
practices that characterizes an institution, organization,
or group” (p. 109).
Fourth, based on their definition of culture, the authors

introduce a comprehensive discussion of the significance
of socialization agents and processes. This discussion is
important both for theoretical and practical reasons. The-
oretically, as we experience new modes of social inter-
actions, it is imperative to revisit questions such as how
individuals, especially children and youth, gain political
knowledge and why some commit to certain violent
ideologies with fervor. Practically, as the authors show,
leaders of violent extremist groups pay close attention to
the socialization process through each of the known
agents: the nuclear and extended family, the formal edu-
cation system, peers, and the media (with an emphasis on
social media). A close-knit community that shares experi-
ences of collective trauma provides fertile ground for
cultivating a sense of injustice, victimization, and anger.
Through different agents of socialization, terrorist groups
create and perpetuate an ethos of uncompromising strug-
gle against the victimizer.
Fifth, the authors showcase the power of interdisciplin-

ary research, incorporating theories and empirical findings
from multiple disciplines. Insights from sociology and
anthropology provide them with solid foundations to
explore the similarities between cults, street gangs, and
terrorist groups. Studies in criminology provide the basis
for a comparison between recruitment tactics of terrorist
groups and those that pedophiles use when they approach
potential victims and try to build rapport with them.
Using the ingroup versus outgroup concepts from the
field of social psychology, the authors also successfully
portray the mechanisms that build group cohesion and
commitment.
Finally, Bloom and Horgan use the case of IS in general

and the “Cubs of the Caliphate” (IS’s educational frame-
work) in particular to demonstrate the rapidly changing
landscape of terrorism. Leaders of violent extremist and
terrorist groups know that cultures are malleable. They
develop expertise in using narratives and symbols to infuse
communities with their messages and often to forge a
monolithic worldview and cultivate a culture of martyr-
dom. They are also media savvy. IS introduced new levels
of sophistication in producing and disseminating content.
The videos that the al-Furqan Media Foundation and
al-Hayat Media Center produced, the audio messages of
Al-Bayan radio, and the texts and photos that appeared on
the online magazines Dar al-Islam and Dabiq have set a
new bar for terrorist groups. So too has the group’s
extensive use of social media platforms such as Twitter,
Telegram, and TikTok.
To conclude, Bloom andHorgan offer a tour de force of

the critical issue of children and terrorism. Their book is a
must-read for anyone interested in getting the full and
disturbing picture of contemporary terrorism.

Governance for Peace: How Inclusive, Participatory
and Accountable Institutions Promote Peace and
Prosperity. By David Cortright, Conor Seyle, and Kristen Wall.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017. 302p. $105.00 cloth,
$32.99 paper.

Incentivizing Peace: How International Organizations
Can Help Prevent Civil Wars in Member Countries. By
Jaroslav Tir and Johannes Karreth. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018.
268p. $105.00 cloth, $31.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592720001498

— Susanna P. Campbell , American University
susanna.campbell@american.edu

Who and what builds peace in countries facing civil war?
This seemingly simple question has spawned decades of
scholarship. In this review, I explore the answers offered by
two recent books: Governance for Peace by David Cort-
right, Conor Seyle, and Kristen Wall and Incentivizing
Peace by Jaroslav Tir and Johannes Karreth. These books
significantly advance our understanding of the determin-
ants of peace in conflict-affected countries. The Cortright,
Seyle, and Wall book does so by synthesizing the vast
scholarship on the relationship between governance and
peace, demonstrating that inclusive, participatory, and
accountable governance is most likely to sustain peace
within a state. Tir and Karreth argue that existing research
has been narrowly focused on the role of UN peacekeepers
in civil war termination, overlooking the important con-
flict prevention role played by other intergovernmental
organizations (IGOs). Together, these two books reveal
the state of knowledge on international intervention in
civil war and point to important new research agendas.

