
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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South, are, like the positions of the traditional powers, also
derived from their own national interests. While it was to
their political advantage to portray themselves as the
instruments of the economic agenda of the Global South,
they play this role only insofar as the general agendas of the
Global South are consistent with the specific agendas of
their own politically important domestic groups.

The contrasting cases of Brazil and India illustrate the
point. India is happy to support free trade in services, but
defends its agricultural sector fiercely against the threats
posed by openness to imports. Brazil became the hero of
the Global South by winning WTO victories against the
European Union sugar subsidies and U.S. cotton sub-
sidies that disadvantaged agriculturalists from the Global
South. Brazil’s ability to win this victory was derived from
its willingness to take a politically audacious position, but
it also depended on the confidence of Brazilian private
agribusinesses that they would be major beneficiaries from
a victory, and on their consequent willingness to marshal
full-scale technical support in the negotiations (pp. 112–
17). Not surprisingly, the distribution of eventual benefits
was tilted toward agribusiness interests rather than poor
cotton farmers in Benin or Chad. In short, while the
political successes of the emerging powers may redound to
a certain extent to the Global South as a whole, they
continue to reflect domestic national interests for these
new actors.

Hopewell demonstrates why an understanding of
national political and economic dynamics is essential for
grounding an analysis of negotiating conflicts in the
WTO. At the same time, her analysis provides a spring-
board for thinking about the institutional future of the
global political economy as a whole.

One way of thinking about the decay of global
neoliberal institutions is as a case of the evaporation of
hegemony in the Gramscian sense of hegemony as
applied to the global system by Robert Cox, Giovanni
Arrighi, and others (pp. 27–28). Hegemony in this sense
is more effective and less costly to maintain than simple
domination. The ability to exert coercive power (domina-
tion) is part of hegemony, but hegemony requires, in
addition, that the global agendas of dominant nations be
credibly perceived by less powerful nations as delivering
positive externalities and thereby serving a more general
interest.

The United States (supported by its allies) dominated
the global political economy in the second half of the
twentieth century, but it also exercised a substantial
degree of hegemony. The double myth that global
institutions were, in fact, delivering nationally neutral
“free markets” and that these free markets maximized the
returns to all players was contested but also accepted in
surprisingly large measure. Hopewell demonstrates
how the erosion of domination undermines hegemony,
reinforcing in turn the erosion of domination.

The evaporation of hegemony sets the stage for even the
leader of the dominant power to abandon the shared
mythology and thereby give up whatever positive exter-
nalities the system might have delivered, increasing in-
stability and the cost of governing the system.
Reflecting on the evaporation of hegemony makes

China’s place in Hopewell’s analysis particularly interest-
ing. She underlines that China was forced to give up a great
deal to be accepted as a member of the system of neoliberal
global governance. She also points out that while China
has more actual economic leverage than either India or
Brazil, it has used its leverage in a quieter way in the course
of struggles over the WTO, eschewing the role of “rabble-
rouser” and avoiding rhetoric that would draw addi-
tional attention to the massive effects of its manufactured
exports.
Reading Hopewell’s Chapter 6 on China, one cannot

help thinking that it sounds like the behavior of a country
exploring the possibilities of constructing hegemony. Even
if this is true, there is, of course, no reason to believe that
even the most sophisticated strategy can surmount the
chaos likely to ensue as the current system of hegemony
declines in the direction of ineffectual efforts at domina-
tion. Nonetheless, the author’s fertile insights into a path
that might lead in the direction of a new hegemony nicely
complements her analysis of the decay of the existing
system. Regardless of how the uncertain future of global
governance institutions plays out in the coming decades,
carefully perusing Hopewell’s brilliant Breaking the WTO
should be part of the preparation of anyone hoping to
understand the current bases of future trajectories.

The Causes of War and the Spread of Peace: But Will
War Rebound? By Azar Gat. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017.

320p. $34.95 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592718004346

— David Sobek, Louisiana State University

Attempting to understand the origins of war and peace
has a long lineage in international relations. One could
argue that Thucydides made the first effort a couple
millennia ago. Azar Gat actually embeds his analysis in
history well past even Thucydides as he looks to anthro-
pologic evidence to more deeply understand if war is an
inherent biological trait of humanity or a problem of our
own making. In this way, the book under review here is
not only about what causes war but also about the root
source of violence itself.
The starting point of any such endeavor seems to be an

evaluation of the biology of violence. Is violence endemic
among animal species or is it an exception to the rule of
peace? One would expect that natural selection would
work to remove propensities to kill from a species, as that
trait would decrease its long-term survival prospects, but
theorists have also long argued about the violent and
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