
nationalist struggle for independence. By highlighting the
historical and social roots of how strategic value comes to
be constructed, Hsueh reminds us that the production and
technical characteristics of a given sector are insufficient in
explaining patterns of industrial policy and regulation.
This insight, as with the other findings of the book,
provides an interesting perspective with which to view
the current debate in the United States over industrial
policy. With the strong emphasis on manufacturing in
recent US legislation such as the CHIPS Act and the
Inflation Reduction Act, are we witnessing a contempora-
neous shift in the perceived strategic value of manufactur-
ing in the United States?
There are, of course, other ways in which the politics of

sectoral governance in developed economies might diverge
from the patterns identified by Hsueh in China, India, and
Russia. InHsueh’s framework, complex technology is more
likely to lead to centralized and regulated governance
(p. 48). This insight is not only intuitive but also holds
up well across many sectors and regions. One interesting
avenue for future research might be to explore the degree to
which this pattern applies to emerging technologies in
advanced economies. The internet and social media indus-
tries might be valuable case studies. Although technology is
clearly a prized sector in the United States, US technology
giants appear to push back more effectively against federal
regulation compared to in Europe. Indeed, the “platform
power” that these companies wield lead to a degree of
“deference from policy makers,” making them more diffi-
cult to regulate compared to other high-tech sectors (Pepper
D. Culpepper and Kathleen Thelen, “Are We All Amazon
Primed? Consumers and the Politics of Platform Power,”
Comparative Political Studies 53 [2], 2019).
Such questions offer fruitful ways in which future

scholarship can build on the contributions advanced by
Hsueh. Micro-Institutional Foundations of Capitalism is
highly recommended for all scholars and students inter-
ested in political economy and comparative capitalism.

The Personalization of Politics in the European Union.
By Katjana Gattermann. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022.
336p. $100.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723002219

— Jens Blom-Hansen , Aarhus University
jbh@ps.au.dk

Personalization of politics refers to a long-term process in
which the focus shifts from collective institutions (parties,
cabinets, parliaments) to individual politicians. It is a
phenomenon that has received considerable attention at
national-level politics. With this book, Katjana Gatter-
mann brings this research agenda to EU politics.
Gattermann’s project is ambitious. It seeks to provide a

comprehensive investigation of personalization of EU
politics involving all aspects of the phenomenon:

institutional personalization, media personalization, per-
sonalization of politicians’ behavior, and personalization
of citizens’ attitudes and behavior. The book succeeds in
providing solid empirical evidence on all these aspects of
the broader phenomenon.
Turning first to institutional personalization,Gattermann

analyzes the EU’s major institutional changes over the past
three to four decades. Her focus is on factors such as the
increasing powers of the European Parliament, the spitzen-
kandidaten process, the introduction of a permanent presi-
dent of the European Council, and the “presidentialization”
of the European Commission president. The argument is
that these changes have eased the way for media personal-
ization, which is analyzed at both the supranational and the
national level. At the supranational level, Gattermann,
studies coverage of EU news in the Financial Times and
detects some tendency to personalize news about the
European Commission, although the influence of institu-
tional personalization is difficult to disentangle from the
leadership styles of Commission presidents like Delors and
Juncker. At the national level, Gattermann finds even less
supporting evidence. She studies coverage of EU news in
major newspapers in six member states: France, the Neth-
erlands, Italy, Ireland, Denmark, and Poland. However, she
fails to find evidence to indicate increasing media personal-
ization over time in these countries.
Turning to personalization of politicians’ behavior,

Gattermann focuses on members of the European Parlia-
ment. She first studies personalized legislative behavior
measured by trends in politicians’ use of parliamentary
questions. According to this measure, legislative behavior
has indeed become personalized over the last 20 years. This
analysis is followed up by a study of the communicative
behavior on Twitter of the members of the European
Parliament. Gattermann finds that Twitter has become a
standard tool of communication for the members of the
European Parliament, regardless of nationality and national
election system. Interestingly,Gattermann detects an inter-
action pattern in that personalized legislative and commu-
nicative behavior have become intertwined over time.
Turning finally to personalization of citizens’ attitudes

and behavior, Gattermann expects personalization to have
a humanizing effect on EU politics, as measured as positive
effects on citizens’ political awareness, efficacy, and trust in
the EU. However, based on Eurobarometer data, she finds
little evidence of an increased level of citizens’ trust. And in
a survey experiment involving citizens in three member
states—Ireland, the Netherlands, and Italy—she fails to
detect an impact of individualized EU news on citizens’
external political efficacy and political awareness. In other
words, this evidence suggests that personalization is not
likely to humanize the EU. Another aspect of personali-
zation of citizens’ attitudes and behavior is analyzed by
Gattermann in a conjoint experiment conducted among
German voters during the campaign before the 2019
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European Parliament elections. This experiment tests
whether voters prefer personalized news about EU politics,
but again she fails to find any evidence that this is the case.
On the contrary, voters seem to prefer news based on
institutional sources in the EU.
In sum, Gattermann ends up with mixed evidence on

