
ethical dilemmas associated with mercenaries—are less so.
These topics are bound together by Coady’s philosophical
subtlety, elegant prose style and sharp eye for ethical puz-
zles and ambiguity. And he clearly offers serious ethical
evaluations of different issues surrounding the ethics of
force. He supports a conception of the just war that is
both more expansive than usual—in terms of scope—and
more restrictive than usual—in terms of the attitudes to
the possible uses of political violence. It is a significant
achievement, even if there are places where one might
differ.

The breadth of Coady’s book, and its concern with the
just war tradition’s capacity for evaluating nontraditional
aspects of political violence, raises an issue that is touched
on by all three books in their different ways. All three
conclude that the dilemmas of modern political violence
are great, and all three suggest (Evangelista perhaps less
obviously than Bellamy and Coady) that the just war tra-
dition still possesses resources to help us evaluate uses of
force. Yet in none of the books are the foundational ques-
tions that have hovered around the just war tradition for
some centuries really confronted. Evangelista expressly fore-
gounds the legal aspects of the contemporary conven-
tions, but as I have already noted, does not really look at
how we should understand the relations of legal and moral
obligation. Bellamy, again as I have discussed, shies away
from a direct evaluation of the tradition and its claims.
And even Coady, who does not shy away from evaluation,
fails to confront directly the most pressing question raised
by any consideration of the ethics of force: What author-
ity is there than can claim the sacrifice of a life or can
command someone to kill?

Moral, political, and international theory over the last
half century has rightly prided itself on its inventiveness
and originality when it comes to questions such as justice,
liberty, or equality. Perhaps it is time that we give equal
thought to one of the oldest, but recently most neglected,
questions of political philosophy: the question of author-
ity. When it comes to questions of life and death in war,
such attention to authority is perhaps long overdue.

Friedrich Nietzsche and the Politics of History.
By Christian J. Emden. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008.
412p. $90.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709990909

— Tamsin Shaw, Princeton University

Many of Friedrich Nietzsche’s interpreters have set out to
retrieve a political theory from his work, either by trying
to derive one from his scattered and idiosyncratic political
remarks or by extrapolating from his broader philosophi-
cal insights. The results, as Christian Emden points out in
his book, have been extraordinarily diverse, generating very
little consensus on what the significance of Nietzsche’s
work might be for political theory. Emden himself aims,

through a contextualist reading, to reconstruct the politi-
cal content that Nietzsche’s writings would have been
understood to have in their contemporary context. At the
same time, he holds that we can thereby recover a distinc-
tive and compelling contribution to political thought. On
Emden’s view, Nietzsche’s approach to politics preempts
Max Weber’s, by combining a form of political realism
with an “ethic of responsibility.” Nietzsche’s versions of
these positions are held to be distinctively interesting on
account of the way in which they interact with the project
of genealogy.

Emden does not engage in detailed analysis of Nietzsche’s
meta-ethics, but he clearly takes Nietzsche to be a moral
anti-realist. Both the political realism and the ethic of
responsibility that he attributes to Nietzsche derive from
this anti-realism. Emden traces through Nietzsche’s work
a concern with uncovering the history of our evaluative
beliefs and attitudes, culminating in the project of gene-
alogy, which aims to remind us of the contingency of the
moral values we take to be “absolute.” The recognition of
this contingency is at the root of Nietzsche’s political real-
ism as Emden sees it, for it reminds us that where political
power is purportedly wielded in the service of high moral
ideals, it is in fact being used to promote one set of cul-
turally contingent values at the expense of others. But this
form of realism does not, on Emden’s view, entail a poli-
tics of will to power. Rather, the discrediting of “moral
absolutes” is held to promote an ethic of responsibility. It
is on the basis of such absolutes that groups and individ-
uals have sought to dominate others, imposing on them a
set of values that is held to be objectively correct. Their
discrediting makes possible a new basis for social trust,
one that is pluralistic and respectful of difference. The
normative ambitions of Emden’s book center around this
claim, which is held to constitute Nietzsche’s “lasting con-
tribution to modern political thought.” The claim, then,
has to be assessed in terms of its interpretive and norma-
tive merits.

It is hard to find evidence in Nietzsche’s work of the
ethic that attracts Emden, that is, a concern with mutual
trust as a basis for solidarity under conditions of plural-
ism. And it cannot be simply entailed by Nietzsche’s skep-
ticism about moral truth, since such skepticism raises the
question of what the status of the ethic of responsibility
might be, or why it should be binding. What Emden does
find, however, is convincing evidence of a sustained
antiauthoritarian strain in Nietzsche’s work, that is, an
antipathy toward the state’s ideological imposition of a set
of values. The author employs an impressive wealth of
scholarship in tracing the development of this concern
about the state’s ideological power in the early writings.
He examines the way in which Nietzsche, during the 1860s,
becomes increasingly aware of a tension between Macht-
politik and the neohumanist ideals that he espouses. He
charts the way in which this awareness develops, in the
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1870s, into opposition to the excessive authority of the
state in the new German Reich. And he demonstrates that
Nietzsche’s critiques of Bildung and of the national foun-
dation myths that emerged in the era of the Reichsgründ-
ung serve the purpose of exposing the state’s reliance on a
dominating ideology.

