
powers like the United States generally oppose revolu-
tions. He also does not provide a systematic argument
for why such windows of opportunity do occasionally
open, other than to suggest that revolutions have occurred
“when powers that would oppose revolution have been
distracted, confused, or ineffective in preventing them”
(p. 268). If encouraging the United States to allow for
revolutionary transformations is crucial for their success,
we need a more well-developed theory of American
foreign policy that will help us understand under what
conditions the United States will allow revolutionary move-
ments to succeed.

Foran makes another important contribution in argu-
ing that revolutionary movements need not rely on vio-
lent and antidemocratic means to achieve revolutionary
success. He points to the Chilean and Jamaican cases,
where elected governments were able to initiate revolu-
tionary projects in their nations without repression or
authoritarianism. From these experiences, the author claims
that truly open democratic regimes can be as conducive to
revolutionary change as personalist dictatorships or colo-
nial states, though for very different reasons.

Despite this optimism, the author’s analysis also illumi-
nates the extraordinary difficulties involved in pushing for
social revolution using nonviolent, democratic means. He
codes 17 cases of successful social revolutions, seven of
which were overturned within a decade. All 10 of the
ongoing successes came to power through revolutionary
violence and stayed in power by creating a single-party
regime (pp. 203–4). Six of the seven cases of reversal tried
to follow a democratic path, yet found themselves “vul-
nerable to non-democratic opponents, internal and exter-
nal” (p. 269).

While Foran focuses on nondemocratic opponents of
revolutionary elected governments, democratic oppo-
nents and processes may also pose a significant barrier to
success. For example, the Manley government in Jamaica,
a case Foran touches on briefly, was overturned at the
ballot box. More broadly, the democratic regimes that are
open enough to allow for an electoral triumph by the Left
could also possess institutional characteristics that make it
easier for opponents to thwart the revolutionary project
from within the democratic process. Whether this is true
is difficult to discern, given that the author does not pro-
vide a clear definitional distinction between fully open
democratic regimes and limited polyarchies, other than
through the observation that some democracies have
allowed elected leftist governments to take office while
others have not.

Furthermore, the second most important factor for
explaining why some revolutions succeed and others fail,
according to Foran, is that the political cultures of oppo-
sition that make it possible to build a successful revolu-
tionary coalition are difficult to sustain once revolutionaries
achieve power. The importance of this factor is somewhat

more difficult to assess than that of the world systemic
context because he tends to treat the strength and coher-
ence of revolutionary coalitions as a continuous variable
rather than as a dichotomous variable, which departs from
a purely Boolean approach. Nevertheless, an open demo-
cratic political process provides numerous opportunities
for independent political action and thus probably exac-
erbates the divisions in revolutionary coalitions that are
an important source of failure for revolutionary projects.

Despite these potential barriers to democratic social rev-
olutions, Foran points to the contemporary Zapatista move-
ment in Mexico as an example of how revolutionary
movements can mobilize democratic civil society both
nationally and internationally in an attempt to accom-
plish revolutionary goals. While he realizes that it is diffi-
cult to predict whether the Zapatista model will succeed
in forging revolutionary change through democratic means,
he argues persuasively for the need to “speculate as fully as
we can about its possibilities” (p. 278). His effort to under-
stand the relationship among revolutionary violence,
democracy, and social revolutions represents one of the
most important contributions of Taking Power.

The Roman Predicament: How the Rules of
International Order Create the Politics of Empire.
By Harold James. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006. 166p.
$24.95.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707071368

— Sergio Fabbrini, Università degli Studi di Trento

This book has a clear argument. History shows that glob-
alization needs a system of international and domestic
rules for advancing trade, making possible cross-national
exchanges of labor and capital, promoting economic
growth, and achieving peace. The latest stage of globaliza-
tion, from the end of the Cold War until September 11, is
not an exception. Indeed the 1990s were a decade of intense
discussion on new international rules and institutions (epit-
omized by the creation of the World Trade Organization).
At the same time, the promotion and implementation of
an international regulatory system will inevitably breed
discontent and tensions in different areas of the global
system. Some countries, groups, or individuals perceive
the new regulatory system as imposing on them patterns
of behavior and distributive relations proper of or advan-
tageous to dominant countries, groups, and individuals.
This generates a reaction against the globalizing process
(and the regulatory systems that justify and support it).
Each phase of the globalization process has ended in con-
flict, either in the form of an interstate rivalry that degen-
erated into war, or in the form of an asymmetrical conflict
degenerating into terrorism (with the assassination of indi-
viduals representing universal symbols, such as New York-
ers in 2001 or the Austrian Empress “Sissi” one century
earlier in 1894).
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Thus, in the midst of an expansive period, those who
fear or suffer under the process of expansion rally in pro-
test. The effectiveness of their reaction may vary signifi-
cantly. Indeed, historically, those actors were not able to
thwart the globalizing thrust, although they were capable
of interrupting, postponing, or transforming it. Above all,
such reactions have increased the need for an inter-
national power with the necessary military resources to
reimpose or recreate order in the international system—
that is, an imperial power that substitutes rules with
strength and multilateral regulation with unilateral con-
trol. As Harold James convincingly argues, globalization
and imperialism feed each other. Each, and any, rule-
based world order is going to generate the reasons and the
actors for its overturning, thus creating the conditions for
the ascendancy of an imperial power. Even the most pow-
erful of imperial powers had, and will have, to face their
own decline, if not fall. Each of them met, and will meet,
the limes of their disintegration.

