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political arena. As Conduit argues, the Brotherhood’s
ability and indeed “willingness to constantly morph alongside the political mood ha[ve] led to a hollowing of its core
purpose” (p. 14). But do other organizations that make
similar compromises pay a similar price? Or is the price
steeper for Islamists? In some cases, the Brotherhood’s
compromises were justiﬁed by a logic of organizational
survival (like when it sought the support of Saddam
Hussein against Hafez al-Assad, even while Hussein was
repressing its Iraqi colleagues). But other compromises
were more cynical, as in 2006 when the Muslim Brothers
defected from the broad-based anti-Assad “Damascus
Declaration” to form a “National Salvation Front” with
one of al-Assad’s dissident vice presidents. This episode, in
particular, raised signiﬁcant skepticism and suspicion
about the group from other opposition actors and would
color the group’s dealings with the opposition post-2011.
The book’s thematic chapters span a wide array of issues
from political participation to violence to exile. This
thickens the empirical record and oﬀers a variety of
intriguing comparisons with better-studied Islamist cognates in Jordan, Egypt, and Tunisia (as well as nonIslamist organizations). For example, it is interesting to
consider old questions of violence, exile, and coalitional
politics in light of the new details about the Syrian case. In
Tunisia, for example, the Brotherhood was also repressed
and forced into exile (although without the extreme
brutality of Hama), but seems to have avoided much of
the suspicion and factionalism that the Syrian compatriots
had to navigate. The Egyptian Brotherhood, too, experienced repression and exile under Abdel Nasser, yet managed more or less to make the organization’s position on
violence clear within a few decades and, at least at the
outset of the Arab Spring, could rely on a broad coalition
of opposition allies.
Why was the Syrian branch of the movement diﬀerent?
Is it because it lacked a public ﬁgure with the gravitas of
Rached El-Ghannouchi? Why did the Syrian Brotherhood
fail to produce something equivalent to the Egyptian
Brotherhood’s public renunciation of violence in
Preachers, Not Judges? A second question relates to the
prevalence and inﬂuence of regional identities inside the
movement. In many respects, the Syrian Brotherhood was
a typical example of the type: it was an educated, middleclass, and predominantly urban movement. Yet Conduit’s
work suggests that, in contrast to other national chapters,
regional identities—Damascene, Aleppan, and Hamawi
(from Hama)—have not only persisted inside the Syrian
Brotherhood, but also inﬂuenced outcomes, including its
engagement in antiregime violence. The persistence of
regional identities inside an ideological movement is thus
consequential and puzzling, especially compared with the
relative lack of such coherent subnational identities in
Brotherhood organizations in other countries. Further
study of these internal cultures would likely uncover—as
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Conduit’s work suggests—the importance of underlying
socioeconomic structures that would help better identify
the relationship between Islamist movements and their
local contexts.
Neither cunning generals nor restive protest movements are key to understanding the arc of the Syrian
Muslim Brotherhood during that country’s uprising.
Instead, Conduit tells us, it is the movement’s own history:
an inability to publicly and realistically reassess past mistakes has bred suspicion among potential allies and rendered a uniﬁed opposition to al-Assad diﬃcult. Now, as
the regime consolidates control, the Brotherhood seems
destined for continued exile, wherein the trauma of Hama
has been magniﬁed exponentially.
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Whether democratic institutions deliver accountable,
responsive, and stable governments is a core question in
political science. G. Bingham Powell has been an integral
contributor to this research for decades and is clearly the
leading scholar on the question of “ideological congruence”—the degree to which government preferences
reﬂect the preferences of citizens. In 2000, he produced
what I (and I imagine the overwhelming majority of my
colleagues) consider the deﬁning work on the subject with
his book, Elections as Instruments of Democracy: Majoritarian and Proportional Visions, which presented a compelling
case that there is a critical trade-oﬀ in constitutional
design: clarity of choice and accountability versus diversity
of choice and representational inclusivity. Majoritarian
designs tend to deliver the ﬁrst, whereas proportional
designs tend to deliver the second. That is, sacriﬁcing
clarity and accountability seems to be the price for designing institutions that regularly deliver ideological congruence. In his most recent contribution, Ideological
Representation: Achieved and Astray, Powell asks the
related, yet distinct, question within the context of parliamentary governance: When, and under which circumstances, does congruence break down?
