Jr. nor Walter Dean Burnham nor James L. Sundquist
appears in the book, even though the narrative presents
several points of tangency with the works of these pioneer-
ing scholars. The neglect of Sundquist is especially notice-
able because de Leon’s argument parallels his realignment
theory. For example, de Leon observes, “Every once in a
while. .. politicians and social movement activists insist on
debating issues that the major parties want to avoid. This
unanticipated challenge to the status quo convinces politi-
cians and voters alike to defect from the mainstream parties”
(p. 6). The raising of new, cross-cutting issues as the catalyst
for party system reorganization, and the subsequent efforts
of political elites to suppress these to preserve the existing
order, is in the same spirit as Sundquist’s realignment
discussion in Dynamics of the Party System (1983).

Other aspects of Crisis/ that might trouble political
scientists include its relatively superficial treatment of
the party eras. Crisis! places its thesis in the grand sweep
of history from the founding of the Republican Party
through the election of Donald Trump. Given that the
book clocks in at a modest 165 pages, it cannot engage
party development and evolution in a manner that will
satisfy scholars with deep historical interests or even those
with primary interest in contemporary American politics.
In addition, as the title suggests, the book is more pre-
scriptive and polemical than is common in political sci-
ence. This is especially true in its concluding chapter.
Indeed, the concluding chapter is something of a mani-

festo for creating a new party system. To quote: “If we are
serious about moving beyond neoliberalism and stopping
ethnic nationalism in its tracks, then we have no choice but
to build another mass movement” (p. 164). Professor de
Leon has a political agenda and, to his credit, makes no
effort to disguise it. This type of polemic certainly has a
place, although it may come at the cost of detracting from
its author’s scholarly message.

On balance, Crisis! is a useful addition to any library on
political parties. Scholars without deep background in
party eras and development will find insights useful for
understanding party politics in various periods of Ameri-
can political history. Those more focused on the evolution
of American party politics will appreciate the book’s
interesting perspective while recognizing its deficiencies
in theoretical and historical grounding. The book’s socio-
logical foundation in economic organization and race,
although hardly novel, provides a different language that
informs relevant scholarship. That said, Crisis! is unlikely
to influence political science scholarship. It speaks to few
of the key questions that interest party scholars such as
why parties emerge, how party systems become national-
ized, how parties structure political agendas, how parties
link like-minded citizens and political elites, and other
long-standing concerns of party scholars. Instead, it is a
book that challenges readers to view party politics from an
unaccustomed perspective. From that comes a useful
contribution to scholarship and pedagogy.
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Political science is fundamentally concerned with under-
standing the distribution of political power. Two recent
books— The Inclusion Calculation: Why Men Appropriate
Women's Representation, by Melody E. Valdini, and
Cabinets, Ministers, and Gender, by Claire Annesley,
Karen Beckwith, and Susan Franceschet—add gender
to these analyses. Most political power remains in the
hands of men, and men’s political dominance means that
elites do not descriptively represent the polities over
which they govern. In showing that the election and
selection of men are predictable and stable gendered
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outcomes, The Inclusion Calculation and Cabinets,
Ministers, and Gender are not “just” books about women
in politics; they are uniformly excellent primers on how
elites control power and are must-reads for political
scientists.

Valdini’s Inclusion Calculation offers a cogent, essential
reminder that men elites are rational opportunists. Men let
women into the halls of power only when the benefits of
women’s inclusion outweigh the threats to their survival.
This argument counters portrayals of some men gatekeep-
ers as “angels” (p. 2). When Canadian prime minister
Justin Trudeau defended his gender parity cabinet with
the famously blasé comment, “If’s 2015,” he scored a
public relations win, but Valdini shrewdly draws out the
rational choice calculations behind the performance. In
focusing on the rules of cabinet formation that govern
selectors’ choices, Annesley, Beckwith, and Franceschet’s
Cabiners, Ministers, and Gender likewise sees this outcome
as calculated. Annesley, Beckwith, and Franceschet pro-
vide a masterful account of how permissive and prescrip-
tive institutional rules, most of them informal but highly
regularized, shape cabinet formation. In short, when rules
that cabinets must resemble the polity are strong, more
women enter.
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The Inclusion Calculation cleverly flips the script on
previous research analyzing women’s descriptive represen-
tation. Instead of asking which institutional, structural,
and cultural factors lead to more women in the legislature,
Valdini asks, “Why and under what circumstances do
members of the in group allow and even encourage
members of the out group to be in governmene?” (p. 3).
The answer depends on men elites” inclusion calculation,
which consists of five elements. First are displacement
costs, considerations about whether women will displace
men overall. For instance, when incumbency is highly
valued, as in systems where legislators cultivate personal
votes, displacement costs are also high. Second are threat
costs, meaning whether women will displace a particular
man, like the selector himself. Third are incongruity costs:
because the public associates political leadership with men
and masculine traits, selectors risk creating cognitive dis-
sonance when they elevate women. Fourth and fifth are
responsiveness costs or benefits from domestic audiences
and international audiences, respectively. Will the selector
reap rewards from promoting women, such as acclaim
from domestic women’s movements or increased foreign
aid, or will he face backlash?

