
        
            
                
            
        

    
  
    
      Gender and Political Psychology
    


    
      This book showcases new work done by gender politics scholars and political psychologists, covering a variety of
      political psychology topics. These include stereotyping and prejudice, intergroup conflict, social identity,
      attitude formation, group affinity, group decision-making, anxiety, contextual effects on individual behaviour,
      and the evolutionary roots of political behaviour. Political psychological insights are applied to address topics
      of longstanding concern within the field of gender and politics.
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      candidates: What have been the effects of state parties’ gender-inclusive policies? Who is most likely to gender
      stereotype candidates? Are general attitudes toward women in political office related to vote choice in specific
      contests? What are the implications of politicized motherhood? Finally, a set of essays engage a variety of
      themes related to gender, decision-making rules, and authority in small deliberative bodies.
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    INTRODUCTION


    Gender and political psychology


    
      In the fall of 2014, nearly three dozen political scientists and psychologists gathered in Wooster, Ohio, for the
      Mentoring Conference for New Research on Gender in Political Psychology. Organized by Angela Bos and Monica
      Schneider, this specialty conference was the third focusing on gender and political psychology that has occurred
      in recent years. The first, also conceived and arranged by Bos and Schneider, took place at Rutgers University in
      spring 2011. Following up on the success of the Rutgers conference, Rebecca Hannagan and Grace Deason hosted the
      Gender and Political Psychology Research Workshop at Northern Illinois University in late summer 2013. A primary
      aim of these conferences was to showcase new and exciting scholarship at the intersection of gender politics and
      political psychology, an aim shared by this special issue of Politics, Groups, and Identities. Several of
      the authors whose work appears in the following pages attended one or more of these conferences.
    


    
      Above all else, political psychology is the application of psychological theories, concepts, and research to
      further understanding of political phenomena. The pieces in this volume reflect that approach, with social
      psychology being the branch of psychology best represented. Insights from organizational and evolutionary
      psychology are also present. More specifically, the articles and essays explore a variety of psychological
      topics, including stereotyping and prejudice, social identity theory, attitude formation, intergroup conflict,
      group affinity, and small group decision-making. Another hallmark of political psychology scholarship is placing
      the individual at the center of research inquiry. Understanding the attitudes or behaviors of individuals as well
      as identifying important differences across individuals are at the core of most articles in this issue.
      Differences between women and men are uncovered, of course, as are those based on race, class, partisanship, and
      other politically relevant characteristics. Finally, a few pieces in this volume explicitly consider the
      environment in which political actors operate, identifying how and when the environment conditions decisions and
      actions.
    


    
      This special issue opens with a set of original research articles, divided into two distinct areas of gender
      politics research. The first four articles fit into the large body of literature examining the political
      attitudes and behaviors of women versus men in the USA. Meghan Condon and Amber Wichowsky investigate multiple
      aspects of the gender gap in political ideology. Their findings, revealed in “Same Blueprint, Different Bricks:
      Reexamining the Sources of the Gender Gap in Political Ideology,” demonstrate that the ideological gap is driven
      primarily by gender differences in issue opinions. Bringing a new methodological approach to this body of work,
      Condon and Wichowsky’s conclusions diverge in a number of important ways from past analyses. Patrick Miller and
      Pamela Conover take up the timely topic of partisan conflict. In “Why Partisan Warriors Don’t Listen: The
      Gendered Dynamics of Intergroup Anxiety and Partisan Conflict,” they draw upon the male warrior hypothesis from
      evolutionary psychology to illuminate gender differences in response to cross-party discussion. Miller and
      Conover conclude that exposure to messages from members of one’s out party can lead to
      heightened levels of intergroup anxiety and withdrawal from engagement with partisan opponents. Notably, and
      perhaps surprisingly, these effects are stronger for men than for women.
    


    
      In “Americana or Latina? Gender and Identity Acquisition among Hispanics in the U.S.,” Heather
      Silber Mohamed uses an intersectionality framework to explore gender differences in identity formation. She
      demonstrates not only that primary identifications differ for Latinas and Latinos, but that the implications of
      self-identity for political participation do as well. Probing more deeply, Silber Mohamed also uncovers subgroups
      for whom such gender differences do not emerge. Attitudes about race are the focus of Angie Maxwell’s “Untangling
      the Gender Gap in Symbolic Racist Attitudes among White Americans.” The tendency for white women’s and white
      men’s racial attitudes to diverge has long been acknowledged by scholars. Maxwell’s work examines the sources of
      this gender gap, zooming in on the key roles played by political orientations and experienced discrimination.
    


    
      A different area of inquiry among gender politics scholars is attitudes toward women in the electoral arena. The
      final three of this issue’s research articles pursue this topic, from a variety of perspectives. Angela Bos’s
      original survey of state Democratic Party convention delegates sheds important light on the candidate selection
      process. She asks, what have been the effects on women’s candidacies of state parties’ gender-inclusive policies,
      policies that are designed to encourage the nomination of women? Gender stereotypes are activated, to the benefit
      of men and to the detriment of women vying for their party’s nod, according to “The Unintended Effects of
      Political Party Affirmative Action Policies on Female Candidates’ Nomination Chances.”
    


