
some failure in the bargaining process, such as miscalcu-
lation, uncertainty, or indivisibility. For the author, the
combination of effective institutional design of REOs and
the implementation of negotiated agreements can reduce
and even eliminate these causes of regional armed conflict.

Haftel develops a data set of 25 REOs from the 1980s
and 1990s and puts it to good use. His main research
question is why some REOs facilitate peacemaking and why
the record of REOs in reducing interstate conflict is so
mixed. For Haftel, three institutional design features of
REOs matter in facilitating regional peacemaking. These are
the scope of economic activity; the regularity of meetings of
high-level officials to facilitate communication and to reduce
miscalculation and uncertainty among regional states; and
institutional autonomy in terms of the corporate bureau-
cracy and dispute-settlement mechanism (DSM), which
foster peace through mediation, information, and adjudica-
tion. In addition to institutional design, the extent of the
implementation of the negotiated agreements matter.

One crucial question that Haftel addresses in depth,
and in a sophisticated manner that accepts some of the
limitations of his argument, is that of causality and espe-
cially the problem of reverse causality. He demonstrates
that the design and implementation of REOs affect interstate
militarized disputes, rather than the reverse argument.
He also addresses the problem that the relationship
between regional institutions and regional peace might
be spurious, caused by other variables such as the dis-
tribution of power, regime type, or interdependence.
Given the original data set that he develops for the
quantitative sections, one shortcoming is the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations case study, which relies on
secondary material to substantiate his argument.

Haftel does a good job of placing his argument in the
context of the existing literature of scholars who work on
some combination of REOs, institutions, interdepen-
dence, armed conflict, and conflict mitigation, including
some of the contributors to Paul’s volume. Both the work
of other scholars and Haftel’s contributions to the field are
clear, especially where he advances the discussion.

Given the breath and scope of the topic of regional
conflict-management mechanisms, there are holes in
Haftel’s book. First, the author’s use of a rationalist
bargaining model has its shortcomings. For him, the state
is largely a black box. In his model there are high-level
officials and bureaucrats in the REOs who are representa-
tives of the government. These high-level officials are not
members of the foreign policy executive (FPE) in the
government—the inner circle, Kitchen Cabinet, ExComm,
or Tuesday Lunch Group who are responsible for, and
tasked with, making foreign economic and security
policy, including the difficult choices related to peace-
making, conflict management, and armed conflict.
Do these high-level officials who represent the REOs
have influence on or access to the FPE, and does the

FPE listen to them? Another neglected group is
domestic and societal economic actors. The domestic
political-economy model distinguishes between broad
and logrolled coalitions of inward- and outward-oriented
firms, sectors, or factors of production. These groups
reflect the winners and losers from trade and cooperation
and will lobby state leaders for their preferred policies,
though they too remain outside of the model.
Second, Haftel’s book is about regional peacemaking.

The reader is left wondering how REOs move member
states through the different stages of peacemaking that are
necessary for regional transformations. Specifically, how
do REOs promote negotiations between rival states,
facilitate the signing of peace agreements, assist in the
implementation of the agreement, and move from dyadic
peace to regional peacemaking? Both Haftel and Paul fail
to systematically address this vital question.
Finally, the narrow focus on REOs, though important

to better understand their independent effect on conflict
management, ignores other significant actors in the
international and regional system that contributes to
regional peace and armed conflict. Moreover, these other
groups interact with and have influence on the REOs.
Specifically neglected are noneconomic organizations
such as military or energy, third parties, and extraregional
actors. The chapter by Stephanie Hofmann and Frederic
Merand in the edited volume addresses this problem. The
authors maintain that the presence of a dense web of
institutions increases the opportunity cost of conflict.
Both books make important contributions to the liter-

ature on regional transformations and conflict management
mechanisms, discussing why in some regions peace and even
security communities emerge. In answering this question,
Paul, sets as his goal to discover the common ground among
atomized explanations, whereas Haftel’s goal is to emphasize
the role of regional economic organizations and their
design. With the decline of great power rivalries for now
and the renewed focus on regionalism with the rise of the
BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa)
and the rest, these books offer a welcome opportunity for
students, scholars, and practitioners to better understand
how and why peacemaking has succeeded in some regions.

Transnational Dynamics of Civil War. Edited by Jeffrey
Checkel. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013. 324p. $95.00

cloth, $34.99 paper.

