
of institutional politics make. One example is the accounts
of ethnic party politics (e.g., see Johanna K. Birnir, Eth-
nicity and Electoral Politics, 2007). These accounts claim
that the institionalization of ethnic parties and their inclu-
sion in government were important contributing factors
in democratic consolidation. Proponents of the minority
empowerment thesis (e.g., see Susan A. Banducci et al.,
“Minority Representation, Empowerment, and Participa-
tion,” Journal of Politics 66: 534–56) also argue that minor-
ity participation through formal institutional channels
such as candidate nominations in elections increases the
legitimacy of the democratic process in the eyes of major-
ities. So is it institutional or extra-institutional politics
that does the work? If both, then some analytical differ-
entiation of their exact impact would be helpful.

Constructing Grievances is based on an elegant and
straightforward research design that allows for the exam-
ination of empirical support for some alternative explana-
tions of variation in levels of nationalist mobilization. The
author does a great service to the ethnic scholarship com-
munity by rigorously testing two important propositions
in the field—about the ethnic division of labor and inter-
ethnic job competition as alternative sources of national-
ist mobilization. She collects and analyzes very interesting
data on socioeconomic stratification, including some dis-
aggregated information on the ethnic composition of the
workforce from the last Soviet census, which was never
published. The author’s verdict is that the data do not
provide sufficient support for either of the structuralist
propositions. Some proponents of structural arguments
could probably question whether the evidence collected
does in fact refute the role of socioeconomic inequalities
in generating group resentments. They would focus on
the relevance of the book’s first structural index, the index
of socioeconomic stratification that rates all nationalist
republics as falling below or, at maximum, reaching an
average on such important dimensions as the ratio of
minority/Russian representation in the white-collar work-
force. In her discussion of structural factors, the author
also proposes a second index, the index of trends in socio-
economic stratification, which unambiguously shows the
great advances that minorities made in education, urban-
ization, and the labor markets over time. Given these
advances, the author describes the socioeconomic situa-
tion as rather ambiguous overall. Elites then move in using
frames to help ordinary group members make sense of
this situation. The important premise for this argument is
that people do perceive situations as ambiguous. This prem-
ise requires stronger justification for why minority group
members value some abstract knowledge about intergen-
erational advances made by their group rather similarly to
acutely felt injustice linked to the contemporary presence
of significant cross-group socioeconomic inequalities.

It could be argued that other similarly rigorous testing
than that which the author applies to the structuralist

arguments should also be employed in evaluating the
author’s own explanation about the role of issue framing.
The testing to which this explanation is subjected appears
to be more limited, as is reflected in the allocation of the
book’s space to different topics: The topic of “bad” or
unsuccessful framers, which is a critical ingredient of the
book’s argument, is given explicit attention in only one of
eight chapters. It is difficult to blame the author for this.
She makes the best use of the analytical leverage generated
by her analysis of various forms of available textual mate-
rials (programs, manifestos, statements). More direct test-
ing of her arguments would probably require a comparison
of public attitudes prior to and after the framing is com-
pleted; elaborate survey-based data for doing this is diffi-
cult to come by. On a different note, and as is the case
with both books discussed here, one is left wondering
whether the discussion of some other alternative explana-
tions (putting socioeconomic stratification aside) could
be more focused, engaging at more length and more directly
with relevant arguments. A case in point is cultural argu-
ments. This section is very broad in scope. It gives similar
weight to general propositions made by a number of inter-
national relations theorists who frequently rely on rather
crude characterizations of cultural differences and to
nuanced accounts of differences in the evolution of cul-
tural institutions across Russian regions (e.g., Dmitry P.
Gorenburg, Minority Ethnic Mobilization in the Russian
Federation, 2003). Perhaps these differences provide little
leverage when accounting for the variation that the author
seeks to explain, but we are left uncertain.

Finally, Constructing Grievance’s elaborate statement
about ethnic groups’ lack of internal cohesion and exter-
nal boundedness leaves us questioning whether the author
sees this as a constant quality of ethnic groups anywhere
or as a particular value of the strength of the group-
boundaries variable that happens to be shared by the
majority of Russian ethnic groups. Also, how will
Giuliano’s argument fare in explaining the “ordinary”
mobilization with which Stroschein’s Ethnic Struggle is
concerned? These questions take us back to the impor-
tance of an elaborate discussion of scope conditions in
arguments that we make and the implications that we
draw from these arguments.

