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Augustine’s context—including his correspondence with political officials,
sermons to Christian audiences, and engagement with religious critics (espe-
cially Donatists and Pelagians)—shaped the contours of City of God.

Another strength is Ogle’s emphasis on Augustine’s rhetorical strategy.
Following Pierre Hadot and others who have illuminated the rhetorical fea-
tures of ancient texts, Ogle rightly highlights the “psychagogic purpose” of
City of God to offer a new interpretation (41; cf. 3-5, 12, 19, 69). Ogle briefly
mentions the “art” or “application of contraries” (4, 97), or what Augustine
calls “antitheses” (City of God 11.18), but she focuses more on Augustine’s
overall rhetorical strategy than his specific rhetorical methods. While I
would have been interested to know more about how his use of specific rhe-
torical devices affects the interpretation of City of God, the coherence, ele-
gance, and efficiency of Ogle’s argument is admirable.

Since Ogle focuses more on the contextualized interpretation of City of God
than on contemporary applications of its ideas, scholars looking to discover
the direct implications of Augustine’s thought for contemporary politics
will not find precise policy prescriptions in these pages. But as Ogle occasion-
ally implies, the Augustinian insights she presents here might inform, for
example, environmental accounts of the “ecosphere” (133), theological and
political reflections on the “gift” economy (32, 134, 143, 163), ethical analyses
of the dangers of victim-shaming (60-66), and accounts of humility and
service in political leaders and citizens (157-83). After decades of scholars
appropriating (and misappropriating) passages of Augustine to advance
their own political proposals, Ogle’s close and careful reading of City of God
offers an insightful corrective to much of the “political Augustinianism” cur-
rently on offer. This book is a must-read for understanding the complexities of
Augustine’s political thought.

—Michael Lamb
Wake Forest University, Winston-Salem, North Carolina, USA

Lisa Jane Disch: Making Constituencies: Representation as Mobilization in Mass
Democracy. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2021. Pp. 200.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670522001164

Making Constituencies is about questions that are both timeless and very
recent. Disch’s concern for who comes first, the representative or the repre-
sented, is at least as old as the French Revolution. As she states towards the
end of the book, 1789 is a watershed for the history of representative democ-
racy and for theorists reflecting on the possibilities and limits of
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representation as a tool of modern politics. Making Constituencies is no excep-
tion, insofar as it engages with the revolutionary question whether political
representation can serve mass democracy, as well as with its afterlife in twen-
tieth-century political theory. Yet, in addressing such a timeless question,
Disch makes explicit her preoccupation with the recent trajectory of
American politics and with how it is currently being interpreted by academ-
ics, journalists, and the public at large. In fact, a certain urgency animates the
book, as manifested in Disch’s passionate plea for what she calls “democratic
realism,” a vision of politics that rejects the technocratic account of voters’
incompetence and focuses instead on the role institutions play in mobilizing
and polarizing constituencies.

This shift in perspective is both welcome and refreshing. In arguing that
competence ought not to be the measure against which to evaluate the
health of contemporary democratic politics, Disch convincingly deflates
common concerns for voters’ manipulation and the elitist and pessimistic atti-
tudes that come with them. The real problem, she argues, is neither the fact
that voters do not know their interests (incompetence) nor that they are led
to vote against them (manipulation). Rather, what has made American poli-
tics so viscerally polarized is “sorting,” the practice of activating and mobiliz-
ing constituencies against each other by deliberately foregrounding certain
issues and minimizing others. This practice is made possible by what
Schattschneider has called bias, which is the power “to favor. . . the exploita-
tion of some kinds of conflict and the suppression of others” (71), and by the
fact that institutionalized power engages in a constant process of “division,”
whereby “politically constituted divisions, by deciding the nature and
number of the forces that come to battle, shape the outcome” (72).
Acknowledging this implies that it is not representation that is failing democ-
racy, but rather its misuse by those who are supposed to do the representing.
It follows that representation can be made safe for democracy. Although
Disch is not in the business of designing a new model of representation,
she offers some ideas on what ought to change in order for this to be done.