the personalization of politics in the EU. There is some
evidence in favor of institutional personalization, mixed
but weak evidence of media personalization, considerable
evidence in favor of personalization of politicians’ behav-
ior, but very limited evidence in favor of personalization of
citizens’ attitudes and behavior. What to make of this? In
the concluding chapter, Gattermann provides an interest-
ing discussion of whether the EU suffers from a “person-
alization deficit.” She argues that this is not the case and
that the democratic functioning of the EUmay actually be
facilitated by citizens taking cues from EU institutions
rather than individual EU politicians.
Gattermann’s findings rest on an impressive empirical

basis. The reader is clearly in the hands of a “big data”
expert. Her analysis of EU news coverage in the Financial
Times is based on 267,726 articles, and the corresponding
analysis of national EU coverage from six member states
involves 687,946 articles. The study of personalization of
politicians’ behavior includes 160,280 parliamentary ques-
tions and 1,377,574 tweets. To these big data resources,
Gattermann adds survey experiments conducted in several
different countries. These enormous datasets are expertly
analyzed, and Gattermann provides a wealth of descriptive,
correlational, and experimental evidence on the various
aspects of personalization of EU politics. The empirical
studies in the book are truly impressive.
However, Gattermann’s focus on data and data analysis

comes with a price. Three issues are especially important.
First, the theoretical part of the book is very brief, and
there is clearly more work to be done here. Gattermann’s
theoretical model, summed up in figure 2.1, is often vague.
For example, the reader is told that institutional person-
alization can be both a “dimension” (p. 14) of the broader
phenomenon of personalization, a “driver” (p. 15) of
media personalization, and a “context” (p. 15) for other
aspects of personalization. This is confusing. Second,
given that Gattermann’s theoretical model consists of
elements connected in reciprocal relationships, a general
discussion of research design is warranted. How can the
various relationships in the model be studied empirically,
and what are the most promising analytical strategies?
Gattermann leaves this question unanswered and proceeds
directly to the book’s individual studies. Third, and finally,
although Gattermann’s empirical studies are truly impres-
sive, they do not address every issue. The theoretical
concepts are studied by selected empirical indicators, the
data come from selected member states, and the experi-
ments necessarily provide case studies of selected interven-
tions and leave questions of representativeness. A more

elaborate final discussion of how the theoretical model has
actually been investigated empirically would have been
relevant.

These critical remarks, however, should not over-
shadow the book’s value. Gattermann has produced a
landmark study on the personalization of EU politics. It
is a must-read for everyone interested in the role of
individual EU politicians and a highly informative book
for those interested in EU politics in general.

In Praise of Skepticism: Trust but Verify. By Pippa Norris.
New York: Oxford University Press, 2022. 318p. $110.00 cloth, $32.99
paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723002372

— Marc Hooghe , University of Leuven
Marc.Hooghe@kuleuven.be

There is a vast research tradition on the topic of political
trust, which is traditionally considered as a form of diffuse
support for the political system. Despite all this research,
questions about how exactly to conceptualize political
trust remain, as it can be easily assumed that not all active
politicians will be equally trustworthy. On a more funda-
mental level, it has also been claimed that political trust is a
rather traditional and even obsolete concept thanks to the
emergence of new generations of “critical citizens,” a term
coined by Pippa Norris almost a quarter of a century ago.

In her latest book, In Praise of Skepticism, Norris brings
together decades of experience and research to formulate a
nuanced solution to the theoretical puzzle of political trust.
Basically, her argument is that the concept of political
“trust,” as such, is morally neutral: trust is not always a
positive attitude. If one is to consider the value of trust, it
has to be positively related to “trustworthiness,” and in
that case, it can obviously lead to a constructive form of
cooperation. But the consequences of trust can be equally
disastrous, as when we express trust toward those who did
not earn it, or who may have the intention of abusing our
trust. This, of course, shifts the research question to when
exactly politicians or political systems can be considered
“trustworthy” (operationalized based on the qualities of
competence, impartiality, and integrity, all features that
should be accessible and intelligible to citizens). One
might wonder, however, whether citizens are always fully
motivated to reach such a judgment: one might think of
objective criteria to judge the qualities of political leaders,
but in polarized times, partisans will likely arrive at very
different perceptions of the competence of a political
leader. Furthermore, it is clear that these qualities apply
to political leaders, and not to the basic institutions and
values of a political system that were at the heart of the
original concept of political trust.

Norris tackles this research question with an impressive
analysis of the data from the World Values Survey (WVS),
and in this respect the book is also a tribute to the WVS’s
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