
This study will appeal to a broad academic audience, with its readily accessible take on polit-
ical and economic theory and its use of narratives to keep the discussion engaging throughout.
While the focus on developed countries may somewhat limit the appeal when populism has
gone global, it does make for a shorter and tighter text.

References
Arato, Andrew and Jean L. Cohen. 2021. Populism and Civil Society: The Challenge to Constitutional

Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Chen, Brian X. 2019. “‘Parasite’ and South Korea’s Income Gap: Call It Dirt Spoon Cinema,” New York

Times, October 18.
Lean, Nathan. 2017. The Islamophobia Industry: How the Right Manufactures the Hatred of Muslims.

2nd ed. London: Pluto Press.
Milanovic, Branko. 2022. “The Three Eras of Global Inequality, 1820–2020, with the Focus on the Past

Thirty Years.” Stone Center on Socio-economic Inequality Working Paper Series, no. 59. The
Graduate Center, City University of New York.

Sajoo, Amyn. 2020. “After Identity Politics? Faith in Liberal Citizenship.” Canadian Political Science Review
14 (1): 77–97.

Temelkuran, Ece. 2019. How to Lose a Country: The Seven Steps from Democracy to Dictatorship. London:
HarperCollins.

Waldron, Jeremy. 2020. “Rule-of-Law Rights and Populist Impatience.” In Human Rights in a Time of
Populism: Challenges and Responses, ed. Gerald L. Neuman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Zine, Jasmin. 2022. The Canadian Islamophobia Industry: Mapping Islamophobia’s Ecosystem in the Great
White North. Berkeley: Islamophobia Studies Center.

Intelligence as Democratic Statecraft: Accountability and Governance of
Civil-Intelligence Relations across the Five Eyes Security Community—the
United States, United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand

Christian Leuprecht and Hayley McNorton, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2021, pp. 272

David Haglund, Queen’s University (david.haglund@queensu.ca)

At a time in the early 1970s when many Americans (and more than a few others) were express-
ing mounting misgivings about the Nixon administration’s lack of “accountability,” Arthur
Schlesinger Jr. quoted to effect a remark Thorstein Veblen had made more than a half century
earlier. The famous economist had been reflecting on the impact the recently ended Great War
had had upon the manner in which democratic governments were handling the challenges
posed by the intelligence-gathering responsibilities they had been assuming as a result of the
exigencies of the fighting. Veblen was sure of two things, now that the war was over. The
first was that because democratic statecraft was increasingly growing “devoted to the gainful
pursuit of international intrigue,” liberal governments would be forced to conduct more and
more of their “ordinary work by night and cloud.” The second was that democratic citizenry
would be willing, indeed quite happy, to acquiesce in furtiveness on the grounds that secrecy
was essential for national security (Schlesinger, 1973: 337).

For a time, it seemed as if Veblen had been correct on both counts. Democratic govern-
ments, buffeted by the storms touched off by great-power rivalry during the first half of the
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dismal twentieth century, were indeed finding themselves forced more and more to work by
night and cloud. And, with some notable exceptions, their publics tolerated such furtiveness
as the necessary price for security in an ever more dangerous world. Then, starting in the
Vietnam era, things began to change. Ever since the 1970s, the decade in which Schlesinger
penned his vigorous critique of unrestrained governmental (as in Nixonian) stealth, there
has been an ongoing tug of war throughout the democratic world, pitting governments, desir-
ous as they are of attaining as much operational secrecy as they can get away with, against a
public whose appetite for acquiescence in secrecy had apparently become satiated. Those pub-
lics, henceforth, would demand accountability, and they would refuse—well, some of the time
—to take no for an answer.

This continuing tension between the democratic state’s need for operational secrecy on the
part of its intelligence agencies and the public’s insistence upon greater accountability provides
the plotline of Leuprecht and McNorton’s book. In its pages, they take the reader methodically
through an empirically rich inquiry into what they call the “democratic-intelligence paradox.”
This paradox can best be captured by the oft-repeated homily about entities (and sometimes
people) held to be, at one and the same time, both annoying and essential—“can’t live with
’em, can’t live without ’em.”