In Governance for Peace, Cortright, Seyle, and Wall
masterfully synthesize the vast international relations and
comparative politics scholarship on the relationship
between civil war, governance, and peace within a state.
They define peace as the absence of armed conflict (p. 5),
although their conceptualization of the factors required to
sustain peace—inclusive, participatory, and accountable
institutions of state and society—aligns with more max-
imalist conceptualizations such as positive peace (see
Johan Galtung, “Violence, Peace, and Peace Research,”
Journal of Peace Research, 6, 1969). They argue that
governance systems are likely to advance “the prospects
for peace”when they are inclusive of the rights of the entire
population, participatory in the sense that they provide
opportunities for active participation in public and eco-
nomic life, and accountable to the population via the rule of
law, representative political institutions, and inclusive civic
engagement (p. 6). This vision of the ideal postconflict state
aligns with most conflict prevention and peace-building
policy frameworks, demonstrating, at the very least, that
these policy approaches are grounded in broad social science
research (World Bank Group, “Pathways for Peace: Inclu-
sive Approaches to Preventing Violent Conflict,” 2018).
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The strength ofGovernance for Peace—its clear vision of
the dimensions of ideal-type governance grounded in an
impressive depth and breadth of scholarly literature—also
points to a pervasive weakness in scholarship on war-to-
peace transitions. Existing scholarship is largely silent on
the different governance trajectories of postconflict coun-
tries, including those that lead them back to war (see
Susanna P. Campbell, Michael G. Findley, and Kyosuke
Kikuta, “An Ontology of Peace: Landscapes of Conflict
and Cooperation with Application to Colombia,” Inter-
national Studies Review, 19, 2017). Even though there is
strong evidence that countries transitioning from autoc-
racy to democracy—“anocracies”—are more volatile than
pure democracies or autocracies, most scholarship on
intervention in civil war largely overlooks the implications
of these findings (Edward D. Mansfield and Jack Snyder,
“Pathways to War in Democratic Transitions,” Inter-
national Organization, 63, 2009). Is intervention in
conflict-affected countries worth the cost if postconflict
countries simply slide back into political and criminal
violence, corruption, and exclusion (Rachel Kleinfeld,
A Savage Order: How the World's Deadliest Countries Can
Forge a Path to Security, 2019)?
The questions that Cortright, Seyle, and Wall’s book

inevitably raises, then, pertain to the gap between a
theoretical Weberian ideal-type of governance and a wide
variety of cases in which it does not easily apply. What
happens, for example, in postconflict countries that are not
able or willing to create inclusive, participatory, and
accountable governance? Does a scholarly adoption of this
ideal, which also reflects Mann’s vision of a modern state,
sideline empirical investigation of actual postwar transi-
tions (Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power: vol. 1, A
History of Power from the Beginning to AD 1760, 2012)? If
international intervenors, such as the United Nations or
World Bank, view success only as the presence of a liberal
democracy grounded in the rule of law and a market-based
economy, then will countries without these ideal-type
institutions be viewed as failures (see Susanna Campbell,
David Chandler, and Meera Sabaratnam, eds., A Liberal
Peace? The Problems and Practices of Peacebuilding, 2011)?
Given that many countries affected by civil war and large-
scale political violence followed historical state formation
trajectories different from those taken in Europe or North
America, are they not also likely to result in different types
of governance (see Pierre Englebert and Denis M. Tull,
“Postconflict Reconstruction in Africa: Flawed Ideas about
Failed States,” International Security, 32, 2008)?
One primary critique of international intervention in

civil war is that IGOs, bilateral donors, and international
nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) attempt to
transform a war-torn state into a modern state in their
own image, ignoring how institutions in the war-torn
state actually function (Astri Suhrke, “Reconstruction as

Modernization: The ‘Post-Conflict’ Project in Afghanistan,”
Third World Quarterly, 28, 2007). Because many inter-
vening organizations are themselves neither inclusive,
participatory, nor accountable to the conflict-affected
populations, their peace-building efforts may uninten-
tionally entrench, rather than upend, violent, discrimin-
atory governments (Susanna P. Campbell, Global
Governance and Local Peace: Accountability and Perform-
ance in International Peacebuilding, 2018). The question
confronting Cortright, Seyle, and Wall is thus: Are there
alternative pathways toward sustainable peace apart from
the version of governance they endorse? In spite of almost
three decades of research on conflict prevention, peace-
keeping, peace-building, and state-building, few com-
parative studies of actual war-to-peace transitions have
emerged to take up this question (Michael Barnett,
“Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States after
War,” International Security, 30, 2006).
Both books under review praise the literature on UN

peacekeeping. The peacekeeping literature finds that it
reduces the recurrence of civil war (see Barbara F. Walter,
Committing to Peace: The Successful Settlement of Civil
Wars, 2002; Michael W. Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis,
Making War and Building Peace: United Nations Peace
Operations, 2006; Virginia P. Fortna, Does Peacekeeping
Work? Shaping Belligerents' Choices after Civil War, 2008)
and levels of violence during civil war (Lisa Hultman,
Jacob Kathman, and Megan Shannon, “United Nations
Peacekeeping and Civilian Protection in Civil War,”
American Journal of Political Science, 57, 2013), even if it
disagrees on the mechanisms that lead to these violence-
reduction outcomes (Lise M. Howard, Power in Peace-
keeping, 2019).
Tir and Karreth astutely demonstrate, nonetheless, that

peacekeepers are not the only intervening actor with
conflict-mitigating potential. They argue that other IGOs
can also incentivize warring parties to credibly commit to
peace. Of particular interest is their finding that multilat-
eral development banks, such as the World Bank or the
African Development Bank, can prevent the escalation of
violence by providing a peace dividend that rewards
warring parties for not escalating their conflict into civil
war. Multilateral development banks may not be man-
dated tomaintain international peace and security, Tir and
Karreth argue, but they have the financial leverage neces-
sary to incentivize potential conflict actors to sustain their
commitments to peace.
Tir and Karreth’s findings validate the core assumption

