state institutions and their relationship with nonstate
actors (p. 16). She looks at such elements as conditions
of facilities; staffing of personnel, such as training, hiring
practices, and pay; and civil society collaboration in
councils and other participatory venues. The third factor,
policy legacies, takes into account previous policies
enacted by the subnational jurisdiction. Drawing from
Paul Pierson’s conceptualization, policy legacies shape
politics, create new interest groups, and produce institu-
tional investments that can be hard to dislodge. Niedz-
wiecki argues that all three factors have an independent
effect on policy implementation, and none can override
the other (pp. 17-18). The theoretical framework, partic-
ularly once applied in the case studies, is thoroughly
comprehensive if not entirely parsimonious.

Chapter 3 provides a rationale for her mixed-methods
research design and case selection. As is increasingly
common among scholars of social policy, Niedzwiecki
uses both quantitative analysis and in-depth case studies
to tease out causal processes. The quantitative models
seek to examine the average effect of political alignments,
territorial infrastructure, and policy legacies on social
policy implementation; that is, the level of coverage.
Whereas the case studies allow her to explain how
political alignments, territorial infrastructure, and policy
legacies produce varied outcomes in selected provinces
and municipalities (p. 64), her multitiered case selection
— two municipalities within two states per country—
yields a total of eight jurisdictions over several admin-
istrations (see table 3.2 on p. 78).

Niedzwiecki tests her theoretical framework in three
empirical chapters. Chapter 4 examines the average effects
of political alignments, policy legacies, and territorial in-
frastructure across states in Brazil and provinces in Argentina
over time. The effort in building a unique statewide
database is notable here. The models provide evidence that
political attribution matters for CCTs, with stronger effects
for Argentina. As expected, territorial infrastructure also
matters. Finally, policy legacies are stronger for Brazil. Yet,
readers should interpret the findings with some caution due
to structural differences between Brazil and Argentna’s
delivery of social services and CCTs. In the case of Brazil,
municipalities, a third der of the federal system, have their
own authority and role in registering the poor for Boka
Familia and administering the health program, Estrategia
Saiide da Familia. Conversely, in Argentina provinces have
had a greater role in administering Plan Nacer, and provinces
and municipalities do not have a legal role in implementing
Asignacién Universal por Hijo. Niedzwiecki acknowledges
these administrative and organizational differences in the
book. To her credit, the shortcoming of municipal data
availability in chapter 4 is precisely what makes her case
studies in chapters 5 and 6 so interesting and vital.

Chapters 5 and 6 on CCTs and health care policies,

respectively, are really the heart of Niedzwiecki’s empir-

ical analysis. The fine-grained analysis draws on 15 months
of field research that included 235 interviews with public
officials and experts and 148 interviews with social policy
recipients, alongside the examination of relevant archival
interviews. The inclusion of social policy recipients in the
study is particularly impressive in that her analysis gives
voice and agency to the recipients themselves. Overall,
these chapters provide a vivid portrait of social policy
implementation in these municipalities and states or
provinces. For instance, Niedzwiecki provides clear and
detailed evidence of how subnational competition in the
provisioning of CCTs led to the relatively low coverage of
Bolsa Familia within the state of Goids in Brazil. Similarly,
Niedzwiecki provides a clear account for why Plan Nacer’s
policy design avoided the perils associated with negative
policy legacies by integrating its services into an existing
health infrastructure rather than attempting to build
a different one.

Given the meticulously detailed account of municipal-,
state-, and federal-level provisioning of CCT's and health
programs, it is hard to quibble with omissions. Neverthe-
less, there are areas for future exploration that are worth
noting. To be sure, in both policy arenas we see how
indifference on the part of governors and mayors leads to
comparative setbacks. But Niedzwiecki also presents
a picture of competitive one-upmanship over CCT
“generosity.” This is not the kind of race-to-the-bottom
effect that has been well documented in other federal
countries. Taking a positive view, is it possible to engineer
a “race to the top” where every layer of the federal system is
actively engaged in competitive and collaborative social
sector improvements? This is the billion dollar question
that awaits future research. Taking a more pessimistic
view, does competitive one-upmanship otherwise reflect
legacies of subnational clientelism? Perhaps federal and
subnational actors are not adopting these programs for
similar reasons. Future research is needed to uncover
whether nondiscretionary social programs are substantially
dislodging some of the most problematic features of
Argentina and Brazil’s subnational political system, nota-
bly the persistence of clientelism, graft, and nondemocratic
spaces. Uneven Social Policies delivers in providing plenty

of food for thought.

