
greater role, with institutions such as cooperatives or local
forms of self-governance complementing markets.
This quick summary hardly does justice to the many

deep reflections and subtle discussions that Dobuzinskis
offers while discussing these authors and theories. His
account is rooted in the literature on the history of
economic ideas. Although he shares some judgments with
older writers (e.g., Schumpeter’s claim that Adam Smith’s
role was mostly that of a synthesizer of earlier ideas, see
chap. 2), he also takes up recent contributions, e.g., on the
inclination of a number of nineteenth-century economists
toward eugenics (pp. 97–98, 111–12). Dobuzinskis
guides the reader through the thicket of economic think-
ing, and although one sometimes wonders about specific
directions—such as the order of presentation—the overall
picture becomes laudably clear. These chapters are exem-
plars of balanced and thoughtful scholarship, and they are
beautifully written.
One wants to recommend the book to every economics

student who, these days, is unlikely to learn about the
historical development of their discipline in the standard
undergraduate curriculum. For readers already somewhat
familiar with the material, the book offers a welcome
update, bringing to attention recent research and debates
and almost certainly providing some aspects or dimensions
that they have not encountered before.
Concerning Dobuzinskis’s own views, and especially

his suggestion to strengthen a “civil economy,” there is
certainly much to be recommended. However, in the spirit
of constructive criticism, and following his call for more
dialogue between the friends and critics of markets, let me
end on some points where I disagree. Dobuzinskis suggests
a “modified Rawlsian rule according to whenever public
policymakers wish to move in the direction of greater
fairness, they may do so only insofar as such measures
do not violate anyone’s fundamental liberties,” combined
with criteria of “feasibility” and “appropriateness” (p. 17).
This is rather vague, and what he means by
“appropriate”—that something “rests on good evidence
rather than on wishful thinking” (p. 17)—is an epistemic,
not a moral, criterion that, of course, should hold for all
policy proposals, yet it shifts the debate to what counts as
good evidence.With Gerald Gaus, Dobuzinskis rejects the
“tyranny of the ideal” (p. 18). But one wonders whether he
risks falling into the tyranny of the status quo instead,
accepting too much of what is currently accepted by
economists as unchangeable. It is hard to object to
reciprocity-based institutions, but it also seems that they
often have a hard time in an environment in which
powerful global corporations call the shots in many mar-
kets. Dobuzinskis rejects Polanyi’s metaphor of “re-
embedding” the economy (p. 262), because he proposes
a more positive view of markets, such that human socia-
bility can find its expression in them. But a civil economy
might presuppose changes in the power relations between

capitalist firms and politics if it hopes to not remain a niche
phenomenon.

Relatedly, Dobuzinskis takes no clear position on prop-
erty rights. He describes them as “an institution we have
learned over time to recognize as being immensely useful
and beneficial” (p. 16) but does not go into detail about
the enormous variety of property rights and their role in
the economy. It is not a priori clear, I would argue, that all
those varieties serve either the welfare of individuals or the
construction of a “civil economy” as he imagines
it. Dobuzinskis speaks of budgetary constraints on gov-
ernments and how they tie their hands (p. 363) without
considering how different tax regimes could, in fact, lessen
those constraints. In the face of the blatant economic
inequalities of our days and the unequal amounts of
political power they imply, my own reading of the situa-
tion is that a more radical rethinking of our economic
system is needed, one that concerns the compatibility of
economic institutions not only with moral values but also
with democracy.Discussing this and many other questions,
however, will probably require exactly the kind of dialogue
between economists and philosophers to which this book
is such a wonderful invitation.

The Roots of American Individualism: Political Myth in
theAge of Jackson. By Alex Zakaras. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2022. 432p. $39.95 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723000191

— Carol Nackenoff , Swarthmore College
cnacken1@swarthmore.edu

Individualism, for Alex Zakaras, functions as both a
description of American society and a moral ideal. Here,
it means that America “is and ought to be (a) a polity
devoted to the expansion of private liberty and (b) a
meritocratic society in which individuals are responsible
for their own fates” (p. 20). Zakaras identifies three strains
of American political myth centered on the individual and
traces their evolution in the Jacksonian era. These are the
myth of the independent proprietor, that of the rights-
bearer, and that of the self-made man (p. 5). In his
account, the myths forged in the Jacksonian era have
shaped both dominant political discourses and dissenting
ones to this day. While these myths are more pronounced
on the political right than the left, Zakaras contends, they
compete and intermingle over time as they are reappro-
priated.

