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Elections and War: The Electoral Incentive in the Democratic Politics of War

and Peace. By Kurt Taylor Gaubatz. (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1999. Pp. 208. $45.00.)
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While many have surmised on the use of forc
cratic elections, few studies have examined this issue with serious depth or scope,
At the same time, many unanswered questions remain regarding the linkage be-
tween democratic states and war propensity. Kurt Gaubatz’s book considers these

issues and, in doing so, adds substantially to the understanding of the relation-
ship between elections and war.

Gaubatz’s foremost purpose is to examine
tions on democratic states’ willin
studies and statistical compariso

e and its relationship to demo.

whether there is any impact of elec-
gness to enter or initiate wars. Using both case
ns of democratic states, elections and war fre- )
quency, Gaubatz provides a mumber of important findings. The author begins by i
examining the claim that democratic societies are inherently peaceful and that .
the “culture” of democracy prevents war, He shows that democratic publics can B
in fact be vigorous proponents of war, much more so than their democratically F
elected leaders, for instance, the American public prior to the Spanish-American
War and the British public prior to the Boer War. However, Gaubatz argues, be-
cause there are political pressures on democratic leaders not to appear as a “war-
monger” to the public, strong incentives exist not to enter war prior to an election.
In such socicties, antiwar minorities can have a strong influence on a leader’s
decision to protract entry into war until elections have been held.

At other times, democratic societies may be unwilling to enter wars even though
their leaders may Wwant {0 prepare for, or even enter, war, such as Canada, the
United States, and the United Kingdom prior to World War II. Even in light of -
threatening fascist governments, democracies may be adamantly opposed to war.
In these cases, politicians recognize their limitations and reflect these attitudes
in their political campaigns. Thus, Gaubatz concludes, democratic societies ex-
hibit different tendencies at different times on war, making it very difficult to

generalize about democratic cultural attitudes regarding war and peace.

Gaubatz continues by €Xamining a wider scope of cases. Using data from the:
Wages of War dataset from the Inter-University Consortium on Political and So-
cial Research, Michael Doyle’s categorization of democratic states, and his own
research on elections, Gaubatz finds that democracies are much less likely to
initiate or to enter war as elections draw closer. The author breaks election/
governing cycles into five periods, or “quintiles,” and provides convincing data
that in the quintile nearest an election, democratic states are much less likely to
initiate or enter war, Moreover, in the first quintile after an election—when the
next election is at its farthest point—wars are initiated and entered with much
higher frequency. He also finds that “serious” wars, which involved more than
a thousand battle deaths, were not initiated in the year prior to an election (129). -

Gaubatz’s findings provide important insights and challenges to previous
research. He maintains that contrary to the expectation of realists, democratic
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tions do have an impact on a state’s foreign policy behavu_)r. Heddzréllzo_
. an apparent relationship between the timing of an election an >
Strat'es foreign policy making. He also establishes that democracies ar(?fnf
atic . ot
.fotlrently pacific. In fact, democratic governments may be prone to \ivart 1d X
o . e demagoguery exists and if the public’s desire to battle is exploi i' e};
tectgzvpreneurial politicians. Thus, the author notes that demci)c‘:/r.ames sCor}?e ;;ﬁll-
o i 1 from Winston Chur :
ly closes with a quote
ave faults, and he appropriately ik
?I‘)veemocracy is the worst form of government, except for all those other for
i i time” (159). '
ave been tried from time to ‘ . :
thaCt):e question that goes unanswered is an explanation for why dthere ‘weglee Slgét
i rin
ite i t, cases of democracies that waged wa :
some, although quite infrequent, of d e e wovide
inti i election. An examination of these ¢ . .
e pormanity i ter wars and if some linkage
i hy democratic states en
other opportunity to study w 0c N
iti ist, albeit in only a small numbe .
to electoral politics does exist, small number of cascs, o
i i he scope of Gaubatz’s study an tract
this question goes beyond t and does not ceract from
i is findi the study makes a significa .
the merits of his findings. In sum, : e mores.
i —with data that are quite convincing 4
studies of democracy and war—wi . . =
sively utilized. The book is well written and thus should be accessible to a w

readership.

Ryan C. Hendrickson, Eastern Illinois University

! ¢ Li ization, Public Opinion, and Euro-
d Integration: Market Liberalization, . ‘ uro-
Ime;ict; agnioz Bgy Matthew J. Gabel. (Ann Arbor: The University of Michi

‘gan Press, 1998. Pp. 180. $47.50.)

This book provides a sophisticated empirical analysis of a crucia} quiiposnuni

the study of the European Union (EU)—the sources and struct;:refof pli1 alc:r inpa
i i i time, a breath of fresh ai
ort for Buropean integration. It is, at the same time, a : 2

ls)ubfield of thi discipline in which the proliferation of jargon is often a substi
tute for good social science. . . . .

The qlglestion of public support has always weighed heavily gnt;hi :ﬁ;n;iusn(;
both political leaders and scholars. It was supposed (and hope )1 a pe func-
tional accomplishments of European integration would—sf?oner or ?s;; e trans:

i ift 1 i itical orientations .of mass opi .
lated into a shift in the affective politica nta '
words, if Buropean integration delivered specific benefits, the(;l the F;::S g:i
the Ge,rmans (for example) would increasingly befcor.ne attache tf’ a gd neral Bu-
ropean identity. Perhaps as a result of wishful thinking many beheveM a Such
a transformation was under way by the late 1980s. The crisis of tbeb al'zisS it
Treaty and struggle to ratify it, therefore, came as ?iulte a Zhock. This boo
i ini i erstood.

exactly why European public opinion was misun . ]

Gabyel bzgins by rehearsing the Eastonian model of pubhc ;ulzp.orttjg;eg;);d

ing instituti iti ffective allegiance that is s

erning institutions. Citizens may have an a alleg : !
swamgps other, narrower considerations, and/or a utilitarian appra1§a1 of go;ex:;_
ment that is driven by self-interest and tends to vary based on estimates of p




