
each to claim epistemic authority over the other. From the
point of view of the state, communities oppose mining
because they are “misinformed” and lack sufficient tech-
nical information. From the point of view of the commu-
nities (and some bureaucrats), the state’s information is
hopelessly deficient and biased, because it lacks expertise of
its own and relies on corporate studies. Community
activists directly contest the authority of and information
from the state and corporations when they articulate
alternative, nontechnical expertise grounded in their
own local knowledge of their territories (p. 154).
Riofrancos notes in her conclusion that the fragmented

and territorialized nature of extraction leaves directly
affected communities isolated and vulnerable to repres-
sion. In stark contrast to Eisenstadt and Jones West’s
theory of environmental vulnerability, Riofrancos argues
that “geography, however, is not destiny” (p. 179).
Instead, she advocates for strong alliances and organized
solidarity across the country. She suggests that any explan-
ation for the form of resistance to the uneven territoriality
of extraction must also consider such factors as project
type, scale, and ownership, in addition to legal norms and
the extent of community-level political organization.
Riofrancos’s work is based on a unique historical

moment in Ecuador, and its features are not found in
other cases in the region. Nevertheless, the book does offer
sobering lessons for Latin America’s leftist governments.
At its heart, Resource Radicals is a story of how the Left
cannibalized itself in Ecuador and, in so doing, inadvert-
ently opened the door to a right-wing resurgence in the
2021 presidential elections. According to Riofrancos, in
Ecuador, “two forms of leftism confronted one another in a
dispute that became so polarized that each saw in the other a
political enemy more dangerous than neoliberalism”
(p. 182). She concludes the book with a call for the two
projects of the Left to work together to bring to life their
egalitarian and ecological visions. Important words indeed.
The two books reviewed here not only demonstrate the

theoretical and empirical benefits of a single case study
approach to a unique country such as Ecuador but also
reveal the merits of methodological pluralism within
political science. These are must-read books for scholars
interested in issues of Indigenous rights, extractivist resist-
ance, environmental justice, and the future of humanity.
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and Wealth. By Julia Lynch. New York: Cambridge University Press,
2020. 294p. $99.99 cloth, $34.99 paper.
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— Jonas Pontusson , University of Geneva
jonas.pontusson@unige.ch

Julia Lynch’s Regimes of Inequality represents a welcome
addition to the burgeoning literature on the politics of

inequality in liberal democracies. Like many recent
contributors to this literature, Lynch struggles with the
puzzle—call it the “Piketty puzzle” (Thomas Piketty,
Capital and Ideology, 2020)—of why it is that democrat-
ically elected governments have not done more to coun-
teract the concentration of income at the top of the income
distribution. In parallel, she brings to the fore another
puzzle, the “Lynch puzzle”: in Britain, France, and Fin-
land alike, apparently determined government efforts to
reduce health inequalities have made very little difference.

We can distinguish two quite separate strands of research
on the politics of income inequality. One strand focuses on
how inequality affects the policy preferences and political
behavior of citizens. According to scholars pursuing this
path, the key to the Piketty puzzle is that rising inequality
has not been accompanied by any significant increase in
public support for redistribution. Citizens misperceive
inequality, they consider unequal rewards to be fair, they
do not believe that government can fix the problem, or they
consider other (“cultural”) issues to be more salient. The
second strand of research focuses on income bias in the
responsiveness of elected politicians and other policymakers
to citizens’ demands, suggesting that this responsiveness has
become more unequal with rising income inequality.

Lynch makes an important contribution to the litera-
ture on the politics of inequality by bringing health
inequality into the picture (a prescient move, indeed, in
light of the pandemic of the last year). Equally important,
she contributes to this literature by articulating a new
approach to the politics of inequality. In contrast to the
preferences-for-redistribution and the unequal-respon-
siveness literatures, the question of how political elites—
in the first instance, elected politicians but also civil
servants and other policy advisers—understand “the prob-
lem of inequality” occupies center stage in Lynch’s
approach to the politics of inequality. More specifically,
Lynch insists that the way that politicians frame the
problem of inequality defines the set of feasible policy
options (the “Overton window”) and also shapes the
effectiveness of their efforts to reduce inequality.

