
that human beings do in fact engage with their fellows in a
cooperative and harmonious, rather than rancorous, fash-
ion. Stuart-Buttle ascribes this phenomenon to a funda-
mental human concern for “reputation,” which serves as a
sort of self-correcting mechanism that keeps most people in
line most of the time.
It is beside the point to ask whether—if Stuart-Buttle’s

narrative holds water—Locke “got”Cicero accurately or not.
To do that would be to invoke a purity test that demands too
much of any scholar. Indeed, this is why I have misgivings
about Stuart-Buttle’s occasional use of the word “influence”
to frame his account. Too much of the story he tells belies
the attempt to judge “who influenced whom and how.”The
famed historian of political thought Francis Oakley once
bemoaned the “anxieties of influence” (a phrase obviously
derived from Harold Bloom) that he considered rampant
among intellectual historians, primarily of the Cambridge
School persuasion. But—and this is what Stuart-Buttle
illustrates brilliantly—the real challenge is to uncover with
precision how texts by an author such as Cicero were read
and redefined along the way. A path from Locke to Hume
that Stuart-Buttle charts would seem, on the face of it, highly
implausible. From Moral Theology to Moral Philosophy dem-
onstrates how that route may be navigated in a truly sensible
and feasible fashion when one relies on Cicero as the guide.

Memory and the Future of Europe: Rupture and
Integration in the Wake of Total War. By Peter J. Verovšek.
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2020. 240p. $120.00 cloth,
$36.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592721003807

— Benjamin Nienass , Montclair State University
nienassb@montclair.edu

Peter Verovšek’s Memory and the Future of Europe is an
ambitious addition to the sizable literature on European
memory. Verovšek’s central claim is that a focus on
collective memory can help explain both the successful
origins and the contemporary crisis of the European
Union. Whereas Europe’s postwar generation was able
to draw on the common experience of war and (anti-)
fascism to discredit nationalism and to drive European
integration, newer generations lack a shared narrative that
can put the European project on a strong moral founda-
tion again. Moreover, the EU’s eastern enlargement has
brought postcommunist memory struggles into the fold
that challenge Europe’s singular focus on what Verovšek
calls “the rupture of 1945” (p. 4). This fragmentation and
loss of memory, so Verovšek argues, have reduced the EU
to a project of narrow-minded economism and competing
national interests, leaving it increasingly powerless in
addressing multiple crises in the wake of the recession,
Brexit, and the rise of illiberal regimes in Hungary and
Poland.

Verovšek divides his argument into its theoretical,
diagnostic, and prescriptive components. Drawing on
thinkers of the Frankfurt School, he argues that the
ruptures of totalitarianism, total war, and the Holocaust
destroyed existing narrative frameworks and provided the
“cognitive, motivational, and justificatory resources” to
rethink the nation-state. A common generational experi-
ence thus not only created the ground for a shared
emotional connection to specific events, but also reordered
“the boundaries of the thinkable” (p. 38) and provided the
rationale for a feasible political alternative.

In the diagnostic part, Verovšek uses this framework to
hermeneutically trace the centrality of a shared war expe-
rience for principal actors in the creation of the European
Coal and Steel Community (Monnet, Schuman, and
Adenauer) and in the subsequent deepening of
European integration (Delors, Mitterrand, and Kohl).
This “classic narrative of integration” (p. 77), in which
Europe is seen as a response to violent nationalism, no
longer has the same purchase in the twenty-first century, as
war experiences have faded away, and as most Eastern
European member states cannot relate to 1945 as a key
turning point in history. In addition, Verovšek reminds us,
the Eurozone crisis has added a north–south rift to the
fault lines within the EU that has further undermined its
legitimacy. In the absence of a common normative refer-
ence for all Europeans, Verovšek observes a regression to
the prioritization of narrow economic and national inter-
ests, leaving Europeans caught between illiberal populists
and neoliberal market fundamentalism.

In response to these multiple pathologies, the book’s
prescriptive section is based on the premise that the
creation of new integration narratives can no longer be a
top-down project; it expresses some modest hope for the
emergence of a transnational public sphere that allows
history to be debated from a genuinely European perspec-
tive. In the book’s last thematic chapter, Verovšek evokes
the comparative case of the United States to argue that
Europe may need a similar public veneration of its found-
ing moment but cautions that Europe’s elite-driven
founding cannot summon forth the same democratic
energies.

