
For demilitarization, three conditions are required. First,
interim administrations (or transitional regimes) are
required, and they must especially organize independent
election management bodies. Second, militarized organi-
zations, including the state and rebel forces, must be effec-
tively transformed into viable political parties. Third,
demobilization, disarmament, and reintegration of forces—
security sector reform—must be sufficiently advanced such
that democratization norms are not challenged or threat-
ened by military action.

All told, the key to successful transition from war to
peace through demilitarization is a function of the incen-
tive structures for the protagonists to develop electoral
strategies in the pursuit of their aims, as opposed to incen-
tives to pursue military options. These incentives arise
from strategic interaction among war protagonists that
build confidence during interim regimes (such as sharing
power) and by credible commitment from the inter-
national community through security-providing peace-
keeping operations. So, much of the analysis must be placed
on how the incentive structure for protagonists in war and
peace evolves in the critical period of the postagreement
phase in the run-up to elections.

Lyons grounds his thematic analysis in seven case studies
that illustrate a broader universe of cases of war-terminating
elections in the post–Cold War era. The first four cases
are illustrations of when lingering institutional structures
of the war period that preempt the possibilities of elections
reinforcing peace and fostering democracy; these are Angola
(1992), Bosnia-Herzogovina (1996), Liberia (1997), and
Tajikistan (1999 presidential, 2000 parliamentary). Three
other cases illustrate elections that can move both peace and
democratization forward because politics, to a larger extent,
was further demilitarized before the voting took place;
Cambodia (1993), El Salvador (1994), and Mozambique
(1994) are found to be relatively more successful.

What explains relative success? In the more successful
cases, Lyons finds that “relatively strong interim regimes,
consultative processes, consultative processes to manage
the challenges of implementation and electoral adminis-
tration, successful programs to transform militias into polit-
ical parties, and processes of demobilization that fostered
confidence all contributed to a new institutional context
that served to create a bridge from war to peace and democ-
ratization” (p. 77).

The book’s conclusions focus on the importance of
electoral management by newly created institutions, by
the international community, or in joint election admin-
istration structures. These administrative bodies can only
be effective, however, when military forces are provided
by the international community (i.e., United Nations
peacekeepers, according to Lyons’s examples). Second, secu-
rity sector reform is best achieved through joint verifica-
tion and collaborative structures that involve domestic
actors (state forces and rebels) and international over-

sight of the demobilization process. Third, elections can-
not be held off for too long—the peace process, if it fails
to progress, becomes vulnerable to war recurrence—but
the international community should not endorse or push
for elections to be held when demilitarization is insuffi-
cient or incomplete.

Demilitarizing Politics is sound research that deserves
the attention of scholars and policymakers alike: Both
democratization and peace building will remain salient
themes in the years ahead. While this book might have
more fully addressed important democratization and peace-
building concerns, such as electoral system choice and
campaign mobilization, election-driven violence, or the
presidentialism versus parliamentary debate, overall it pro-
vides a well-argued analysis of the centrality of addressing
the core problem of security in building sustainable peace
through democracy after civil war.

Trading Voices: The European Union in International
Commercial Negotiations. By Sophie Meunier. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2005. 248p. $35.

— Karen J. Alter, Northwestern University

One often hears that integration in Europe magnifies the
political voice of European countries on the international
scene. The larger size of the European Union market surely
makes investment in any particular European country more
attractive, and importers are certainly more eager to sat-
isfy a regulatory requirement if doing so will give them
access to the entire European market. But does unity bring
negotiating clout, too? This is the question Sophie Meu-
nier investigates in her book Trading Voices.

Cutting against the expectation of rising political clout
are the complaints of political negotiators who note that
Europe often sends to negotiations national and European-
level diplomats who disagree with each other. Indeed, it
often is not clear where the buck stops—or as Henry
Kissinger put it: “If I want to talk to Europe who do I
call?” The reason is that the European Union has a shared
executive branch (the Commission and the Council), two
legislative branches (the Council and the Parliament), and
two civil bureaucracies (Committee of Permanent Repre-
sentation [COREPER] and the Commission). The author-
ity of each institution can vary by issue; thus, the
Commission can have authority to negotiate on behalf of
European states for certain issues, yet member states retain
the authority to bargain on their own in other issues. Some-
times the voting rule to adopt an agreement is unanimity,
which magnifies the voice of obstinate states, and other
times the voting rule is qualified majority. Sometimes the
European Parliament needs to be involved in the making
of political agreements, and other times it does not. And if
any European actor thinks the Commission has botched
procedure, overstepped its authority, or not selected the
correct voting rule, the negotiated outcome can be
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challenged in front of the European Court of Justice. All
of this can make negotiating with Europe frustrating—
but does not per se undermine European clout.