Decolonizing Democracy: Transforming the Social
Contract in India. By Christine Keating. University Park: Penn
State University Press, 2011. 168p. $54.95 cloth, $29.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592713002582

— Rina Agarwala, Johns Hopkins University

This book is a clearly written, thought-provoking inquiry
into India’s democracy. Christine Keating begins Decolo-
nizing Democracy with an interesting paradox: The Indian
constitution sought to build an inclusive democracy by
declaring the equality of gender, race, caste, and religion,
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yet it allowed for the legal subordination of women and
the political marginalization of women and minorities.
Rather than blaming the natural desire and ability of one
group to dominate another, Keating explains the contra-
diction through a lucid description of what she calls the
“politics of compensatory domination,” where political
authorities build consent to their rule by enabling inter-
group and intragroup rule. In other words, the impulse
to rule is constructed, and state actors use ideological
conditioning (alongside force) to pressure dominant mem-
bers of a subordinate group to exercise command and
manufacture consent from other members. Not only does
this book aim to expand critical social contract theory by
incorporating India’s postcolonial experience, but it also
offers a normative argument that any efforts to make our
political relations more democratic must include chal-
lenges to the politics of compensatory domination. To
these ends, Keating analyzes the terms of British colonial
rule in India, India’s independent constitution and sur-
rounding debates in the Constituent Assembly, and some
contemporary resistance movements that aim to deepen
India’s democracy.

Perhaps most useful for this reader is Keating’s articu-
lation of two forms of British colonial governance: the
paternal patriarchal versus the fraternal approach. The for-
mer and more commonly analyzed form refers to political
authority that rejects indigenous ways as uncivilized, asserts
a natural right of command, and justifies domination by
offering to reform the natives. Fraternal political author-
ity, in contrast, respects indigenous philosophy and law
(as long as they do not undermine colonial rule), con-
structs a kinship between the ruling and the ruled, and
advocates nonintervention in the private sphere (on issues
such as religion and family). These latter features enable
rulers to attain tacit consent from elite members of the
ruled by offering inter- and intragroup domination as com-
pensation. While compensation can presumably be offered
along varying axes, Keating focuses on gender and com-
munal domination. To attain tacit consent from elite Hin-
dus, for example, early British rulers relied on a fraternal
approach and depicted themselves as protectors of civi-
lized Hindu culture from decades of destructive Moghul
rule. British rulers’ Aryan rhetoric created a racial kinship
between the British and upper-caste North Indians that
justified their imperial civilization effort and obviated the
need for overt coercion. In addition to offering Hindu
supremacy to Islam, British fraternal rule offered all brown
men the right to dominate brown women under the guise
of “respect for indigenous culture.” These rights to dom-
inate along gender and communal identities were given to
some Indians in return for their acquiescence to the racial
domination of whites over all browns.

Keating’s description of fraternal rule is more than just
a sophisticated articulation of the well-known British prac-
tice of “divide and rule.” Rather, the author goes further

to show how fraternal rule fostered Britain’s subsequent
reliance on paternal domination—thereby emphasizing the
relational aspects of different forms of domination. By the
1820s, colonial rulers had turned to a more paternal
approach, asserting the supremacy of Anglicanism and
justifying their rule with the offer to control intragroup
tensions (across community, gender, and caste) among
uncivilized Indians. To make this claim, however, pater-
nalist rulers relied on the previous faternatlist rulers, who
had codified and shaped the “traditional” practices that
were the object of paternalist rulers’ outrage. As a result,
the two forms of rule worked together to enable colonial
domination, they were often simultaneously pursued, and
most significantly, they could be alternated to contain
dissent.

In her discussion of postcolonial forms of domination
in India, Keating focuses on India’s use of fraternal power.
In the Constituent Assembly, the Hindu majority used a
fraternal rhetoric of brotherhood across religions to over-
turn minority reservations, or quotas on seats, in the gov-
ernment. To compensate for this loss of power in the public
sphere, minority religious groups attained sovereignty at
home through community-specific civil codes that allowed
for gender domination. Women, therefore, may have
attained suffrage and equality in the constitution, but
remained legally subordinated in the private sphere through
unequal laws on property ownership, inheritance, mar-
riage, and divorce. Though illuminating, the author’s focus
on fraternal power alone raises questions about the inter-
action of paternal and fraternal power in postcolonial India:
Does paternal power simply not exist in India because the
constitution resists colonial forms of racial and sexual exclu-
sion, or could it reemerge once fraternal power is firmly
established (as it did during the colonial rule)? Does the
absence of paternal power weaken India’s fraternal power
in unique ways?

Promising, but less fleshed out, is Keating’s analysis of
efforts to resist the politics of compensatory domination
in India. Much appreciated is her corrective to many
researchers’ denial of feminist movements during the inde-
pendence struggle—which, she argues, stems from their
exclusive focus on British paternal power. Instead, she shows
how Indian feminist and nationalist groups came together
in the early twentieth century to expose “the hollowness
of British paternalist claims that they were protectors of
Indian womanhood and refused fraternalist control over
women as compensation for continued colonial rule”
(p. 10). By opposing inter- and intragroup dominance,
feminists and nationalists undermined the fulcrum of Brit-
ish power.

