
endogenous evolution of a system through simple recom-
binations of existing strategies or scripts.
It is thus unnecessary to resort to extreme relationalism

to reap the benefits of adopting a Post-Newtonian social-
scientific worldview. Similarly, to consider agents other
than humans, it is not necessary to grant things other than
humans completely equal standing. But escaping the
Newtonian-Humanist straitjacket is necessary to under-
stand systemic changes and to cope with the uncertainty
and threat posed by global catastrophic risks. For only
through creativity, innovation, and perhaps some luck can
we escape the Charybdis that we have created through our
runaway global technosphere.

War, States, and International Order: Alberico Gentili
and the Foundational Myth of the Laws of War.
By Claire Vergerio. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2022.
320p. $99.99 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S1537592723000762

— Jens Bartelson, Lund University
Jens.bartelson@svet.lu.se

This book tells the fascinating story of how the works of
Alberico Gentili (1552–1608) were re-appropriated by
international lawyers during the late nineteenth century
and by Carl Schmitt in the twentieth in support of a
narrative telling us how the right to war had become the
prerogative of sovereign states to the exclusion of other
actors. This canonization of Gentili produced one the
most persistent myths in the study of international law
and international relations, one with profound implica-
tions for the ways in which the laws of war have been
understood and justified in the modern world.
To explain how this myth was constructed and gained

traction, Claire Vergerio first situates Gentili’s De iure belli
(1598) in its original context to convey a sense of what
Gentili intended to achieve and how his work was received
by his contemporaries, before proceeding to examine its
re-appropriation by late nineteenth-century international
lawyers in defense of the scientific status of their discipline,
the emerging world of sovereign states, and new practices of
imperial warfare. But the real villain of the story is Carl
Schmitt, whose selective uptake ofDe iure belli allowed him
to portray the transition from a medieval conception of war
as law enforcement or punishment to a modern conception
of war as a contest between legal and moral equals as a
commendable step in the taming and humanization of war
that he took to be characteristic of early modern absolutist
states, all while legitimizing his own preference for author-
itarian rule in the process. As the author contends, it was
from his Nomos der Erde (1950) that this myth trickled
down to eventually become a commonplace of the modern
study of international law and international relations.
Its remarkable erudition and meticulous attention to

detail make War, States, and International Order an

outstanding piece of scholarship, situated where the con-
cerns of legal history, history of political thought, and
international relations intersect. Skillfully combining
insights from all of these fields, Vergerio argues that the
impulse “to associate the restriction on the right to wage
war exclusively to sovereign states with the stabilization of
international order rests on an erroneous historical narra-
tive about modernity, the emergence of the states-system,
and the taming of war” (p. 19). In doing so, she joins forces
with a growing number of scholars who have questioned
received interpretations of past authors in favor of fresh
contextualization, thereby frequently exposing abysmal
discrepancies between their original meanings and those
ensuing from later appropriations, often as a result of being
informed by present ideological concerns. Inaugurated by
Cambridge historians like Quentin Skinner, such myth-
busting has evolved into a cottage industry within the
human and social sciences today, nourished by the con-
viction that setting the historical record straight—that is,
purging it of anachronism—is a necessary precursor to a
better understanding of present problems, unclouded by
distorted views of the past.
Although War, States, and International Order accom-

plishes this with great panache, the book also indicates the
extent to which the practice of myth-busting has come to
resemble a whack-a-mole, with the busting of one myth
followed by sowing the seeds of another. A case in point
concerns the historical origin of the sovereign state and the
modern international system. While students of interna-
tional relations and law have long been in the habit of
locating the emergence of these to the mid-seventeenth
century—in the textbook version to the Peace of West-
phalia in 1648—recent scholarship has shifted attention to
the long nineteenth century, with the consolidation of
state power and the spread of nationalism as benchmark
indicators of a world of nation-states in the making.
War, States, and International Order itself partakes in

this shift by arguing that the late nineteenth-century
appropriation of De iure belli was conditioned by rise of
“the modern nation-state understood as a unitary author-
ity with control over a linear and homogenous territory
and a much stricter monopoly over the use of force than
ever before” (p. 210). This was “a form that would have
been entirely unimaginable for the likes of Gentili”
(p. 197), who had drawn extensively on Jean Bodin to
locate supreme authority and the right to wage war in the
person of the sovereign, and on authors in the ragion di stato
tradition to make sense of the intercourse between such
sovereigns in terms of interest and power. The later
appropriations ofDe iure belli and the corollary contention
that war was the sole prerogative of sovereign states were
made possible only by ignoring the differences between
these conceptions of sovereignty.
Although it is true that early modern authors were

