with respect to the quantitative tests, once one accepts the
authors’ theoretical priors, the military conflict model
seems solid. For the economic conflict model, I wondered
at the decision to evaluate the rising power of each BRICS
country (the independent dimension) purely within its
home geographic region, while assessing economic conflict
(the outcome to be explained) by counting challenges to
the global LIEO, as represented by taking actions against
US firms, banks, or preferences for capital account
openness.

Finally, and with apologies for behaving as a stereotyp-
ical case study researcher, I noted that the authors’ list of
six (only six?) Brazilian economic conflict events (p. 75)
did not mesh with my knowledge of the most important or
assertive events in that country’s economic history. The
debt defaults of 1930 and 1937 were not unique to Brazil,
but reflected the effects of the Great Depression on
commodity exporters throughout Latin America. The
1983 event coded as a “default” was actually a debt
rescheduling, arguably a cooperative event. There was
a brief technical default (no repayment of either principal
or interest for at least one quarter) in 1987, not mentioned
by the authors, but also essentially unimportant, as all
parties understood it to be a negotiating tactic. That the
People’s Republic of China had had “only two instances of
economic challenge” (p. 131) to the LIEO since 1950 was
an even greater surprise.

Reservations aside, the authors have performed an
important service by taking BRICS and emerging powers
seriously, while attempting, with transparency and rigor,
to explain what they mean for international relations
theories. Their conclusion, strongly supported by the
evidence as they have marshaled it, is the hopeful one that
even authoritarian rising states may, if allowed to, make
their peace with the status quo.

Kant’s International Relations: The Political Theology
of Perpetual Peace. By Sean Molloy. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 2017. 270p. $75.00 cloth.
d0i:10.1017/51537592718004395

— Siba N’Zatioula Grovogui, Cornell University

Sedn Molloy has written an important book that should
serve as a cautionary tale for would-be cosmopolitans who
view Kant as the “true prophet” for our collective de-
liverance. The book does not discount the prospect and
theories of cosmopolitanism. Rather, it rightly alerts us to
the fact that the contemporary political environment poses
challenges that no one should ignore. This is because, as
the author rightly points out, contemporary challenges
may be beyond the comprehension and/or capacities of the
cosmopolitan traditions. Kant’s International Relations
makes some important points that I reprise because I
share them and think that they are important to restate. It
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also fails in some important regards that I note in my
conclusion.

The primary tenet of cosmopolitan theories that
concerns Molloy is “the rational capacity of human beings
to transform their moral and political natures” in the face
of pending catastrophes (p. xi). He has two main issues
with this aspect of cosmopolitan theories. The first is that
“cosmopolitans cannot provide a rationally justified basis
for the assumption that salvation from the depredations
and violence of human beings can be found in human
beings themselves” (p. xi). The second is that theories of
cosmopolitanism lack sufficient “critical-historical investi-
gation of both Kant and world politics today to plausibly
advance the cause of ‘perpetual peace” (p. x).

Molloy’s critique of cosmopolitanism centers on three
dimensions of the recuperations of Kant’s ideas by today’s
cosmopolitans. First, he considers the collection of theoret-
ical ideas that modern theorists attribute to Kant as the
“essential” elements of cosmopolitanism emerging from
Perpetual Peace and other writings. Second, he interrogates
the ideological, moral, and normative commitments pro-
fessed by cosmopolitans. Third, though less prominently,
Molloy considers the political orientations and dispositions
of cosmopolitans toward the world. I insist on these
distinctions because he is a careful reader of the texts often
cited by cosmopolitans, particularly the three sections of
Perpetual Peace: 1) the Preliminary articles (which stipulate
the conditions of peace); 2) the Definitive articles (which set
forth the terms of peace); and the Supplements (which
point to the requirements of peace). Besides being a good
reader, Molloy does not contest Kant’s central principles of
peace: republicanism, a federation of Free states, and
hospitality. Nor does he directly confront the terms of
war and conditions of warfare today. I assume that the
author agrees with Kant and Kantians today on these scores.