Incongruity costs are central to Valdini’s argument. 7he
Inclusion Calculation argues that incongruity costs flip to
benefits when governments face a sudden loss of legitim-
acy. In these moments, including women—who are seen
as more moral, more honest, and more democratic—
allows men elites to recover legitimacy. Valdini tests her
argument by focusing on two types of legitimacy loss:
massive corruption scandals implicating at least five or
more government officials and further democratic back-
sliding in hybrid regimes, such as when the regime hollows
out an election law.

The empirical chapters expertly weave together quanti-
tative and qualitative data. Valdini begins by presenting
survey data from the United States and Canada that affirm
voters’ attachment to gendered stereotypes. Respondents
view women in politics as less desirable, and when they are
desirable, it is for stereotypically feminine traits, such as
sensitivity, peacefulness, and tolerance. Valdini then
shows how massive corruption scandals lead to more
women in legislative office, combining a large-N statistical
analysis with case studies. In Spain and Portugal, party
leaders responded by nominating more women, and in
Argentina and Italy, lawmakers adopted gender quotas.
Turning to the loss of democratic traits in hybrid regimes,
Valdini uses a quantitative analysis to show that the
proportion of women legislators increases as countries’
Polity2 scores decline, and case studies of Ethiopia and
Bangladesh demonstrate that quota adoption coincided
with ruling parties’ efforts to limit electoral competition.

In spelling out men gatekeepers’ cost-benefit analyses so
clearly and persuasively, The Inclusion Calculation makes a
superb contribution to comparative politics. However,
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Valdini occasionally overstates the extent to which past
scholarship has portrayed men elites as angels or devils.
Nonetheless, she correctly notes that this research has
championed women’s success at winning nominations or
securing gender quotas without always stating why men
elites allow these gains to occur. Consequently, her work
stands out for returning patriarchy to its rightful place:
front and center in studies of elite politics.

Her insight that women’s entrance into politics unfolds
on men’s terms is echoed by the key takeaway in Annesley,
Beckwith, and Franceschet’s Cabinets, Ministers, and Gen-
der: cabinet selectors have considerable agency, and they
use qualifying criteria that privilege men. Women’s cab-
inet inclusion increases when changing rules about quali-
fication interact with selectors’ autonomy over cabinet
formation.

Cabinets, Ministers, and Gender is inductive, a stellar
example of what in-depth qualitative work, especially deep
case knowledge, brings to political science. The authors
gathered data on 2,229 cabinet appointments from seven
countries: Australia, Canada, Chile, Germany, Spain, the
United Kingdom, and the United States. Their impressive
data cover postelection cabinets, from the time the first
woman minister enters through 2016. They use media
reports, elite interviews, and political memoirs to under-
stand how and why selectors pick their teams.

The book is organized by concept, not by case. The
analysis is meticulous, precise, and convincing. The
authors begin by identifying the rules governing cabinet
selection. They then analyze the rules about who qualifies
for the cabinet, focusing on three criteria: experience
(political and policy credentials), affiliation (networks
and loyalty), and representation (having certain identities,
such as race or religion). Throughout, they consider
whether rules are prescriptive, prohibitive, or permissive;
flexible or specific; and institutionalized or not. Finally,
they illuminate the gendered consequences of the rules,
arguing that rules about representation facilitate women’s
inclusion, attenuating selectors’ choices based on affili-
ation. Women’s inclusion then triggers a virtuous cycle,
reinforcing gender as a desideratum of representation.
This virtuous cycle creates concrete floors: minimum
thresholds for women’s presence in cabinet that future
selectors can elevate, but not fall below. As of 2016,
Canada, Chile, Germany, Spain, and the United States
had medium concrete floors, meaning cabinets comprised
of 20% to 29% women, whereas Australia and the United
Kingdom had low floors, with cabinets comprised of less
than 10% women.

