
relationships under communism left their mark on each
of these countries not only in terms of economic develop-
ment patterns, but also in terms of ideology. It may be
that some regions are generally more sympathetic to old
regime parties. Also, the organizational strength of parties
may help to explain electoral outcomes, with some parties
having more access to the media, more developed grass-
roots networks, or greater support of other relevant actors,
such as the churches, interest groups, or nongovernment
organizations.

Tucker’s study was conducted just as regional self-
government was introduced in 3 out of 5 of his cases
(Poland, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia). Though it is
too early to tell if politics in these cases will be regional-
ized (that is, if regional parties will emerge, if established
parties will organize regionally, or if regional identity will
become salient to voters), we can explore whether any
patterns in voting behavior are discernable. The availabil-

ity and comparability of data at the regional level provides
a fertile ground for further research.

Regional data has been readily available in Germany,
which would be a fascinating application of Tucker’s frame-
work. It is the most regionalized country in Europe and
comprises both an established democracy and a new, post-
communist democracy. Studies have examined voting pat-
terns across the east-west divide in Germany (Stoess, 1997;
Wessels, 1998), though not necessarily through the lens of
economic voting theory. This would be an interesting test-
ing ground for the conditional hypotheses of Tucker’s study.

Regional Economic Voting is a valuable study, meticu-
lously executed and thoroughly supported. It is highly
recommended for scholars of new democracies, and not
just postcommunist democracies. It would also be extremely
useful for advanced undergraduate and graduate students
as an example of careful conceptualization and operation-
alization.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Immigration Phobia and the Security Dilemma:
Russia, Europe, and the United States. By Mikhail A.
Alexseev. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 294p. $70.00.

National Security and Immigration: Policy
Development in the United States and Western
Europe Since 1945. By Christopher Rudolph. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2006. 288p. $55.00.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070612

— Gary P. Freeman, University of Texas at Austin

Analyses of immigration from the perspective of national
security are often greeted with skepticism. In the early
nineties I mentioned the work of Myron Weiner, a pio-
neer in thinking about the security implications of migra-
tion, to a scholar who later held a high immigration policy
position in Washington, D.C. “A waste of time,” came the
reply, “worse than that, positively damaging, because immi-
gration has no important security implications and such
talk only provides ammunition to anti-immigration activ-
ists.” In the wake of 9/11, that complacency has been
shaken amid a groundswell of interest in security and migra-
tion, but there is in some quarters more resistance than
ever to linking the two concepts. The recent literature is
sharply divided over the legitimacy and necessity of poli-
cies that “securitize” migration policy and over the appro-
priateness of academic analysis set within a security
framework. A major theme in the literature is the claim
that the securitization of immigration policy is a repres-
sive state strategy designed to capitalize on public fears in
the post–Cold War era and to give security forces some-
thing to do now that keeping track of communist subver-
sives is no longer on the table.

Those who accept that migration has security dimen-
sions must answer the question of how best to conceptu-
alize and interpret them. The two books under discussion
are welcome attempts to advance the rigorous study of
these topics. Both make serious efforts to apply social sci-
ence theory to the study of migration and security, and
both achieve considerable success. The authors explore
migration politics across a range of countries in the post-
war era. Christopher Rudolph carries out comparative analy-
sis of national states, whereas Mikhail Alexseev focuses on
an eclectic mix of regional, supranational, and local cases.
The dependent variable in Rudolph’s study is national
immigration policy and his goal is to explicate the behav-
ior of state policymakers in choosing open or restrictive
policies. Alexseev, on the other hand, focuses on mass
perceptions of immigration threat and feelings of hostility
toward migrants. He accounts for these attitudes as a con-
sequence of perceptions of both the characteristics of
migrants and the ability of governing authorities to man-
age population flows. Rudolph wants to know how immi-
gration policy is affected by geopolitical conditions;
Alexseev asks how popular concern that migrants might
undermine security feeds anti-immigrant hysteria. Nei-
ther author is primarily interested in how migration itself
might threaten national security.

Rudolph starts from what he perceives to be an empir-
ical and theoretical anomaly. Despite the fact that liberal
immigration policy, like free trade, is a public good, pro-
moting national wealth and military power through pop-
ulation growth, states often adopt restrictive policies. Three
common explanations for this perplexing outcome—
economic interest groups, institutions, and identity—are
useful but insufficient. He suggests an additional factor,
national security interests, understood to involve three
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dimensions—military defense, economic productivity, and
societal stability. Rudolph advances two core hypotheses.
The threat hypothesis deals with the first two dimensions
of security and holds that as geopolitical threats increase,
policies regarding international labor mobility should
become relatively more open in order to facilitate the pro-
duction of wealth and a larger population base to support
a robust national defense. The rally effect hypothesis focuses
on societal stability and cohesion and posits that a high
degree of external threat should result in more open migra-
tion policies and a declining emphasis on ethno-cultural
entry criteria as societal differences become less salient in
the face of common enemies.

