
institutional partisan structure, namely, which party con-
trols the legislature and how strongly it does so. She accom-
plishes this agenda through an extensive comparative
research design using state legislatures, whereas most prior
research in this field has focused on congressional studies,
which have the distinct disadvantage of being unable to
compare different party control scenarios in the same year.

Osborn organizes her book around her considerable
data sets. The arc of the narrative begins by taking us
through previous literature dedicated to the ways in which
parties shape substantive representation and to research
design. The author reviews the Project Vote Smart’s
National Political Awareness Test results during the 1998
state legislative election cycle in order to determine the
preelection policy positions that women carry vis-à-vis male
comparators. There, she finds that even before obtaining
elected office, women legislative aspirants reflect partisan
ties. Next, she turns to two stages in the legislative pro-
cess: bill sponsorship and roll call voting. She relies on
original data from all bills introduced in all competitive
roll call votes taken in 95 state legislative chambers during
the 1999–2000 sessions, focusing on a subset of data on
“women’s issues” within a subset of the lower chambers of
10 state houses. Finally, she examines legislative character-
istics in order to tease out the impact of party strength and
control on her findings. While these findings reveal vari-
ations in policy commitments, she confirms that the sim-
ilarities between the legislative behavior of men and women
in the same party are stronger than similarities of women’s
behavior across party lines.

It is here that Osborn’s work answers some important
questions in the field. A challenge for her is the definition
of “women’s issues,” which have been defined before,
though not consistently, by other scholars. She provides
two typologies of women’s issues: specific and traditional.
They find that while Democratic and Republican women
and men all express policy solutions to women’s issues in
both categories, they do so in distinct ways that reflect
party ties. So distinct are Republican and Democratic
women’s policy solutions that Osborn finds only one poten-
tial arena for interparty collaboration among women leg-
islators: women’s health. And even there, this reviewer
would doubt that in actual fact women legislators can
collaborate across party lines for the betterment of women’s
health. Today, health policy is nearly inextricably linked
to reproductive policy at both the state and national level;
given that reproductive policy provides one of the few
areas where the parties have staked out clear and divergent
policy positions, once reproductive issues surface in any
health debate, on the basis of Osborn’s own findings I
would predict little party deviation for women legislators.

While I do not share Osborn’s optimism that women
legislators can work together toward women’s health pol-
icy, I do embrace and support her focus on understanding
that women of different political orientations carry, nec-

essarily, a partisan imprint into their work. This finding is
consistent throughout her book and it answers the call
from multiple authors that the field take better care to
understand the policy perspectives of conservative women
(Ronnee Schreiber, Righting Women: Conservative Women
and American Politics, 2008).

In the end, Osborn’s findings point to one consistent
outcome. With few deviations, women’s policies—whether
expressed prior to election, during the process of agenda
setting or as roll call votes—are filtered through a partisan
lens. To greater or lesser degrees, depending on party con-
trol and strength, women legislators reflect partisan inter-
ests. In the end, the author’s most significant contributions
are in her considerable data collection, which yields results
robust enough for generalization; the application of com-
parative methods; and a demonstration that “women rep-
resent women’s issues through parties, rather than in spite
of them” (p. 150).

Why Iowa? How Caucuses and Sequential Elections
Improve the Presidential Nominating Process. By David
P. Redlawsk, Caroline J. Tolbert, and Todd Donovan. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 2010. 336p. $91.00 cloth, $27.50 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592713000571

— Nathaniel Birkhead, Kansas State University

David Redlawsk, Caroline Tolbert, and Todd Donovan
have written an important book offering a rich analysis of
Iowa’s role in presidential nomination. The book is cen-
tered on the idea that rules matter, with a focus on the
rules providing that (1) Iowa’s elections mechanism is a
caucus, rather than a primary, and (2) that Iowa is the first
state to vote in the sequential nomination of presidential
candidates.

The book is divided into three parts. The first part
offers a thorough account of how the Iowa caucuses work
and who participates in them and describes the nature of
the 2008 Iowa campaigns. The second, and most innova-
tive, part examines how candidate performance in the early
contests interacts with media expectations to influence
the outcomes of subsequent contests. In the third part,
the authors consider options for reforming the presiden-
tial nomination process. Throughout the book, the authors
rely on impressive new survey data to help develop their
arguments.

Chapter 3 describes the rules governing participation
in the Iowa Caucus. Almost by historical accident, Iowa
finds itself with a nominating caucus and as the first state
to act in presidential nominations. The rules of caucus
participation differ by party in Iowa. Republicans gener-
ally have short meetings with votes cast by paper ballot;
Democratic caucuses are large meetings, with public state-
ments of candidate preference and affiliation, all compli-
cated by a proportional allocation of delegates with a
minimum threshold requirement.
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The authors point to features like same-day registration
that make participating in a caucus less costly than par-
ticipating in a primary, but give relatively little attention
to the aspects of caucus participation that are more costly
than participating in a primary, where one’s preferences
are secret, the act of voting is quick, and the polls are open
for much of the day.