What Rebels Want: Resources and Supply Networks in
Wartime. By Jennifer Hazen. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2013. 208p. $45.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002977

— Kathleen Gallagher Cunningham, University of Maryland

Both books under review explore connections across
borders in civil conflict. They complement the recent
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trend in quantitative studies on civil war that has
emphasized transnational dynamics but has relied to
a great extent on large-n analyses that do not allow for
careful examination of the mechanisms through which
cross-border influences are occurring. The volume by
Jeffrey Checkel provides a set of studies that show
different dynamics at play in civil conflicts (from
resource contributions to norms shifts). Jennifer Hazen
shows the role played by international actors (from
states to black markets) on the resource networks of
rebel groups. Both books leave the reader thinking
more critically about connections across borders: how
they are made and maintained, and ultimately how
they influence the outbreak and continuation of civil
conflict.
Checkel’s Transnational Dimensions of Civil War has

two goals. The first, captured in the title of the volume,
is to explore the links across borders that influence the
start or trajectory of civil conflict. To this end, five
chapters address specific cases of transnational linkages
and civil conflict, and a sixth uses an agent-based
model to examine that relationship. The second
objective is multifaceted but relates more to philoso-
phy of science than conflict per se. All but one of the
substantive chapters employs or advocates for process
tracing as a method for uncovering “causal mecha-
nisms,” and a great deal of Checkel’s introduction and
Andy Bennett’s chapter center on understanding what
“mechanisms” are and how we came to be focused on
them in the study of political science. The position
taken in the volume is that while a number of studies
have demonstrated a prominent role for a transnational
dimension of civil war (particularly some quantitative
works), existing research has said little to nothing
definitely about how transnational factors matter. In-
stead, theories posit a mechanism and test it by looking
at observable implications. The challenge that the
contributors of this volume take up, then, is to
demonstrate that particular mechanisms (such as norm
entrepreneurship, for example) are causing the effects in
which we are interested.
Each of the substantively focused chapters follows a

similar pattern. Contributors begin with a plausible causal
mechanism related to some transnational dimension of
civil war. After carefully laying out the logic of one or
more of the mechanisms, the authors use process tracing
(or agent-based modeling in one case) to test the mech-
anism. The actors of interest vary greatly across the studies,
including transnational insurgents (Kristin Bakke), diaspo-
ras (Fiona Adamson), refugee populations (Kristian Berg
Harpviken and Sarah Kenyon Lischer), the international
community and rebel leaders (Hans Peter Schmitz,
Stephan Hamberg), and individuals (Martin Austvoll
Nome and Nils Weidmann). What the authors seek to
explain also varies, including the rebel tactics, diaspora

mobilization, refugee violence, demobilization of child
soldiers, and shifts in the framing of rebellion.

While the individual contributions do not follow
from a specific model of politics (as was the approach
by Paul Collier and Nicholas Sambanis in the two
volumes of Understanding Civil War, 2005), the
authors appear to draw on similar themes to a high
degree. The chapters deal with common themes of
resources (Harpviken and Lischer, Bakke, Adamson),
frames for understanding conflict (Bakke, Adamson,
Schmitz, Hamberg), and learning and socialization (Bakke,
Harpviken and Lischer, Nome andWeidmann). In general,
there appears to be a strong foundation from the social
movements literature that informs all of the studies in the
volume. Elizabeth Wood’s conclusion reinforces this,
orienting the findings around mobilization, the role of
insurgents in shaping tactics, framing and resources, and the
process of diffusion. This collective focus on the dynamics
identified by the social movements literature is notable
in part because it is somewhat distinct from the
framework underlying major contributions identified
from the quantitative literature, which often emphasizes
bargaining dynamics.

The collective findings from the volume demonstrate
support for a number of mechanisms through which
there are links across borders. Moreover, in combination
with Bennett’s and Checkel’s chapters, they provide a nice
guide for how to do high-quality process tracing.
What remains a challenge, however, is adjudication in some
way between mechanisms. In a relatively recent change in
quantitative studies, scholars are required to compare the
“substantive effect” of the factors they identify as important,
and some commonly used methods have emerged to do so.
Bennett argues that scholars using process tracing must
pursue the alternative explanations vigilantly to provide
support for any one mechanism. Yet many of these con-
tributors argue in favor of multiple mechanisms, and
there remains some uncertainty about the relative weight
to be placed on them. The Nome and Weidmann con-
tribution goes some way in addressing this issue by using
an agent-based model to demonstrate specific conditions
under which social adaptation or norm entrepreneurship
are likely to be more effective mechanisms of norms
change. Still, the volume leaves largely unaddressed the
question of which mechanisms are more prominent and
under what circumstances.

In What Rebels Want, Hazen challenges an underlying
and perhaps unintentional assumption made by a great
number of conflict scholars that rebels can fight when
they want to. That is, it is generally assumed that rebels
(even those with low capacity) have a somewhat stable
ability to engage with the state. Hazen uses process tracing
in detailed case studies to show that the ability of rebels to
fight can be extremely variable over even short periods of
time, and that the networks (often international) through
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which rebels acquire arms are complex and challenging for
them as they try to maintain insurgency. She argues that
downturns in the resources and short-term capacity of
rebels lead them to seek negations with the state.