of conflict-prevention policy frameworks, such as the
report of the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly
Conflict (1998), that argue that international financial
institutions (IFIs) and regional organizations have an
important role to play in preventing violent conflict.
Multilateral development banks have, nonetheless, been
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reluctant to embrace a political role in conflict mitigation
or postconflict recovery, despite their commitment to
increased engagement in fragile and conflict-affected
countries (“Eliminating Extreme Poverty Requires Urgent
Focus on Fragile and Conflict-Affected Countries,”World
Bank, 2020). Incentivizing Peace may provide additional
empirical support for further strengthening IFIs’ conflict-
mitigation potential.
Tir and Karreth’s findings also introduce questions

about the conflict-mitigating effects of the rest of the
UN system, bilateral donors, INGOs, and private con-
tractors, all of which intervene before, during, and after the
outbreak of civil war but have been largely ignored in
existing scholarship. Scholarship on international aid,
which Cortright, Seyle, and Wall expertly review, has
identified a positive relationship between development
and conflict reduction but has not investigated the influ-
ence of different types of donors on conflict and peace
outcomes (M. G. Findley, “Does Foreign Aid Build
Peace?” Annual Review of Political Science, 21, 2018).
The democratization literature has focused on the crucial
role of civil society in ensuring democracy, but few
scholars have investigated the role of INGOs in supporting
a robust civil society (see Sarah S. Bush, The Taming of
Democracy Assistance: Why Democracy Promotion Does Not
Confront Dictators, 2015). As Tir and Karreth observe,
regional IGOs are likely to matter for peace-related
outcomes but have been largely excluded from the
analysis of international peacekeeping and peace-
building efforts. As Cortright, Seyle, and Wall point
out, in addition to the breadth of IGO, INGO, and
state-led interventions in war-torn countries, private
development and security contractors are also increas-
ingly active but have not been addressed in much of the
civil war literature (Deborah D. Avant, “Pragmatic
Networks and Transnational Governance of Private
Military and Security Services,” International Studies
Quarterly, 60, 2016; Abbey Steele and Jacob N. Shapiro,
“Subcontracting State-Building,” Small Wars & Insurgencies,
28, 2017).
Given the large number of international and regional

actors that intervene in conflict-affected countries and the
wide range of factors that affect peace, as described by
Cortright, Seyle, and Wall, it is unlikely that conflict- or
peace-related outcomes are the result of any single peace-
keeping mission, aid donor, IGO, INGO, or private
contractor. Furthermore, intervening organizations rarely
operate in isolation but instead participate in the same
coordination meetings, implement activities in the same
locations, interact in the same public and private spaces,
establish contracts with one another to co-implement a
range of activities, and collaborate and coordinate with the
same governmental and nongovernmental actors. How
does the heterogeneity of intervening actors, their networks,

and their patterns of collective action affect conflict- and
peace-related outcomes (see Jessica Braithwaite and
Susanna Campbell, “Networks of Influence and Support
in Civil War and Peace,” Working Paper, 2020)?

Without capturing the effect of the wide range of
intervening actors, how can we understand who or what
builds peace in the aftermath of civil war? Without
observing the different ways in which this diverse group
of intervening actors actually engage with the people,
politicians, and nonstate armed groups in conflict-affected
countries, how can we identify the causal mechanisms that
incentivize cooperative behaviors?

Just as these two books clarify the impressive state of
knowledge about international intervention in conflict-
affected countries, they also point to important new
directions for empirical research on the heterogeneity of
actors intervening in these dynamic contexts and the
different ways in which countries transition toward peace,
in all of its diverse conceptualizations.

Gender, War, and World Order: A Study of Public
Opinion. By Richard C. Eichenberg. Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2019. 181p. $49.95 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592720001486

— Laura Sjoberg, Royal Holloway University of London and
University of Florida

sjoberg@ufl.edu

Gender, War, and World Order sets out to explore ques-
tions about whether there are significant differences in the
opinions of men and women on issues of national security.
If so, what causes those differences? And how do they
matter in political practice?

The first chapter of the book engages hypotheses about
sex difference in national security opinions based on
essentialism, economic change and political mobilization,
socialization, threat perception, and a state’s geopolitical
position. In the second chapter, Richard Eichenberg finds
little evidence of underlying differences in worldviews
between men and women, especially outside of the United
States. He then proceeds to provide evidence that women
are more likely to object to defense spending correlated
with violence and the making of war than defense spend-
ing generally. In chapter 4, he uses the example of torture
to make the argument that sex differences matter “at
specific times under specific circumstances” (p. 4).
Although Eichenberg finds, across 26 events in US history
since 1980, a “gender gap” in support for the use of
military force, that gap has varied significantly in magni-
tude across those events. Chapters 6 and 7 present a cross-
national comparison, suggesting that national context
affects whether there is a gap between men’s and women’s
opinions and the size of any gap.
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