    
      The next two articles examine voters’ views of female candidates. As is evident from her title (“Who Stereotypes
      Female Candidates? Identifying Individual Differences in Feminine Stereotype Reliance”), Nichole Bauer identifies
      which people are most likely to gender stereotype when evaluating candidates. Drawing upon the psychological
      stereotyping literature and developing an original survey experiment, she finds not only that political attention
      and partisanship are linked to feminine stereotyping but also that such stereotyping can depress electoral
      support for women. Original data collection is also at the heart of Kathleen Dolan and Timothy Lynch’s
      contribution. They fielded a survey designed to measure a wide range of gender-related attitudes in real campaign
      environments. “Making the Connection? Attitudes about Women in Politics and Voting for Women Candidates” presents
      a taste of the main findings from that survey. Here, Dolan and Lynch examine whether general preferences for
      women in political leadership positions are related to voting for specific female congressional candidates. They
      are, to a modest degree, although vote choice is driven more strongly by party identification and candidate
      incumbency than by gendered attitudes.
    


    
      The quest for elective office among a specific group of women – mothers – is the focus of this issue’s Review
      Essay. The contemporary politicization of motherhood likely presents both challenges and opportunities for
      mothers in the electoral arena, argue Grace Deason, Jill Greenlee, and Carrie Langner. In “Mothers on the
      Campaign Trail: Implications of Politicized Motherhood for Women in Politics,” they discuss how the realities of
      mothering and perceptions of motherhood shape, respectively, political ambition of and the campaign experiences
      of mothers. Throughout, Deason, Greenlee, and Langner propose many testable hypotheses and outline an ambitious
      research agenda for scholarship on politicized motherhood.
    


    
      Finally, the essays in the Dialogue section speak to many topics of long-standing concern to gender politics
      scholars and political psychologists. Are individual attitudes and behaviors influenced by contextual factors?
      When are women’s voices likely to be stifled in deliberative bodies? Do seemingly neutral group decision-making
      rules have gendered implications? Does the impact of such rules depend upon how many of a group’s members are
      women? These questions, and more, are addressed in Christopher Karpowitz, Tali Mendelberg,
      and Lauren Mattioli’s “Why Women’s Numbers Elevate Women’s Influence, and When They Don’t: Rules, Norms and
      Authority in Political Discussion.” Response essays by Leonie Huddy, Mona Lena Krook, Nicholas Winter, and
      Rebecca Hannagan pursue further some of these themes, while also introducing others (e.g., collective identity,
      backlash to women’s improved status, gender conversational norms, and individual agency within groups). The
      result is a rich and stimulating conversation, offering both keen insights into the intersection of gender,
      political deliberation, and power as well as suggested avenues for future research.
    


    


    
      Zoe M. Oxley
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    Same blueprint, different bricks: reexamining the
    sources of the gender gap in political ideology†


    
      Meghan Condona and Amber Wichowskyb
    


    
      aSchool of Public Service, DePaul University, Chicago, IL, USA; bDepartment of Political Science, Marquette University, Milwaukee, WI, USA
    


    
      Since the 1990s the ideological gap between men and women has grown, but scholars debate whether this difference
      is driven by diverging opinion on individual issues or differences in ideological reasoning. Utilizing Item
      Response Theory, we test for gender differences in multiple aspects of ideological thinking: ideological
      constraint, stability, the importance of individual issues to ideology, and the degree to which people base their
      self-reported ideological identity on policy issues. In contrast to existing studies showing that men and women
      privilege different sets of issues when choosing an ideological label, we find that men and women organize their
      opinions in much the same way. The gender gap in ideology reflects differences of opinion, but not political
      reasoning. Our results call for a shift away from research that searches for ways in which men and women reason
      differently about politics and focuses instead on why ideological thinking is so similar between the sexes
      despite difference in social experiences and on the elements of gender that explain basic differences in opinion.
    


    
      During the 1970s gender differences in ideological identification were small and statistically insignificant. By
      the 1990s, men were roughly a third of a point more conservative than women on the American National Election
      Study ideological self-identification scale, a gap as large as the gender gap in partisanship. In the 2000
      presidential election, differences in ideological identification were the biggest contributor to the gender gap
      in vote choice (Kanthak and Norrander 2004). Only two studies have examined the sources of the gender gap in
      political ideology (Jelen, Thomas, and Wilcox 1994; Norrander and Wilcox 2008). They suggest that men and women
      construct their political ideology in different ways: social welfare issues are more predictive of ideological
      identification for men, while gender-specific cultural issues are more predictive for women. And the conventional
      knowledge in political science is that men are more ideological than women (Converse 1964)
      perhaps due to greater sophistication, interest, or knowledge. As such, men and women appear as different
      political thinkers – differing not just in their opinions, but in how they politicize their preferences.
    