This is the Roman predicament discussed in the book.
On the basis of the interpretative models elaborated more
than two centuries ago in Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations
and Edward Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire
(it is peculiar that both books were published in 1776),
James advances a pessimistic (but also stimulating) view
of the process of globalization. On the basis of Smith’s
model, James argues that the liberal hopes of promoting
peace through the formation of an open economic inter-
national order have to reckon with the contradictory nature
of that system. On the basis of Gibbon’s model, he argues
that the conservative hopes of guaranteeing peace through
the formation of an imperial order have to reckon with
the negative implications of the exercise of that power. In
other words, Smith and Gibbon show that there are no
easy ways out of the “Roman dilemma.” Indeed, the
empire’s supporters of the modern era had to learn that
military power is a necessary but not sufficient resource
for guaranteeing international order; whereas the empire’s
critics had to recognize that economic trade is a necessary
but not sufficient condition for promoting peace and pros-
perity. In sum, domestic as well as international systems
require rules to function, but those rules are rarely neu-
tral, or better, rarely express universally shared views. Not
all (countries, groups, individuals) comply with those rules,
as the rules do not always reflect their interests. Such cir-
cumstances thus drive the creation and imposition of
enforcement mechanisms that make explicit the biased
nature of those rules; that is, their existence is the expres-
sion of some configuration of dominant powers.

Is there an alternative to what the author defines as
the “challenge and response model” that has as its inevi-
table outcome the clash of civilizations? After presenting
in Chapters 2 through 6 a disheartening scenario on the
contradictory forms taken by globalization, James dis-
cusses what might represent the most innovative attempt

to find a way out of the Roman predicament—the Euro-
pean Union. The EU has tried to introduce a new con-
cept of power based on its negation. The EU is a power
that has renounced power. In the EU, power is diffused,
segmented, disaggregated, shared, and pooled. The EU is
a postmodern state, or rather, a premodern one. Indeed,
it is the contemporary heir of the long-lived Holy Roman
Empire, which organized a highly fragmented continen-
tal Europe for roughly a millennium. However, even the
EU does not represent a convincing answer to the Roman
dilemma. Its “obsession” with processes constitutes an
insurmountable constraint on its capacity to solve con-
flicts. Just as rules and power cannot keep the Roman
dilemma under control, the same holds also true for pro-
cesses. The solution of the Roman dilemma, James finally
argues, resides in getting back those values that are the
expression of a natural law recognized as such by differ-
ent countries, groups, individuals, and civilizations.

Whereas the argument of the book is clear and stimu-
lating, the prose is not always clear and persuasive. The
book is an exercise in intellectual history and not a text on
the history of international political economy supported
by empirical evidence. Erudition sometimes overtakes argu-
mentation. The chapter on the EU, for instance, is evoc-
ative rather than innovative; whereas the discussion of
values in the conclusion is evocative rather than substan-
tial. Moreover, the chapters are not well connected, as if
each of them represented an autonomous contribution to
the book. In sum, the book is a brilliant endeavor of intel-
lectual history, although its persuasive power is somewhat
limited by a too vague and disconnected narrative.

The English School of International Relations: A
Contemporary Reassessment. By Andrew Linklater and
Hidemi Suganami. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006.
302p. $80.00 cloth, $29.99 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S153759270707137X

— Richard Little University of Bristol

The English School, although still not mainstream, is now
increasingly recognized as one of the significant approaches
to the study of international relations. In their attempts to
map the parameters of the field, for example, both Steven
D. Krasner in Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (1999) and
Alexander Wendt in Social Theory of International Politics
(1999) position the English School alongside more famil-
iar schools of thought. There is also now a section of the
International Studies Association devoted to the English
School and it sponsored more than a dozen panels at the
2007 convention in Chicago. As the prominence of the
English School has risen, so has the need for a compre-
hensive and authoritative assessment of its development
and defining ideas.

Andrew Linklater and Hidemi Suganami have both dis-
played a long-standing interest in the English School,
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