Several other studies have addressed some of the central
issues and arguments of Verovšek’s book: total war and the
Holocaust as civilizational breaks, the mnemonic schisms
running through Europe, and the legitimation crisis of the
EU. Verovšek’s considerable contribution lies in tying
these themes together and in grounding them in a con-
ceptual apparatus that links questions of collective mem-
ory to a theory of change. The book convincingly invites
us to view the past not simply as a source of conservation or
conflict but as a resource for political transformation,
democratic innovation, and postnational solidarity. How-
ever, some of its analytical, conceptual, and normative
claims and assumptions may deserve further scrutiny.
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Verovšek’s overall argument that we are witnessing a
recent loss and fragmentation of a shared narrative about
the past may implicitly overstate the existence of a con-
sensus on the meaning of the rupture of 1945 during
earlier phases of European integration. This is in no small
part the consequence of letting ideas about the shared
experiences of the war generation do a little toomuchwork
beyond the specific group of “founding fathers” covered in
his empirical analysis. Verovšek’s discussion of de Gaulle
reminds us that an alternative view in postwar Europe
envisioned a strengthened nation-state rather than inte-
gration as the most promising safeguard against war and
totalitarianism (an assessment that is incidentally shared
by many of the new member states that joined the EU in
2004). Shared generational experiences and their gradual
disappearance over time thus cannot exclusively account
for narrative clashes and their outcomes, which suggests
that this explanatory model of integration needs to be
supplemented by stipulating the (geo)political, material,
and cultural conditions that allow for specific justifications
to emerge and take hold.
This relates directly to the conceptualization of collec-

tive memory implied in this study. Verovšek’s claim that
his focus on “individual leaders … [is] common within
collective memory studies” (p. 52) neglects the attentive-
ness to public culture, mediation, and actors other than
political elites in the field of memory studies. This seems
especially significant given that Verovšek’s concerns are
the continued relevance and potential democratization of
integration narratives. Notions like postmemory or pros-
thetic memory have become essential vocabulary in mem-
ory studies precisely because they remind us that the
potency of collective memories does not necessarily rely
on the subjects’ direct experience of events. An example is
the well-studied case of Germany, where a direct connec-
tion between the memory of 1945 and a pro-European
stance has become more pronounced in later generations
than in the immediate postwar population (for whom the
very term “Holocaust,” as Verovšek also acknowledges,
did not yet exist). Consequently, a critical theory of
memory needs to go beyond the category of experience
and reserve a much stronger role for what we may want to
call “the means of collective memory production.”
This leads me to the normative assumptions that guide

Verovšek’s argument. Here, too, central debates in the
field of memory studies could have been brought in to
show the contested nature of Verovšek’s premise that
shared political projects presuppose a shared past among
its members. I only briefly name two here. First, Jürgen
Habermas’s work, which explicitly links Europe’s past to
its political future and which is used throughout the book
to scaffold Verovšek’s own approach, has been repeatedly
scrutinized by other theorists for potentially introducing
restrictive, pre-political conditions for European member-
ship in its reliance on a shared past. Second, ever since the

publication of Michael Rothberg’s seminal Multidirec-
tional Memory (2009), the focus of memory studies has
shifted from the importance of shared pasts to the practices
of connecting seemingly unrelated histories in the search
for new political solidarities; these practices are highly
relevant to any discussion of European memories (the
memory of European colonialism, which is crucial to
Rothberg’s original argument, is absent in Verovšek’s
book).
Finally, although Verovšek’s approach is to be unequiv-

ocally lauded for connecting memory debates to the
current crises of the EU that are linked to its democratic
deficits and neoliberal policies, his prescriptions on how
exactly memory can come into play as a political resource
and critical practice are often elusive (except for his brief
suggestion to historically link austerity and the erosion of
democracy). What Verovšek helps make clear, however—
and herein lies another major contribution of the book—is
that a classic narrative of integration no longer suffices,
because its historical conclusions (“never again” war and
genocide) were largely driven by a logic of avoidance that
cannot provide sufficient guidance for a European Union
that is in dire need of reinvention.

Just Work for All: The American Dream in the 21st

Century. By Joshua Preiss. London: Routledge, 2021. 187p. $44.95
paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592721003297

— Natasha Piano , University of Chicago
natashapiano@uchicago.edu

For at least 20 years, Adam Smith scholarship has turned
on severing his association with neoliberal free-market
fundamentalism. No, the experts all seem to claim, Smith
was not an unqualified defender of laissez-faire competi-
tion (Lisa Herzog, Inventing the Market: Smith, Hegel,
and Political Theory, 2013), nor was he allergic to all types
of government intervention (Samuel Fleischacker, Adam
Smith’s Moral and Political Philosophy, 2013), nor did he
prioritize individual economic growth and self-interest
over all distributional concerns or other normative pri-
orities (Elizabeth Anderson, Private Government, 2017).
And yet, despite so many compelling interventions in
political science, economic history, and philosophy, the
recovery of Smith’s thought has not been able to specify
its political thrust.
At the same time, twenty-first-century economics has

witnessed an equally persistent trend. The equitable
economic expansion of the mid-twentieth century no
longer occurs in the wealthiest capitalist democracies,
which instead endure stagnating growth (Robert Gordon,
The Rise and Fall of American Growth, 2016), skyrocketing
income inequality (Thomas Picketty,Capital in the Twenty-
First Century, 2014), and polarized labor markets (Maarten
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