
addition, writing about Chapter VII resolutions, they
claim, “These resolutions are also notable because they
are binding on all members of the broader UN commu-
nity, not just the Security Council” (p. 108; see also p. 78).
But no resolutions are binding only on the Security
Council, so I was not persuaded of the need to emphasize
this in their discussion.
More than once I was surprised at the selection of

references. Allen and Yuen refer to many relevant titles
from the 1990s and early 2000s, but overlook numerous
later publications. For example, in section 5.1, “Powerful
States and Multilateral Action,” the authors argue, “The
benefits and drawbacks of working multilaterally are well-
studied in the literature on international institutions.More
recently, these ideas have given way to understanding the
conditions under which states will work inside or outside
of an institution” (pp. 102–3; my emphasis). Yet, only 3 of
21 titles referenced in the five-page section were published
in the last decade, and these three were chapters from the
same edited volume. The claim that “there exists a virtual
blind spot in scholarly attention to the workings of security
institutions” (p. 6) is thus not convincing.
Allen and Yuen conclude their preface by stating that,

despite being the result of a long process of research, the
book represents a beginning. I think this is a good way to
approach the book as a reader. It is difficult to ignore
several of the problems that I point to in this review, and
reading the book is often frustrating because of them; yet,
as a beginning to an analytical approach to the Security
Council, Bargaining in the UN Security Council is prom-
ising and leaves one looking forward to the next step.
With a better-developed dialogue, more recent research,
and more refined measurements of central concepts,
Allen and Yuen are likely to make important contribu-
tions to our understanding of Security Council decision
making.

Renegotiating the Liberal Order: Evidence from the UN
Security Council. By Brian Frederking. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner,
2023. 203p. $95.00 cloth.

Liberalism and Transformation: The Global Politics of
Violence and Intervention. By Dillon Stone Tatum. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2021. 218p. $80.00 cloth, $34.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723002153

— Thomas C. Walker, Grand Valley State University
walkerth@gvsu.edu

Brexit, the election of Donald Trump, the growth of
populism, democratic backsliding, and a resurgence of
authoritarian bravado all have at least one common fea-
ture: they all reflect a growing dissatisfaction with the
postwar liberal international order (LIO). This so-called
LIO is founded on the promotion of democratic values,
human rights, free trade, cooperation, and international

organization. Nevertheless, after 75 years of relative sta-
bility, this order is currently facing grave challenges, and so
the time is right to reflect on its successes and shortcom-
ings. Dillon Stone Tatum provides a rich historical survey
of liberalism. Brian Frederking presents empirical evidence
of liberal principles guiding the UN Security Council.
Both books contribute to our understanding of the origins
and future of the liberal order.

Tatum’s Liberalism and Transformation: The Global
Politics of Violence and Intervention is a sweeping survey
of nearly two centuries of liberal international thought.
Tatum focuses on one strand of liberal ideology that he
calls emancipatory liberalism. He emphasizes the paternal-
istic aspects of emancipatory liberalism as a project requir-
ing “the fortunate and enlightened to ‘save’ those who are
in trouble”; this discourse justifies “institutions of war,
interventions, and force” in the international system (p. 3).
Liberalism “mobilizes nations to arms, and it (re)produces
patterns and practices of conflict, violence, and
intervention” (p. 137).

Tatum approaches the history of emancipatory liberal-
ism from a discourse perspective. His narrative draws from
scholars, intellectuals, activists, policy makers, novelists,
and editorial writers. Jane Addams, Isaiah Berlin, Frederic
Bastiat, George Orwell, and John Stuart Mill are but a few
who contribute to this rich and engaging survey. Tatum
marshals these eclectic figures to demonstrate the perva-
siveness of emancipatory liberal thought. By focusing on
how emancipatory liberal narratives justify violence, he
seeks to cast doubt on “triumphal liberals” like Francis
Fukuyama and others who have celebrated the peaceful-
ness of the liberal order. Tatum is driven by the normative
aspiration that a better understanding of the power of this
flawed emancipatory narrative could help pivot liberal
aspirations to a more humane and peaceful order. He
concludes with a discussion of what he terms “minimalist
liberalism,” which emphasizes agonistic and pragmatic
politics with a robust pluralism, substituting the paternal-
istic certainties associated with emancipatory liberalism.
This shift, Tatum argues, will reduce the violence, inter-
vention, and war characterizing the current liberal order.