Rudolph tests his hypotheses against the experience of
the United States, Germany, France, and Britain, describ-
ing each case over the period that includes the Cold War,
détente, the collapse of the Soviet Union, and 9/11 and its
aftermath. His case studies largely support his expectation
that migration policy is shaped by geopolitical factors.
Tilting against dominant views that immigration policy-
making is a product of low politics and driven by narrow
political, economic, and ethnic interests, he asserts that it
is instead an element of grand strategy. He finds, for exam-
ple, that U.S. policy was liberal during the height of the
Cold War and less so as détente emerged. Policy then
became increasingly restrictive as societal security grew in
importance, especially after 9/11. One may argue with
the claim that American policy in the fifties was liberal
(the continuation of the wartime Bracero program is his
main evidence). Even if the author’s characterization of
immigration policy in particular periods is accepted, one
must deal with the problem of identifying the indepen-
dent variables. Détente was accompanied by the rapid
increase in the numbers of Asian and Hispanic migrants
in the United States, which, Rudolph recognizes, fostered
restrictionist sentiments. Would these sentiments have been
turned into restrictive policies had the Cold War still been
in full force? In the German case, he argues that the liberal
policies of the fifties and sixties were a response to geopo-
litical threat and that the problems of ethno-cultural con-
flict only became salient once the threat level had declined.
But, again, the impulse to restriction coincided with other
developments—the global recession after the oil crisis and
the gradual realization that guest workers were perma-
nent. It is not clear how these two sets of conditions can
be sorted out. Ideally, one would require some evidence
that decision makers were consciously motivated by secu-
rity concerns when they opened their borders in periods
of high threat and that the diminution of those concerns
created a climate in which they either embraced or toler-
ated restrictive measures. Rudolph offers little evidence of
this sort. He generally imputes rather than documents
motivations. Because his measures of the openness of migra-
tion policy and the degree of external threat are impres-
sionistic (when the Cold War ends, external threat is

presumed to decline, for example), many of his conclu-
sions are contestable.

Mikhail Alexseev begins his book with a puzzle that
shares some of the features of that addressed by Rudolph.
Whereas Rudolph needs to figure out why states fail to
take advantage of what he considers to be the obvious
benefits of open immigration policy, Alexseev wants to
explain the development of anti-immigrant fear and hos-
tility in populations where, in his expert judgment, such
attitudes are groundless. He introduces the concept of
“immigration phobia,” which he defines as an exaggerated
and inexplicable fear and hostility toward migrants.
The explanation he offers is located in the dynamics of
the security dilemma. As employed in international rela-
tions, this concept stipulates that when states take steps
to enhance their security, they inadvertently increase the
fears of their potential enemies, inciting them to build up
their own weapons, leading to cycles of escalating threats.
This perceptual logic has been applied to interethnic rela-
tions where it refers to the obsession with relative power
that proximate groups develop in situations of declining
central authority. Alexseev applies the concept of security
dilemma to situations involving migration, limiting his
analysis to perceptions rather than behavior. His depen-
dent variables are the two components of immigration
phobia, threat and hostility. There are four independent
variables (perceptions of host society residents of anarchy,
intent, groupness, and socioeconomic impact).

Alexseev tests his framework against public opinion data
that he collected in Russia’s Far East territory, Eurobarom-
eter survey data in the European Union, and anecdotal
evidence from Los Angeles about the time of the 1992
riots involving African Americans, Latinos, and Koreans.
He finds confirmation of the link between perceptions of
threat and hostility and his four independent variables.
He holds, for example, that because the scale of Chinese
migration into Russia’s thinly populated Far East is small,
mostly circular, and driven by economic motives, con-
cerns expressed by Russian inhabitants of the region that
their hold on the territory is being jeopardized are empir-
ically unfounded and, therefore, irrational. They never-
theless hold these views due to their perceptions of anarchy
(the inability of the state to manage cross-border flows),
of Chinese intentions to reoccupy the region, of the eth-
nic and cultural distinctiveness of the Chinese, and of
their adverse economic effects. He similarly finds opposi-
tion to immigration in Europe and Los Angeles difficult
to fathom on the basis of the facts. Muslim migrants in
Europe are a small percentage of the total population and
make useful economic contributions. Blacks’ anxiety that
they are being displaced by Hispanics and Korean migrants
in Los Angeles fueled the riots there in 1992, whether or
not such anxiety was empirically justified. Perceptual
dynamics, nonetheless, produce cases of immigration
phobia.
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These are significant books that amply display the labor
and intelligence of their authors. Rudolph covers an impres-
sively broad terrain in painstaking detail. Alexseev devotes
almost half his volume to laying out his theoretical and
methodological framework. This review hardly does jus-
tice to the complexity and subtlety of their analysis. Yet,
both leave the reader only partly convinced. Could one
not argue contra Rudolph that geopolitical threat should
be associated with restrictive immigration policy (the “red
scare” in twenties America) not, as he contends, open pol-
icy? Would it not have been wise for a book called National
Security and Immigration to devote more attention to how
immigration itself can be problematic for security? Could
one not argue contra Alexseev that dismissing as symp-
toms of phobia anxieties about cultural and economic take-
over by migrants in Russia, Europe, and Los Angeles ignores
the possible long-term consequences of migration that he
can foresee no better than the individuals who are his
subjects?