characteristically vague when it came to the scope of
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sovereign authority—struggling as they were to accom-
modate a wide variety of polities—it is possible to argue
that some (notably Botero and his followers) also were
invested in its depersonalization by trying to conceptualize
polities in terms independent of rulers as well as ruled.
That Gentili comes across as an absolutist inDe iure belli is
understandable, not only because of his appropriation of
the works of Jean Bodin, but even more so considering
that monarchy was the default form of rule at that point in
time. But Gentili also spoke of nations (gentes) as legal
entities that enjoyed a transhistorical life independently of
sovereign authority. Such underlying continuities in the
ways in which political authority and community were
understood in the early modern and modern periods make
the broader claim of War, States, and International Order
appear somewhat overstated, since it is fully possible to
examine how sovereignty and war have been conceptual-
ized across these periods without thereby subscribing to the
distorted views of Gentili promulgated by authors like
Thomas Erskine Holland and Carl Schmitt.
When Carl Schmitt appropriatedDe iure belli, he did so

by drawing a sharp distinction between what he took to be
a medieval understanding of war as law enforcement or
punishment, and credited Gentili with having inaugurated
a modern understanding of war as a contest between
equals. However, this distinction, along with the spurious
periodization upon which it rests, can be questioned by
pointing out that war in the former sense was to remain a
going concern in the making of the modern international
system throughout the early modern and modern periods.
The nebulous enterprise devoted to its justification—
rebranded “international law” by Jeremy Bentham—came
to depend for its seeming continuity and coherence on the
imagined existence of a constitutive outside populated by a
host of family-resemblant Others, of which the pirates,
brigands, and rebels singled out for target practice by
Gentili were but the first, with all those excluded from
the purview of sovereign statehood and international
recognition in the waiting room.
War, States, and International Order does an excellent

job in exposing how the selective appropriation of Gentili
has contributed to the occlusion of this genealogy of inter-
national order. Pursuing this inquiry further would require
moving beyondmyth-busting and venturing deeper into the
longue durée of international legal theory and practice.

Game Theory, Diplomatic History and Security Studies.
By Frank C. Zagare. New York: Oxford University Press, 2019.
208p. $115.00 cloth, $58.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S153759272300018X

— Anne E. Sartori , Massachusetts Institute of Technology
asartori@mit.edu

Why was the Moroccan Crisis resolved peacefully, while
the July Crisis ended in World War I? Why did Soviet

Premier Nikita Khrushchev choose to put missiles in
Cuba, setting the stage for the Missile Crisis, and why
were Khrushchev and President Kennedy able to end that
crisis short of war? What factors increase or decrease the
stability of nuclear deterrence? Diplomacy, broadly con-
strued, is of the utmost importance to whether countries
escalate their disputes to crises and their crises to wars.
Frank C. Zagare’s welcome new book presents answers to
these and other questions about diplomatic history and
security studies using game-theoretic models. In doing so,
it makes a case for the use of game theory, and more
particularly for the use of analytic narratives, in the study
of diplomatic history and security studies.

The book consists of three sections. The first is an
overview that briefly introduces basic concepts of game
theory and the idea of an analytic narrative. It discusses
model selection, equilibrium selection, and choosing
appropriate assumptions about actors’ preferences, topics
that recur through the book.

The second and analytically central section of the book
consists of three such narratives that apply “off-the-shelf”
game-theoretic models to explain the unfolding of the
Moroccan Crisis of 1905–1906, the CubanMissile Crisis,
and the start of World War I. The final section of the
book uses what Zagare calls “perfect deterrence theory,”
a group of game-theoretic models developed with Marc
Kilgour, to understand two general topics in interna-
tional relations, deterrence and the Long Peace between
the United States and the Soviet Union (Perfect Deter-
rence, 2000).

Zagare’s book is a rich argument in favor of a set of his
earlier models, in addition to an argument in favor of the
use of game theory and of analytic narratives in general. He
has been using game-theoretic models to study interna-
tional security for about four decades, and he draws from
his well-developed body of work when choosing models to
apply to the topics at hand. While the book’s abstract
arguments in favor of game theory are fairly standard, these
points come to life in the “argument-by-example” in the
second and third sections. The book argues that game-
theoretic explanations are “more transparent and less ad
hoc” than explanations that are less theoretical (p. 2). The
second and third sections, particularly the analytic narra-
tives, meticulously show the reader what the book means
by “less ad hoc” as it justifies the choice of model and by
“transparent” as it explicitly states and justifies its assump-
tions. The fact that Zagare’s game-theoretic models pre-
sent reasonable explanations of important aspects of the
Moroccan Crisis, the CubanMissile Crisis, and the start of
World War I and can increase understanding of nuclear
deterrence and the Long Peace is important evidence in
favor of their usefulness. If an expert on a crisis disagrees
with Zagare’s explanation, the book’s careful discussion of
assumptions should allow them to pinpoint their areas of
disagreement.
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