
This aligns with the claim that the rise of print media
helped make national communities imaginable (Benedict
Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin
and Spread of Nationalism, 1983). Likewise, information
control accounts for the variable success of eighteenth-
century mass mutinies in the Royal Navy (Steven Pfaff and
Michael Hechter, The Genesis of Rebellion: Governance,
Grievance and Mutiny in the Age of Sail, 2020).
After spending several months in Iraq, it became clear to

Patel that foreign scholars and reporters were at high risk of
being kidnapped for ransom and, in many cases, killed.
This forced him to suspend his fieldwork prematurely and
leave the country. As a result, the study suffers from some
notable evidentiary limitations. Among other things, it has
nothing at all to say about gender, and it lacks systematic
data on intergroup stratification and social networks.
Despite this, we should be grateful that Patel has managed
to produce such an insightful account.
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doi:10.1017/S1537592724000070

— James D. Long, University of Washington
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As any professor who teaches about political violence can
attest, it is often challenging for students to flip the script
regarding their preconceived notions of the causes and
nature of civil conflict. Because fighting produces appall-
ing outcomes perpetrated by nefarious actors, many peo-
ple are reasonably reluctant to embrace explanatory
models with political economy foundations. Yet accepting
that violence results from rational actors seeking to max-
imum their expected utility, even though this creates harm
for society, generates many an “aha!” moment in the
classroom.
In Voter Backlash and Elite Misperception: The Logic of

Violence in Electoral Competition, Steven Rosenzweig seeks
to flip the script once more. In a rare but revealing preface,
he admits to his own conceptual blinders that took for
granted the supposed benefits of election violence, as he set
out to conduct field research in Kenya: “As the data came
in, it became increasingly clear that my initial thinking was
not at all in line with reality” (xv). He discovered that
violence rarely helped candidates win and even produced
voter backlash. Why, then, do candidates routinely use
violence?
The book recounts Rosenzweig’s journey to a set of

important answers that balance the assumption that office-
seeking candidates and voters are indeed rational with
explaining why politicians nonetheless perpetuate violence
even when it hurts their electoral chances. Establishing
scope conditions, he convincingly shows that election

violence is a common feature in all manner of emerging
democracies with competitive elections. He leaves aside
settings in which elections face more severe authoritarian
repression and those where nonstate actors, such as insur-
gents, spark conflict. This allows him to study the candi-
dates and parties who commit violent acts before, during,
and after an election, as well as the populations subject to
this violence.
The book weaves a rich tapestry of theory, rigorous

methodology and data collection, and policy insights to
measure and explain the relationship between election
violence and voting outcomes, including why violence is
ultimately a costly strategy for politicians and why they so
often fail to realize this. Previous explanations simply
assume that elites must instigate violence because it works
in their favor, but in a first empirical chapter Rosenzweig
shows this has not been the case in Kenya, a country that
forms the book’s empirical focus. Using constituency-level
violence and electoral data, he shows that although the
ruling Kenya African National Union (KANU) party used
violence in transitional elections of the 1990s, this violence
did not improve KANU’s electoral chances (contrary to
popular scholarly and public opinion). Furthermore, he
exploits information leaked to WikiLeaks regarding
roughly two dozen politicians named in investigations
done after international mediation helped end postelec-
tion violence in 2007–8. Although their identities were
generally known among the chattering classes of Kenya’s
elite, media circles, and voters, most were never success-
fully prosecuted. But by measuring how these suspects
fared as candidates in 2013 compared to 2007, Rosenz-
weig concludes that “candidates with a history of violence
appear to perform worse at the polls than candidates
without it” (85).
The book then explores specific channels through

which violence might affect outcomes, particularly
through its effects on turnout and vote choice. Rosenz-
weig notes two prevailing sets of hypotheses. The first
views violence as a coercive means to influence voting
behavior through force; a second examines the persuasive
quality of violence, suggesting that voters desire candi-
dates with qualities reflective of violent tendencies or
those who signal group rivalries through divisive ethnic
rhetoric. Using administrative data and a set of clever
experimental manipulations and vignettes embedded in
surveys conducted with Kenyan voters, he discounts
coercion in favor of persuasion, but shows that neither
work to improve election outcomes for menacing candi-
dates. Instead, he reveals evidence of a “large and broad-
based voter backlash against violence, including among
the coethnic voters that politicians rely on to win
elections” (114). And although ethnic rhetoric may play
a role in increasing the likelihood of an actual outbreak of
violence, “it is not a useful strategy for mobilizing coeth-
nic support” (ibid.).
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If violence neither works to mobilize or persuade, why
do candidates believe it does? Rosenzweig’s answer rests in
politicians’ cognitive biases. Using experimental treat-
ments with actual Kenyan politicians, he shows that they
underestimate how much voters reject violence and ethni-
cized appeals. Even when given information about the
potential for voter backlash, politicians’ perceptual lenses
still prevent them from internalizing the costs of employ-
ing violence.
The last empirical chapter offers one explanation for the

