
For example, voter response to a co-ethnic candidate could
be based on ethnic identity, surname, preference for a
co-ethnic, ability to speak Spanish, and/or policy prefer-
ence congruence. These represent a number of different
ways in which voter choice is affected by the presence of a
co-ethnic candidate.

Barreto then looks at a series of elections in which sev-
eral Latino candidates are running for different offices in
overlapping jurisdictions. The “mobilization effects” that
occur when several Latino candidates run for federal- and
state-level offices would suggest some cumulative effects
of their races, or a multiplier effect, and/or coordinated
collaborative efforts of mobilization strategies. The pres-
ence of multiple Latino candidates satisfies the author’s
contention concerning co-ethnic mobilization, yet there
are no direct measures of specific mobilization activities.
As a result, it is unclear what these mobilization efforts
entail. He acknowledges the multiplicities of existing con-
nectors when he says that “because of the plethora of com-
munity networks, ethnic candidates can easily locate
avenues through which to attempt to engage and mobilize
Latino voters” (p. 127). Yet he does not identify detailed
delineation of these mobilizing connectors.

Barreto concludes that the mobilizing effects of Latino
candidates produced higher turnout and higher levels of
co-ethnic candidate support. This pattern is replicated for
African American voters and candidates, and so exploring
coalitional possibilities across communities of color are
mentioned. The author acknowledges that there have been
both successful and unsuccessful experiments along these
lines. My previous mention of the voter polarization lit-
erature is germane as the findings in this book are consis-
tent with the findings of those works. The author, by
working with diverse data sources, is able to creatively
construct variables/measures that try to link concept to
operationalization. The claims of mobilization effects are
couched as indirect measures or latent variables through
the presence of Latino candidates.

Some suggestions for this author and others would
include the following: 1) Reference to a greater number of
Latino candidates should be measured as growth rate of
Latino candidates, rather than as absolute increases;
2) determination of what is a viable Latino candidate would
require looking beyond the mere presence of Latino can-
didate(s); 3) the 2010 Latino freshman congressional class
are Republicans (some defeated Latino Democrats), and
so examining crossover voting and non-Latino turnout
would be a good project; 4) refining the types of ethnic
cues and linking them to levels of shared ethnicity and the
differentials effects among types of Latino voter segments
tests mobilizing effects directly; 5) a broader examination
of non-Latino turnout and presence of Latino candidates;
and 6) adding local governmental candidates would cap-
ture a fuller range of the political environment in which
Latino voters find themselves.

Ethnic Cues takes the reader through the contemporary
literature on co-ethnic candidates and co-ethnic voters
and uses a variety of contexts and data to connect the
continued importance of ethnicity and political behav-
iors. Baretto does a good job extending our empirical and
conceptual knowledge of Latino electoral politics through
his multimethod approach, inclusivity of electoral con-
text, multiple office-level competition, and Latino group-
identity dynamics.

Allies yet Rivals: International Politics in 18th
Century Europe. By Marco Cesa. Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 2010. 312p. $55.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592711003203

— Eric Cox, Texas Christian University

Alliance formation and the nature of alliance relationships
have been frequent subjects of study in international pol-
itics. The questions of whether or not states primarily
balance or bandwagon, why states choose one ally over
another, and the manner in which alliances shape state
behavior are important not only for historical reasons but
also because of the role that major alliances continue to
play today. For example, the continued existence of
NATO—and its activities in humanitarian intervention—
suggests that something beyond the creation of an alliance
to confront a common enemy has occurred. Likewise, the
special relationship between Israel and the United States,
in spite of policy differences and the possibility that the
relationship complicates other relations for both states,
has been the subject of a vigorous and, at times, contro-
versial scholarly and policy debate.

Marco Cesa’s Allies yet Rivals provides an interesting
contribution to this field of study. Cesa argues that states
form alliances primarily to decrease uncertainty regarding
an ally’s expected actions. States exchange some freedom
of maneuver in order to reduce this uncertainty. The pri-
mary contribution of the work, however, is Cesa’s rela-
tively simple typology of alliances based primarily on two
factors: the power relationship between allies and the con-
gruity of the allies’ interests. This typology allows Cesa to
make some predictions regarding the freedom of move-
ment of alliance partners, as well as the degree to which
allies will work together to achieve their interests.

Cesa acknowledges that both the relative power between
allies and the congruence of their interests lie on a con-
tinuum, but he uses ideal types in order to classify alli-
ances. Alliances between states with similar capabilities
are symmetric, while those between states with different
capabilities are asymmetric. When state interests are largely
congruent (such as in a defensive alliance with one clearly
defined common enemy), the alliance is homogenous.
When states have limited interests in common and sev-
eral objectives that are not shared, the alliance is hetero-
geneous. Combining the two sets of classifications yields
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four types of alliances: 1) aggregation alliance (symmetrical/
homogenous); 2) guarantee alliance (asymmetrical/
homogenous); 3) deadlock alliance (symmetrical/het-
erogeneous); 4) hegemonic alliance (asymmetrical/
heterogeneous).

