
accommodations that permit these organizations to oper-
ate despite cross-pressures. As he says in the opening pages
of the book, “The undemocratic features of global gover-
nance organizations are not cast as unsightly blemishes to
be surgically removed but as evolved attributes that allow
global rulemaking organizations to survive and function
effectively in a difficult environment” (p. 3).

The author begins his analysis by examining a central
problem that bedevils all organizations, but international
ones in particular: the struggle for legitimacy. Because they
face intense and conflicting demands for accountability,
GGOs struggle to maintain both legitimacy and author-
ity. The heart of the analysis is an examination of 25 GGOs,
ranging from the World Health Organization to Fairtrade
International. These organizations all make rules in sub-
stantively important areas and vary in terms of their core
characteristics: sector, or ownership (public, private, mixed);
type of rule (treaty, regulation, or standard); membership;
method of financing; and the technicality of their rules.
Koppell identifies patterns across these organizations in
their structure and administration, rulemaking processes,
compliance, and the role of interest groups. The inductive
analysis is based on categories and concepts drawn primar-
ily from organization theory, although it is clear that the
author has read widely in the international relations liter-
ature. The approach is very similar to that of the rational
design project of Koremenos et al. (2001), but Koppell
looks at a different set of design characteristics and exam-
ines a wider range of organizations.

Given the significant increase in the number of global
governance organizations, how they interact has garnered
recent attention, and this book devotes a full chapter to
cooperation and competition among GGOs. Koppell’s cases
demonstrate that many organizations simultaneously pur-
sue both cooperation and competition. Cooperation
reinforces the legitimacy of organizations, despite ongo-
ing competition for dominance. The author sees this com-
bination as a reflection of the way they are embedded
within governance networks. Two characteristics drive
cooperation and competition: whether the problems the
organizations address overlap and what types of organiza-
tion are involved. But this does not give us sufficient under-
standing of the mechanisms at work, and I would have
liked to see a deeper exploration of consequences and a
better connection to relevant literature in international
relations.

In the conclusion, Koppell identifies three clusters of
characteristics that reflect different designs for global gov-
ernance organizations: classical organizations; cartel, or
club, organizations; and symbiotic organizations, which
are primarily multistakeholder entities. These three types
boil down to membership—broad or narrow, state or
nonstate. These organizational designs address different
demands for accountability, making trade-offs between
authority and legitimacy. By leaving some expectations

unfulfilled, they open the way for criticism. Koppell, how-
ever, argues that these compromises are not signs of fail-
ure but are deliberate design choices with certain
limitations deliberately built in. In other words, they are
strengths, not weaknesses, which is a counterintuitive argu-
ment to make.

World Rule is a thoughtful work that takes seriously the
idea that organizational design matters. Instead of looking
at how it matters for outcomes and effectiveness, however,
Koppell looks at how design reflects the compromises made
among different expectations and values we hold for GGOs.
His analytical framework provides the reader with numer-
ous categories and dimensions for examining institutional
variation, and, in fact, the level of detail is at times over-
whelming. One of the weaknesses of his analysis is that his
conclusions may be biased by a limited sample. It would
be interesting to see whether his generalizations hold up
when applied to a different set of organizations, perhaps
by looking at multiple organizations within a single policy
domain. The sample itself misses some of the more inter-
esting organizations, such as those dealing with human
rights, which we might expect to face intense demands for
accountability and high expectations.

Overall, this effort is an important contribution to our
understanding of the wide variety of global governance
organizations in existence today, and I expect that it will
provide a solid basis for future research.

EU Security Policy: What It Is, How It Works, Why It
Matters. By Michael Merlingen. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2011.
283p. $62.00 cloth, $24.50 paper.
doi:10.1017/S153759271200388X

— Michael Brenner, University of Pittsburgh

Since its launching in 1999, the European Union’s Com-
mon Security and Defense Policy (CSDP)—an extension
into the security realm of the antecedent Common For-
eign and Security Policy (CFSP)—has held the promise
of being the vehicle through which the community could
assert itself on the world stage with less inhibition and
fewer means than in the past. Officials and observers
have both been keenly aware that the ability of the EU
to become substantive and meaningful could determine
if Europe is simply an economic entity or also a valid
actor in high politics. Is it an autonomous force in the
latter sphere or simply a loose component of the nebu-
lous entity call the West? Does it have its own political
persona, purposes, and capabilities, or is it fated to be an
auxiliary of American power and policy? Providing answers
that are persuasive—to publics as well as political elites—is
the sine qua non for meeting Europe’s obligation to itself
and to the rest of the world.