This book includes a detailed exploration of
the trajectory of rebel resource networks in Sierra
Leone, Liberia, and Côte d’Ivoire, examining military,
economic, and political resources. Citing the now-
extensive literature showing a conflict-enhancing
effect of natural resources, Hazen emphasizes the
difficulty of translating natural resources into
arms and highlights the degree to which rebels rely on
black markets and the whims of foreign supporters.
She concludes that the “most successful rebel groups
will be those with the most diversified support networks”
(p. 179).

A key contribution of Hazen’s book will be to influence
how scholars think about rebel capacity and the role
it plays in determining when rebels pursue negotiations.
Yet there is, as the author notes, a disconnect between
negotiations and war end. Negotiations, she demonstrates,
can be used as a time for rebels to regroup and resupply.
The book is framed around the question of civil war
duration (see Chapter 1); however, the underlying processes
that it focuses on are not explicitly linked to the war end,
except to say that war is more likely to end when the “taps
[are] turned off” and rebels essentially cannot “maintain any
viable alternatives” to fighting (p. 23). This conceptualization,
which assumes that rebels will always fight if they can, prizes
the role of resource networks above many other factors in
determining conflict end (such as the role of third-party
guarantors, the possibility of political power sharing, territorial
decentralization, or military intergeneration). Rebels are not
seen as having meaningful, and thus potentially satiable,
political goals. Yet it is not clear that in all successful settle-
ments of civil war (successful being, of course, a contested
concept), rebels no longer could fight. The Shanti Bahini
forces fighting in Bangladesh demobilized in response to
concessions from the government after years of low-level
fighting. The Sudan People’s Liberation Movement in South
Sudan almost certainly maintained the ability to wage insur-
gency at the time of settlement of the North–South Sudanese
conflict in 2005. This does not in any way negate the
central message of the book—that rebel supply net-
works are critical to their capacity and that they vary
quite a bit over time and across rebel groups – but it does
suggest that the role of supply networks on the outcome
of conflict termination (as opposed to negotiations) is
less clear and warrants further exploration.

Both books make a meaningful contribution to
the study of civil war, and in the case of the
Checkel volume, to the debate over what is good
social science. Each also provides examples of excel-
lent case-focused research that speaks to the quantitative
study of civil war.

Alien Rule. By Michael Hechter. New York: Cambridge University

Press, 2013. 218p. $85.00 cloth, $28.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002989

— Alexander Cooley, Barnard College

Over the course of his career, Michael Hechter has
examined the subtle interplay between dynamics of
collective action and national identify formation and
mobilization. Alien Rule is perhaps the most ambitious
in this line of works in its scope, as it explores no less than
“the conditions that have made, and that might continue
to make, alien rule legitimate in the eyes of the ruled”
(p. 7). The simply posed puzzle, Hechter’s disarmingly
straight forward explanation, and a rabble-rousing selec-
tion of cases make the book a vital contribution to the
analytical literature on empires, international hierarchy,
and the sociology of organizations more broadly.
Antipathy to alien rule is rooted in nationalist sentiment

and, in modern times, the powerful norm of sovereignty.
Self-determination, according to Hechter, is so pervasive in
modern times that no type of alien rule can be held
normatively legitimate (p. 16). Instead, the author devel-
ops an instrumental notion of legitimacy that allows for a
governed population to comply with the governance of
ruling “out-group,” even in the absence of coercion.
To secure legitimacy, rulers must first provide a stream

of culturally relevant public goods to governed popula-
tions and, second, ensure that these are fairly allocated.
This unabashedly rationalist logic is perhaps the most
well-developed theoretical exposition of “efficacious au-
thority” to date—and the argument’s logic is applied to
several different types of external governance including
colonial regimes, contemporary military occupations,
international post-conflict administration, and even
NGO-administered governance. These insights also
complementDavid Lake’s relational contracting perspective
on international hierarchy that observes that client states
accept the authority of a patron in exchange for providing
security and/or economic privileges.
The book’s chapters are as fascinating as they are

eclectic. Hechter confronts the near scholarly taboo
surrounding the “alien rule/legitimacy” issue, but also
selects controversial cases that themselves have spawned
heated political and historiographical debates. Chapter 3
traces the history of foreign rule in Iraq, dating from the
Ottomans to the British Empire and then native rule
under Saddam Hussein, concluding that political stability
will remain elusive in the post-U.S. intervention recon-
struction phase as long as Iraq’s oil wealth is unequally
distributed.
Chapter 4 compares and contrasts the acceptance and

legitimacy of Japanese colonial rule in two South Korea
and Taiwan, demonstrating how Japanese colonial rule
“yielded greater acceptance” in Taiwan (p. 95) than in
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