Muslim Democratic Parties in the Middle East: Econ-
omy and Politics of Islamist Moderation. By A. Kadir Yildirim.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2016. 279p. $85.00 cloth,
$35.00 paper.

d0i:10.1017/51537592719003396

— Tarek Masoud, Harvard University
tarek_masoud@hks.harvard.edu

Much contemporary scholarship in the field of Middle
Eastern politics is concerned with understanding why the
Arab Spring—that frenetic season of popular revolt that
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began in late 2010 and ended (or at least paused) with
Egypt’s July 2013 military coup—did not issue forth in
freedom and democracy for all of the region’s peoples. One
popular set of explanations hinges on the characteristics of
the so-called Islamist parties and movements that were by
many accounts the Arab world’s most powerful political
forces (outside of the regimes themselves). In this telling,
where Islamists are relatively liberal and reconciled to
democracy (such as in Tunisia), transitions to democracy
are likely to succeed. Where instead Islamists remain
beholden to a conservative religious agenda and view
democracy merely as a conduit to power (as in Egypt),
they are likely to scare their potential allies in the liberal
camp and force them into unholy alliances with agents of
the ancien régime. The predictable result of the latter
scenario is a transition snuffed out in its infancy or one that
never gets off the ground in the first place.

Thus, it is for good reason that the gifted scholar A.
Kadir Yildirim opens his superb book Muslim Democratic
Parties in the Middle East with the declaration that “in the
wake of the Arab Spring, few questions seem as pertinent
as the role of Islamist parties in the Middle East.” Although
not quite validating the prejudices of those who view
Islamists as inherently antidemocratic, Yildirim recognizes
that more moderate Islamists are at the very least less likely
to awaken the kinds of fears that drive secularists and
liberals into the arms of generals and autocrats. Thus, the
task he sets himself in this book is to explain the conditions
under which “radical” “anti-system” Islamists evolve into
the kinds of moderate, nonthreatening, democracy-loving
parties that might be able to contribute to and cement
genuine democratic transitions. To do this, he explores the
divergent trajectories of religious parties in Turkey,
Morocco, and Egypt over the past 100 years and emerges
with a novel and finely drawn causal story that locates the
source of Islamist moderation in an unlikely place: the
economic policies of the dominant authoritarian regime.

The contributions of this book are many. One of the
most important is conceptual. Unlike others (including
me) who tend to lump all Islamically oriented parties
under the broad label of “Islamist” and then describe
some as more moderate than others along such dimensions
as the importance of religious law or the inviolability of
democracy, Yildirim introduces a new social-scientific
category: the “Muslim Democratic Party” (MDP). Al-
though the term has been used before—most notably by
the scholar Vali Nasr—Yildirim transforms it from
a vaguely positive moniker into something more precise.
According to Yildirim, a Muslim Democratic Party is one
that “adhere[s] to a secular political regime, ha[s] a norma-
tive commitment to the rules of a democratic political
system, and desire[s] the democratic political representa-
tion of a religious identity” (p. 1). In contrast, run-of-the-
mill Islamist parties are those that wish to legislate Islamic
law and pursue the “Islamization of state and society” (as
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opposed to merely promoting religious values) and whose
commitment to democracy is purely instrumental (p. 5).

