
financial resources devoted to AIDS compared to diseases
that are equally rooted in gender, social, and political
inequalities (i.e., diarrheal disease and tuberculosis). Chan
appears to argue, at least in Chapter 3, where the funding
gap question is explored, that even AIDS has not received
the funding promised and that the global effort will fail to
deliver on key targets and goals in both prevention and
treatment. However, if this is the case for AIDS, which
has been relatively well funded, how much worse is the
situation for other diseases? Second, because of the power
of advocacy, I was interested in the relationship between
advocates and international institutions. While Chan and
those she interviewed queried the efficacy of the United
Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS), the
World Health Organization, and the Global Fund, others
in the same book point to their involvement with pride.
This indicates that any dismantling of institutions like
UNAIDS, for example, could reveal significant tension
within the activist community. This is something Chan
raises but leaves unanswered. Third, given the influence
of Foucault, I wondered whether the distinct success of
AIDS activism is unique to its particular history and
location in the Western conscience in the 1980s which
inform what made AIDS activism successful and “legit-
imate” (Chan’s argument). It would be interesting to
repeat the study for tuberculosis and malaria—the two
diseases “attached” to AIDS in the Global Fund—in order
to explore the cross-utilization of the four legitimacy
benchmarks suggested by Chan (see next paragraph).
Finally, I was struck by the fact that while human rights
discourse is important for advocates, Chan argues that the
language continues to appear rarely in the funding models,
the governance models and the institutions set up to
advocate AIDS treatment and prevention, that is,
UNAIDS and the Global Fund.
In the concluding chapter, Chan argues that “what

AIDS activism has achieved is more than inclusion in
clinical trials, increased funding, treatment access, and
a foot inside the United Nations. More fundamentally, it
has revealed the deep legitimation crises of four contem-
porary regimes of power—scientific monopoly, market
fundamentalism, statist governance, and community
control—and, in very concrete ways, challenged their power
by imposing rights-based rules of legitimation” (p. 260).
She goes on to suggest four benchmarks of legitimacy that
she identifies as having been pivotal for AIDS activists:
credibility, democratic principles and processes, moral
acceptability, and human rights (p. 260). In the next 15
years of the SDGs, the individual goals and their targets will
be subject to much scrutiny, and this book’s case study on
AIDS activism reveals the importance of continuing to
question whose voice is being heard, whose targets are being
met, and whose information is informing the policy. In this
regard, this is an exceptional book that will guide further
study for scholars, students, and activists.
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Century: The Dynamics of Recognition. By Bridget Coggins.
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014. 280p. $110.00 cloth,

$29.99 paper.
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— John Agnew, University of California at Los Angeles

It is a commonplace of contemporary political science
that the world is largely divided up among a set of states
with equivalent de jure sovereignty, but at the same time
some states, the Great Powers, are more equal than others
in terms of their capacities to impose rules and norms
of behavior—the projection of their sovereign power—
including which de facto states get to be blessed as de jure
in the first place. The paradox of unequal effective
sovereignty is sidestepped by seeing the former status—
you are one of us, at least juridically—as dependent on the
recognition accorded by the latter—the Great Powers.
This matters because without it, the presumption that
there is a system of states in which each state can be
modeled as the same as all others, rather than as simply
Great Powers versus supplicant and dependent pawns,
completely breaks down. Investigating the political dy-
namics of recognition as new states enter “the system” is
important, therefore, in providing empirical evidence for
the presumption that there can be a system at all.

Power Politics and State Formation in the Twentieth
Century is the first book I have seen that systematically
tackles this central conundrum of international relations
theory as it is currently formulated. I cannot say that it
answers it to my complete satisfaction. That would be
difficult anyway because I think the notion of a naturalized
state system is inherently problematic. But this book does
raise a host of interesting questions and is based on an
honest and sophisticated attempt at examining the role of
external recognition versus so-called domestic and other
international factors in achieving state independence using
a mix of methods: a large-n quantitative study of 259
secessionist movements from 1931 to 2002 and historic-
event data for two case studies, based on an analysis of
secessionist efforts beginning in the 1990s in the former
Yugoslavia and Soviet Union, respectively.

The take-off point for the overall study seems to be the
observation that with the end of empires and decoloniza-
tion, many commentators had expected state emergence to
slow if not stop altogether. This was to miss the potential
for state formation from a quite different direction: New
states have emerged as a result of secession from existing
states. So the focus of the book is not on all cases of state
formation down the years from 1931 to 2002 but that
subset, as the author says, whose birth “following in-
dependence demands far exceeds those born in other ways”
(p. 7) such as unilateral decolonization or occupation and
subsequent resurrection following a war. Of course, this
does necessarily include a large number of cases that resulted
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from decolonization, in Africa in particular in the early
1960s, but that were associated with active nationalist
movements. I have trouble seeing them as equivalent to
the secession of Croatia from Yugoslavia or Kosovo from
Serbia. Be that as it may, the book is based on a truly heroic
effort to collect and model appropriate data in testing a set
of hypotheses about the relative significance of external
recognition, specifically that of the Great Powers (defined as
the United States, United Kingdom, France, Russia, and
China) in turning de facto states into de jure ones.