Taking a social constructivist approach to demonstrate
how emancipatory liberal ideas forge a social reality and
various policy outcomes, Tatum presents a wide variety of
case studies. His first case explores how emancipatory
liberal narratives shaped British policies in Burma in the
mid-nineteenth century. Armed with a liberal civilizing
mission, the British sought to wage war against the
Burmese who “were holding up progress, trade, and the
march of civilization” (p. 58). For the interwar period,
Tatum explores the French intervention in Syria and the
British interventions in Iraq. For his Cold War case, he
presents the Dominican Crisis of 1965 and the American
efforts to quell its violence. Finally, for his post–Cold War
cases, Tatum addresses how liberal democracies responded
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to state failure and terrorism, elaborating on how eman-
cipatory liberal thought helped justify the US-led war in
Afghanistan. Tatum argues that these cases were informed,
aided, and abetted by an emancipatory liberal narrative.
Liberal international thought is broad and often con-

tradictory. Tatum’s exclusive emphasis on the emancipa-
tory strain is at odds with more prominent versions.
Immanuel Kant, the most widely cited early liberal theo-
rist, would challenge Tatum’s liberalism. As part of the
liberal disdain for using coercion to impose political
settlements, Kant’s Perpetual Peace (originally published
in 1795) emphasized non-intervention and the abolition
of standing armies. A liberal debate over intervention and
the deployment of military force to impose democracy can
be traced to the eighteenth century. Tatum could have
devoted more attention to these enduring tensions in the
liberal internationalist tradition.
In addition, questions around convenient rhetoric,

policy statements, and liberal emancipatory narrative
could have been more critically engaged. Realists persis-
tently argue that leaders in liberal democratic states will
often rely on liberal rhetoric to justify realpolitik policies.
In Tatum’s case studies, realist explanations may also be
at play. For instance, Britain had oil interests in Iraq in
the 1930s, and the United States feared “another Cuba”
in the Dominican Republic in 1965. Finally, Tatum
invites counterfactual analysis by asking whether these
interventions “would have been configured in the way
that they were without international liberalism providing
the context of social action for states” (p. 2). In this
regard, the US case in Afghanistan is telling. Without the
post-9/11 security threat posed by the Taliban, it is safe
to argue that no US-led intervention would have taken
place; the emancipatory rhetoric was merely an add-on to
the national security objectives. This example highlights
how a particular policy often emerges from multiple
narratives, at various times: thus, focusing solely on
how emancipatory liberal rhetoric guides policy can
provide only a partial explanation. Despite these con-
cerns, Tatum’s Liberalism and Transformation exposes an
understudied side of the liberal tradition in world poli-
tics.
In Renegotiating the Liberal Order, Brian Frederking

concentrates on the words and deeds of the UN Security
Council. If there is a decline in the LIO, one would expect
to find diminishing liberal practices authorized by the
Security Council. Frederking rigorously analyzes Security
Council speeches and resolutions from 1990–2020. The
data collection alone is impressive, yielding many insights
on how this leading liberal institution navigated the past
three decades. Frederking supplements the data with
extensive case studies of the most vexing cases faced by
the Security Council over the period studied. He also
analyzes its response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine,
which falls outside the temporal domain of his data

(though it is worth noting that the Ukraine case still
reflects claims supported in the data).
Frederking shows that assertions of a declining LIO are

not supported by his data. Based on Security Council
practices, Frederking reports robust findings indicating a
“greater resiliency of the liberal order” than he expected
(p. ix). Frederking casts the debates within the Council as
a dialogue between a “hegemonic bargain” and a “charter
bargain,” with the former reflecting American hegemony
and its willingness to provide public goods in exchange
for a degree of loyalty to the liberal order. The charter
bargain emphasizes adherence to the UN Charter, pro-
cedures, and fairness achieved through international
deliberation. These distinct approaches “created many
tensions within the liberal order. The Charter bargain
obligated the P5 to provide for global security, and the
hegemonic bargain obligated the United States to do so”
(p. 10). Although these two liberal bargains often rein-
force one another, much can be learned from cases where
they are in conflict, such as in the context of the US
invasion of Iraq in 2003. Somewhat surprisingly, Fre-
derking shows how the widespread critiques leveled
against the US invasion were predominantly liberal in
orientation.
Frederking’s data-making effort is nothing short of

stakhanovite in nature. Through careful analysis of Secu-
rity Council practices, he coded “whether states have
invoked realist rules of rivalry, critical theory rules of
empire, or liberal rules of collective security and capacity
building” (p. 15). Based on 6,124 Security Council meet-
ings from 1990 to 2020, he reports that liberal practices
have increased significantly over the period, declining
slightly after 2016 (pp. 73–75). He then turns to speech
acts by examining “every speech of a Security Council
member justifying an abstention or a no vote” (p. 78). He
finds that when states leveled critiques of resolutions, they
relied on liberal logics 57% of the time (p. 88). Overall,
liberal visions have shaped Security Council practices.
Despite the general trend in the data, Frederking points

to several issues undermining the liberal orientation in the
Security Council. Not surprisingly, US leadership and
legitimacy are key. In addition to the usual concerns with
rising illiberal populism associated with Donald Trump,
the US invasion of Iraq, human rights violations associated
with the war on terror, and the US failure to join the ICC,
Frederking also notes that US vetoes to protect Israel may
also undermine its liberal legitimacy: “Resolutions target-
ing Israel were only 0.7 % of all Security Council resolu-
tions, but they represent 77% of all US vetoes” (p. 165).
Finally, Chinese and Russian opposition to many liberal
practices has grown over the past few years. Although the
tail end of the data reflects this, it may become more
pronounced in the future.
As with any large dataset, Frederking’s Collective Secu-