stickiness of these misperceptions. It broadens the scope of
investigation beyond Kenya by using time-series cross-
national data and short case studies in Indonesia, Pakistan,
Ghana, Nigeria, and Brazil. Rosenzweig shows that violent
founding elections will increase the likelihood of future
election violence because of persistent misperceptions on
the part of politicians about its efficacy.
Rosenzweig’s contribution to theory is novel and

important by allowing for rational calculations on the part
of politicians and voters at the same time as explaining why
violence ultimately does not form a winning strategy. If
politicians’ cognitive biases remain, we should expect
election violence to continue, and Rosenzweig calls for
more work to understand the sources and resilience of
these biases.
His empirical strategy is rich, detailed, and multiface-

ted, demonstrating the best of contemporary comparative
politics that combines deep case knowledge, microlevel
data collection, and careful attention to inference with
clearly delimited scope conditions and attention to
broader implications. With its careful attention to detailed
technical matters while achieving readability and clarity,
Voter Backlash and Elite Misperception is also a masterclass
for PhD students wanting to learn how to successfully turn
dissertations into first books.
I highly recommend this book to students and scholars

of contemporary democratic politics and wish to outline
two wider contributions of interest. First, many of Rosenz-
weig’s results demonstrate that ethnicity is not the sole or
even an especially relevant factor that explains electoral
behavior in diverse societies. He is careful to demonstrate
this empirically because he admits it will be surprising to
many observers of Kenya. But whether looking at the
tendency to choose nonviolent non-coethnics over violent
coethnics, or the rejection of violent coethnic appeals, he
joins a growing literature in African politics that under-
scores the limits of ethnic theories.
Second, the mismatches between what politicians

believe voters want and what they actually want are
striking. In his concluding chapter, Rosenzweig draws
the importance of his study to understanding the types
of policy interventions to overcome this gulf. Rather than
relying on normative pleas, he suggests “appealing to,
rather than competing against, political elites’ electoral
incentives … correcting those misperceptions can

effectively reduce the incidence of violence associated with
electoral competition” (161–62). But what then causes
politicians to update their priors? Although his experimen-
tal results suggest that entrenched elites’ cognitive biases
may be too powerful to change, his policy prescriptions
posit the importance of providing resources to new
entrants to the political scene who abjure violence.

The mismatch no doubt has important implications for
democratic consolidation. It first suggests that politicians’
blinders are a more powerful source of undermining dem-
ocratic institutions than voters’ behavior. Given growing
concerns over backsliding that focus on the public’s attrac-
tion to chauvinistic or authoritarian messaging, this points
back to the leaders pushing that messaging as the problem.
It also highlights the role that voters play in holding
politicians accountable. Previously violent candidates may
succeed in evading prosecution for alleged crimes, as in
Kenya, but they are unlikely to succeed in evading a voting
base willing to punish them at the ballot box.
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— Maiah Jaskoski , Northern Arizona University
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Breaking Ground: From Extraction Booms to Mining Bans
in Latin America analyzes mining policies in Central
America during the 2000s and 2010s mining boom, with
a focus on the gold sector. The book forges new paths for
scholarship on extractive conflict by shifting our attention
from explaining conflict toward tracing its policy impacts.
As a comparative study of nationalmining policy, Breaking
Ground pushes us beyond project-level dynamics on which
the literature has centered. Rose Spalding’s rigorous qual-
itative empirical analysis draws on data she collected
through her extensive fieldwork that included more than
250 interviews.

The book leverages most-similar and most-different
systems designs to explain mining-friendly policies in
Nicaragua, intermittent mining restrictions in Guatemala,
and Costa Rican and Salvadoran mining bans. Cross-
national variation in policy emerged even though all four
countries had histories of mining and of government
encouragement of large-scale mining in the 1980s–90s,
as part of the region’s turn toward economic liberalization.
Mining was banned both in Costa Rica and El Salvador,
though these two countries vary in state capacity, internal
security, and economic growth. During the period of
interest, both El Salvador and Nicaragua were governed
by political parties that had emerged from a revolutionary
leftist movement, and yet the cases differ starkly with
respect to mining policy.
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