Emden sees genealogy as serving this same anti-
authoritarian aim in the later works. He links this pur-
ported antiauthoritarianism to Nietzsche’s sustained
antinationalism, claiming that in his later works Nietz-
sche endorses a pluralistic, pan-European community that
transcends loyalties based either on nationality or on shared
moral absolutes. This is an interesting and imaginative
synthesis of some of Nietzsche’s views. But his attitudes in
the later works are complex. Emden admits that Nietzsche
sees hierarchy as an ineliminable feature of any future
community, and that Nietzsche’s vision of Europe remains
intellectually elitist. But there are passages, particularly in
Beyond Good and Evil, which suggest that if Nietzsche
does still wish to limit state power, it is not in the name of
the inclusive, tolerant, and pluralistic values that Emden
attributes to him.

The central preoccupation of the later works is that of
enhancing the species “humanity” by overcoming the cur-
rent human type. Nietzsche does not claim to want to
liberate Europe from authoritarianism but from the Chris-
tian morality that has “preserved too much of what should
be destroyed,” that is, “the sick and suffering,” and which
has thereby worked “in word and deed for the deteriora-
tion of the European race” (Beyond Good and Evil, 62,
Nietzsche’s emphasis). The European aristocracies, he tells
us, have relinquished their dominant role because of a
corruption of their instincts. A healthy aristocracy, on the
other hand, “accepts in good conscience the sacrifice of
countless people who have to be pushed down and shrunk
into incomplete human beings, into slaves, into tools, all
for the sake of the aristocracy” (Beyond Good and Evil, 258,
Nietzsche’s emphasis). These passages seem to betray a set
of values that is at odds with the benign ethic of respon-
sibility that Emden hopes to find in Nietzsche.

If there are aspects of Nietzsche’s work that conflict
with Emden’s reading, however, that need not threaten
the normative ambitions of the book. The argument that
he attributes to Nietzsche can be evaluated in its own
right. The genealogical project that Emden admires is that
of bringing into question the pursuit of moral absolutes in
politics. He tells us that “Political absolutism—as it is
focused on a specific understanding of ‘race,’ ‘religion,’ or
‘morality’—is a highly symbolic discourse that always
implies the negation, at times annihilation, of that which
does not correspond to a particular set of values. The con-
sequences of political absolutism are real: people kill, and
are killed, in the name of nations, religions, and other
moral communities. But political absolutes only gain
momentum because they generate a set of values that are

widely accepted as a self-evident truth and whose history
has been forgotten” (p. 235). Genealogy reminds us of the
historically and culturally contingent character of these
values. Emden does not wish to fall prey to the genetic
fallacy; moral antirealism is presupposed rather than dem-
onstrated by genealogy. So if it has to be presupposed, we
might wonder why the genealogical account of our values
is necessary to remind us of their contingency. But the
thought seems to be that it serves to shake our faith where
we have become too convinced by our own cultural
constructs.

The implicit premise of the argument here is that a loss
of confidence in the objective correctness of our values is
conducive to tolerance, pacifism, and antiauthoritarian-
ism in politics. It is a claim that has been popular among
American liberals of a pragmatist bent. Louis Menand, in
The Metaphysical Club (2001), suggests that the pragma-
tist movement, in fact, arose as a response to the horrors
of the American Civil War, opposing the idea that we
should ever have such confidence in our values that we
should be prepared to kill and die for them. And Richard
Rorty has suggested that if we reject the idea of there
being a fact of the matter about moral questions, we can
“josh” our fellow citizens out of taking their moral views
so seriously, encouraging instead a “light-minded aesthet-
icism” that makes people more pragmatic, accommodat-
ing, and liberal.

At root, this argument relies on an empirical claim,
since it clearly does not follow a priori that the moral
antirealist will display the virtue of tolerance in spite of
denying that we have any necessary reason to do so. And
since Emden’s Nietzsche, like his American pragmatist
counterparts, repudiates belief in any unalterable human
nature, this empirical claim can at best be based on a
conjecture about the future psychological tendencies of
complex beings, the results of whose contingent accultur-
ation is as yet unknown.

