
targets and influence objectives. The conceptual ambiguity,
inattention to operational logic specification, and inade-
quate attention to alternative views of China’s resource
policy unfortunately complicate efforts to bolster support
for the broader theoretical claims posited in the book.

This book does not achieve the full scope of its
ambitions. The elements for delivering on its promise
to economic statecraft theory are present—resource
scarcity, competition, and nationalism, in addition to
strategic resource control. But the author does not fully
leverage economic statecraft theory in a fashion sufficient
to explicate the connections and patterns necessary to
substantiate its broader claims concerning international
relations theory. The author, nonetheless, should be
lauded for ambition, and for casting valuable light on an
important research area that demands further attention.

Women, War, and Power: From Violence to Mobiliza-
tion in Rwanda and Bosnia-Herzegovina. By Marie E. Berry.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018. 294p. $99.99 cloth,

$34.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592718004267

— Laura Sjoberg, University of Florida

In her book, Marie Berry combines an impressive com-
mand of scholarly literature with 261 interviews to ask
whether there is a relationship between war and the
postwar mobilization of women, and, if so, what that
relationship is. Women, War, and Power argues that “while
war is destructive, it is also a period of rapid social change
that reconfigures gendered power relations by precipitating
interrelated demographic, economic, and cultural shifts”
(pp. 1–2). It provides evidence for that argument using
a historical-institutionalist approach to its two featured
cases, conflicts in Rwanda and Bosnia-Herzegovina in the
1990s. Noting scholarly attention to women’s increased
presence in war as combatants, Berry argues that women are
also increasingly involved in protest and resistance move-
ments (p. 3). She juxtaposes this argument with the finding
that countries where there has been a recent war are more
likely to have women well represented in legislative bodies
(p. 4) in order to frame the puzzle: What is it about war that
increases women’s political participation?

The answer to this question lies, Berry argues, in one of
the less-studied features of war: its gender transformative
potential (p. 6). She notes that while many scholars have
studied war changing politics, very few have paid attention
to gender as a factor in that process. The author proposes
that war mobilizes women as women in both everyday
politics and formal political structures. A useful Venn
diagram (p. 13) shows the diverse political roles that Berry
analyzes in postwar environments. The book then goes over
the historical roots of mass violence in both Rwanda (Chap.
2) and Bosnia-Herzegovina (Chap. 5), with attention to the
demographic, economic, and cultural shifts in each place

after the wars (Chaps. 3 and 6). These chapters provide
both useful background information and a theoretical
foundation on which original contributions about gender
(Chaps. 4 and 7) are built. Berry explains (Chap.3, p. 76)
that one cultural shift after the 1994 war in Rwanda was
that women were able to “frame themselves as ‘more
peaceful’ due to lower participation” in the violence, and
were able to “use this idea to justify increased involve-
ment” as “legitimate public actors.”
It is through this cultural shift that Women, War, and

Power analyzes a wide variety of increases in different sorts
of political participation for women postwar, including the
transformation of everyday lives, the making and joining
of grassroots organizations, resistance and defiance of
problematic state political developments, the utilization
of humanitarianism, and participation in a wide variety of
formal political structures. After showing these dramatic
increases, Berry turns (in Chap. 8) to ask if these
mobilizations have been effective or enduring: What if
any limits do postwar booms in women’s participation
have? She argues that political settlements of conflicts
often impede women’s political participation, that in-
ternational humanitarian efforts often undermine local
women’s nongovernmental organizations (even if acciden-
tally), and that patriarchal norms and practices can be
reinvigorated postwar (pp. 178–79). Berry concludes by
exploring a wide variety of implications for thinking about
the complexity of war for gender relations, the multiple
layers of postwar political transformation, and how these
things matter for policymaking.
There is much to be praised about this book. As I

mentioned, the empirical work is of impressive depth and
breadth. The interviews, document reviews, and contextu-
alization in the literature are impeccable. The book also
draws much-needed attention to the many different trans-
formative effects of war on demographic, economic, and
cultural compositions of postwar societies. It brings gender
into those conversations in a sophisticated and important
way. It both describes and analyzes postconflict political
participation in Rwanda and Bosnia-Herzegovina with
significant detail. Berry’s central argument is itself a signif-
icant contribution: While others have argued that women’s
political positions can change significantly for the better
postwar, the meticulous engagement with the ways in
which that happens and the limits to that transformation
are worth reading, even for specialists in gender and conflict.
The book is well written, well organized, and easy to read—
a virtue that few political science monographs have.
A smaller contribution, but probably what resonated