Zakaras’s claim is that in the crucible of Jacksonian
America, beliefs from the founding era were fundamen-
tally transformed, partly owing to the optimism of reli-
gious revivals, the Scottish Enlightenment, and
Newtonian science. A more optimistic view of human
nature and less emphasis on the need for government
coercion emerged—especially among Jacksonian Demo-
crats. These nineteenth-century transformations included
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the three versions of individualism, and in this period,
individual self-interest became a benign motivation. I
would note that this last transformation was relevant to
establishing political parties as legitimate opposition; the
role that Van Buren played in this shift is nicely explored
by Jeffrey Selinger in Embracing Dissent (2016). American
political discourse, Zakaras contends, is recognizable from
this period forward. Jacksonian Era thinkers believed in
American exceptionalism; while they sometimes read and
appropriated European thinkers, their political discourse
was largely a closed system.
Zakaras argues that even radicals and egalitarian move-

ments derive from this framework, and points to some
activists who resisted dominant narratives, often revising
them to make radically different arguments for ambitious
egalitarian goals. The richest treatment offered is of abo-
litionist thought, although there is some attention to
antebellum labor activists.
Zakaras clearly roots for more egalitarian outcomes and

reminds readers frequently of the racial rather than class
hierarchy of the Jacksonians. Yet especially when charac-
terizing the ideas and struggles for greater equality of post-
Jacksonian women, Native Americans, Blacks, laborers,
and undesired immigrants, he relies on a relatively narrow
range of white male scholars, neglecting some major
primary and secondary sources. In this sense, this book,
while an important addition to the literature on American
political beliefs, replicates some of the issues that this
lengthy literature has exhibited.
If you’ve been wanting to do a deep dive into the various

strains of political thought forged by antebellum Demo-
crats and Whigs, read this book. These partisans were
generally enamored of the market but drew different
lessons about the role government should play in eco-
nomic matters. Democrats, railing against monopolies,
speculators, and banks, thought government policies cre-
ated special privileges and generally interfered with the
proper and natural distribution of market rewards. Whigs
thought unfettered freedom combined with the discipline
of individual self-improvement promoted economic
mobility. For 239 pages, we learn how founding ideas
morphed and developed into the 1840s versions of these
three myths; most of the attention is given to strains of
Jacksonian Democratic thought (with one chapter
devoted to the Whigs). Only in the Afterword
section does Zakaras move to industrialization and the
Gilded Age. The Civil War is absent. Apart from a brief
conclusion and a few allusions, The Roots of American
Individualism does not move beyond the nineteenth
century.
This would not be problematic except that Zakaras

emphasizes the direct lineage between strains of thought
in the Jacksonian years and contemporary movements and
political rhetoric. He states but does not demonstrate that
the American left from the Civil War through the civil

rights and feminist movements (and the twenty-first cen-
tury push for health care as a human right) drew upon the
strain of abolitionist thought that insisted the federal
government should protect individual rights from assault,
so that the federal government became an important agent
of emancipation (p. 195). This morphed into an agenda of
federal government intervention in state and local life. A
schematic diagram of lineages, resembling a family tree
and including what variant of Jacksonian era ideas fueled
what twentieth-century movement, would have been clar-
ifying if reasons and some evidence were added toward the
end of the volume.
Zakaras cites various scholars approvingly and includes

others in footnotes but does not situate his work relative to
major interpreters of American political thought such as
Louis Hartz, David Potter, Robert Wiebe, Michael Kam-
men, J.G.A. Pocock, Sacvan Bercovitch, James E. Block,
and David Greenstone. This is particularly surprising in
the case of Hartz (who is mentioned), since Zakaras’s
argument tracks Hartz in several ways, including Hartz’s
location of the founding of the myth of the self-made man
in the same generation Zakaras believes it gelled (though
Hartz is inattentive to religion). Both believe that class was
of little salience in nineteenth-century political thought,
which patterned later discourse. While Zakaras tells a
richly complex story, it is difficult to understand what is
clearly unique about the argument without better self-
location.
The Roots of American Individualism implicitly invites

questions of constitutional interpretation. Are current
originalists working with constitutional understandings
filtered through the Jacksonian Age? For Zakaras, notions
of unenumerated natural rights are owing to early
nineteenth-century glosses on Jefferson and Paine. I would
enjoy seeing this book in conversation with Simon Gil-
hooley’s recent Antebellum Origins of the Modern Consti-
tution (2020), since Gilhooley’s constitution morphs
during this same period. In a rich exploration of fights
over slavery in the District of Columbia, Gilhooley pro-
vides a convincing illustration of how actors reworked
approaches to constitutional meaning in a specific context
and for particular political purposes. On another consti-
tutional matter, is Zakaras correct that all evangelicals
supported anti-establishment? Jefferson insisted that the
First Amendment barred a federal establishment but not
state establishments. The current Supreme Court majority
insists that anti-establishment was not characteristic of this
period at the state level; in the founding era and in the early
nineteenth century, states provided financial support to
private schools, including denominational ones (Espinoza
v. Montana Department of Revenue, 2020). Akhil Amar
(The Bill of Rights: Creation and Reconstruction, 1998)
argues that it was not until the latter part of 19th Century
that states began to believe disestablishment was also a
state imperative.
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Unfortunately, readers do not get a good feel for why
particular forces win the battles for ideas (p. 257). There is
little predictive power here about which versions or com-
binations of the three foundational myths would survive
and thrive: capitalists and elites simply win. The richly
descriptive characterizations of foundational myths and
their morphings lead ultimately to an argument that feels
instrumentalist: America’s individualist myths “have con-
tinually buoyed the political fortunes of those who have
channeled them skillfully” (p. 285). Readers could better
understand why certain versions of the myths prevailed
were there greater connection to American political devel-
opment scholarship or even to changes in economy and
society that were taking place, especially in the second half
of the nineteenth century. The reform-minded are left
with the rather weak hope that “now as ever, the winners in
this struggle [over politics, economics, discourses] will
likely be those who construct, out of the raw materials of
America’s individualist mythology, the most compelling
story of what this country can and should be” (p. 285).
Political myths, stories “used to make sense of political