It will be difficult, then, even for those armed with
relevant empirical information, to assess the plausibility
of that conjecture. But Nietzsche himself, if he is a moral
antirealist, seems to provide some unfortunate counter-
evidence. If he takes his own values to be cultural con-
structs, he still thinks that they can justify extensive
infliction of suffering (cf. Beyond Good and Evil, 225).
And he tells us that “mutually refraining from injury,
violence, and exploitation” can sometimes be good man-
ners, but that taken as the fundamental principle of a
society, such an ethic will lead to disintegration and the
denial of life (Beyond Good and Evil, 259). Genealogy
does not seem to have shaken him out of the kind of
moral seriousness that is the supposed enemy of toler-
ance and pluralism. If he retains reservations about the
state as a moral enforcer, it does not seem to be on the
basis of a general disinclination to defend one’s values
with force.
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Nietzsche has a habit of puncturing the most well-
intended normative ambitions, and it may be that in the
end he does it to Emden’s own. But Emden’s detailed,
scholarly, and original interpretation brings to light impor-
tant themes in Nietzsche’s work, themes which may not
ultimately add up to a political theory but whose interest,
rather, lies in the obstacles they place in the path of that
enterprise.

The Myth of Digital Democracy. By Matthew Hindman.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008. 198p. $55.00 cloth,
$22.95 paper.

Digital Citizenship: The Internet, Society, and
Participation. By Karen Mossberger, Caroline J. Tolbert, and
Ramona S. McNeal. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2007. 272p. $20.00.

Networked Publics. Edited by Kazys Varnelis. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 2008. 186p. $35.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709991423

— John Kelly, Columbia University

Getting a grip on the Internet’s emerging role in public
life is not easy. Since electrification at least, new technol-
ogies have been greeted with a fanfare that alternates
between hopeful strains of democratic salvation and dis-
cordant expressions of moral peril and social disintegra-
tion. Decades later, scholars pore over the details and find,
lo and behold, plus ça change, plus c’est la même chose.
Power remains concentrated, discrimination endures, and
the bulk of the population rollicks along largely detached
from public affairs.

The three works under review employ a wide range of
methods to assess the public functions of the Internet.
Digital Citizenship uses survey data to show that being a
regular user of the Internet is positively correlated with a
number of desirable attributes, such as income and polit-
ical participation, and that the digital divide persists even
as it must be redefined. The Myth of Digital Democracy
confronts political Internet utopians head-on with a range
of discouraging evidence, most notably a detailed use of
commercial Internet traffic data that show how people
actually use online media (hint: not much for politics).
Networked Publics brings an interdisciplinary group of
scholars together to write critically about an array of dig-
ital issues, from a range of perspectives.These books address
the state of affairs at a time when large numbers of people
remain offline or suffer poor access to the Internet. Judg-
ing by historical patterns of media technology diffusion,
decent access will be widespread comparatively soon. So
one way to consider these texts is with respect to how well
they identify issues and marshal arguments likely to tran-
scend this transitional phase, and remain central when the
Internet itself can no longer be thought of as a new exog-
enous force acting upon social affairs.

As well written and researched as it is, Digital Citizen-
ship fares the least well in this regard, in part because
talking about “digital citizens” will eventually make as
much sense as talking about “telephone citizens” or “horse-
less carriages.” Karen Mossberger, Caroline J. Tolbert,
and Ramona S. McNeal open the book with a definition
of “digital citizenship” as “the ability to participate in
society online,” and they build a persuasive core argu-
ment that Internet access and skills are becoming base-
line requirements for full participation in American society.
They describe three “traditions of citizenship” outlined
previously by Rogers Smith and Rodney Hero—liberalism,
civic republicanism, and ascriptive hierarchy—and map
these normative models, two good and one bad, to con-
cerns about the relationship between Internet use and
economic opportunity, civic and political participation,
and social bias and discrimination. As a practical matter,
“digital citizen” is operationalized as “daily Internet user,”
since this level of activity is a good proxy for the level of
usage and skill required to benefit significantly from being
online. Throughout the rest of the book, the authors
muster multivariate analyses of survey data from the 2003
Current Population Survey (CPS) and several waves of
Pew Internet and American Life Project surveys, along
with some American National Election Studies (NES)
and other Pew data, to look at how individual-level Inter-
net use is related to measures of economic well-being
and political participation, as well as categories of race,
gender, and ethnicity.

The economic analysis finds a significant positive asso-
ciation between wages and workplace Internet use, con-
trolling for job categories and a range of socioeconomic
variables. The authors discuss evidence for the Internet’s
salutary effects on productivity and conclude that, partic-
ularly for less-educated workers, Internet use contributes
strongly to a worker’s value, hence wages. An objection to
this interpretation is that productivity gain is not the only
way to explain the findings. An economic sociologist might
point out that differences in technology use among firms
in similar sectors, and employing workers in similar cat-
egories, might influence profitability and wages in a num-
ber of ways. And Wharton economist Betsey Stevenson,
also using CPS data, found that the Internet increases
between-job worker flows by tilting the dynamics of job
matching to the advantage of workplace Internet users,
who boost their wages in more frequent job changes. While
it is not hard to see how those using the Internet at work
are likely to be swimming in more lucrative waters than
those who do not, for making policy arguments it is impor-
tant to know what part of this is really due to individual-
level effects, and even at the individual level what is due to
productivity gains, with clearly beneficial externalities, and
what is due to more zero-sum job market games.

The authors find that consumption of online news is
positively associated with political knowledge, discussion,
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