How the Weak Win Wars: A Theory of Asymmetric
Conflict. By Ivan Arreguin-Toft. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2005. 250p. $75.00, cloth, $29.99 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707070624

— T. V. Paul, McGill University

The question of asymmetric conflicts or, more precisely,
wars between two states of unequal power capabilities is
an important one, but it has received scant scholarly
focus, especially in the international relations field. More
importantly, the subject of weaker actors winning wars
against stronger adversaries has received limited atten-
tion. This is especially puzzling since during the Cold
War, both superpowers experienced defeat or stalemate
at the hands of weaker powers. In the case of the Soviet
Union, an ill-fated asymmetric war in Afghanistan con-
tributed to its demise as a state. America’s failure in Viet-
nam had a major impact on U.S. domestic politics and
foreign policy behavior for years to come. It affected
American strategy regarding war in the developing world,
encouraging the development of and reliance on new
precision-guided weapons systems and strategies that would
preclude ground combat. The failure of France in Indo-
china and Algeria also point to the significance of the
phenomenon of asymmetric war. The Israeli and Ameri-
can withdrawals from Lebanon in 1982 and 1983 and
India’s pulling out from Sri Lanka in 1990 are other
instances of stronger powers failing to make gains against
their weaker adversaries. In the post-9/11 world, asym-
metric conflicts have increasingly received the attention
of military strategists as a result of the wars in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, but they have not received commensurate
attention from IR scholars.

The reason for this apparent lacuna is that most of the
dominant IR paradigms rely on power capabilities that

determine conflict outcomes. For realism, the powerful
get their way most often, and the international system is
largely defined in terms of great power politics and great
power wars. Traditional balance-of-power theory argues
that the weak will not challenge the strong if the relative
capability balance is against it; for it is the strong that start
wars when they expect victory on the battlefield. The logic
of deterrence is also based on the idea that a challenger
can be deterred if the costs of attack are high and the cost
is largely, although not exclusively, a function of the mil-
itary capabilities each side possesses, in addition to the
credibility of the retaliatory threat.

A small group of scholars has written on the subject of
asymmetric wars in general. In Asymmetric Conflicts: War
Initiation by Weaker Powers (1994), I developed an argu-
ment about why weaker powers start wars based on strat-
egy, alliance support, offensive capabilities, and domestic
politics, and I explored six cases of relatively weaker actors
initiating wars against their stronger opponents. These
factors compensated for overall material weakness in the
calculations of the weaker initiator. The strategic variable
emerged as the dominant factor that cut across all six
cases. In his classic article “Why Big Nations Lose Small
Wars” (World Politics 27 [1975]: 175–200), Andrew Mack
more specifically examined how the strong often lose, using
two cases, the United States in Vietnam and France in
Algeria. Some scholars who have studied Vietnam (e.g.,
Betts, Mueller, and Rosen) also tried to explain the U.S.
loss without generalizing their theories to other cases. Today
there is a plethora of work on terrorism, a form of asym-
metric war, especially involving state and nonstate actors,
although very few talk about how and why a weaker actor,
be it a state or a nonstate actor, can win.

The work under review is one of the most sophisticated
book-length treatments to date of the subject on the weak
winning against the strong. While Mack’s account of the
phenomenon is based on the balance of interests, Ivan
Arreguin-Toft’s explanation is based on the strategic
approach. His central thesis is that the interaction of par-
ticular strategies employed by the strong and the weak
determines the outcome in asymmetric wars. Using his-
torical and statistical analysis of cases spanning two
centuries, he argues that similar strategic approaches (direct-
direct or indirect-indirect) favor the strong while dissim-
ilar ones (direct-indirect or indirect-direct) favor the weak.
While in the nineteenth century strong actors won dis-
proportionately (over 80% of the time), in the second half
of the twentieth century, the weaker actors have won over
51% of conflicts. The author discusses competing expla-
nations based on the nature of the actor, increasing dis-
semination of arms to weaker powers, asymmetry in the
interests of the parties, and squeamishness of democracies
to fight, but he finds his strategic interaction model supe-
rior. To substantiate his thesis, he analyzes five case studies
drawn from different historical periods: the Russia-Murid
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