    
      In this paper, we offer a fuller examination of the ideological gap between the sexes, modeling opinion
      formation, ideological reasoning, and ideological self-identification as related but conceptually distinct
      processes. Specifically, we treat ideology as a latent trait derived from stated issue positions and estimate it
      using an Item Response Theory (IRT) model. This “revealed” ideological orientation is best suited to analyzing
      how different issues and positions contribute to an overall belief structure. This method also eliminates a
      substantial amount of measurement error, allowing us to test more precisely if men and women differ in how they
      connect preferences to a left–right dimension or in the degree to which they base their self-reported ideology on
      policy preferences at all.
    


    
      This paper makes several contributions to the existing literatures on gender, public opinion and political
      ideology. First, we find little difference in ideological reasoning, and we show that this similarity is not a
      new phenomenon. Rather, our results suggest that many of the gender differences detected in previous studies can
      be attributed to methodological issues. Second, our findings point out a need for gender and politics research to
      focus on social welfare rather than cultural issues. The gender gap on issues concerning the generosity of the
      social safety net has grown over the last 20 years. And we find that where differences in ideological reasoning
      do exist, they are on questions regarding these issues, not culture. We discuss gender differences in prosocial
      interests as a possible source of these differences. Finally, our model, which looks beyond the simple
      connections between issues and ideological self-identification, not only speaks to the differences and
      similarities between men and women, but also to the nature of political ideology more broadly. Although it is not
      the explicit focus of our paper, we demonstrate a method that could easily be extended to test additional
      hypotheses about ideological differences among social groups.
    


    
      Sources of the gender gap
    


    
      The gender gap in ideological identification has been explained both by differences in issue positions and the
      ways in which men and women organize those preferences (Jelen, Thomas, and Wilcox 1994; Kanthak and Norrander
      2004; Norrander and Wilcox 2008). Norrander (1999) argues that the ideological gender gap has its roots in the
      gender differences that emerged on multiple issues during the 1970s and 1980s (Norrander 1999).1 Other research suggests that differences in the salience of positions
      contribute to the gap. For example, Kaufmann and Petrocik (1999) estimate separate regression models for men and
      women and, by multiplying the mean values of the independent variables for women by the regression coefficients
      estimated for men, conclude that the gender gap in partisanship stems from men weighing their social welfare
      preferences more heavily. They note, “[t]he coefficients calculated for men and women separately in each of the
      years, represent the differential importance of these issues in shaping their respective votes and party
      preferences” (1999, 877; see also Kaufmann 2002).2 Norrander and
      Wilcox (2008) include interactions between gender and multiple issue positions to predict ideological
      self-identification and conclude that “although the differences are small, women are more likely to base their
      ideological identification on gender-specific social issues than are men, and they continue to be less likely to
      center their ideological identities on social welfare issues” (520).
    


    
      In sum, recent studies suggest that women and men construct ideology in different ways, connecting it to
      different sets of issues and concerns. But statistically significant interactions between gender and opinions may
      stem from systematic differences in measurement error (Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Snyder
      2008) or in the distribution of the explanatory variables. These problems are compounded in models that include
      multiple separate issue items in the regressions.
    


    
      Furthermore, these studies model ideological self-identification but then draw conclusions about ideological
      reasoning. Self-identification (choosing a liberal or conservative label) and reasoning (holding positions
      constrained by an ideological construct) are distinct psychological processes. The ideological consistency of
      stated issue positions varies within the mass public (Converse 1964; Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus 1978; Jacoby
      1991), and ideological identification is often heavily imbued with symbolic meaning (Conover and Feldman 1981;
      Sears, 1993) and tells us little about ideological reasoning (Jacoby 2002).
    


    
      Therefore, in contrast to existing studies of gender and political ideology, we examine reasoning and
      self-identification separately, treating them as related, but conceptually distinct. To more fully understand the
      ways in which the political ideologies of the sexes differ, we first untangle the relationships between issue
      preferences, ideological reasoning, and ideological identification.
    


    
      But the reasons for findings that point to gender difference are not just methodological. Existing studies
      largely focus on results that show difference, giving little attention to points of similarity. In part, this
      reflects publication bias against research with null findings (Gerber and Malhotra 2008), a bias that may be even
      stronger when gender is the subject of study. Sapiro notes that “[r]esearch on gender and public opinion
      typically incorporates a subtle bias in favor of finding gender differences, partly because culturally we expect
      gender differences to occur” (2002, 36). A selective focus on differences may lead us to overlook the significant
      and substantively meaningful similarities between the sexes, and to misunderstand the role of gender and the
      roots of the differences that do exist. Such bias is a concern across disciplines. In the psychological
      literature on gender, there is a similar focus on difference, but Hyde (2005) shows, through a study of effect
      sizes in multiple meta-analyses, that there is actually more evidence of gender similarity on psychological
      traits. Archer (2006) argues that the bias toward difference is an artifact of the historical origins of gender
      research: “the study of sex differences began in an athreoretical way, with the accumulation of studies that
      happened to include men and women” (638–639). Rather than continuing to search ad hoc for differences, Archer
      argues that social scientists should develop theory-driven hypotheses about similarity and difference. In that
      spirit, rather than simply searching for political differences, we draw from the literature on political ideology
      to develop several hypotheses about its relationship with gender.
    