The second major contribution of this book is
theoretical. Previous accounts of the emergence of
moderate Islamists (or “Muslim Democrats” to use
Yildirim’s language) generally focused on the role of state
repression in either incentivizing or disincentivizing mod-
eration (there are good theoretical arguments both ways).
Yildirim instead argues that whether MDPs emerge and
are electorally successful depends critically on whether
authoritarian regimes pursue liberal economic policies that
enable the growth of small businesses, whose owners desire
precisely the combination of Muslim traditionalism,
commitment to secular democratic politics, and the
enthusiasm for markets that (according to Yildirim)
Muslim Democrats represent. When autocrats instead
seek to enrich a narrow class of crony capitalists, the small
business class never becomes consequential, and religious
politics takes a traditional Islamist form, replete with calls
for God’s law and skepticism of democracy and free
markets. This is a wholly new argument in the study of
Islamic parties and one that, in its attention to the role of
social and economic cleavages in shaping the party systems
of Middle Eastern countries, is long overdue.

The third major contribution is empirical. This book is
close to a model of what qualitative comparative politics
should be. The author has conducted dozens of inter-
views with party activists, intellectuals, and businessmen
in Turkey, Egypt, and Morocco; analyzed party platforms
in Arabic and Turkish; and probed the secondary
literature to compose analytic narratives that illustrate
neatly the operation of his hypothesized causal mecha-
nism. The geographic and temporal expanse over which
Yildirim roams in this book is impressive, and the result is
a formidable work of scholarship that will be mined with
profit not just by scholars of the Middle East and of
political parties but also by graduate students seeking to
learn how to conduct disciplined cross-country compar-
isons.

As with any work of social science, however, this one
invites questions. The first has to do with the distinction
the author tries to make between Islamists and Muslim
democrats. In his typology of Islamist parties, the author
identifies three major criteria on which Islamists and
Muslim democrats differ. The first is in their ultimate
goal: Islamists want the “Islamization of state and society,”
whereas members of MDPs want the “promotion of
Muslim values.” However, the book does not provide us
with a clear distinction between the two. For instance, the
author labels Turkey’s current ruling party, the Justice and
Development Party (AKP), a Muslim Democratic party,
and describes the National Outlook Movement (NOM) of
Necmettin Erbakan (1926-2011) and its affiliated parties,
the National Salvation Party and the National Movement
Party, as Islamists. And yet Yildirim reports that
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“historically the NOM’s references to Islam and its
Islamist agenda are largely diluted compared with those
of other Islamist groups worldwide” (p. 89). What, then,
makes the NOM Islamist? At one point Yildirim avers that
“the NOM’s calls for morality and spirituality sufficed to
produce the perception of impending Islamization and
aradical Islamist platform” (p. 79). But the distinction that
Yildirim offers between Islamist and Muslim Demo-
cratic parties does not hinge on how they are perceived—if
it did, then the AKP would also have to be classified as
Islamist. After all, Yildirim himself relates to us the
testimony of an AKP parliamentarian who declares that
her relationship with some relatives had become “sour”
because of her membership in the AKP and who com-
plains that her secularist cousin told her, “I fear that I will
wake up one day, and it will be as if Iran is all around us”

(p. 89).

A similar difficulty arises when trying to measure
differences between the parties on the second dimension
that the author identifies: their view of democracy.
According to Yildirim, Islamists are “instrumental” with
respect to democracy, whereas Muslim Democrats are
“committed.” But how do we know when a party’s
preference for democracy is purely instrumental or the
result of normative commitment? We would not be able to
find the distinction in the contemporary discourse of
Islamist parties, almost all of which declare their fealty to
democracy. In contrast, the ideal-type Muslim Democratic
party in this book—the AKP (Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi)
of Recep Tayyip Erdogan—is today the poster child for

democratic backsliding.