In analyzing the nature of these different types of alli-
ances, Cesa is informed by Glenn Snyder’s Alliance Politics
(1997), particularly the alliance security dilemma: the
simultaneous fear of both abandonment and entrapment
by an ally. In this dilemma, an ally needs to be capable of
and willing to help a state achieve its interest, but not so
powerful that it can dictate the terms of an alliance. Each
of the alliance types will be marked by different levels of
fear of abandonment and relative bargaining power, as
well as the lasting power of the alliance. In an aggregation
alliance, bargaining is marked by an equal exchange of
services that will normally end once the two states have
achieved their basic objective, whether defensive or offen-
sive. Fear of abandonment is real, but is tempered by the
common cause. In a guarantee alliance, the more power-
ful state is less dependent on the weaker member and so
less fearful of abandonment, while the opposite holds for
the less powerful state. The more powerful state may also
try to strengthen its partner in order to attain more ben-
efit from the alliance and to lessen the fear of free riding.
Deadlocked alliances are characterized by mistrust and
fear of abandonment and entrapment. Bargaining is more
likely to be coercive and may be marked not by a positive
exchange of services but, rather, by threats of withholding
services, as the two states are fearful not only of losing
their ally but also of being pulled into a conflict in which
they have little interest. Finally, in the hegemonic alliance,
a weaker state is dependent on a more powerful actor that
may largely dictate the relationship. The weaker state’s
need for the larger state’s support may require it to adopt
positions it would otherwise oppose. Bandwagoning rela-
tionships like those described by Stephen Walt, in Origins
of Alliances (1987), may fall into this category.

While the typologies are interesting, their utility is some-
what limited in that the author does not provide specific,
testable hypotheses regarding state behaviors that one
should expect in each type of case, but rather provides
broad descriptions of the nature of the relationships. Nei-
ther do the typologies provide sufficient insight into when
state alliances are most likely to form and between which
ones. In general, states prefer to be the more powerful
partner and prefer allies that are able to both render ser-
vices and share the objectives of the more powerful state.
However, such opportunities may not present themselves
frequently. Outside of the typology, ally availability appears
to be a major factor affecting alliance choice—a view that
the case studies support. In an examination of the types of
alliances, it is not clear why deadlocked alliances form—
the author notes that the alliance may be “disadvanta-
geous to both” (p. 78). Finally, the author notes that neither

the power relationship nor the congruence of interests
between allies is strongly predictive of the staying power
of the alliance (p. 227). Nonetheless, the typologies do
provide a fairly straightforward framework that can serve
as a useful way to categorize alliances.

To illustrate the theoretical typology, Cesa examines
four alliances from the eighteenth century: British alli-
ances with the United Provinces (guarantee alliance), France
(hegemonic alliance) and Prussia (aggregation alliance),
and France’s alliance with Austria (deadlock alliance). The
case studies themselves illustrate the difficulty of applying
broad ideal types to history. In particular, the British alli-
ance with the United Provinces evolved over time as inter-
ests began to diverge between the two parties, and the
external threat (France) began to recede. It is interesting
to note that during the course of that alliance (1702–56),
Britain also formed an alliance with France (1716–31),
the purported object of the alliance with the United Prov-
inces. Steady conflict across the continent during the time
period does provide for frequent shifts in alliances and
opportunities to study bargaining, but also makes the con-
sistent application of the typologies difficult.

To conclude, Allies yet Rivals does provide a useful typol-
ogy that could be made stronger with further refinement
and effort to produce predictions regarding intraalliance
behavior. The case studies are an interesting addition in
that they cover an era not frequently used in the study of
international relations. The book would have greatly ben-
efited from applications of some of the lessons from the
case studies and the typologies to more recent alliances, at
least briefly in the conclusion. For example, one area not
considered by the theory, but which plays a significant
role in the case studies, is the impact that shifts in leader-
ship (the death of monarchs, including wars over succes-
sion) had on alliance formation, a topic that would be
particularly interesting given recent changes in the Mid-
dle East. I do recommend the book to scholars interested
in the dynamics of intraalliance relationships as the basic
typology provides an elegant way to think about different
types of alliances.

Rethinking Violence: States and Non-State Actors in
Conflict. Edited by Erica Chenoweth and Adria Lawrence. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 2010. 285p. $50.00 cloth, $25.00 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592711003215

— Paul Staniland, University of Chicago

This is a rare edited volume: thematically coherent and
actually worth buying. Its goal is to explain when and
where violence breaks out, the mechanisms driving vio-
lence, and the consequences of different forms of violence
(and nonviolence). Erica Chenoweth and Adria Lawrence’s
excellent Introduction lays out a “balance of power
approach” (p. 14) to violence, which de-emphasizes group-
level attributes like ethnic identity in favor of a focus on
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