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communities today. Stressing the lack of comparative research, Leonard
highlights the tensions along the lines of class, race, gender, sexuality, national
origins, and generation among U.S. Muslims. These tensions, the author
accurately argues, stem from the differences between Islam as a religion and
Islam as a culture. The four chapters “Contemporary American Muslim
Identities,” “Muslims in the American Landscape,” “Islamic Discourses and
Practices,” and “Becoming American” point to U.S.-specific experiences,
limitations, and reinterpretations of texts and thus the need to contextualize
U.S. Muslim communities within the U.S. religious studies. Furthermore,
Leonard illustrates that while current research on U.S. Muslim communities
has studied how they negotiate different identities, interact with the state, and
are experiencing a deemphasis in sectarian divisions, the “Americanization of
Islam” remains a compelling phenomenon that continues to be understudied.

In establishing her argument, Leonard draws on a variety of sources. Her
book employs social science and legal research, as well as theological
investigations, journalistic writings, expressive culture, and popular texts to
vividly point to the plethora of underutilized sources and reference materials
that would only enhance our understanding of the Muslims in the U.S. today.
In the last chapter, “Contemporary Research Agendas,” Leonard briefly
contrasts the research undertaken on Muslims in the U.S. with that in Europe,
arguing that U.S.-specific experiences of Muslim communities need to be taken
up by scholars in many academic fields. While more research on Muslim
communities in the U.S. is being funded and published since 9/11, broader issues
and trends that Muslims share with the dominant religious groups continue
to be unexamined. These issues, Leonard concludes, are important for our
understanding of American pluralism and the role Muslim-U.S. play in
developing U.S. civic culture.

Locked in Place: State-Building and Late Industrialization in India.
By Vivek Chibber. Princeton University Press, 2003. 334 pp. Cloth, $39.50.

Reviewer: RICHARD LACHMANN, SUNY–Albany

India seemed like one of the best bets, among newly independent countries in
the 1950s, to make the leap to industrialization. South Korea, on the other hand,
seemed likely to remain a poor agrarian society, stuck behind its more advanced
northern twin. Of course, things turned out quite differently. India, at least until
the 1990s, failed to advance relative to other Third World nations. South Korea
rose to first-world status on the basis of a strategy of export-led
industrialization.

Chibber, in an initial theoretical chapter that offers the clearest explanation
yet produced of the political economy of development, reminds us that India
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and Korea both pursued policies that relied upon state subsidy and planning.
Neither nation, despite the claims of neoliberal proponents of Korea, accepted
free trade or economic deregulation. Korea differed from India in that it
abandoned the strategy of import-substituting industrialization pursued by all
developing nations in the 1950s in favor of an export-oriented strategy. Many
developing nations, plagued with overproduction for weak domestic markets
and under pressure from the U.S. to repay loans with foreign exchange, sought
to make exports the new engine of their industrialization. Most aspirants lacked
access to developed markets for their goods. Chibber convincingly shows that
Korea’s success was due to the happy coincidence that Japanese firms, which
did have access to U.S. markets, sought in the early 1960s to move up to higher-
margin products and so ceded their networks for textiles and other cheap goods
to Korean firms in return for shares in Chaebols. Indian enterprises lacked such
access abroad and so followed the more feasible and lucrative path of selling
shoddy products at high margins to home markets protected by tariffs.

India’s import-substitution planning suffered from opposition by domes-
tic capitalists. Chibber describes how Indian industrialists allied with Congress
party leaders to undermine labor unions that could have served as a counter-
weight to capitalists in the immediate postindependence years when planning
legislation was passed. In the absence of effective working-class opposition,
Indian industrialists were able to ensure that government planners never re-
ceived the power to impose discipline on capitalists who diverged from the
investment plans that justified their subsidies. India was left with a weak plan-
ning bureaucracy, which was further undermined by challenges from other
government ministries. Korean government planners, in contrast, were able to
coordinate resources and information among government ministries and with
the Chaebols and thereby were able to enforce “the ‘disciplinary’ aspect of
‘embeddedness.’” Indian bureaucrats found it rational to award industrial li-
censes (which were de facto monopoly rights to a particular line of produc-
tion) to existing large enterprises because such decisions were easier to justify,
even if those firms often “banked” the licenses to forestall competition and to
await favorable conditions to begin production (often years down the road).
Facing challenges from rival ministries and lacking political support from the
top of the government or the Congress party, Indian planning officials never
could make credible threats to withdraw licenses or to take back allocations
of foreign exchange or other resources. As a result, it was rational for firms to
hoard licenses and to reallocate resources from promised investments. Indian
capital remained stuck in luxury production and backward industries. Korean
planners, with a unified government behind them, could make credible threats
to withhold resources. As a result, Korean Chaebols almost never called the
government’s bluff and investment plans and production standards were fol-
lowed to the letter.
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Chibber makes real his theoretical and broad historical analyses with a
detailed concrete study of how government policy actually was made in Ko-
rea and India. He shows the conflicts and interactions among state agencies
and the ways in which capitalists came together to demand certain policies or
divided and allowed room for greater state autonomy. In the final section of
the book, Chibber compares India with a variety of cases to explain why India
did become locked in place and was unable to adopt a different developmen-
tal plan when the problems with Indian import substitution became appar-
ent. Chibber convincingly argues that India never could have switched to a suc-
cessful export-oriented strategy. Such opportunities were rare and, as with
Korea, largely dependent on outside help never available to India. More real-
istically, India could have adopted a better-crafted policy of fostering domes-
tically oriented industrialization. Key to such a strategy would have been the
strengthening of the labor movement, as happened in the Communist-led
Kerala State, which enjoyed the highest rate of growth and the healthiest so-
cial indicators in India.

India’s divided and pro-capitalist state created an opening for the
personalistic and corrupt regime of the Indira Gandhi years, which led business
to demand internal deregulation combined with continuing protection from
more efficient foreign competitors. Chibber’s model thus explains not only the
lack of reform during the crucial decades when East Asian rivals grabbed the
available international opportunities but also the limited nature of recent
reforms. This book should become a cornerstone in all future efforts to explain
divergent paths of development, and it will serve as a model for how to
understand state policymaking and implementation in all types of economies.

Solidarity and Contention: Networks of Polish Opposition.
By Maryjane Osa. University of Minnesota Press, 2003. 240 pp. Cloth, $65.95;
paper, $21.95.

Reviewer: MICHAEL BIGGS, University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign

In 1989 Poland became the first country to reject Communism at the ballot
box. This unprecedented free election came after the Leninist state was forced
to negotiate with Solidarity, a broad-based social movement, following years
of repressive martial law. Explaining how Solidarity first emerged in 1980
therefore has huge historical significance. This book takes up the challenge,
comparing what happened in 1980 with two earlier episodes: 1956 and 1966-
68-70. The author’s explanation deploys the familiar trinity of political
opportunities, mobilizing structures, and cultural framing.

Political opportunities explain the upsurge of protest in 1956. De-
Stalinization, emanating from the Soviet Union, divided the Party elite. In