rity Data has blind spots. The Security Council may never
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take up the most contentious issues. Similarly, although
the nature of debate is important, compliance and out-
comes on the ground are generally much more consequen-
tial. Like Tatum’s work, liberal rhetoric has limits because
it may be deployed to mask realpolitik motivations. Some
speeches in the Security Council serve as prime examples
of this dynamic; for instance, Russian liberal claims that
they sought to liberate the oppressed Ukrainians (p. 151).
Finally, and perhaps most unfairly, some data from the
Cold War period would have provided a useful compar-
ison. Even five years of data from the Cold War would
have helped us better understand variations in the Security
Council’s practices over time.
These are books for our time. Both represent the types

of thinking needed for renegotiating the liberal order.
Tatum’s historical overview deepens our vision of liberal-
ism, its troubling drift into paternalism and arrogance, and
its future possibilities. Frederking’s rigorous data-making
effort produces concrete, social-scientific understandings
of how liberal institutions have worked in the past. Both
theoretical vision and systematic evidence will prove
essential in addressing the shortcomings of the current
liberal international order.

Hidden Geopolitics: Governance in a GlobalizedWorld.
By John Agnew. Lanham, MA: Rowman & Littlefield, 2022. 224p. $95.00
cloth, $33.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723002207

— Mette Eilstrup-Sangiovanni , University of Cambridge
mer29@cam.ac.uk

Shortly after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the EU’s High
Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy,
Joseph Borrell, announced “the awakening of geopolitical
Europe.” Gone are the days of “Soft Power” Europe, he
declared during a debate organized by the European
Council on Foreign Relations in March 2022, one month
after the invasion. This would not mean an exclusive focus
on military power. Rather, areas that were not previously
thought of as “geopolitical”—global supply chains, flows
of goods, money, people, and data—would henceforth
have a geopolitical rationale.
Is geopolitics, understood as territorialized interstate

competition, really back at the center of world politics?
Did it ever subside, washed away by the tide of globaliza-
tion and its anonymous, borderless market forces? At a
time when old-fashioned power plays aimed at controlling
territory appear to be back in fashion, and when notions of
“national interests” and geographic “spheres of influence”
contrast with familiar liberal tropes of a borderless, hyper-
connected world, Hidden Geopolitics makes an important
intervention by warning against viewing the world in
simple binary terms of geopolitics versus globalization,
states versus nonstate actors, or foreign versus domestic.
The global system of territorially defined nation-states and

the seemingly apolitical networks, flows, and processes
associated with globalization are not opposites but are
closely entwined. However, the power bound up with
global capital flowsmakes for a geopolitics of authority and
influence that remains largely hiddenwhen we think about
the world solely in terms of territorial nation-states bang-
ing up against each other.

Importantly, what Agnew labels hidden geopolitics does
not amount to a continuation of classical geopolitics by
other means whereby powerful states “weaponize” inter-
dependence and turn seemingly open networks into
potent tools of coercion (e.g., Henry Farrell and Abraham
Newman,Underground Empire, 2023). We live in a world
in which territorial states have been hollowed out and in
which multinational companies generate much of their
revenues beyond the shores of their titular “host” countries
whose tax bases shrivel as a result. In this world, Agnew
argues, national governments have lost a great deal of their
capacity tomanage global flows of capital, goods, or people
or to address major shocks like the 2007–8 financial crisis.
Yet, this is not to say that competitive great power politics
is obsolete—far from it. Much of what comprises hidden
geopolitics is rooted in the actions—sometimes deliberate,
often not—of powerful states (p. 18). What is more,
ditching our fixation with the territorial nation-state in
favor of a focus on the myriad agents and processes
involved in globalization should not mean losing sight of
the spatial properties of world politics, Agnew insists.
Geographical extensions of power continue to shape pol-
itics in the twenty-first century but often along different
lines than those defining the territorial state.

To make this point, Hidden Geopolitics explores three
ways—operating at different levels—in which geopolitics
underpin globalization. The first, at the global level, is the
“geopolitics of globalization” (part 1). This refers chiefly to
how the world’s most powerful state, the United States,
has facilitated the creation of an open world economy by
exporting its corporate form and legal and financial pro-
cedures to the rest of the world. The second, at the national
and subnational levels, is the “geopolitics of development”
(part II). Agnew here focuses on the uneven capacities of
different national and subnational governments to pursue
effective strategies of economic growth and capture the
presumed benefits of globalization. The world is far from
flat when it comes to integration into the global economy:
the benefits of globalization fall unevenly, although
increasingly less on a country-by-country basis than in
terms of within-country divides (p. 47).

The third geopolitical underpinning of globalization
explored in the book is the “low geopolitics of global
regulation”: the increasingly complex economic-
regulatory activities carried out by private, quasi-public,
and public agencies (global firms, national and interna-
tional banks, pension funds, NGOs, and credit-rating
agencies) relatively autonomously from states (part III).
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