    
      Men, women, and ideology
    


    
      Ideology is an abstraction, a way for individuals to structure opinions on many distinct issue positions and to
      make sense of the political world. In this way it can be viewed as an information-processing scheme (Jacoby 1991)
      or decision-making heuristic (Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991). This reasoning-based definition of ideology
      was at the heart of Converse’s seminal paper documenting the public’s vast ideological ignorance.
    


    
      But ideological labels are not merely cognitive aggregations; they have affective value and are often rooted in
      attachments to groups and symbols, such as “law and order,” “equality,” and “social change” (Lane 1962; Conover
      and Feldman 1981). This perspective helps reconcile why many individuals who support liberal policies can
      nevertheless identify as conservatives (Ellis and Stimson 2009). Other research suggests that political ideology
      reflects values such as openness to change and acceptance of inequality (Jost, Federico, and Napier 2009), which
      are not necessarily tied in a consistent fashion to issue opinions.
    


    
      Thus, there are three distinct psychological processes in play: (1) issue attitude formation, measured by
      preferences on discrete policy issues; (2) ideological reasoning, the organization of these preferences
      into coherent packages, often conceptualized as the extent to which a person aligns issue
      preferences along a left–right dimension and how stable that organization is over time; and (3) ideological
      self-identification, a person’s choice of ideological label, which does not necessarily require that
      ideological principles structure policy opinions. We ask if gender differences in ideology reflect differences in
      issue preferences, ideological reasoning, self-identification, or some combination.
    


    
      We begin with issue preferences. Shafer and Claggett (1995) find that there are two “deep” dimensions that
      structure public opinion (see also Layman and Carsey 2002; Treier and Hillygus 2009). The first dimension
      consists of preferences on social welfare issues such as economic redistribution and the social safety net. The
      second dimension captures opinions that generally correlate with religious beliefs including abortion and gay
      rights (Layman and Carmines 1997; Carmines and Wagner 2006). For the remainder of the paper, we refer to these
      two dimensions as social welfare ideology and cultural ideology, and we examine issue positions on
      both dimensions as we compare men’s and women’s attitude formation, ideological reasoning, and ideological
      self-identification.
    


    
      First, we examine gender difference in issue attitudes. There are clear theoretical reasons to expect large
      differences on issue attitudes. Opinions on policy issues are driven by an individual’s resources, interests,
      personal experiences, social roles, and socialization experiences (Conover 1988; Trevor 1999; Edlund and Pande
      2002; Box-Steffensmeier, De Boef, and Lin 2004). Women and men differ markedly in these areas. For example, women
      have lower incomes and socio-economic status than men; they spend more time on childcare and family
      responsibilities, and have unique socialization experiences (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001). Most empirical
      studies conclude that men are generally more conservative on social welfare issues where resources and interests
      are especially important. There is more mixed evidence with respect to cultural issues such as abortion.
      Therefore, we hypothesize that (H1): men hold a set of issue opinions that are, on average, more
      conservative than the issue preferences of women and that (H1a): such differences will be more
      pronounced on social welfare issues.
    


    
      Second, we consider whether men and women differ in terms of ideological reasoning – that is, the degree to which
      their issue opinions hang together along ideological lines in predictable ways, as well as the stability of
      ideological leanings. We expect the least difference here. Ideological reasoning is developed in large part as a
      result of exposure to the information environment, especially to media and political elites. Ideological thinking
      tends to increase with political sophistication (Jacoby 1988) and awareness of elite differences (Layman and
      Carsey 2002). Though men and women acquire political information from different sources,3 both genders consume national political media that ties issues together along
      ideological lines.
    


    
      Men do continue to score higher on conventional political knowledge tests (Verba, Burns, and Schlozman 1997;
      Mondak 1999; Delli, Carpini, and Keeter 2005). Knowledge is traditionally viewed as a correlate of awareness of
      ideological constructs, and so this might lead to gender difference in ideological reasoning. But there is new
      evidence that difference on typical political information recall measures results from attentional differences to
      male-dominated political news rather than lower exposure or understanding (Dolan 2011). Additionally, ideological
      reasoning is highly correlated with education, and while historically men’s educational attainment outpaced
      women’s, that trend has reversed, with women’s attainment now greater at every level of education (Aud et al.
      2012). Thus, we expect that (H2): contemporary men and women exhibit similar ideological constraint and
      stability. We examine constraint from the traditional perspective, looking at the degree to which all issue
      opinions move together along the ideological spectrum, and the degree to which each issue is connected to an
      ideological construct. We use panel data to examine ideological stability over time.
    


