
receive consistent remittance sums over long periods of
time from middle-income households that receive the
same amount, but unpredictably and infrequently
(pp.163–64). Unfortunately, some shortcomings arise in
the analysis. Outsourcing Welfare lacks much in the way of
descriptive statistics. This leaves readers to interpret the
width of 90% confidence intervals in order to get a sense of
variation on remittance variables. With respect to the
remittance index, Appendix II notes that only 262 of the
767 total households reported receiving remittances.
Readers observe that the variable is statistically significant
in all models, but it is difficult to identify the threshold at
which remittance recipients become significantly different
from nonrecipients, specifically with respect to their
likelihood of reporting stable income (p. 63) and positive
sociotropic assessments (p. 67). It also seems that very few
respondents report high and very high values, making it
hard to know how many respondents fall beyond that
threshold.

Selection effects present another potential issue,
though more so in later chapters. Germano acknowledges
this in his conclusions, but ultimately does not analyze
the data in a way to account for them (p. 149). Perhaps
future work can utilize matching and other causal
inference techniques to assess this possibility. All things
considered, there is convincing evidence that households
with significant, reliable, and enduring remittance inflows
are less economically aggrieved and less likely to engage
government services.

In Chapters 4 and 5, Germano tests his expectations
beyond the Mexican case by using 120,000 individual
observations complied from the Afrobarometer, Arab
Barometer, and LAPOP (Latin American Public Opinion
Project) surveys. The chapters provide good reviews of
trends in migration and remittance flows and interesting
cross-national comparisons. As in Mexico, remittance
recipients are less likely to report strong economic
grievances and criticize the government. However, the
author finds that remittance-receiving respondents living
in autocratic states appear less likely to support incumbent
governments. This resonates well with recent work dem-
onstrating that remittances increase resources available to
political opponents and protest in opposition areas (see
Abel Escriba-Folch, Covadonga Meseguer, and Joseph
Wright, “Remittances and Protests in Dictatorships,”
American Journal of Political Science, 62[4], 2018). It also
suggests that the argument’s scope may be limited to
democracies.

Chapter 6 returns to the Mexican case, exploring
whether remittances may have contributed to the narrow
electoral defeat of Andres Manuel Lopez Obrador,
a populist candidate of the Left, in 2006. Germano’s
analysis of the 2006 Mexican Panel Study suggests that
they did, preventing a “left turn” by increasing recipients’
likelihood of voting for the National Action Party candi-

date, Felipe Calderon. Clearly, Lopez Obrador’s 2018
electoral victory suggests limits on remittances’ role in
voters’ minds. Yet in closely contested elections, this
advantage for incumbents can be quite consequential. In
sum, Germano ably supports his claims concerning
remittances’ effect on support for incumbent parties,
although the chapter does leave questions concerning the
risk of political and civil unrest unexplored.
In total, Outsourcing Welfare makes significant theoret-

ical and empirical contributions to our understanding of
how remittances influence individual political behavior.
The combination of detailed ethnographic evidence and
survey data analysis clearly shows that remittances play an
important social welfare role by reducing economic
anxieties and increasing support for incumbent govern-
ments. The result is a book with broad appeal to students
and scholars of political behavior, political stability, and
economic development.

Emergent Strategy and Grand Strategy: How American
Presidents Succeed in Foreign Policy. By Ionut Popescu.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2017. 248p. $54.95 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719000379

— Christopher Layne, Texas A&M University

Since Yale’s Johnson-Brady Program in Grand Strategy
was established in 2000, there has been an explosion of
interest in the subject of grand strategy, reflected in an
outpouring of books and articles by diplomatic historians
and security studies scholars. Notable contributions on
this topic have been made by Hal Brands, Colin Dueck,
John Lewis Gaddis, Melvyn Leffler, John Mearsheimer,
Barry Posen, Stephen Walt, and this writer.
This literature engages several key questions: What is

grand strategy; that is, how should it be defined? What is
the difference between grand strategy and military strat-
egy? What grand strategy should the United States follow:
primacy, deep engagement, offshore balancing, or re-
straint? Some scholars have posed intellectually subversive
questions about whether grand strategy is an analytically
useful concept. Thus, Brands asks in the title of his 2014
book,What Good Is Grand Strategy? And, in a coauthored
Foreign Affairs article, David Edelstein and Ron Krebs
wonder if grand strategy is a “delusional” concept (“Delu-
sions of Grand Strategy: The Problems withWashington’s
Planning Obsession,” 94(6), 2015).
In this interesting book, Ionut Popescu offers his own

take on whether grand strategy can usefully serve as
a guide for policymaking. He begins by laying out two
ideal type approaches to grand strategy.
The first is what Popescu calls the Grand Strategy