The “when” portion of this question is central, because
it clariﬁes the contribution of this book relative to Powell’s
impressive previous scholarship. Here, the theoretical arc
is that voter preferences are translated into government
compositions in three successive stages. First, voters’ preferences are aggregated into parties’ vote shares. Second,
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these vote shares are converted into parties’ legislative seat
shares. Third, legislatures select governments, composed
of one or more parties, which are ultimately charged with
making (or, at the very least, proposing) policy. Each of
these stages presents an opportunity for slippage in
congruence—ineﬃciencies in the conversion of preferences from one point to the next in the chain of
ideological representation. Powell’s goal is to determine
at which stage congruence goes astray most often, why it
goes astray, and whether deviations in earlier stages can
be rectiﬁed in later stages. The central ﬁnding is that
congruence failures occur in similar proportions at each
stage, but are almost never corrected. Further, deviations, particularly in the ﬁrst stage, tend not to simply
persist but also to compound through the chain, growing
ever larger.
The book proceeds through the three stages of ideological congruence in turn. The ﬁrst stage focuses on
aspects of the party system: the menu of options before
voters in terms of both the number of alternatives and their
ideological spread, as well as the tendency of voters to
“defect” from their nearest alternative (for reasons of
accountability, tactical voting, and so on). The second
stage focuses on the rules governing the translation of votes
into seats, paying particular attention to “distortive” rules
(those that increase disproportionality in the votes–seats
conversion) and the conditions under which medianvoted parties do not become the median party in the
legislature. The third focuses on aspects of the bargaining
environment that may lead to the formation of governments that are ideologically dissimilar from the median
voter (particularly legislative polarization) or governments
in which authority is highly concentrated in a single party
(such as a large plurality party).
If there is a critique of the book to be made, it is perhaps
most apparent here, in this third stage. From time to time,
Powell chooses to consider the observable characteristics of
the objects being translated, rather than the process
through which translations occur. Note that this is rare
in the Stage 1 analysis, vanishingly rare in the Stage 2
analysis, but more common in the Stage 3 analysis. For
example, a fair amount of discussion is devoted to diﬀerences in congruence when the median and plurality parties
are one and the same and when they are distinct, as well as
to diﬀerences in congruence under large and small plurality parties. Of course, this is in keeping with the analysis at
earlier stages of the book, and these analyses are informative and valuable. However, more consideration of the
institutional factors that may privilege the plurality party
relative to the median party when they are distinct or large
relative to small plurality parties (e.g., the nature of
recognition rules for government formation) would have
been a welcome addition. In the grand scheme of the book,
however, this is a very small quibble, particularly given the

degree to which focusing on these observable characteristics makes the book both more accessible and more
focused on its mission: exploring the aggregative nature
of congruence failures.
The book makes an important contribution and is to be
commended. Although Powell is careful to note that
congruence “seldom fails disastrously,” there is a lot of
descriptive, theoretical, and normative value in understanding “how and why the path to congruence can go
astray” (p. 204). Simply noting that democratic institutions are imperfect is insuﬃcient; we want to know how
and why they may underperform our idealist hopes.
Powell does an excellent job of empirically mapping
process and performance, as well as explaining the theoretical mechanisms that underlie them.
The central argument, that congruence slippage happens cumulatively and in distinct stages, is communicated
clearly and elegantly. The analysis is rigorous but also
eﬃcient: ﬁgures are favored over tables where appropriate,
and simple models are favored over complex models
wherever possible. This combination of clear argument
and assessment makes for an enjoyable and brisk read, but
the 200+ pages are still quite dense—ﬁlled to the brim
with analysis. As such, although I recommend the book for
advanced undergraduate seminars, it is likely a bit beyond
less advanced undergraduate students. Of course, it should
be assigned widely in graduate comparative seminars.
Finally, the book makes two ancillary but, to my
reading, very important contributions in the later chapters
that I urge my colleagues not to miss. Powell devotes an
entire chapter to the exploration of minority governments,
and this work is sorely needed. Minority governments are
common (about one in three in Powell’s sample) yet
understudied occurrences, typically treated as either
equivalent to majorities in form and function (they are
neither) or considered oddities or perturbances to largescale analysis. Minority governance deserves the careful
consideration that Powell gives it, and the discipline
sorely needs this description, analysis, and discussion.
Second, through the concluding chapters, Powell presents a very thoughtful, normatively oriented discussion
of the ﬁndings of the book and the trade-oﬀs that they
imply (complete with data brought to bear, of course).
I found this section a much more rewarding read than
typical conclusions and a ﬁtting end to a well-written
book.
Given the depth and range of Powell’s contributions
over the years, it is tempting to conclude this review with
sweeping statements about the articles and books he has
written, the students he has mentored, and the institutions
he has shaped, but this is not the venue for those statements. Instead, I conclude by writing that this book
lives up to the expectations set by Powell’s previous
contributions—a standard to which we should all aspire.
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