The third difference between Islamists and Muslim
Democrats—their attitudes toward economic liberalization—
is easier to identify and measure. Islamists, Yildirim tells
us, are “nationalist and protectionist,” whereas Muslim
Democrats favor a “liberal economy.” However, when the
author actually describes what parties say about the
economy, the differences prove hard to pin down. In
Egypt, for instance, both the Muslim Brotherhood (Is-
lamist) and the Center Party (Muslim Democratic) move
between free-market liberalism and nationalist, protec-
tionist rhetoric (pp. 153-57). Admittedly, the author is
better able to document the economic policy differences
between the Turkish Islamist and Muslim Democratic
parties, but it is not clear that economic policy should be
clevated to the status of a definitional criterion to begin
with. The fact that Muslim Democratic parties may want
economic liberalization (alongside democracy and secu-
larism) is important, but presumably we would still care
about these parties if they did not. Similarly, is opposition
to economic liberalization essential to what makes an
Islamist party Islamist? If a political party wanted to
legislate Islamic strictures, had a purely instrumental
understanding of democracy, but endorsed the free

market, would we not be able to call it Islamist?

Some readers may fail to be convinced by the
admittedly novel causal mechanism. Yildirim testifies
that he “treat[s] economic liberalization as an exogenous
factor and focus|es] on its impact over Islamist moderation
and empowerment” (p. 31). But it is possible that the
economic policies that set off the causal chain are
themselves endogenous to the power of Islamists. If, as
the author tells us, Islamists are uninterested in opening up
their countries’ economies to trade with the West, adopt-
ing unfettered markets, and allowing modern interest-
based banking, it seems logical that in societies where
Islamists are strong, regimes will be constrained in how far
they can liberalize. In contrast, in societies where Islamists
are weak, regimes will have a freer hand to pursue liberal
economic policies. Although perhaps the least original
critique one can render of a social-scientific theory is that
its independent variable may be endogenous to its de-
pendent variable, the author has not given us evidence that
would allow us to dismiss this possibility.

Even though the author’s attempt to endogenize the
emergence of moderate Islamic parties to economic policy
represents an admirable theoretical innovation, it is not
clear that it outperforms more obvious alternative explan-
ations. It should not be surprising to readers that the party
that did the most to soft-pedal its connection to Islam is
the one that arose in Turkey, given that country’s decades-
long history of aggressive secularization, something that
neither the autocrats in Egypt nor Morocco attempted.
Similarly, the relative moderation of the “Muslim Dem-
ocratic” party in Morocco (whose name translates, like that
of its Turkish counterpart, to the Party of Justice and
Development) could simply be a function of the fact that,
since the 1990s, the Moroccan monarchy has allowed the
party to participate openly in public life, including
allowing it to hold the government from 2011 to 2017.
One suspects that if the party were to start feeding citizens
a steady diet of religiously inflected red meat, it would be
quickly shut out of political life, as is the organization that
Yildirim describes as Morocco’s principal Islamist move-
ment, the Society of Justice and Charity.

Finally, all of us who write about the Middle East have
had our theories challenged and in some cases overturned
by the unfolding events of the last decade, and this book
is no exception. For instance, Tunisia today boasts the
sole Islamic party (the Ennahdha Movement Party) that
has managed to help establish and maintain a liberal
democracy, and yet that party arose in an economic
context marked by the kind of corruption and cronyism
that the author credits with entrenching more “radical”
Islamists. I am fairly certain that the author would describe
Ennahdha as a Muslim Democratic party. Does its
existence suggest an alternative pathway by which moder-
ate Islamic parties might emerge?

Similarly, as the author himself admits, contemporary
developments in Turkey defy the book’s argument. As
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noted earlier, Turkey’s AKP—the quintessential “Muslim
Democratic Party”—is now blamed for a serious demo-
cratic regression in that country, as the party’s leader (and
Turkey’s president) Recep Tayyip Erdogan centralizes
power, purges opponents, and rolls back freedoms. The
author shies away from explaining this transformation,
declaring in the conclusion that the antidote to “the kind
of leadership displayed by Erdogan” is “the strengthening
of the institutional structure to increase accountability,
decentralize governance, and encourage compromise
rather than majoritarianism” (p. 232). But if this pre-
scription is to be taken seriously—as I believe it should—it
gently undermines one of the book’s principal claims. Part
of the argument for the importance of Muslim Democratic
parties, after all, was that their normative commitment to
democracy made its attainment and consolidation more
likely. If it does not, then what, precisely, is the value of
this new social-scientific category? And what can be said to
those who argue that Islamic parties—whether they fly
under the Islamist, Muslim Democrat, or some other
banner—cannot be trusted with democracy? These are
questions that I suspect the author of this brilliant,
important first book will eventually help us answer.