The three country chapters that constitute the book’s
empirical core are primarily concerned with the question
of where policy frames come from and the process through
which they change. In each of these chapters, Lynch shows
how center-left political parties and other progressive
political forces have reframed the problem of inequality
to render it more consistent with the neoliberal economic
policy paradigm that has prevailed since the 1980s
(Britain) or the 1990s (France and Finland). The British
story, as retold by Lynch, is a simple one: convinced that
traditional redistributive policies were no longer econom-
ically or politically viable, New Labour reframed the
problem of inequality in terms of health, rather than
income and wealth. Although the “social determinants
of health” policy frame adopted by the WHO and the EU
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in the 1990s resonated with the Blairite agenda of invest-
ing in human capital and equalizing opportunities rather
than outcomes, combating health inequality also served as
a means to bridge divisions within the Labour Party. The
French and Finnish stories are more complicated to the
extent that center-left parties have been less explicit in
abandoning redistribution. Here Lynch’s reframing story
is about the reframing of the problem of health inequality,
rather than of the problem of inequality writ large, with
the framing of health inequality shifting from unequal
access to health care (primarily of a territorial nature) to
“upstream” (socioeconomic) sources of health inequality.
According to Lynch, this reframing of the problem of
health inequality was in both countries a response to
budget and regulatory constraints associated with
European integration and neoliberalism.
Center-left governments made combating health

inequality a priority in the 1990s and 2000s, yet these
efforts did not make much, if any, dent in the underlying
problem. Lynch argues persuasively that this failure
reflects not only the complexities of the policy initiatives
that governments launched, involving coordination across
policy domains and between national and local authorities,
but also lack of adequate funding and, above all, the failure
to tackle the upstream determinants of health; in other
words, the failure to do something about income inequality.
As Lynch points out, there is a curious puzzle here, because
the public health policy frame that informed the new
policy initiatives very much emphasizes social-economic
inequality as the source of health inequality. In one of
Lynch’s formulations (p. 82), politicians either did not fully
understand the premises and implications of their policy
frame or they were simply engaging in “cheap talk,” and it is
next to impossible to parse between these interpretations. In
a slightly different formulation, Lynch suggests that policy
making “tends to drift downstream” in the implementation
phase “to more familiar medical and behavioral interven-
tions that have already proven ineffective” (p. 203).
In light of the shortcomings of governmental efforts to

tackle the social determinants of health, one might well
wonder whether “policy frames” really deserve the analyt-
ical primacy that Regimes of Inequality seems to assign to
them. More pointedly, I am struck by the contrast
between the health policy and economic policy that
emerges in the course of Lynch’s case-study narratives.
Although the new health policy frame does not seem to
have had a lot of impact on what governments actually did,
the neoliberal economic policy paradigm seems to have
been very constraining indeed. By my reading, this book
teaches us that some “policy frames” are more impactful
than others. Though Lynch does not explicitly address the
contrast between health policy and economic policy, my
hunch is that she would agree with me that what distin-
guishes more impactful policy frames has to do with the
economic interests that support them.

The three countries featured in Regimes of Inequality
were selected because they each represent one of the types
of welfare states identified by Gøsta Esping-Andersen in
The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (1990). By her
own account, Lynch expected the politics of health
inequality to vary across welfare-state regimes. To some
extent, the book seeks to rescue this idea by arguing that
the “collision” between neoliberalism and welfare-state
institutions has generated different political taboos in the
three countries: a taboo against redistribution in Britain, a
taboo against increased government spending in France,
and a taboo against government regulation of markets in
Finland. When all is said and done, however, I am not
convinced that “taboo specificity” is such an important
part of Lynch’s case-study narratives. I ammore impressed
by the cross-national similarities that her careful process
tracing uncovers: in all three cases, mainstream left parties
looked to health care as an opportunity to assert their
commitment to egalitarianism in an economic and elect-
oral environment that they perceived to be hostile to the
redistribution of income, and in all three cases, they failed
to make any significant dent in health inequalities.
In closing, I want to commend Lynch’s ambition to

think of politics in terms of linkages between different
types of inequalities. There is no obvious reason why this
ambition should not be extended to encompass other types
of inequality—wealth as well as income, and education as
well as health—and the “group dimension” of inequality
(class, race and gender). Featured in the title of the book,
the concept of “regimes of inequality”—a term that
Piketty (2020) also employs—represents an invitation to
reflect further on the political sources and consequences of
the ways that inequalities are bundled.

The Volatility Curse: Exogenous Shocks and
Representation in Resource-Rich Democracies. By
Daniela Campello and Cesar Zucco. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2021. 260p. $99.99 cloth, $39.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592721001614

— Noam Lupu , Vanderbilt University
noam.lupu@vanderbilt.edu

Recent decades in Latin American politics seem like they
have been on an ideological pendulum. After the neo-
liberal consensus of the 1980s and 1990s, the early 2000s
witnessed a shift toward leftist presidents that came to be
known as the “pink tide.” Yet studies consistently showed
that this leftist turn had little to do with changing voter
preferences and more to do with anti-incumbency: amid
economic declines, right-wing presidents were ousted and
replaced with their rivals. Since the mid-2010s, a new, if
less uniform, wave of right-wing governments has similarly
come to power on the heels of declining commodity prices.
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