model, which conceives of grand strategy as “an over-
arching design that guides the nation’s foreign policy
decisions toward the accomplishment of its most impor-
tant goals” (p. 6). He says that the Grand Strategy model is
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dominant in both policymaking circles and in the field of
security studies. The key features of this model are long-
term planning, the careful delineation of policy objectives,
and the matching of ends and means.
There is another way of thinking about grand strategy,

however, what the author calls the Emergent Strategy
model. This alternative model is borrowed from recent
literature on business strategy. Here, he deserves credit
for reaching beyond international relations and diplo-
matic history and bringing this literature to bear on the
analysis of grand strategy.
Rather than conceptualizing grand strategy as a long-

term policy design resulting from rigorous planning
exercises, the Emergent Strategy model views grand
strategy as the result of incremental decision making.
This model holds that grand strategy is the outcome of
adaptation and learning by policymakers, rather than the
consequence of preset strategic plans. As Popescu puts it,
the Emergent Strategy model argues that “successful
strategies can form without being fully formulated in advance.
Advocates of this school of thought are skeptical about the
real world applicability of the Grand Strategy model of
strategic planning, but they suggest that organizations can
learn over time, thus allowing for coherent, consistent, and
successful strategies to emerge.” (pp. 9–10; emphasis in
original).
According to Popescu, the Grand Strategy and Emer-

gent Strategy models present competing visions of how
grand strategic policy is made. The former holds that
“policymakers should engage in a deliberate strategic
planning process aimed at analyzing various strategic
options; they should set priorities by making trade-offs
and then design a realistic plan to achieve their long-term
goals by matching ends, ways, and means.” (p. 14). In
contrast, the Emergent Strategy model focuses on short-
term goals rather than long-term ones, because the further
out in time that policymakers project, the more uncertain
the future is. Rather than formulating a grand design and
sticking to it, the Emergent Strategy paradigm emphasizes
flexibility: “hedging one’s options with multiple ‘bets’ on
the future, choosing the most adaptable investments, and
relying on emergent learning to make the right choices
down the road” (p. 14; emphasis in original).
Using a case study approach, Popescu tests competing

hypotheses drawn respectively from the Grand Strategy
and Emergent Strategy paradigms. Employing process-
tracing methodology, he examines seven instances of
post-1945 U.S. grand strategy: the origins of the early
Cold War containment strategy; the globalization of
containment resulting from NSC-68 and the Korean
War; Dwight D. Eisenhower’s “New Look” strategy; the
Richard Nixon–Henry Kissinger detente strategy; Ronald
Reagan and the end of the ColdWar; George H.W. Bush,
Bill Clinton, and the Post–Cold War era; and the George
W. Bush administration’s so-called War on Terror.

Popescu makes an important point: Great power
politics, indeed, is a realm of uncertainties: about other
states’ intentions, and about the future distribution of
power. Hence, as he correctly argues, rigid long-term
grand strategic plans are unlikely to be successful. To do
well, policymakers, like hockey teams, must be able to
change on the fly if necessary, and adapt their grand
strategy to the evolving realities of the international
security environment. Popescu offers two key insights
that will enrich how scholars think about—and policy-
makers practice—grand strategy. First, in the real world,
there is a feedback loop between the formulation of grand
strategy and its implementation. Second, “formal strate-
gic planning reviews rarely determine the future strategic
course of the nation: the plans coming out of such
exercises have at best a marginal impact on future
decisions. Incremental policy decisions, early responses
to crisis situations, and specific initiatives have a larger
impact on long-term strategic success than far-sighted
designs” (p. 19).

On these two points, the author’s argument will
command wide agreement. Few scholars would argue that
grand strategy practitioners are like chess grandmasters
who are able to see multiple moves in advance. Grand
strategy is too complex for that for several reasons. It is
interactive because each great power’s grand strategy is
affected by the actions of its rivals. It takes place at the
intersection of geopolitics and domestic politics (and
economics). It is produced, as the historian Stehen Kotkin
has observed, by the interplay of agency and the in-
ternational system’s structure. And grand strategy takes
place under the shadow of war.

Successful grand strategies—and grand strategists—
must therefore, as Popescu reminds us, be able to adjust
to both unanticipated constraints and opportunities in the
external environment. Few leading scholars believe that
grand strategy is about rigidly applied “game plans.” But
many would argue that grand strategy does require
a conceptual road map to help policymakers navigate the
competitive and conflictual world of great power politics.
As Walt argues, grand strategy is a state’s theory of how to
gain security for itself. As he and other leading scholars
have argued, that theory requires policymakers to define
the state’s interests, identify the main threats to those
interests, and to balance (in Lippmanesque fashion)
resources—which are always scarce—with commitments
(a task the importance of which Popescu minimizes).