with me most about the book, can be found in the last
section of its conclusion. Called “an absence of war,
still far from peace,” the section notes that “the end of
violence . . . did not bring about a ‘positive’ peace or
a ‘gender just’ one” (pp. 218, 219). This revisits Berry’s
important critique of the war/not war dichotomy.
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Still, I have some quibbles with the author’s theoretical
analysis — three of which seem worth mentioning. First,
at places in the book, it feels as though structural violence
is a feature that the Other experiences (e.g., the discussion
of the United States on p. 219)—a bias that dents the
credibility of Berry’s perspective. Second, I think that the
book oversimplifies the relationship between political
participation and power. The title itself, when mapped
onto the book’s central argument, loosely equates political
participation with power. All forms of participation are
lumped into this “power.” I believe that this framing takes
inadequate advantage of a significant research program on
gender and agency in global politics—one that shows
a complex, rather than linear, relationship among gender,
political participation, and power. The book could have
made a more significant contribution by unpacking what
(and when and how) political participation translates to
power, and how the concepts of power and of political
participation may themselves be gendered.
Third, I am concerned with the book’s conceptualiza-

tion of war.While Berry (correctly) seeks to complicate the
war/not war dichotomy, a discussion of the politics of
naming (pp. 22–25) notes that the term genocide will not
be used, justifying this choice based on concerns that
“genocide” oversimplifies conflict and leads to an incorrect
perception that conflict atrocities were one-sided. This
section is, in my view, both empirically and normatively
problematic, in itself and as it impacts the rest of the text.
Empirically, it leads to awkward conversations about the
unique scale of the conflicts in the book’s cases (p. 213),
and to difficulty clearly accounting for the targeting of men
in each genocide (e.g., p. 24). Normatively, there may be
value in distinguishing genocide from nongenocide.
Berry’s purpose could be accomplished by describing the
conflicts with more detailed, rather than less specific,
terms. For example, the Rwandan memorials around the
conflict in 1994 describe both genocide and a brutal civil
war, distinguishable in some ways but concurrent and
overlapping. This description addresses the author’s con-
cerns about oversimplifying responsibility, without aban-
doning the term “genocide.”
Overall, I enjoyed readingWomen,War, and Power and

highly recommend it. Its empirical work is very high
quality, and it makes important theoretical contributions.
I look forward to continuing the conversations that it has
started.

Breaking the WTO: How Emerging Powers Disrupted
the Neoliberal Project. By Kristen Hopewell. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2016. 288p. $90.00 cloth, $27.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592718004279

— Peter Evans, University of California, Berkeley

Future analysts, trying to understand how the institu-
tional carapace of the neoliberal global trading regime

crumbled at the beginning of the twenty-first century,
will be tempted to start with the Brexit/Trump era. But
Boris Johnson and Donald Trump entered the scene late
in the process. Others may point to the nongovernmental
organizations that were elevated to global fame by the
“Battle in Seattle” in 1999. But the ability of civil society
to disrupt the institutional machinery of neoliberalism
was only episodic. Kristen Hopewell’s meticulously re-
searched, analytically lucid new book directs our attention
to the complex agendas of a different set of actors: a group
of politically and economically savvy international nego-
tiators representing countries with newfound economic
and ideological bargaining power: Brazil, China, and
India.

Hopewell’s analysis is more than a cogent interpretation
of a particular episode of struggles over trade rules. It gives
us a foundation for revitalizing stale debates concerning
how to think about geopolitical conflicts over the rules of
the international political economy. The conflicts the
author chronicles are not between “free traders” and
“protectionists” or “nationalists” and “globalists.” Instead,
they are conflicts among national actors who construct and
defend negotiating positions that weave together “free
trade” and “protectionist” elements to reflect their com-
parative advantage in different sectors. That the United
States and other developing countries construct their
definitions of what constitutes free trade to maximize the
interests of the capital based in their countries is not news
to researchers on global trade rules. Shifting the focus to
the interaction of Brazil, China, and India with the
traditionally dominant economic powers offers a fresh
vantage point.

The author makes it clear that condemnations of the
emerging powers as being “anti-free trade” are primarily
self-serving political rhetoric. Negotiators from the emerg-
ing powers did not challenge the World Trade Organiza-
tion and the “rules of the game” proposed in the Doha
Round because they were opposed to free trade. To the
contrary, as efficient exporters in different sectors, they had
gained a stake in free trade and wanted to take advantage of
the WTO’s formal commitment to an open trading
system. Discovering that they could sometimes be the
beneficiaries of free trade made these countries unwilling
to allow the traditional dominant powers to impose their
own self-serving definition of the rules that constituted
“free trade.”

The second step in Hopewell’s analysis reflects the
national-global, multilevel character of her research. It is
an important complement to her proposition that the
emerging powers are free traders in the same way that the
traditionally dominant powers are. By looking carefully at
the roles of Brazil, China, and India in global trade and
their bargaining positions, she is able to show that their
own specifications of the idea of “free trade,” while they
come closer to reflecting the general interests of the Global
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