A great strength of the authors, as they explore this paradox, is their sense of balance. They
recognize all too clearly the need for democratic states to be as fully aware as they can possibly
be regarding the panoply of threats—external and internal—facing them, yet at the same time
they understand how essential it is for there to be democratic accountability on the part of
those charged with the gathering of, and acting upon, intelligence. Hence the book’s ambitious
mission statement: to “develop a democratic theory of civil-intelligence relations” (4). While the
problem of accountability is hardly new in the affairs of states and is not something that
applies only to democracies, it remains the case that it is among democracies that the need
for accountability looms largest, for obvious reasons stemming from the normative
underpinnings of democratic governments: if the public is supposed to be the ultimate source
of legitimacy, then it follows that the public has a need to know as much as it can about matters
affecting its governance.

Leuprecht and McNorton’s quest to develop this “democratic theory” of civil-intelligence
relations has them turning to the states that they argue are most capable of yielding a set of
best practices for resolving, or at least creatively handling, the paradox. Those states are
none other than the Five Eyes announced in the book’s subtitle—the select group of countries
that gather and share the most sensitive information about their individual and collective threat
environments. Those states are, of course, the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada,
Australia and New Zealand, a group sometimes alternatively referred to as the Anglosphere
(Vucetic, 2011; Haglund, 2022).

The bulk of the book is dedicated to a detailed examination of each country’s procedures
and institutions for assuring as much accountability as possible, in the circumstances. So
detailed is their examination that the authors could be mistaken for having written a repair
manual for “fixing” the democratic-intelligence paradox. However, if that is their aim, it
remains unclear whether any member of the Five Eyes stands out through its effective prose-
cution of an “endgame” defined by the goal of ensuring that its intelligence entities “use their
powers lawfully, proportionally, and as warranted” (193).

Are there, one is left wondering, really some actionable, or at least discernable, best practices
to be gleaned from this stunningly inductive exploration the two authors provide? Does, or can,
anyone get it right? Apparently not, at least if we take their word for it. For they tell us that
because of the sheer complexity injected by “endogenous” factors (including such
hard-to-handle items as “history” and “culture”), it becomes “difficult to zero in on a definitive
bottom line of what makes for ‘good’ intelligence accountability” (202). Yet though that bottom
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line remains elusive, Leuprecht and McNorton are certain of two things. First, the experience of
the Five Eyes shows that states can minimize, though never completely eliminate, the most dis-
turbing consequences inherent in the democratic-intelligence paradox. Second, it is vitally
important that they do what they can to minimize those negative consequences, for nothing
other than the “future of democracy and democratic legitimation” is at stake (206).

But if they are very like Veblen in knowing two things for certain, they are quite unlike him
in the sense of optimism they convey, in contrast to his pessimism. And even if they may not
succeed in persuading readers that they really did develop a usable “democratic theory of
civil-intelligence relations,” they certainly have provided an invaluable vade mecum to all
who are curious about how democratic countries might improve the ways in which they collect
and act upon intelligence. This book is a model of its kind.
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Activism, Inclusion, and the Challenges of Deliberative Democracy

Anna Drake, Vancouver: UBC Press, 2021, pp. 296

Genevieve Fuji Johnson, Simon Fraser University (genevieve_johnson@sfu.ca)

Anna Drake is a wonderful intellectual critic: persistent, probing and thoughtful.
These scholarly virtues characterize Drake’s recent book, Activism, Inclusion, and the
Challenges of Deliberative Democracy. Although it will not, on its own, reorient deliberative
democracy toward its more critical, discursive promises, it is a notable contribution to current
discussions among proponents about the need to address the field’s exclusionary, hierarchical
and imperial tendencies. This book is not breaking new ground in terms of its critique, but it
does not have to. Its essential value is to push the conversations along among deliberative
democrats about the limitations of their field—limitations that, if not addressed, run the risk
of relegating deliberative democracy to irrelevance. Worse than irrelevance is the risk that
the field of deliberative democracy works to reinforce the status quo, including multiple and
overlapping forms of oppression.

Drake takes aim at a generalized conception of deliberative systems, which are expansive
constellations of loosely connected micro and macro forums for collective deliberation. In gene-
ral terms, this conception is premised on the observation that political life is far too complex
and messy to be captured in and by discrete deliberative events. Both practically and norma-
tively, deliberative democracy is best understood as a collection of events, processes, institutions
and networks, in which members of various publics engage in discussions, negotiations,
contestations, norm development and decision making. Deliberative systems are dynamic,
mirroring to certain degrees the moral, social, economic and political muddling through in
the real world. Certainly, the deliberative systems framing is an improvement over more sterile,
and much less realistic, understandings of deliberative democracy as individual forums of
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