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of  communitarianism, while, contra communitarianism,  libertarianism 
is described as centring on notions of individual liberty and ownership, 
personal responsibility and the reduced role of the state.

The theoretical discussion explored in the first chapter sets the stage for 
the remainder of Justice in a Changing World. Fabre proceeds to explore six 
contemporary issues of justice including: justice towards future genera-
tions, multiculturalism, national self-determination, global distributive 
justice, immigration and reparative justice. For each, Fabre weighs in on 
the competing viewpoints of each theoretical perspective, revealing how 
a theorist from each camp might approach the issue, what further issues 
might be raised, and what tensions might arise between each respective 
theory. At times Fabre relies directly on the work of specific theorists in a 
given area that have already made an application to the social issue being 
discussed, while, more frequently, Fabre makes trenchant applications 
herself.

One potential point of frustration for the reader of Justice in a Chang-
ing World might be that numerous questions are raised without answers. 
Fabre, adopting a seemingly neutral theoretical style, raises further ques-
tions that expose additional ethical tensions and dilemmas within each 
line of thinking. In so doing, Fabre leaves the reader pondering about 
numerous important questions pertaining to justice and morality in our 
changing world. Although this can be seen as a point of frustration on the 
one hand, it can also be a point of intense intellectual satisfaction on the 
other. Through this unbiased yet critical work, Fabre has made a major 
contribution to the literature on ethics, morality, social justice, globalisa-
tion, as well as political philosophy more generally. This book will be of 
interest to those just entering the fields of political philosophy and social 
justice, as well as those already well versed in these disciplines looking 
for some fresh ideas and interpretations on a variety of contemporary 
social issues.

CURTIS FOGEL

Curtis Fogel is a PhD Candidate in the Department of Sociology at the 
University of Calgary, Canada

Raia Prokhovnik, Sovereignties: Contemporary Theory and Practice 
( Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007, viii + 264 pp., £50.00 hbk.).

Prokhovnik’s book aims to provide a critique of conceptualisations of 
sovereignty developed within the disciplines of political theory, Inter-
national Relations and European Union studies, and to supplant these 
with her own ‘reconstructed conception of sovereignty’ (p. 85). The broad 
thesis of the book is that contemporary theorists of sovereignty have 
been too much under the sway of various binary oppositions, and that 
instead sovereignty ought to be seen in ‘relational’ terms. Part I begins by 
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 examining how scholars in International Relations and political theory 
have analysed sovereignty. Prokhovnik is disturbed by the disciplin-
ary division of labour which has led political theorists to regard as their 
province the ‘internal’ dimension of sovereignty while colleagues in IR 
take the sovereign state-unit for granted and merely investigate the con-
sequences of existence in an anarchical system. She calls this ‘the barrier 
model of sovereignty’ (p. 38), and spends most of Chapter 1 demonstrat-
ing its prevalence in IR, before turning to review the work of scholars 
such as Rob Walker who have sought to emasculate the inside–outside 
dichotomy. Chapter 2 focuses on contemporary liberal political theory, 
which stands accused of too readily identifying the sovereign state with 
the ‘sovereign’ individual whose highest political priority is his negative 
liberty to be free from interference by physical force or coercion. Liberal 
political theory has thus developed a view of sovereignty beholden to 
a self–other dichotomy. In the third chapter Prokhovnik develops this 
point further, examining how the ‘sovereign’ abstract individual of lib-
eral theory has been ‘figured as male’ (p. 118) and how gender categories 
operate in mainstream discourses to fix sovereignty as masculinist.