Emergent Strategy and Grands Strategy is not without its
flaws. Discerning readers will note that the case studies on
the Cold War reflect an orthodox view of the U.S.–Soviet
rivalry, in which the U.S. championed liberal democracy
and made—mostly—the right grand strategic decisions.
They will also discern that Popescu implicitly embraces
a neoconservative view both of the Cold War and
contemporary events. An infusion of Michael Hogan,
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Michael Hunt, Melvyn Leffler, and even William
Appleman Williams would have enriched Popescu’s case
studies, compelling him to deal seriously with the issue of
whether there were other, better policies that the United
States could have followed after World War II.

To come to grips with the question of grand strategic
alternatives, one must answer the question of where
American grand strategy comes from. The Emergent
Strategy model offers a vision of grand strategy by
parthenogenesis, which overlooks the factors that explain
the continuity in American grand strategy: liberal ideol-
ogy, domestic political culture, and U.S. hard-power
capabilities. Since 1945, the United States self-
consciously has sought (as Paul Nitze put it in NSC-
68) a “preponderance of power,” or what security studies
scholars today call primacy.

There is a difference between the academic world of
theory and the real world of policy. One of Popescu’s
key arguments for the Emergent Grand Strategy para-
digm is that it allows policymakers to learn and adapt.
So one would hope, but this expectation is not sup-
ported by experience. For example, in embarking on its
military adventures in Afghanistan and Iraq, the George
W. Bush administration demonstrated that it had
learned nothing from the Vietnam debacle. In the real
world , the Emergent Strategy paradigm’s theoretical
virtues notwithstanding, it seems like the same old,
same old with respect to grand strategy—and the
attendant dangers of conflict with China, confrontation
with Russia, forever wars in the Middle East, and fiscal–
military overextension.

These concerns do not alter the fact that Emergent
Strategy and Grand Strategy is a significant contribution to
the literature. This book marks the entrance of an
insightful new voice into the ongoing debate about the
theory and practice of American grand strategy—a debate
certain to intensify in coming years.

The Struggle for Freedom from Fear: Contesting Vio-
lence against Women at the Frontiers of Globalization.
By Alison Brysk. New York: Oxford University Press, 2018. 386p. $99.00

cloth, $29.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592719000926

— Susanne Zwingel, Florida International University

Violence against women has become an omnipresent
phenomenon. Advocates, researchers, politicians, corpo-
rations, media outlets, and artists raise awareness and
work to eradicate it and often reach large audiences with
their messages. And yet, as Alison Brysk makes clear in
her thoroughly researched book, the problem of violence
against women (VAW) not only persists; it adapts to
changing social circumstances, and in some societies, it is
on the rise. Concrete manifestations of VAW differ, but
their cumulative occurrence creates a global structure that

keeps women insecure. In the author’s view, this “sys-
tematic, persistent acceptance of women’s second class
status is history’s greatest shame” (p. 2).
In a nutshell, The Struggle for Freedom from Fear

provides an explanation of the root causes of VAW and
its most prominent manifestations, and documents
responses in the form of legal regulation, gender-
sensitive public policies, and work geared toward norma-
tive change. While it does not offer new solutions, the
book’s strength lies in its massive stock taking of scholarly
contributions in the field, read in combination with a large
collection of applied strategies and policies across many
countries.
The book starts with a reading of VAW into the

human rights framework. Brysk deems this framework
insufficient because of its emphasis on public participa-
tion rights. She argues that this focus has not been useful
in recognizing sources of insecurity for women that lie in
private constellations of socioeconomic and reproductive
control. Despite this criticism, it is important for the
author to think of women as rights holders; in fact, Brysk
argues that it is the most important strategy to eradicate
VAW. Accordingly, she believes that the rights frame-
work needs to be expanded to address all obstacles to full
personhood status that women experience. As the first
three chapters elucidate, many intergovernmental efforts,
as well as civil society mobilization, have gone into
creating institutions, laws, and policies that aim at this
type of expansion.
To elucidate the causes for VAW, Brysk follows the

established framework of multilevel factors (state, com-
munity, household, and individual; p. 18) but argues, in
addition, that manifestations of VAW depend on
different levels of development in societies. She distin-
guishes three broad groups: patrimonial/traditional soci-
eties least affected by modernization; semiliberal, rapidly
modernizing, and changing middle-income societies with
high levels of inequality; and developed democratic
societies. VAW is prevalent in all three types because
societies are based principally on gender dominance that
enables men to control female reproduction (p. 8);
violence against women is therefore functional, not an
aberration. However, male dominance manifests itself
differently: It is most pervasive and viewed as legitimate
in patrimonial regimes, and therefore becomes a normal
feature of life that is often not recognized as a problem. In
semiliberal contexts shaped by rapid change, social
conflict, and instability, gender roles have become battle-
grounds, and as a result, VAW is on the rise both in
public and private forms. In developed democracies, male
dominance has become less functional in public, but
private life is still affected by it, and that is where VAW
continues to occur. Brysk is most interested in the
dynamics “in the middle” because most of the world’s
women live in semiliberal societies and because it is here
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