events and experiences” (p. 12), reduce chaos and com-
plexity to familiar patterns, often by staging moral dramas.
But if “political myths remain myths only so long as they
give meaning to the present” (p. 12), why—and how—do
the political myths explored here still function? Optimism
about how the market delivered to each (at least white
males) according to their abilities, and economic mobility
in the antebellum decades were underlying conditions that
seem very different from those facing twenty-first-century
Americans.
Zakaras provides readers with a very rich, engaging and

well-written book that mines quite a lot of primary
materials, brings together sacred and secular develop-
ments, and sheds new light on various strains of early
and mid-nineteenth-century American political thought
that may be with us today in ways we fail to recognize. We
are reminded that collaboration and solidarity are also part
of American discourse, albeit from dissenting traditions.
Among the strands of this legacy, Zakaras finds reason for
optimism that more egalitarian stories could gain the day
as faith in Reaganism fades and there is instability in
America’s self-conception.

Asylum as Reparation: Refuge and Responsibility for
the Harms of Displacement. By James Souter. Cham,
Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2022. 194p. $119.99 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723000531

— Patti Tamara Lenard , University of Ottawa
patti.lenard@uottawa.ca

James Souter’s Asylum as Reparation: Refuge and Responsi-
bility for the Harms of Displacement argues that states often
owe reparative duties to those in need of asylum. In
Souter’s telling, states frequently take actions, sometimes

deliberately and sometimes inadvertently, that generate
conditions under which people must flee in search of
safety. States’ complicity in producing these conditions
generates the obligation to engage in reparation, says
Souter, which comes generally in the form of offering
asylum spaces to those who have fled. Sometimes the
complicity is clear and present: states initiate or participate
in military conflicts that generate movement, for example.
At other times the complicity appears less clear; for
example, with respect to climate-change–induced move-
ment (pp. 75–81). Not every asylum seeker will be entitled
to asylum on reparative grounds, butmost will have at least
some reparative claim that must be respected. The human-
itarian perspective, which tends to treat asylum as a matter
of rescue and focuses on prioritizing those who are most in
need of asylum, is insufficient. A reparative view of asylum,
says Souter, does a better job of guiding the allocation of
responsibilities that states have to asylum seekers. Souter’s
book joins an important literature focused on articulating
the role of states in causing forced displacement and in
offering remedies for that displacement (for example, see
Serena Parekh, No Refuge: Ethics and the Global Refugee
Crisis, 2020, and David Owen, What Do We Owe to
Refugees? 2020). Souter’s careful theoretical analysis adds
to this literature a clear-eyed understanding of how a
robust account of reparative obligations can inform a
morally defensible response to refugees in many, if not
most, cases.

In the first few pages in Asylum as Reparation, Souter sets
up the principle of reparation that will guide his analysis:
“those who cause harm, and especially unjustified harm,
bear a special obligation to make amends for it” (p. 6). He
then articulates in detail how this general principle should
be fleshed out in the case of asylum, suggesting that
reparative asylum is owed where a state has at least some
responsibility for causing forced movement, that is, an
“unjustified harm”; where asylum is “the most fitting form
of reparation”; and where the state in question has the
capacity to offer it (p. 12). Souter shows little sympathy, I
think rightly, for states that claim they cannot absorb
asylum claimants, and he presses back effectively against
those who might object that public opinion in a would-be
receiving state will not welcome asylum seekers or that
there are cultural reasons to exclude them, even when
asylum is owed as a matter of justice.

Asylum, says Souter, is one of several ways that states
might well respond to forced displacement: at times, states
may prefer to offer financial aid to other states that are
hosting those who are displaced, or sometimes voluntary
repatriation may be appropriate (pp. 114–22). But, in
many cases, the offer of asylum is the most “fitting”
response—and although Souter offers some brief consid-
erations about what specifically asylum entails, he is
relatively quiet on the great variety of ways in which states
grant asylum (though he does argue that, in addition to
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