    
      Third and finally, we test whether men and women differ in the process they go through to select an ideological
      identity. The existing empirical evidence points to gender difference here, with men
      connecting identity more to social welfare policy preferences and women more to cultural preferences (Jelen,
      Thomas, and Wilcox 1994; Norrander and Wilcox 2008). But theoretical expectations are less clear-cut. On one
      hand, ideological identification stems from socialization in the family of origin (see, e.g., Jennings, Stoker,
      and Bowers 2009) and has a strong heritable component (Alford, Funk, and Hibbing 2005). We might therefore expect
      a similar transmission of ideology from parent to child, son or daughter. On the other hand, personality and
      social experience, both with strong gender differences, matter for ideological identification. Large sex
      differences exist in ideology-predicting personality traits such as social dominance orientation (Pratto et al.
      1994), and the Big Five personality traits (Gerber et al. 2011). In short, there are theoretical arguments on
      both sides of the ideological identification question, but the existing empirical literature points to different
      processes. Therefore, we hypothesize that (H3): men are more likely to define their ideology in terms
      of social welfare preferences, while women place a greater emphasis on cultural preferences.
    


    
      While other studies have tested this hypothesis by regressing ideological self-identification on a number of
      isolated issue opinions and their interactions with gender, we use our estimated measures of social welfare and
      cultural ideology as independent variables predicting ideological self-identification. Aggregating survey items
      in this way eliminates a substantial amount of measurement error, revealing well-structured issue preferences
      (Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Snyder 2008). In sum, we offer a model of ideology that is more complex than just the
      connections between issues and ideological self-identification, and is less sensitive to bias resulting from
      measurement error on individual items.
    


    
      Data and methods
    


    
      We utilize survey data from the 1988–2008 American National Election Studies (ANES). We examine social welfare
      ideology with items asking about government provision of jobs and standard of living, health insurance, aid to
      Blacks, cuts to spending versus services, and public spending on childcare, public education, the environment,
      social security, the poor, and welfare. We examine cultural ideology with items about abortion, school prayer,
      immigration, and gay rights. To examine the connections between issue preferences and an ideological construct,
      we treat ideology as a latent trait derived from stated issue positions. This “revealed” ideological orientation
      is better suited than the ideological self-identification scale for testing hypotheses about ideological
      reasoning, particularly since ideological labels may mean different things to different people.
    


    
      We construct our measures by estimating an IRT model. Political scientists have used IRT to estimate such latent
      traits as political knowledge (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1993) and democratization (Treier and Jackman
      2008).4 In a study of ideology, the IRT model provides information
      about each individual respondent’s revealed ideology and the amount of information that each item provides about
      respondents’ ideology (see also Treier and Hillygus 2009). All of these elements can be tested for gender
      differences using established extensions of IRT, which we discuss in greater detail below.
    


    
      In an item response model, an individual’s response to an item depends upon the individual’s estimated level of
      the latent trait (θ) and one or more characteristics of the survey item. In the standard two-parameter
      logistic model, these parameters are often called the discrimination (α) and location (β)
      parameters. The discrimination, or α, parameter is the slope of the function for an item, which reflects
      the extent to which variation in θ predicts different response probabilities to that survey item. For each
      item the threshold or β parameter is the point on the scale of θ (ideology) at which the respondent
      will be equally as likely to respond positively as negatively. For example, this parameter
      tells us how liberal a respondent has to be to be indifferent between supporting and opposing gay marriage.
    


    
      Item response models for items with multiple response categories extend this parameterization by estimating a
      single β parameter for each of the boundaries between response categories separately. In this paper, we
      estimate a Graded Response Model.5 Let j index individuals,
      i index issue items, and k index the (ordered) response categories for item i. In our data,
      k ranges from 3 to 7. Formally, the graded model can be written as
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      Specifically, the probability of selecting any response category is a logistic function of a common slope
      (α) indicating how quickly the probability of selecting the category increases with ideology and a series
      of intercepts (β) that reflect the point at which a respondent is indifferent between two responses
      choices.
    


    
      With our IRT estimates of social welfare and cultural ideology, we first document the extent of gender
      differences on each issue dimension. To test our second hypothesis – that men show greater ideological constraint
      – we look for gender differences in the discrimination parameters αj for each
      item, asking if men and women differ in how closely related each opinion is to the revealed ideological
      construct.
    


    
      Once an item response model is estimated, researchers can test equivalence of measurement across sociocultural
      groups by examining differential item functioning (DIF), first advanced in the field of educational testing (see,
      e.g., Bingenheimer et al. 2005). An item can display DIF in two ways: (1) discrimination DIF, when the item
      provides more information about, and is thus more strongly connected to the underlying trait for one group, or
      (2) location DIF, when individuals from different groups with the same levels of the latent trait have different
      probabilities of giving the same answer.6
    


    
      While DIF analysis is commonly used in the educational testing field to assess measurement equivalence across
      groups, it is uncommon in political science. In a notable exception, King et al. (2004) use DIF analysis to show
      how anchoring vignettes can improve measurement of concepts like political efficacy (see also Hopkins and King
      2010). Our empirical application is similar to these studies, but our aims are different: we employ DIF analysis
      to test theoretically derived hypotheses about social group differences. We focus on discrimination DIF, with
      greater discrimination parameters for one group indicating a stronger relationship between issue opinions and
      ideology.
    


