The behavioral perspective often provides ex-post assess-
ments, and resource approaches provide ex-ante assessments
of soft power (Nye, J. S., “Soft Power: The Evolution of a
Concept,” Journal of Political Power, 14(1), 196-208, 2021,
https://doi.org/10.1080/2158379X.2021.1879572). While
most scholars attempt to measure power through ex-ante
approaches using resource measurements to understand
potential power and make predictions, using the behav-
ioral approach helps us understand the effects. Whether
power is effective depends on the context, and as Wu
argued in the work, having power resources (ex-ante) does
not always provide the result desired (ex-post). Incorpo-
rating Wu’s behavioral aspect into our measures provides
an important future direction for understanding soft
power to focus more on outcomes than on resources.

Measurement theory, the theoretical basis for convert-
ing concepts into empirical data, tells us that creating new
empirical measures, as Wu attempts in the book, requires
careful attention to reliability, accuracy, and validity. Wu
primarily deals with conceptual validity focusing on the
reconceptualization and finding a corresponding proxy.
G. Goertz (Social Science Conceprs: A User’s Guide, Prince-
ton University Press, 2005) comprehensively explained
the conceptualization process and methods surrounding
measurement validity by emphasizing the formalization of
definitions to capture all elements of the concept. To
accept the Soft Power Rubric as a substitute for other
measures, we must also accept the reconceptualization
from resources to behavioral aspects. Although Wu adds
to our understanding of soft power by considering the
behavioral side of the concept, it is not clear that we must
exclude the resources as well. Using Goertz’s method for
conceptualization and measurement more formally, future
research can find measures that capture all important
dimensions of the soft power concept.

Wu’s work also brings forth questions about distin-
guishing causes and descriptors of soft power not well
addressed by scholarship. Measurement, by definition,
must be descriptive of the object, or as close to it as we
can come. When measuring soft power, we often face
questions of causation versus description. When measur-
ing using the Rubric, are people interacting because of soft
power influence or is it describing the current state of soft
power today? When soft power exists, individuals will
interact more across borders through culture, visits, and
so forth In some sense, there must exist some attraction to
begin the interaction so something else is still there, soft
power, causing the initial attraction. These problems are
not unique to the Soft Power Rubric, but one that all
scholars face when measuring soft power.

Opverall, Wu presents a compelling case for the impor-
tance of emphasizing the behavioral side of soft power and
measuring human interaction as part of the soft power
concept. As Wu discusses in the text, many factors influence
whether states successfully use their resources to achieve their
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goals. Focusing only on resources may limit the usefulness of
the data in predicting outcomes. Wu's Measuring Soft Power
in International Relations advances our understanding of soft
power measurement through the Soft Power Rubric, which
conceptualizes soft power through cross-border human
interactions and cultural exposure. Future research should
focus on integrating this approach with traditional measure-
ments while addressing its causal implications, ultimately
contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of soft
power in international relations.
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There is a famous scene in the 1979 British comedy Monzy
Python’s Life of Brian where the main character, a Judean
everyman named Brian joins a subversive group called the
“People’s Front of Judea” only to realize that it is compet-
ing against several other groups with similar names
(“Judean People’s Front” or “Judean Popular People’s
Front”). “Splitters” is how the members of the first group
scornfully refer to their competitors. This is to say that the
splintering of extremist groups, both armed and nonarmed
ones, is such a common occurrence that it has become part
of popular culture. Recent research has put a number on
this phenomenon: about 30% of nonstate armed groups
form by splitting from existing armed groups; the trend
appears to be rising and, as a result, civil wars are becoming
more fragmented.

Nevertheless, the effects of armed group fragmentation
remain pootly understood. Does splitting harm or help the
rebel cause? Does it end up radicalize or moderate the
rebels? Does it contribute to shorter or longer conflicts?
These are the core questions explored by Evan Perkoski in
his study of rebel group fragmentation.