In Chapter 4, the authors emphasize the role that grass-
roots campaigning plays in Iowa. They point out that
most candidates spend a considerable amount of time in
Iowa leading up to the caucus and develop strong local
bases of operation. The conventional wisdom is that a
strong ground game in Iowa can overcome the hurdle of
being less well-known or poorly funded. Using a survey of
Iowa voters with information on which candidate con-
tacted voters and what their method of contact was, the
authors find that grassroots support is not a substitute for
a small campaign war-chest, nor can financial backing
overcome the limitations of poorly organized local opera-
tions. Rather, the best candidates are those with signifi-
cant financial resources and a well-established grassroots
organization.

In Chapters 5 and 6, the authors evaluate the demo-
graphics of Iowa caucus goers. In Chapter 5 they set their
sights on the conventional wisdom that only party activ-
ists participate in caucuses. Using surveys collected by tele-
phone and in-person interviews of caucus attendees, the
authors examine the demographic data in a litany of ways.
Most importantly, they find that about 25% of caucus
goers consider themselves to be very or extremely active in
the party, while the remaining attendees are motivated
not by loyalty to a party but by dedication to the candi-
dates or the issues at stake. The authors conclude that
while party activists participate at a relatively high rate in
the Iowa caucuses, there is little evidence to suggest that
they dominate the caucuses.

In Chapter 6, the authors evaluate the demographic
characteristics of Iowa caucus attendees relative to other
registered voters. They find that caucuses disproportion-
ately represent those who are strong partisans and those
who are better educated. In addition, Republican caucus
goers were more likely to be Protestants or born-again
Christians. Yet on most other dimensions—including
income—caucus attendees tend to be roughly similar to
other Iowa registered voters.

In the second part of the book, the authors consider
Iowa’s place in the national primary season, focusing on
the sequential nature of the primaries. In Chapter 7, they
demonstrate that success in Iowa and New Hampshire is
dependent on an interaction of vote share and media expec-
tations. They make the interesting point that there is no
threshold for a candidate to be “successful” in Iowa. A
25% vote share can either be a “comfortable second” or an
“overwhelming defeat” depending on expectations (p. 144).
Candidates that are able to outperform their incoming

expectations are those that do well in the subsequent
contests.

In Chapter 8, the authors find that early primaries
influence voter perceptions of a candidate’s viability in
the primary and electability in the general election and,
as a consequence, alter voter decisions in later races. The
results from a pre/post Super Tuesday survey show that a
voter’s assessment of a candidate’s long term success were
influenced by the candidate’s success in Iowa and New
Hampshire.

In Chapter 9, the authors use a variety of pre-election
polls to determine how Iowans’ campaign participation
and political interest relates to a national sample. They
find that Iowans participate in the nominating process at
a higher rate than citizens in other states, attributing this
to the highly salient and intensely competitive nature of
the Iowa caucuses.

The last section of the book considers public support
for reforms to the nominating process. In Chapter 10, the
authors consider either (1) rotating which states vote first
while maintaining sequential contests, or (2) holding a
national primary akin to the presidential elections. In a
national survey, they find that there is little objection to
the status quo: only one in three respondents say that
Iowa and New Hampshire have too much influence in the
primary (p. 223). Nonetheless, when provided with alter-
natives, respondents favored either a national primary or
rotating the order of the states. On the whole, the authors
make the interesting finding that self-interest looms large:
those in big states prefer a national primary, those in smaller
states prefer rotating the order of the states, and Iowa
voters oppose any reform (p. 239).

The final chapter does a nice job of pulling together the
various themes of the book, while also offering some
suggestions for modest reforms to the role Iowa plays
in the nominating process. They note that major reform
is unlikely, but do recommend that the parties, par-
ticularly the Democrats, release more information on
how candidate support is distributed among caucus at-
tendees, thus improving information about candidate
viability.

There are, however, areas for improvement. I wish the
authors pushed further in Chapter 4 to determine the
independent effects of campaign spending and grassroots
organization on caucus support. I also wish they would
have compared their measure of party activism in Chap-
ter 5 with other more common measures to make sure
that their results were not driven by the method of
measurement. But these are minor quibbles and the
fact that the book generates new questions is a testa-
ment to its importance. Why Iowa? is an important, well-
written, and accessible book that breaks new ground in
understanding presidential nominations and electoral insti-
tutions and deepens our knowledge of political
participation.
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