Meunier’s analysis takes this complex nature of Euro-
pean Union politics as a given. Building on Robert Put-
nam’s insight that domestic political divisions can be both
a liability and strength in international negotiations, Meu-
nier charts where a common or divided voice creates bar-
gaining leverage in political negotiations. Putnam showed
us that internal divisions are a negotiating liability when
the bargaining partner can pick off domestic actors, choos-
ing to satisfy the domestic faction closest to the partner’s
ideal point. Internal divisions will create strength when the
negotiator can force the bargaining partner to give conces-
sions by credibly claiming that certain deals would not be
sellable at home. Meunier operationalizes this insight by
looking at the extent of autonomy delegated to the Com-
mission negotiator (its negotiating competence) and the vot-
ing rules to adopt an agreement. Going beyond Putnam,
she adds that it matters whether or not Europe is defending
the status quo (in which case it can veto any deal that aims
to change the status quo), compared to situations where
Europe is trying to change the status quo (in which case
negotiating partners can block agreements). The bottom
line of the argument is that the ability of the Commission
to claim that its hands are tied at home and the ability of
bargaining partners to pick off the European factions clos-
est to their position varies, depending on the extent of Com-
mission negotiating competence, the voting rule to adopt
negotiated agreements, and whether Europe aims to defend
or change the status quo.

Where the EU is conserving existing policy and requires
unanimity to adopt an agreement, integration brings
strength because any one country can veto international
policy change, and thus collectively, European countries
maximize their bargaining leverage. Where the EU is try-
ing to reform policy and the voting rule is unanimity,
integration undermines the EU because negotiating part-
ners can encourage the member state closest to their posi-
tion to undermine the EU’s negotiating position. These
two situations are the most likely to lead to failed negoti-
ations with the EU. Where the EU is trying to conserve
existing policy and the voting rule is qualified majority
voting, the collective negotiating power is lower than what
it might be if the voting rules were unanimity. But the
Commission will have more flexibility, and so the chance
that negotiations will succeed is higher. Where the EU is
trying to change existing policy, and the voting rule is
qualified majority, negotiating partners will be unable to
exploit divisions within Europe, and so integration is not
a liability, and perhaps even a strength.

These arguments are illustrated through carefully selected
cases that create variation in Commission negotiating com-
petence and voting rule. The cases—the Kennedy Round
agriculture negotiations, the Uruguay Round agricultural

negotiations, negotiations over the Open Sky Agreement,
and negotiations regarding public procurement rules—
include both “offensive bargaining” where the EU is try-
ing to change the status quo and “defensive bargaining”
where the EU is trying to block efforts to change policy.
Meunier gets some of the best leverage for her argument
where the Commission’s bargaining authority changes over
time, allowing her to show that it was the bargaining
authority, and the voting rule needed to support the Com-
mission’s agreement, that influences whether unity is pro-
viding political leverage in negotiations.

The best thing about this book is the clarity in writing,
which itself reveals a clarity of thought. One wishes the
EU were a less complex institution, so that the answer was
a little more hummable. But the EU is what it is. Meunier
provides an excellent guide for thinking through how polit-
ical complexity complicates Putnam’s simple two-level story.
She also is mindful that the rules themselves reflect pref-
erences of governmental actors who are cautious in del-
egating away negotiating authority. In this way, her
argument carries beyond Europe, because it shows us that
there really is a great variety of ways to delegate authority
to negotiators, yet tie their hands at the same time, and
these ways affect bargaining outcomes.

Overall, the study brings the best of social science tools
to answer the question of how integration theoretically
affects international negotiations. Such things as the skill
of the negotiator, understandings shaping negotiating posi-
tions, domestic political factors underpinning national posi-
tions, and larger international political contextual factors
are outside of the framework, but not forgotten in the
case study discussions. Indeed, one appreciates that in the
conversation of whether integration brings strength, Meu-
nier never forgets that strength is not the only thing that
matters. Strength is worth little if negotiations stalemate,
to the detriment of all. Collective strength is also not the
same as collective benefit—there are distributional conse-
quences across actors.

Translating the book’s insights into a negotiation man-
ual for issues beyond Meunier’s cases will take some work.
Anyone who negotiates with the European Union must
first—as she did—invest in understanding who in Europe
answers the telephone for your issue. After one figures this
out, her framework provides a ready way to think through
the political consequences that will follow from the voting
rules and the level of discretion granted to the Commission.

The Killing Trap: Genocide in the Twentieth Century.
By Manus I. Midlarsky. New York: Cambridge University Press, 480p.
$75.00 cloth, $28.99 paper.

— Michael Barnett, University of Minnesota

An impressive body of work is emerging that aspires to
explain what appears to defy explanation: genocide.
Although most of these studies focus on individual cases,

Book Reviews | International Relations

814 Perspectives on Politics