Keating then goes on to analyze how contemporary
struggles for gender and minority rights in India challenge
the contradictions embedded in India’s constitution, or
social contract. Particularly interesting is her point that
the contradictions in the constitution enable different
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groups to compare their situations, leaving the constitu-
tion more open to challenge. What is left underanalyzed,
however, is when and how these differing contradictions
foster intragroup animosity, competition, and eventual
cooperation. For example, Keating writes that although
the struggle for the women’s reservation bill was inspired
by low-caste reservations, the most intense opposition came
from low-caste and Muslim groups. Why do we not see
the same convergence between groups that we witnessed
during the nationalist movement? On the flip side, why
did feminists and low-caste groups not collaborate to glean
lessons from low-caste experiences in order to expose the
limitations of quotas as a means to upliftment? Later, the
author asserts that the women’s reservation bill, eventually
approved by the upper house of the Indian Parliament in
2010, “formally links women’s empowerment to lower caste
and minority group empowerment and challenges the frag-
mentation of struggles for gender justice and caste and
minority rights” (p. 91); however, she does not provide
the reader with the details of this process.

Perhaps most disappointing about the discussion of con-
temporary struggles of resistance is its focus on topics that
have already been heavily discussed in contemporary lit-
erature (such as sati, the practice of widow burning, and
the divorce case of Shah Bano). One axis of compensatory
domination that is strikingly absent from the book is “class.”
As Keating quickly acknowledges, low-caste members
received reservations in the public sphere, but their back-
wardness was linked to the Hindu caste system, rather
than to social and economic disadvantages. In what ways
has class domination been used as a compensatory tool in
the colonial and postcolonial eras? Is class domination in
India ever asserted in paternalist ways? What forms of
resistance have emerged to fight class contradictions in
India? Why have we not seen convergence between class-
based movements and identity-based movements?

Toward the end of the book, Keating provides an inter-
esting view into alternative solutions arising from Indian
feminists’ efforts to establish “egalitarian pluralism,” a sys-
tem that retains pluralism while rejecting compensatory
domination and intragroup rule (of men over women).
Part of the impetus for this effort arose when the Hindu
Right appropriated the struggle for a universal civil code
to assert communal dominance. Keating’s focus on the
“option” of an egalitarian civil code that can be used when
and if people feel that their personal laws are discriminat-
ing against them is hypothetical and interesting, but it
also raises major questions around the heavy reliance on
“free choice” among vulnerable groups.

In sum, Decolonizing Democracy makes one think. It
offers a refreshing framework for understanding power,
and it raises many questions. For anyone interested in the
complex nature of India’s contemporary democracy and
its swelling resistance movements, this is an important
and fascinating book.

Gender, Politics and Institutions: Towards a Feminist
Institutionalism. Edited by Mona Lena Krook and Fiona Mackay.
New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011. 256p. $95.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592713002594

— Denise Walsh, Virginia University

The prominent scholars in comparative politics of gender
who contribute to this volume set out to “forge a synthesis
between feminism and institutionalism” (p. xiii). They
ask: What can new institutionalism (NI) bring to feminist
political science (FPS); what can FPS bring to NI, and are
feminist institutionalisms possible? The collection is not
the opening salvo in this initiative but the continuation of
an energetic research project led by the Feminist
Institutionalist Network (FIN) (http://www.femfiin.com),
founded in 2006. FIN has produced conference panels,
an American Political Science Association short course, a
symposium (“Critical Perspectives on Gender and Poli-
tics: Feminist Institutionalism,” Politics & Gender 5 [June
2009]: 237–80), and assorted publications. In short, the
contributors are not only interested in synthesizing femi-
nist and institutional scholarship, they are institution build-
ers. (Full disclosure: I attended one of the conference panels
and the APSA short course.)

This volume is cohesive yet broad in thematic scope.
Each of the eight empirical chapters tackles the three ques-
tions posed by the editors while also fitting into one of
three themes: political recruitment and representation,
state–family relations, and “political innovation” (decen-
tralization, democratic transitions, and new institutions)
(pp. 17–18). Answering the questions posed at the outset
of the volume in her concluding chapter, Fiona Mackay
writes, “NI offers new tools and frameworks that will enable
feminists to better capture multiple dynamics of continu-
ity and change”; further, FPS can help NI scholars to
understand how institutions are gendered, the signifi-
cance and work of informal practices, inequalities of power
in institutions, and why institutional change has varied
outcomes (p. 195). Finally, she insists that multiple types
of feminist institutionalism are possible. Together, the for-
ward, introduction, and concluding chapter provide use-
ful overviews for feminist political science scholars who
may not be steeped in new institutionalism, as well as
important insights for NI scholars curious about the ways
in which a gendered approach might contribute to their
understanding of institutions, and would be useful in NI
graduate courses.

Indeed, inclusion in the canon is a central aim of the
contributors (Belfast panel discussion 2009; APSA Short
Course 2010). Politics and gender scholars have routinely
expressed frustration with being on the margins of the
discipline (e.g., “A Comparative Politics of Gender Sym-
posium,” Perspectives on Politics 8 [March 2010]: 159–
240). The message in this collection is that the best way to
redress that marginalization is to dive into the central

| |
�

�

�

December 2013 | Vol. 11/No. 4 1211

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592713002582 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592713002582



