
alternative moral values. Yet it’s not clear
which concrete sources led them to be sub-
versive and made them engage in action.
Who helped these Chinese migrants reflect
on the illegitimacy of state identification
practices? What made them realize they
were entitled to natural and authentic treat-
ment? What justified their micro-political
attempts to diminish the criminality of their
illegal engagements?

Second, Kim tends to view the changes in
South Korean bureaucrats primarily as
a response to the demands of Korean Chinese
migrants, but she seems to miss the possibil-
ity that their response could have been due to
larger institutional processes. In fact, while
South Korean bureaucrats faithfully played
their roles as gatekeepers in evaluating
migrants’ often false paperwork, frequently
relying on biometric information to verify
identities, their stance toward the Korean
Chinese (and to foreign migrants in general)
became increasingly humanized. The global
diffusion of human-rights norms spurred
by the workings of treaties and monitoring
bodies—including the United Nations Com-
mittee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimi-
nation, as well as local legal measures, such
as the passage of the Employment Permit
System (EPS) replacing the outdated Indus-
trial Trainee System (ITS)—might have
played an important role in the general
humanization of South Korea’s treatment of
the Korean Chinese.

Nonetheless, Contested Embrace is a com-
pelling and thoroughly grounded ethnogra-
phy of colonial and post-colonial migrants
who had to endure the extremely violent
processes of nation-building in the Korean
Peninsula. It is also a comprehensively theo-
rized and carefully argued volume that will
appeal broadly to readers who care about
the long-term processes of state-building,
nation-building, and identify formation.
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In The Death and Life of the Single-Family
House, University of British Columbia sociol-
ogist Nathanael Lauster takes readers to
Vancouver to understand how one North
American city overcame its addiction to
single-family homes.

The city is the birthplace of
‘‘Vancouverism’’—a set of planning princi-
ples geared at creating livable, walkable
downtowns. As a dense, green city,
Vancouver initially struck me as an odd place
to study single-family homes. But Lauster
quickly reassures readers that there is much
to learn from Canada’s greenest city.
Vancouver was both early to adopt zoning
regulations that promoted single-family
housing and remarkably successful in its
efforts to ‘‘renovate, build over, and build
around the house’’ (p. 7). The Death and Life
of the Single-Family House sets out to under-
stand how the city overcame its addiction to
single-family homes—and why its efforts are
so important to the creation of a livable city.

Before the story begins, Lauster reminds
readers that the house represents many
things. It can be studied as ‘‘a concrete thing,
as cultural idea, (and) as market commodity,’’
Lauster acknowledges (p. 12). However, in
The Death and Life of the Single-Family House,
Lauster sets out to understand the house as
a regulatory creature. In doing so, he wants
to illuminate the planning and zoning regu-
lations that swept the house into existence
and, decades later, those that helped
Vancouverites overcome their reliance on it.

If, by the end of the first chapter, you har-
bor any confusion about what Lauster thinks
of the single-family home, Chapter Two will
quickly clear things up. The author dislikes
this form of housing—intensely. At the begin-
ning of the second chapter, he compares the
house to ‘‘an invasive parasite evolved from
the maelstrom of the twentieth century’s
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rapid, market-led growth’’ (p. 40). By the end
of it, he reminds readers that the house ‘‘leads
to disengagement, contributes to inequality,
and encourages a sedentary, unhealthy life-
style. In short, the house is a parasite’’
(p. 56). And in between those claims, Lauster
amasses a mountain of evidence about the
damage done by the single-family home. It
wrecks the environment, denies citizens the
eroticism of urban life, excludes the poor,
deepens health inequalities, fragments social
relations within families, and punctures
democratic life. The list goes on and on.

It’s a wonder that so many people like their
single-family homes . . . but they do—a puz-
zle to which Lauster returns later in the book.

The first portion of the manuscript is stron-
gest when Lauster is describing regulatory
regimes in Vancouver to overcome the city’s
reliance on single-family homes. For most
urban sociologists, the general history of zon-
ing regulations designed to tame an unruly,
market-oriented city—a set of regulations
that led Vancouver toward the single-family
home—will not be surprising. (That said, I
was surprised to learn that Vancouver was
one of the most house-dominated cities in
North America, rivaling places like Phoe-
nix.) However, the story of Vancouver’s later
efforts to reverse its reliance on single-family
homes was compelling and new.

In Chapter Four, Lauster identifies three
strategies Vancouver used to move away
from a city of single-family homes: efforts to
build around the house that recentralized
development and limited low-density
growth, build over the house to reclaim space
in these areas of single-family housing, and
renovate the house to diversify the housing
stock in these low-density areas. Policymakers
in Vancouver promoted high-density develop-
ment in the urban core of Vancouver while lim-
iting sprawl into the Great Housing Reserve, as
Lauster calls it. Nodding to the city’s growth
machine, Lauster describes efforts to reconcen-
trate development in the center of the city. He
recounts victories of local activists to shift high-
way alignments, protect neighborhoods, and
promote concentrated growth. Today, the city
rivals New York City and Montréal as one of
the least house-dominated cities.