Molloy’s contestations instead center principally on the
many untenable (and at time inexplicable) dualisms
around which Kant based his cosmopolitan views. These
include the distinctions between humanity and human
beings; reason and desire; the contingent and necessary;
form and content; noumena and phenomena; and dis-
cernment and interpretation. It is the author’s contention
that these concepts and the associated ideas have theolog-
ical and metaphysical valences for Kant that “our” own
contemporaries would do well to remember. This is
because Kant subscribes to a particularly providential
theology as the necessary frame for understanding the
condition of humanity in which the means to salvation
emerge from reason. It is clear form Kant himself that
while providence remains beyond human abilities, reason
rests with the individual. Indeed, Kant’s view of human
nature as it ought to be (or human nature upon redemption)
depends on the human mind and the sociability of the
human, the accessibility of judgment, and the ability to
systematize life and the relation of humans to nature.
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One of the most insightful segments of the book is the
author’s discussion of belief in God. He argues that this is
a crucial theme in Kant’s ethics, politics, aesthetics,
teleology, and anthropology. This fact arguably poses
problems for Kantians because God is accessible only
through Christian theology and thematics. Molloy iden-
tifies the first as the tendency of Kantians to extend both
Kant and his ideas as a “master” and the provider of
resources for international relations. This extension of
Kant and his ideas is seldom possible without the near-
deceitful posture of pretending that Kant’s ideas are not at
base “political theology” derived from Christianity. This
allows Kantians to propose Kant's ideas as a secular
emancipatory script. Neither of these would be problem-
atic if the nonsecular nature of other (non-Western) texts
and modes of thought did not emerge as a point of
contention. This fact is particularly salient with Islam and
other supposed nonenlightened thought. Secondly, Kant-
ians seems to substitute Europe for God in Kant's
affirmation of God as the “orderer” of the universe.
Consistently, the (European) God reigns supreme today
even if in different modulations: for instance, by assuming
greater than ordinary powers—and therefore quasi-
imperial privileges—for Europe as a matter of reason,
pragmatism, and deference. The inescapable conclusion is
that the imaginary of ethics is the extension of a peculiar
monotheistic tradition.

I take this latter point to be the most significant insight
and an area of vulnerability of cosmopolitanism today,
that is the blurring of the line between moralism and
ethics and between the moral intellectual and the in-
tellectual moralist. This is an important point to make
and Molloy makes it poignantly.

Still, Molloy’s arguments are at times mistaken. Re-
grettably, the book fails to transcend the Eurocentrism and
Christian thematic of cosmopolitanism today. For in-
stance, historically, the questions of being and becoming,
and morality and freedom, figured prominently in moral
reflections around the world. Not only were the questions
of hospitality and moral laws matters of concern in most
commercial societies around the world, but related
thought also relied on theological and spiritual consider-
ations. For example, the famed Silk Road, its industries of
hospitality (including the caravanserais), the letter of
credit, and other early instruments of capitalism existed
outside Europe: in today’s China, Persia, Southeast and
South Asia, so-called Arabia, the “Barbary Coast,” and the
Indian Ocean, among other places. The comparative point
for Molloy and his Kantian nemeses is that deliberations
outside of Europe had distinct logical or metaphysical
predicates, moral and ethical precepts, and therefore
distinct propositions for peaceful coexistence. A contrast
or comparison that highlighted some of these differences
would have helped clarify further the limits of Kant’s
political theology without dismissing it or the associated
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faculties. The lack of the required historical analysis is itself
indicative of a troubling blind spot in Eurocentric critical
traditions: to remain inherently tethered to the historical
context, temporalities, and hermeneutics of the works that
they set out to critique. This is indeed regrettable.

I wish, in concluding, to restate a point made in the
beginning. Molloy’s book is an invaluable contribution to
Kant’s scholarship in the discipline. Specifically, it rightly
compels cosmopolitans to reconsider some of their own
assumptions. For these and other reasons, I would more
than recommend Kant’s International Relations. 1 will
personally assign it to my own graduate classes in the
years to come because it adds substandally to ongoing
debate on peace and the means to it.

The Performance of International Courts and Tribunals.
Edited by Theresa Squatrito, Oran R. Young, Andreas Follesdal, and
Geir Ulfstein. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018. 470p.
$140.00 cloth.
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— Alexander Thompson, Ohio State University

The proliferation of courts, tribunals, and other dispute
settlement bodies is a remarkable feature of the in-
ternational political and legal landscape. Scholarly interest
has grown accordingly, evolving from the careful analysis
of particular institutions to ambitious efforts to theorize,
compare, and gather data across a broader range of them.
Work in this area has focused variously on the origins,
design, and effects of international courts (ICs) and is
quite diverse in terms of methodological and theoretical
approaches. It is also an area where political scientists and
legal scholars engage cach other’s work routinely. The
result is a rich and productive stream of research.

The Performance of International Courts and Tribunals is
motivated by a specific and important puzzle: ICs vary
dramatically in their level of activity, their efficiency, and
their broader contributions to global governance. The
editors capture these concerns with the concept of
“performance.” By engaging existing literatures on regime
effectiveness and international organizations (IOs), they
succeed in linking the study of ICs to broader debates in
international relations that have occupied scholars for
many years. Moreover, by incorporating the types of
questions and analysis that are more typical of the in-
ternational law (IL) field, they are able to bridge the IR and
IL disciplines quite successfully (indeed, the contributors
to the volume are almost equally divided between political
science and law).

An introductory chapter, coauthored by the editors,
provides a framework for evaluating and explaining the
performance of international courts and tribunals. This
framework is then applied across 10 substantive chapters,
divided into two parts. The authors in Part I assess IC
performance in particular issue areas, with chapters on
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