In Chapter 4, Prokhovnik begins properly to set out her own recon-
ceptualisation of sovereignty. She claims that the chief feature of sov-
ereignty is that it ‘functions as the principle beyond which there is no 
appeal to a more ultimate set of rules’ (p. 153). It thus ‘is a key means 
of setting out the degree of space allotted to politics’, which she takes 
to be ‘the search for social cooperation, the articulation and negotiation 
of contestation and difference, and the designation of political identity’ 
(pp. 153, 152). The trouble with realist and liberal individualist notions 
of sovereignty is that they ignore politics altogether, being committed to 
an ontology which posits individual identity as reducible to rationalist 
preferences and given a priori before any social interaction. According to 
Prokhovnik, however, individual identity is not ‘established prior to the 
social context, but develop[s] within its practices and language, values 
and principles, and within the good of political community’ (pp. 110–11). 
Identity, in flux, is thus political. What sovereignty does is act as ‘the 
repository of political values ... about the nature, scope and limits of poli-
tics’ (p. 152), summing up the ultimate constituent power of the people to 
decide the extent to which politics can be tolerated. The analogy between 
the liberal individual and the sovereign realist state is misplaced because 
sovereignty is about providing a space for individuals to socialise and 
develop according to limits mandated by the people as a whole; in this 
sense sovereignty is ‘relational’. In Part II – actually one long chapter – on 
sovereignty in the European Union, Prokhovnik argues that the EU ‘is 
a sovereign body’ because citizens of its member states can appeal to it 
against their own governments. It ‘is a sovereign body precisely because 
it is at this level of Europe and this level only that the parameters are 
established of the content of politics and where and how politics oper-
ates’, even if it is recognised that there are ‘multiple demoi’ and that poli-
tics takes ‘distinctive forms in different places’ (p. 211).

There are a number of problems with Prokhovnik’s reconceptuali-
sation of sovereignty, of which I shall mention two here. First, in her 
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 discussion of sovereignty in the EU she oscillates between her formal 
attribution of sovereignty to the EU as a whole and the assertion, made a 
number of times, that the member states are still sovereign bodies, acting 
together in ‘institutions which reaffirm their separateness’ and existing 
in ‘dynamic tension’ (p. 228). The discussion of the EU is supposed to 
provide the preceding theoretical analysis with some empirical pay-off, 
but that unwieldy and multifarious body only provokes inconsistencies 
in the argument. Second, Prokhovnik’s belief that sovereignty circum-
scribes politics leads her to make the provocative assertion that ‘there is, 
strictly speaking, no such thing as “global politics”’ (p. 224). Is there not 
a danger here of her setting up a dichotomy between the political and the 
unpolitical, policed by sovereignty, which is just another version of the 
realist inside–outside divide? And does not the idea of apolitical behav-
iour seem to license the perturbing notion that, in that god-forsaken realm 
lying outside politics, anything goes?

Finally, it behoves me to say something about the presentation of Sov-
ereignties, which sets up a barrier to engaging with its central and interest-
ing thesis. Much of the book reads as a long and untidy literature review, 
with the same authors and texts being trotted out time and time again 
in support of claims that have sometimes already been made at several 
points. Also somewhat grating is the tendency to draw quotations from 
one contemporary author who is merely quoting another such writer; this 
reaches its peak on p. 90, where Paul Keal is quoted quoting Dianne Otto 
for the entire page. Why not quote from the original? There is also some 
very inelegant prose (e.g. ‘Cooper distinguishes between “the tree in my 
garden that is logically independent of any person’s having gone through 
some rule-governed, conventional (including verbal) behaviour”’ [p. 24] 
– what is the tree being distinguished from?) and too many typographical 
mistakes to begin listing. These presentational issues, given their ubiq-
uity, cannot but detract from what, when read diligently, is one of the 
most comprehensive discussions of the concept of sovereignty available.

BEN HOLLAND
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Prem Kumar Rajaram and Carl Grundy-Warr (eds), Borderscapes: Hid-
den Geographies and Politics at Territory’s Edge (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 2007, 376 pp., US$25.00 pbk.).

This volume forms part of the ‘Borderlines’ book series edited by Michael 
Shapiro and David Campbell, a series concerned with ‘revisioning global 
politics’. It does so by bringing the concept of state borders(capes) to the 
forefront of an analysis which focuses on the (dis)placement of irregular 
migrants vis-à-vis the state.