Although Lauster may not like the single-
family home, it turns out that many residents

of Vancouver still do. The second portion of
the book, which begins with the fifth chap-
ter, draws on interviews conducted by
Lauster and his research assistants to under-
stand the appeal of single-family homes.
His interviewees offer a litany of explana-
tions for their housing preferences and the
way housing structures their everyday
routines. Houses offer a sense of security
and a symbol of status attainment. They
give people control over their living envi-
ronment and ample space to raise a family.
They often provide a good way to build
wealth and reinforce boundaries between
neighbors.

The interviews confirm the multiple pulls
of the single-family (and often, owner-
occupied) home for Vancouver residents.
But while these chapters are richly descrip-
tive, readers are largely left to tease out their
own sociological story.

Still, these interviews set readers up for the
book’s finale. While interviewees praised the
space, security, or social control of single-
family homes, Lauster argues that the private
spaces of single-family homes make us worse
off as a society. They promote anti-social
behavior and wall us off from interacting
with social difference. Drawing on the politi-
cal theorist Iris Marion Young, he argues
that the house keeps us from experiencing
the exciting and erotic aspects of city living.
Ultimately, the puzzle of The Death and Life
of the Single-Family House is whether people
can be drawn away from their single-family
homes to embrace the benefits of living in
a dense, vertical city.

And on this puzzle, Lauster is optimistic.
Livable cities like Vancouver are the antidote
to the dangers imposed by single-family
homes. In fact, we can rediscover many of
the benefits commonly associated with
single-family homes in apartments or condos
in the city. As Lauster writes in the penulti-
mate chapter, ‘‘Most Vancouverites manage
to make themselves at home without hous-
es’’ (p. 197). Other cities can overcome the
challenges of single-family housing by fol-
lowing Vancouver’s lead. Cities can regulate
the single-family home out of existence,
thereby encouraging citizens to give up their
single-family homes and head into the city.
‘‘The easiest way to do this is to stop setting
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aside so much metropolitan land as house
habitat,’’ Lauster reminds readers (p. 198).

While I have minor quibbles with the
book—the two portions of the book feel
a bit disjointed, many of the interview quotes
are slightly overwrought, and the author’s
dislike of single-family homes occasionally
borders on polemical—The Death and Life of
the Single-Family House tells an important
story about Vancouver’s success in overcom-
ing its addiction to single-family homes. By
reminding readers about the benefits of
vibrant city life, Lauster’s story would no
doubt earn the approval of Jane Jacobs,
from whom the title is borrowed.
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In this rich volume on diversity and democ-
racy, Earl Lewis and Nancy Cantor bring
together top scholars across a range of disci-
plines to assess ethnic and racial diversity
in the United States, and to consider how
we might move forward as a civil society
committed to a robust democracy with a het-
erogeneous population. This task feels more
important than ever, given the stark political
and racial divides in the United States. While
Lewis and Cantor foreground race, the impli-
cations of the essays in this edited volume
clearly speak to other forms of difference as
well, as indeed some of the authors highlight.
The volume is the first in a series of books
sponsored by the Mellon Foundation on the
value of diversity for democracy.

The empirical and philosophical chapters
in this volume make clear that the United
States is an increasingly racially diverse soci-
ety; how we will bring ethnic and racial
groups together for a robust democracy is
unclear. After William Frey’s demographic
portrait, three essays highlight inequality
(historian Thomas Sugrue), the need for

a ‘‘socially connected’’ society (political phi-
losopher Danielle Allen), and ‘‘The Econom-
ic Value of Diversity’’ (economists Anthony
Carnevale and Nicole Smith). These essays
are followed by commentaries by Kwame
Anthony Appiah, Patricia Gurin, Ira Katz-
nelson, and Marta Tienda.

Appiah asks readers to reflect on (and
debate) when thinking about individuals as
members of social groups is justified and
when it is not and, further, forms of group-
based difference other than race, such as
political orientation and religion. Gurin
turns to higher education, highlighting the
opportunities that having students of differ-
ent ethnic and racial backgrounds on campus
provides and the mechanisms for leveraging
that diversity for productive ‘‘intergroup
dialogue.’’ Katznelson highlights multiple
substantive domains of diversity and in
doing so defines ‘‘democratic diversity’’ as
‘‘a pattern of inclusion that eliminates physi-
cal barriers, promotes human security, makes
material conditions more equal, accords cul-
tural regard, and is based on effectively equal
civic membership,’’ (p. 191). Finally, Tienda
highlights the importance of shoring up our
support for educational equity in the United
States, which requires political will and
a sense of common purpose despite the demo-
graphic divide that Frey highlights. Overall,
this volume is strong in its attempts to blend
questions of equity and inclusion with ques-
tions of the benefits and opportunities afforded
by ethnic and racial diversity in society. The vol-
ume will be of great interest as an introduction
to the core issues related to racial diversity in
the United States and, as such, will be a nice
addition to courses related to race, democracy,
and identity across a number of fields.

The title of this book, Our Compelling Inter-
ests: The Value of Diversity for Democracy and
a Prosperous Society, is a nod to legal struggles
over diversity related to affirmative action in
higher education. Indeed, the volume
emerged out of a convening at the Mellon
Foundation of a group of scholars and legal
experts to discuss affirmative action in
higher education. In 1978 the U.S. Supreme
Court issued its first major decision on affir-
mative action in higher education. The court
found that race-conscious admissions poli-
cies were permissible (but not quotas).
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