Annesley, Beckwith, and Franceschet’s argument about
concrete floors makes groundbreaking contributions to
studies of women’s political inclusion. First, they show
that justifications of cabinet appointments based on merit,
and claims that appointing women sacrifice merit, simply
hold no water. Experiential criteria are highly flexible:
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policy background, past political posts, and education can
all explain appointment, meaning that many individuals
are potentially ministrable. Given that experiential criteria
are fungible, “we cannot be confident that experiential
criteria are actual grounds of appointment” (p. 130). Instead,
selectors (and the media) use experiential criteria retrospect-
ively, to frame and even justify selection after the fact. This
crucial insight challenges conventional principal-agent
understandings of cabinet formation, which assume that
selectors choose the objectively best person for the job.

Second, permissive rules about ministers affiliation and
prescriptive rules about representation actually govern
cabinet formation. Few formal rules constrain prime
ministers or presidents in cabinet selection. Selectors use
this wide latitude to appoint ministers based on affiliation,
drawing from their personal networks, like university
drinking clubs. Permissive norms about affiliation over-
whelmingly favor men, but run up against prescriptive
norms that cabinets should reflect the country’s political
and social cleavages. For example, Canada and Germany
have strong, informal rules that cabinet members should
represent demographics such as race/ethnicity, region,
language, and religion, making gender an easy criterion
to add. Women have made the most inroads in cabinet in
these two countries, as well as in Chile and Spain, where
legacies of dictatorship raised the value of representation
based on gender. Valdini’s inclusion calculation resonates
here as well. Where rules about representation are informal
but institutionalized, women ministers are not incongru-
ous, and men selectors reap benefits from including
them—and experience costs when they do not.

Third, Cabinets, Ministers, and Gender illuminates that
rules matter above and beyond institutions and ideology,
because different concrete floors cannot be mapped onto
presidential versus parliamentary systems or left versus
right governments. Nor do women selectors necessarily
choose more women ministers. For example, Annesley,
Beckwith, and Franceschet explain that Australia’s Julia
Gillard received less deference as the first woman prime
minister, which constrained her ability to act on feminist
principles and appoint women. By contrast, Justin Tru-
deau enjoyed significant discretion: as an empowered male
selector in a context with strong representational criteria,
he could reap significant benefits for making and keeping
his parity cabinet promise. Once again, women’s inclusion
depends on men’s calculated gains.

Both Valdini and Annesley, Beckwith, and Franceschet
achieve the impressive feat of drawing out men selectors’
strategies without ignoring women’s political agency. The
authors all highlight how women politicians and activists
work to impose costs on men selectors who overlook
talented women aspirants. Together, their work invites
scholars to consider how women’s inclusion on men’s
terms matters for long-term change. Just as the first
woman in cabinet eventually led to the second or third,
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women legislators succeeded in making weak quota laws
stronger. Men elites do not selflessly dismantle the patri-
archy, but they may miscalculate their ability to retain
control. For understanding how men elites preserve but
also transform the gendered distribution of political
power, The Inclusion Calculation and Cabinets, Ministers,
and Gender are excellent, timely, and required reads.
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Building on her decades of research on Syria, Lisa Wed-
een’s most recent book, Authoritarian Apprehensions,
tackles one of the most challenging types of research: the
non-occurrence of a phenomenon. In this case, Wedeen
asks why so many Syrians, specifically the large mass of the
population who did not directly or materially benefit from
the regime, resisted the temptation to rise up against
Bashar al-Asad and his regime, even as protests spread
throughout the country starting in 2011.

As Wedeen demonstrated so adeptly in her first book on
Syria, Ambiguities of Domination (1999), the regime of
Hafiz al-Asad (which Bashar inherited at his father’s
passing in 2000) was sustained in large part through
practices of performative obedience. The public dissimu-
lation she identified, which became widely known as the
politics of “as i, ” pushed our understandings of authori-
tarian resilience beyond apparatuses of state violence, for
which the Syrian regime was also infamous. Authoritarian
Apprehensions, too, pushes readers to think beyond materi-
alist explanations to understand how the regime of the
junior al-Asad secured the quiescence, if not the outright
support, of so many of its citizens during this critical
period. Here she argues that the regime has maintained
its power through “ideological interpellation” (drawing on
Althusser)—when a subject is hailed through moments of
ritual affirmacdion that they simultaneously recognize and
are produced by (as subjects)—of large swathes of its
population that succeeded in making the status quo, and
ambivalence, more appealing than possibilities of change.
This focus on the “ambivalent middle” distinguishes Wed-
een’s work in important ways from the main thrust of
research on challenges to authoritarianism, which generally
either focuses on outright opposition or core loyalists.

One of the notable aspects of this book is the way in
which it masterfully weaves together and advances a wide
range of literatures across subfields and disciplines—from
debates in comparative politics on authoritarian resilience,
and ethnic and contentious politics more broadly, to
contributions in political theory and sociology on the
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