    
      The test for discrimination DIF is technically and conceptually similar to multiple group analysis in factor
      analysis (Bingenheimer et al. 2005). However, IRT models have advantages over factor analytic methods. For one,
      factor analysis may produce biased estimates with ordinal or dichotomous variables that are not necessarily
      distributed multivariate normal (Kaplan 2004). The IRT models we estimate do not suffer from this problem. IRT
      models can also easily handle missing data without imposing listwise deletion or requiring multiple
      imputation.7
    


    
      Finally, we turn to the question of how men and women connect their issue preferences to a self-reported
      ideological identity. We regress self-reported ideological placement on our estimates of social welfare and
      cultural ideology, symbolic attachments to liberal and conservative groups, and core values. An additional
      advantage of our approach is that, by incorporating values and attachments into our model, we insure that our
      inferences are less vulnerable to omitted variable bias than other studies of gender and ideology. Following
      other work on symbolic attachments, we capture them with feeling thermometer items in which
      individuals rate their warmth toward big business and environmentalists, two groups with traditionally
      conservative and liberal alignments and reputations (Conover and Feldman 1981; Zschirnt 2011). Core values are
      measured by agreement with the following statements: (1) the country would be better off if we worried less about
      how equal people are and (2) the country would have fewer problems if we placed more emphasis on traditional
      family values.8 We expect that those who favor greater equality will
      be more likely to identify as liberals and that those who prefer traditional norms and values will be more likely
      to identify as conservatives. Additionally, we control for income and education to account for potential gender
      differences in social position that might also explain the gender gap in political ideology. We examine whether
      there are gender differences in the makeup of ideological self-identification by including two-way interactions
      between gender and each of the explanatory variables.
    


    
      Results
    


    
      We begin with issue opinions: comparing men’s and women’s revealed social welfare and cultural ideology.
      Table 1 lists the average difference in opinion between men and women for each issue dimension. As expected, men
      tend to hold more conservative opinions than women on social welfare and cultural issues. This trend is
      consistent over time, though the size of the gap varies from year to year. The gender gap in political
      preferences on the social welfare dimension increased between the late 1980s and 1990s and has remained
      relatively constant over the last decade, closing slightly in 2004 and again in 2008 when economic concerns rose
      to the top of the national agenda. In contrast, the gender gap on cultural attitudes – non-existent in 1988 –
      grew in the 1990s. Part of this increase reflects changes to the composition of the survey as the number of
      available cultural items on the ANES expanded significantly in the 1990s. Nevertheless, the gender gap on the one
      gay rights item available across the surveys (gay anti-discrimination efforts) increased between 1988 and 1992
      and by 1996 women tended to hold slightly more liberal opinions on abortion than they had in 1988.
    


    
      The gender gap in ideological self-identification, shown in the bottom row of Table 1, also increased between the
      late 1980s and 1990s, reflecting both women moving in a more liberal direction (particularly between 1988 and
      1992) and men moving in a more conservative direction (particularly between 1992 and 1996). From 1996 until 2004,
      the gap remained largely unchanged. In 2004, men moved slightly to the left, while women moved slightly to the
      right thereby shrinking the ideological divide. In 2008, both sexes tended to identify more liberally than they
      had in 2004. Overall, our findings confirm our expectation and the findings of previous studies: men take more
      conservative positions on policy issues than women.
    


    
      Previous research suggests that gender difference transcends basic position taking – that men and women construct
      their ideologies not only with different bricks, but with fundamentally different
      blueprints. We turn now to the first way in which the blueprints might differ: ideological reasoning. We
      test whether men and women differ in ideological constraint – how tightly their specific issue opinions align
      along a left–right ideological construct. To do so, we compare their estimated discrimination parameters. Recall
      that larger discrimination parameters indicate a stronger relationship between opinion on a particular issue and
      ideology.9
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      We summarize the estimated discrimination parameters for all items in all years by presenting the total
      information curves for men and women (specific parameter estimates are listed in the appendix, see Supplementary
      data.) The height of the total information curves reflects how well the ANES items together discriminate
      between liberal and conservative respondents, telling us whether the relationship between issue opinions and
      ideology is stronger for one gender. Figure 1 plots the total information curves for social welfare ideology,
      while Figure 2 does the same for cultural ideology.
    


    
      As expected, the overall picture is one of similarity, not difference.10 Only modest differences in item discrimination exist (Tables A1 and A2, see Supplementary
      data). In some years, men’s opinions about governmental assistance to disadvantaged groups such as African
      Americans and the poor are more tightly connected to an ideological construct than women’s. On other issues the
      pattern is reversed: men’s opinions on the question of whether government should cut services in order to cut
      spending are less ideologically driven than women’s opinions on these issues.
    