One of the great virtues of Michael Merlingen’s rigor-
ous and insightful study is its awareness of the full mean-
ing of CSDP. In a systematic analysis that displays mastery
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of his multifaceted subject, he sets clear measures by which
to gauge the project’s trajectory and to evaluate the con-
crete initiatives that have been taken. Focused case mate-
rial is examined with its broader significance and meaning
explicated throughout. In this respect, it is a model blend-
ing of the conceptual to the empirical. We, as the students
of the phenomena, are the beneficiaries who owe a debt to
the author.

Merlingen begins by laying out four reasons why the
CSDP matters—to the EU, to the world, and to those
devoted to assaying the ramifications. First, there is the
noteworthy milestone that CDSP represents in Europe’s
evolution. As he says, “the EU has graduated from secu-
rity receiver to security provider.” That is evinced in the
“more than twenty civilian and military peace, stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction operations fielded so far.”

Second, the “EU’s role in international security man-
agement is bound to grow as international security inter-
dependence rises” with the end of the Cold War. This
certainly is true; witness the European role in dealing with
the diverse challenges engendered by the Arab Spring.

Third, there is the growth of the EU’s military power,
which will “hasten the end of the US unipolar period in
international security affairs.” This last contention is open
to debate, as Merlingen acknowledges. Military power in
and of itself does not ensure greater activism on hard secu-
rity problems. There is a crucial element of political will
that translates potential into actual influence. One of the
Europeans’ key liabilities is the absence of a unity of analy-
sis and a unity of will that is difficult to achieve among 27
sovereign decision centers. This is very much on the author’s
mind as he proceeds to the case studies and in those chap-
ters where he looks soberly at what the record indicates for
the longer term—especially for the modalities of the trans-
atlantic partnership.

The fourth reason offered points to the world of schol-
arship. As the author rightly argues, “students of inter-
national politics cannot afford to ignore the CSDP as a
real world laboratory in which academic theories can be
tested.” He might have added, following his own logic,
that it behooves policymakers as well (above all in Wash-
ington) to enlighten themselves to what Europe has been
doing and what it may well be doing in the future. The
disparagement in the United States of the EU as a world
actor outside the economic sphere is a noteworthy feature
of dealings between America and Europe that should be
corrected in the interests of all parties.

On this last issue, the author provides a succinct and
pointed analysis of the divergent Atlanticist and Europe-
anist perspectives on the CSDP. While recognizing that
the line between the two camps has become blurred, there
do remain underlying differences as to the two sides’ terms
of engagement. They will surface whenever an issue arises
that is deemed consequential by most governments and
where there is a lack of unanimity as to how to proceed.

To the extent that Merlingen’s forecast of a more active
and more willful EU comes to pass, those occasions are
likely to be more frequent and the resulting reconciliation
more difficult. This holds true even if the American view
that “the United States’ policy toward Europe is no longer
about Europe. . . . [I]t’s about the rest of the world” is
correct. After all, the most fraught moments have been
associated with Iraq, Libya, and, sotto voce, Bahrain.

The American preference for compartmentalizing the
CSDP geographically (except where it is seen as a vehicle
for mobilizing European support for ventures conceived
and led by the United States) is on a collision course with
the Europeans’ preference for globalizing its external pol-
icies. How the resulting tensions work themselves out will
be a function of broader trends on both sides of the Atlan-
tic that reflect facing up to, or trying to ignore, historic
shifts in the international system. As Merlingen notes, a
more self-assured Europe could contribute to a transition
in strategic thinking in Washington that accords with the
logic of the times. At the same time, a new strategic real-
ism on the part of American leaders necessarily would
entail giving Europe a bigger, more important role on the
international scene. The chapter on the CSDP and Russia
is informed by an understanding that relations with pow-
ers made cogent by propinquity and interdependence also
have this inescapably wider dimension.

For 60 years, Europe could afford to be strategically
parochial, or so it thought—so long as America tended to
matters elsewhere around the globe, even if its manner of
doing so did not always elicit praise. That dominant/
subordinate relationship has continued to inflect their inter-
action and impinges as well on the Europeans’ sense of
self, along with their aptitude for autonomous behavior.
Such a long hiatus in exercising normal powers of sover-
eignty, set in the broader context of overweening Ameri-
can cultural and intellectual influence, has inescapably
created a culture of inequality. The ascent of the CSDF is
concrete evidence that this psychology is shifting. If suc-
cessful, it will liberate Europe while making it more capa-
ble of advancing its interests. There is no better guide to
this ongoing process than Merlingen’s book.

Domestic Law Goes Global: Legal Traditions and
International Courts. By Sarah McLaughlin Mitchell and Emilia
Justyna Powell. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011. 280p.
$94.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592712003891

— Erik Voeten, Georgetown University

In the past decade and a half, political scientists have
increasingly applied their theoretical and empirical tool
kits to the analysis of international law. This has come in
part as a response to new developments, such as the cre-
ation of the International Criminal Court (ICC) and the
World Trade Organization. Yet theoretical puzzles have
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