Life after Dictatorship: Authoritarian Successor Parties
Worldwide. Edited by James Loxton and Scott Mainwaring. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2018. 405p. $105.00 cloth, $36.99 paper.
d0i:10.1017/51537592719003190

— John T. Ishiyama, University of North Texas
John.Ishiyama@unt.edu

This book is a welcome addition to the literature on the
transformation of political parties. The global reach of
this edited volume is quite impressive, with coverage of
cases from Africa, Asia, Latin America, and postcom-
munist Europe. It is, in my view, a significant contribu-
tion to the empirical literature on political party change.
Parties that were designed to do one thing (govern in an
authoritarian regime) that then transform themselves to
do something fundamentally different (compete in elec-
tions) is a fundamental organizational transformation. In
many ways, analysis of this phenomenon should be seen
as part of the new wave of literature on political parties
that includes the transformation of rebel groups into
political parties. Such works should contribute greatly to
our understanding of how parties change.

The book begins with a very well-developed introduc-
tory chapter by James Loxton. He starts with a definition
of authoritarian successor parties (ASPs) as “parties that
emerge from authoritarian regimes, but that operate after
a transition to democracy” (p. xvii). This very broad
definition includes two subtypes: (1) parties that directly
emerge from authoritarian regimes (former governing
parties) and (2) those he calls “reactive authoritarian
successor parties”: parties formed by high-level incum-
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bents in anticipation of a transition (this subtype appears
to include some parties of the official opposition). Loxton
defends his definition because focusing on the highest level
on Giovanni Sartori’s conceptual ladder of abstraction
allows the project to make very broad cross-regional
comparisons

The book itself is organized along three themes—why
ASPs persist, why they succeed, and the impact they have
on democracy. Most of the introduction focuses on the
factors that explain party persistence and success. To
survive, ASPs must deal with their authoritarian inheri-
tance and authoritarian baggage. Loxton identifies four
strategies that ASPs have embraced in dealing with their
pasts: contrition, obfuscation, scapegoating, and embrac-
ing the past. There is evidence of all four strategies
illustrated in the book. Further, drawing on the extant
literature, Loxton also identifies other structural factors
that affect persistence and performance, including perfor-
mance of the previous regime, performance of the new
democracy, the nature and timing of the transition to
democracy, electoral institutions, the previous authoritar-
ian regime type, and the post-authoritarian competitive
landscape.

The individual chapters are organized around the three
themes identified earlier. In part 1 three chapters tackle
the issue of why authoritarian successor parties persist.
Herbert Kitschelt and Matthew Singer in chapter 1 argue
that former ruling parties have important advantages over
other ASPs. Because many ruled for long periods of time
they were able to build important linkages with constit-
uencies that helped these former ruling ASPs to persist.
Using data from the Democratic Accountability and
Linkages Project, they argue that ASPs that established
clientelistic connections with particular constituencies
were better able than other parties to compete in the
democratic period.

Chapter 2, by T. J. Cheng and Teh-fu Huang,
examines the cases of Taiwan’s Kuomintang and South
Korea’s Democratic Justice Party/Saenuri and argues that
their post-authoritarian electoral success was due to the
authoritarian inheritances of economic development and
law and order, which benefited each party in the period of
democratic competition. Similarly, even authoritarian
parties that emerged from personalist authoritarian
regimes (or what Loxton and Steven Levitsky in chapter
3 call “personalist authoritarian parties”) can succeed
electorally if there was a strong record of economic
achievement.

Part II focuses on why some ASPs are more successful
than others. Anna Gryzmala Busse, focusing on the
ultimate electoral failures of the communist successor
parties (CSPs) in Poland and Hungary, argues that these
parties were in fact victims of their own successes. The
Hungarian Socialists and the Polish Social Democrats
came to power because they promised reform and
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