    
      What might explain these differences? We believe that this may be a political example of one of the most
      important findings in the field of individual difference: the “People-Things Dimension” of interest, or the
      expression of interest in people versus objects or things (Thorndike 1911; Lippa 1998). Gender differences along
      this dimension have been called the largest sex difference in the field of individual personality and
      psychological differences (Lubinski 2000).11 Women consistently
      display a greater people orientation, while men display a greater things orientation. This orientation is thought
      to be a relatively stable disposition that develops early in life and remains consistent across the life course,
      time, and cultures (see, e.g., Lippa 2010).
    


    
      We find that in some cases women’s opinions about groups of people (African Americans and the poor) are less
      tightly connected to political ideology, driven instead by some other factor. In short, in some cases men are
      less likely than women to break with ideological constraints when the welfare of a group of people is at stake.
    


    
      Conversely, we find that men are more likely to reason in non-ideological ways on the generic question of whether
      government should do more with less. Previous research suggests that whether the issue of government spending is
      framed in general or specific terms can induce opinion change: individual responses are more heavily conditioned
      by respondents’ feelings about specific groups when spending questions are framed in a way that explicitly links
      government activity with targets in society, and are more likely to reflect general feelings about government
      when the issue of spending is framed more generically (Jacoby 2000). Our results suggest that there may be
      underlying gender differences in framing effects on government spending, reflecting differences in prosocial
      interests and orientations toward government.
    


    
      Differences on the cultural ideology scale were rare and idiosyncratic. We only found differences on two items
      and those differences only appeared in a few years. In 2004, attitudes on abortion were less tightly connected to
      women’s opinions on other cultural issues. On one hand, it is unsurprising that women look beyond ideology
      (perhaps to personal experience, self-interest, or gender identity) to form opinions about abortion, but since we
      only see this difference in one year, we conclude that, overall, men and women connect their opinions about
      abortion to ideology in much the same way. The other instance of difference is immigration. Immigration opinions
      were less tightly connected to opinions on other cultural issues for men in 1992 and 2004. However, because the immigration item provides little
      information about cultural ideology in general, we caution readers against substantive interpretation.12
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      Figure 1.    Total information curves for social welfare ideology.
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      Figure 2.    Total information curves for cultural ideology.
    


    


    
      Finally, we examine ideological self-identification. Although we find little evidence of gender
      differences in ideological reasoning, the reasons driving the choice of ideological labels could differ for men
      and women. This is the area in which previous research has found that gender differences with social welfare
      preferences would better predict ideological self-identification for men, and cultural attitudes would better
      predict ideological self-identification for women (Jelen, Thomas, and Wilcox 1994; Norrander and Wilcox 2008).
    


    
      Table 2 reports the results from an ordered logistic regression predicting ideological self-identification for
      men and women. Main effects are reported in column (1). Column (2) reports the coefficients and standard errors
      for the interaction between each independent variable and gender (female = 1). In general, there are few
      differences in how policy opinions, symbolic attachments, values, and social position contribute to the
      ideological self-identification of men and women. The interaction terms between gender and our estimates of
      revealed ideology are in the hypothesized direction, but neither interaction term is statistically
      distinguishable from zero.13 As we noted previously, our item
      response model eliminates a substantial amount of measurement error. Indeed, Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Snyder
      (2008) show that aggregating multiple issue items not only reduces measurement error, but also increases the
      explanatory power of issue preferences in models of presidential vote choice, challenging assumptions in the
      political science literature about the relative importance of issue opinions vis-à-vis other correlates of vote
      choice such as partisanship. We find similar results in our model of ideological self-identification: the
      coefficients on issue preferences are larger and the model has more explanatory power when we substitute our IRT
      measures of social welfare and cultural ideology for individual issue items. Moreover, we find that while gender
      interactions are statistically significant in a model that uses individual issue items, they are no longer so in
      our model that uses the IRT estimates.14 We conclude that gender
      differences in ideological identification detected in previous studies are artifacts of the empirical methods
      employed, rather than indications of substantive sex differences.
    


    
      Noting that ideological identity is the product of values, symbolic attachments, and demographic factors, not
      just issue positions, we also test for gender differences in those areas. There is modest evidence that income
      and attitudes toward environmentalists are more predictive of men’s ideological self-identification (p
      < .10). Nevertheless, these results emphasize similarity between the sexes, not difference.
    


    
      Discussion
    


    
      While men tend to hold more conservative policy preferences than women, there is little evidence that men and
      women differ in how they connect issues to an ideological construct or that they assign different weights to
      their preferences when choosing an ideological identity. The gender gap in ideology cannot be explained by
      differences in ideological constraint or the relative weight of some considerations over others in ideological
      self-identification. Over the last 20 years the sexes have constructed their political ideology from the same
      blueprint. Gender difference exists in the content, but not the quality of political ideology.
    