For one thing, Disch puts forward a methodological argument, internal to
political science, in favor of making institutions once again central to the
study of politics. In this Disch joins a growing number of scholars who
have been arguing for such an approach on both normative and historical
grounds. Such an argument is, I believe, fundamental insofar as institutions
play a key role in shaping both politics and how we think about it. For
another, Disch offers a revitalized understanding of what realism ought to
be concerned with, namely, the possibilities of political action that any
given institutional context opens or closes. Such an understanding of
realism makes it consistent with a commitment to democracy as a normative
horizon and as a political system, thus offering a much-needed alternative to
recent “realist” arguments against democracy. Another implication of her
theory is the adoption of a “constructivist” understanding of representation,
in contrast to the primordialist idea according to which voters form
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constituencies based on preexisting interests and preferences. The construc-
tivist position is necessary to avoid the idea of voters’ incompetence and to
deflate concerns about manipulation, but it also raises the question of how
far constructivism ought to go. In some passages, Disch seems to suggest
that no factor outside of representation can explain constituency formation,
as the latter is created by the representatives through sorting and mobilization
(136). In other passages, she argues that political representation activates con-
stituencies, thus suggesting that some preexisting (although perhaps not pre-
political) electoral identity exists and is mobilized strategically by the
representatives (137). This ambiguity runs through the entire book, but it is
particularly consequential in relation to two problems.

The first is explanatory. If we want to take the constructivist position to its
logical end, assuming that all political identities and preferences are created
through the process of representation, then how are we to explain the fact
that certain conflicts mobilize some people but not others? Arguing that it
is because representation targets, by design, only the groups that it ends up
mobilizing necessarily implies that all mobilization is, by definition, success-
ful. This seems implausible, and indeed it is a conclusion Disch would resist.
Resisting it, however, requires finessing the claim that political preferences
are constructed by representation, for example by arguing that the way in
which representation shapes preferences is neither unidirectional nor linear
nor, in fact, directly intentional. Rather, preferences shape what is represented
and the act of representing shapes preferences in a complex, multilayered,
and lengthy process in which the question of what comes first, preferences
or sorting, becomes difficult to answer conclusively.

The second, related ambiguity inherent to the constructivist approach is
normative. If we adopt constructivism all the way down, then there is
nothing we can say about what constitutes good or bad representation. A
fully constructivist approach is inconsistent with the possibility of passing
political judgments, i.e., with the possibility of distinguishing between desir-
able and undesirable sorting. This is because constructivism gives up both on
the idea that political preferences (and perhaps even values) can exist as nor-
mative ideals above and outside the political process, and on the idea that
voters’ preferences are being betrayed by certain types of sorting. This is
further evinced by Disch’s argument against responsiveness and accountabil-
ity as the foundations for our model of representation, on the grounds that
they entail a unidirectional relation between voters’” preferences and the rep-
resentatives’ actions. But don’t we lose something if we give up accountability
and responsiveness as standards against which to judge the work of the rep-
resentatives? There is no basis on which we can judge the success or failure of
representative democratic politics. And yet, Disch herself is certainly not
neutral in the face of the failures of American politics today. Indeed, she
makes it abundantly clear that some types of sorting are detrimental to
democracy, while others are in fact desirable. But how can we justify this
judgment?
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Perhaps one solution could be found in an agonistic understanding of
democracy, one in which we do not adjudicate between types of representa-
tion—and their corresponding groups—a priori, but instead focus on making
sure that the political struggle is won by one’s own group. This route has been
taken by theorists of agonistic democracy before, and it could consistently fit
Disch’s theory too. But are there other options? We might assess the desirabil-
ity of competing sorting practices by reference to the process that brings them
into being, for example, whether it is inclusive and deliberative in character.
This would shift the attention away from the clash between opposing groups
and focus instead on the institutional and procedural mechanisms that make
sorting possible and legitimate. And, in turn, it would also substantively
strengthen what I believe to be Disch’s most brilliant argument: her passion-
ate defense of institutions as the foundation of democratic politics and of
political theorizing.

—Lucia Rubinelli
Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut, USA

Kei Hiruta: Hannah Arendt and Isaiah Berlin: Freedom, Politics and Humanity.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2021. Pp. 288.)
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In Hannah Arendt and Isaiah Berlin, Kei Hiruta addresses the absence of any
sustained comparison of two significant figures of modern political
thought. He rectifies this by providing an account which is admirably contex-
tualized, dialogical, and even-handed.

For context, Hiruta pulls together a breadth of secondary literatures—
deriving strong insights from those (best followed by tracking the
endnotes) —and draws on a wide range of primary sources, from the well-
known, now basically canonical works to more intimate correspondence.
On this vast material, Hiruta imposes an authoritative structure that is in
part chronological, in part thematic. Chronologically, the chapters proceed
across the middle to later decades of the twentieth century —which is a sensi-
ble approach, but Hiruta’s achievement is to get the two authors’ intellectual
trajectories to coincide. This has the positive effect that the primary concerns
which happened to have driven both authors at different times get linked
together to serve the purposes of Hiruta’s own reflections, though without
his ever having to force the evidence. The book tracks the treatment of four
topics, aligned with overlapping phases in the two thinkers’ intellectual
development: freedom, in the 1950s; totalitarianism, starting from the
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