The seven chapters follow a clear and logical path.
After an introductory chapter laying out the main claims
and the organization of the book, the second surveys the
existing literature about state emergence and finds that
the role of internal control and legitimacy far outweighs
consideration of external recognition (particularly by the
Great Powers) in most accounts. The key assertion is that
“[e]xternal legitimacy is the ultimate arbiter of state
emergence” (p. 12).

A third chapter lays out the design and methods used
in the subsequent three chapters and presents some
detailed hypotheses about various potential domestic
and system-level determinants of state emergence.
Chapter 4 examines both the domestic hypotheses, such
as whether federal systems or ethnic subunits are more
likely to generate externally recognized secessionist states,
and the preferred external recognition hypotheses in-
cluding nuanced ones about the motivations of different
Great Powers in extending recognition to de facto states.
Using Cox proportional hazards regression models for the
Great Powers as a group and individually, one major
finding is that coordination between Great Powers in
extending recognition has the largest overall impact on
the likelihood of recognition. Different Great Powers also
indicate different patterns of recognition over time
because of the power of precedent for their own potential
secessionist predicaments with, for example, the “proba-
bility of the United Kingdom’s and China’s recognition
. . . significantly decreased in times of domestic vulnera-
bility” (p. 76). Chapters 5 and 6 use sets of studies from
the former Yugoslavia—Slovenia, Croatia, and Kosovo—
and Soviet Union/Russia—Abkhazia and South Ossetia in
Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan, and Chechnya
in Russia—to investigate the relative role of external
recognition by Great Powers, with Slovenia and Croatia
illustrating the importance of collective agreement and the
others illustrating the vagaries of either no external
recognition (Nagorno-Karabakh and Chechnya) or one-
sided recognition (the United States, UK, and France with
Kosovo and Russia with Abkhazia and South Ossetia).

A final chapter summarizes the main findings and
strongly suggests that too much writing on civil war and
secessionism misses or understates the role of external
recognition, as does the practice of conflict prevention
and resolution.

There are a number of real strengths to the book. One
is that its global empiricism pushes away from the
retelling of tales about supposedly prototypical European
cases that still dominate so much discussion of the origins
of statehood. Another is the thorough critical review of
the established literature and its relative neglect of the
role of external recognition. Finally, the combination of
large-n quantitative analysis with the more in-depth
historical narratives provided for the former Yugoslavia
and Soviet Union/Russia provides a powerful way of
steering the discussion between the poles of thin but
useful pointers and thick but potentially idiographic
detail. These are important contributions. The quality
of the exposition in places, particularly of the tables in
Chapters 5 and 6, does leave something to be desired. An
entire column of data (on war deaths) is missing from
Table 5.3, all of the tables in Chapter 5 have thoroughly
jumbled footnotes, and in Table 6.1 an important
percentage, that of Abkhazians in Abkhazia, is listed
under Armenians.
I do see a number of theoretical problems with the book

overall and in its detail. The entire role of the Great Powers
as arbiters of the “system,” yet as presumably equal partners
in it, remains outside the book’s framing of recognition by
the Great Powers as crucial to other states’ emergence.
Where did they come from and why them? The whole
emphasis on juridical rights (de jure) against the empirical
capacities of internal sovereignty (de facto) is also a very
recent emphasis in international law, dating back at the
earliest to the late nineteenth century and more specifically
to the arguments of that great political scientist Woodrow
Wilson at the end of theWorldWar I and thus problematic
in terms of the longue durée of statehood tout court (see, for
example, Nina Caspersen,Unrecognized States: The Struggle
for Sovereignty in the Modern International System, 2012).
TheWestphalian origin myth haunts this book throughout.
Finally, is the struggle for recognition ever really over for any
state? It is not just a “formation” problem. Arguably, even
the Great Powers need to constantly invoke threats to their
existence to mobilize internal and external allies alike. But
recognition/legitimacy, as the act of secession itself attests
to, is never simply inside or outside or finished once some
Great Powers are on your side.

The Question of Intervention: John Stuart Mill and the
Responsibility to Protect. By Michael W. Doyle. New Haven: Yale

University Press, 2015. 288p. $40.00.
doi:10.1017/S153759271500417X

— Luke Glanville, Australian National University

This book makes an important contribution to a growing
body of literature that turns to history in order to derive
insights into present-day dilemmas about intervention, and
particularly intervention aimed at protecting vulnerable
people from atrocities. Michael Doyle, who has written
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