A widespread view posits that splintering hurts political
movements, including nonstate armed actors, thus poten-
tially speeding up their demise. Not necessarily, answers
Perkoski. His main finding is that rebel group fragmenta-
tion is not always a negative outcome, seen from a rebel’s
perspective. In fact, the outcome depends on the modal-
ities of the split in the first place. The book’s central insight
is that understanding what the fate of splinter groups is,
whether they survive or even thrive, and whether they
radicalize or moderate, requires a detailed account of why
and how they broke away in the first place. Existing
research has tended to blackbox this process, stressing
instead factors such as repressive intervention and hierar-
chical leadership structures.
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Perkoski opens this black box and makes two key
claims, while also marshaling plausible empirical evidence
in support of both of them. First, he claims that variation
in the rate of survival of splinter groups is a function of the
number of disagreements that motivated the split. More
specifically, if the original disagreement was about a single,
overarching dispute (what he describes as a unidimen-
sional split), then the emerging group is likely to develop
aligned internal preferences, be cohesive and resilient, and
hence survive longer as a result. Second, the variation in
radicalization of splinter groups is a function of the type of
disagreements that motivated the split. Unlike ideological
and leadership disputes, disputes about strategy are likely
to motivate and attract hardliners, thus turning the new
group into a more radical entity. Groups emerging out of
both a unidimensional and a strategic dispute are a coun-
terinsurgent’s worst nightmare, as they are likely to prove
more resilient and radical.

The supporting evidence includes two large case study
comparisons. The first pits the Irish National Liberation
Army (INLA) against the Real Irish Republican Army
(RIRA); and the second Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) against
ISIS. These case studies are supplemented by an analysis of
300 randomly selected groups. Perkoski finds that older
groups are more prone to splintering; and that splinter
groups are equally likely to survive compared to parent
groups, but that those formed out of unidimensional
disputes greatly outlast those that emerged out of multi-
dimensional splinters; they even outlast the parent groups
that emerged from. Overall, and controlling for other
factors, unidimensional splitters are nearly 25% more
likely to survive compared to multidimensional ones. He
also finds that within unidimensional splits, strategic
disagreements produce both longer-lived and more radi-
calized groups, as expressed in higher rates of violence:
these groups kill more people per individual attack.
Overall, this is a clear and well-executed study on a
question that is arguably very hard to study—and study
well. The main concerns are related to conceptual and
measurement issues. On the conceptual side, it is very
difficult to differentiate between unidimensional and mul-
tidimensional disputes, as it is difficult to distinguish
between ideological, leadership, and strategic disputes.
On the operational side, it is equally challenging to collect
the granular data needed and it is even more difficult to
interpret it. Historians, whose job is to execute this task for
a single case, constantly disagree about interpretations.

The book offers both policy and research contributions.
On the policy side, states should not assume that a “divide
and conquer” approach to conflict is a good idea; indeed, it
often backfires. Moreover, when negotiating with rebels,
states should try to make sure not to create incentives for
splits; they should also refrain from negotiating with
highly factionalized groups since they are also likely to
fractionalize. At the very least, states ought to be highly
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informed about the internal dynamics of their nonstate
foes. On the research side, this book reminds us that the
observable behavior of groups masks numerous less-
observable processes operating below the surface and,
thus, calls for more and better research about the internal
dynamics of nonstate armed groups. It also suggests several
important extensions, most notably about how parent
groups behave after a split. I would also add the need to
revisit the obverse of splits, namely alliances and mergers in
light of the internal dynamics highlighted in the book.

This review is a good opportunity to call for more
synthesis. There are basically three ways to approach
internal armed conflicts: one is to analyze intergroup
dynamics; the second one is to focus on the dynamics
between armed groups and civilian populations; the last
one consists of examining internal group dynamics.
Divided Not Conguered clearly belongs to the last category.
Perkoski tries hard to hold the other two dimensions
constant, but this is inherently difficule—it is a general
problem in the literature and one that hampers synthesis.
This explains why the takeaways tend to be on the modest
side—"“Findings offer little in the way of precise guidance”
he warns (p. 183). Perkoski deserves credit for not over-
claiming. However, we can do better by thinking more
carefully, and more ambitiously, about how to bring the
three dimensions together.
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Why do states miscalculate when making critical national
security decisions? The structure of national security
bureaucracies plays a pivotal role in determining the
likelihood of miscalculation. This is because it directly
shapes the quality of intelligence that reaches decision-
makers, influencing their ability to assess threats, antici-
pate adversary responses, and make informed strategic
choices. The U.S. escalation in Vietnam, where President
Lyndon Johnson’s reliance on the insular “Tuesday
Luncheon” group limited dissenting views, leading to an
overestimation of American military leverage in an exam-
ple of fragmented intelligence. Similarly, China’s miscal-
culations during the 1962 Sino-Indian War could also be
attributed to the same problem that failed to provide Mao
Zedong with a full picture of India’s military capacity and
intent.

In Bureaucracies at War, Tyler Jost argues that these are
examples of institutions that fundamentally determine the
quality of information available to leaders. He identifies
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