through the refractive lenses honed by the subaltern
school. This can give rise to more critical and inquisitive
publics, people who will habitually look beneath the pleas-
ant, positive stories of who we are and where we have
come from. The attendant risk is the growth of cynicism
and skepticism about who we are, how we got here, what
hope we can entertain for a more peaceful and just future.

One is left wondering, however, whether violence is a
discrete, isolatable concept. Can it be usefully rendered
into one? Is it a segment of a continuum—perhaps of
amity to enmity, or benevolence to malevolence, or psy-
chological health to pathology? Can degrees, levels, or
forms of violence be arrayed on an interval scale—are
two slaps one punch? Or are there identifiable thresh-

olds, above which violence is categorically different from
its manifestations below it? Is threatening violence a form
of violence—and is it invariably in the source of the
threat, or is it sometimes in the perception of the puta-
tive target? A few other questions, not trivial from the
perspective of theory, remained for me: When it comes
to the state’s and elites’ roles in routinizing violence, is
state authority different in kind or morality from “unof-
ficial” authority, such as that of leaders of an ethnic group,
a sect, or a party? Who or what authorizes violence; and
is authorization tantamount to authorship, or must the
latter be manifested in action?

These are two exceptional works of scholarship. In addi-
tion to informing and enlightening readers about the coun-
tries on which they focus, they provide analytic insights
and theoretical suggestions for understanding countries in
the throes of political development, as well as the paths
traveled by, and ambiguities remaining in, more “advanced”
societies presumed to be politically developed.

State Feminism and Political Representation. Edited by
Joni Lovenduski with Claudie Baudino, Marila Guadagnini, Petra Meier,
and Diane Sainsbury. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005.
315p., $34.99 paper, $85.00 cloth.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072039

— Jill Vickers, Carleton University

This latest volume from the Research Network on Gen-
der Politics and the State (RNGS), inspired by Amy Mazur
and Dorothy Stetson’s 1995 Comparative State Feminism,
explores women’s campaigns for political representation
in 10 European Union countries (Austria, Belgium, Fin-
land, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, and
Sweden) and the United States. The introduction and
conclusion outline the RNGS framework, hypotheses,
and findings, based on 33 debates (the basic unit of
analysis) over three decades. Eleven chapters present each
country’s debates. RNGS promotes a theory of state fem-
inism defined as “the advocacy of women’s movement
demands inside the state” (p. 4).

The volume’s thesis is that women’s policy agencies
(WPAs) enhance women’s movement activism, and pro-
mote positive outcomes, by working within state (and
party) decisional arenas on gender issues; frame or reframe
debates; and provide “necessary and effective linkages
between women’s movement activism and . . . democratic
states” (p. 11). The goal is to identify characteristics of
WPAs, movements, and policy environments most likely
to make this happen.

The editors claim confirmation of state feminism theory
(p. 292), but admit that it applies mostly when parties of
the Left are in government. Consequently, “when the left
was not in power, movements were successful in fewer
than half of the debates [even] where WPAs were insid-
er[s]” (p. 284). Cohesive women’s movements that united
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