    
      In this paper, we have argued that opinion formation, ideological reasoning, and ideological self-placement are
      related, but conceptually distinct, and should be treated as such in empirical analyses. We demonstrated how an
      application of IRT can be used to more precisely test existing hypotheses about gender difference and ideology.
      Estimating an item response model allows us to more accurately measure individuals’ revealed ideological
      orientation and to examine how measurement differs by item and across groups of respondents. While IRT models
      have become an increasingly popular way to estimate latent traits, political scientists
      have yet to fully exploit IRT methods as a way to test measurement equivalence (see King et al. 2004; Hopkins and
      King 2010). Through a DIF analysis of our IRT item parameters, we examined whether the sexes differ in terms of
      ideological constraint.
    


    


    
      Table 2.    Explaining ideological self-identification, 1988–2008.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              (1)
            

          

          	 

          	
            
              (2)
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Variables
            

          

          	
            
              Base model
            

          

          	 

          	
            
              Gender interactions
            

          
        


        
          	Female

          	0.646* (0.381)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Income

          	0.068* (0.040)

          	 

          	−0.097* (0.054)
        


        
          	Income Don’t Know

          	0.154 (0.133)

          	 

          	−0.039 (0.177)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.049** (0.023)

          	 

          	−0.011 (0.034)
        


        
          	African American

          	0.114 (0.139)

          	 

          	−0.174 (0.189)
        


        
          	Latino

          	−0.027 (0.130)

          	 

          	0.055 (0.182)
        


        
          	Social welfare ideology

          	0.783*** (0.050)

          	 

          	−0.078 (0.070)
        


        
          	Cultural ideology

          	0.540*** (0.052)

          	 

          	0.089 (0.076)
        


        
          	Traditional values

          	0.304*** (0.037)

          	 

          	0.063 (0.052)
        


        
          	Equality

          	0.158*** (0.028)

          	 

          	−0.047 (0.040)
        


        
          	Feelings toward “Big Business”

          	0.015*** (0.002)

          	 

          	0.000 (0.003)
        


        
          	Feelings toward “Environmentalists”

          	−0.010*** (0.002)

          	 

          	−0.005* (0.003)
        


        
          	1992

          	−0.343*** (0.071)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	1996

          	−0.285*** (0.077)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	2000

          	−0.328*** (0.105)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	2004

          	−0.151* (0.087)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	2008

          	−0.383*** (0.083)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 1

          	−2.243*** (0.288)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 2

          	−0.218 (0.277)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 3

          	0.829*** (0.278)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 4

          	2.575*** (0.281)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 5

          	3.721*** (0.282)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Cut 6

          	6.236*** (0.294)

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Observations

          	 

          	6895

          	 
        


        
          	Pseudo-R2

          	 

          	0.126

          	 
        

      
    


    
      Note: Ordered logistic regression where dependent variable is ideological self-identification.
      

      *p < .10.
      

      **p < .05.
      

      ***p < .01.
    


    


    
      Overall, our results indicated similarity, and the few differences that did exist in ideological reasoning seem
      to indicate that women are more likely to reason in non-ideological ways when the welfare of a group of people is
      at stake. So while we retain (H1): men hold a set of issue opinions that are, on average, more
      conservative than the issue preferences of women, we reject (H1a): such differences will be more
      pronounced on social welfare issues.
    


    
      We also examined ideological stability. Overall we found remarkable similarity in how men and women structure
      their issue opinions along ideological lines; thus we retain (H2): contemporary men and women exhibit
      similar ideological constraint and stability.
    


    
      We then turned to the question of whether ideological labels have different meanings for men and women. In
      contrast to previous studies, we found that the relative contributions of policy preferences are generally the
      same for men and women, as are the contributions of symbolic attachments, values, and social position, and we
      reject (H3): men are more likely to define their ideology in terms of social welfare preferences, while
      women place a greater emphasis on cultural preferences.
    


    
      Overall, the most fundamental differences are not in reasoning at all, but in the issue positions themselves,
      especially on social welfare opinions. Such differences may reflect systematic variation in resources, interests,
      socialization experiences, social roles, biological factors, prosocial tendencies, personality (Sapiro 2002),
      experience with bias, reactions to policy design (Mettler 2011), or even question-wording (Burden 2008). Our work
      contrasts with previous studies, which argue that men and women construct their ideologies not only with
      different bricks, or issue positions, but with fundamentally different blueprints. We present evidence to the
      contrary. Moving forward, research on the gender gap in ideology should focus not on whether men and women reason
      differently when it comes to issues and ideology, but on the elements of gender that explain differences in
      opinion, and the reasons why ideological thinking is so similar between the sexes despite difference in social
      experiences.
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      Notes
    


    
        1.   Men tend to hold more conservative opinions on: economic
      redistribution and governmental involvement in the economy (Erie and Rein 1988; Chaney, Alvarez, and Nagler
      1998); regulations to protect public safety (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986); and expansion of the social safety net
      (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Schlesinger and Heldman 2001). Women tend to be more conservative on school prayer
      (Norrander 1999), while on other cultural issues there are no statistically significant differences in opinion
      (Cook and Wilcox 1991; Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton 1997).
    


    
        2.   This approach has also been used to document gender
      differences in vote choice (Welch and Hibbing 1992; Chaney, Alvarez, and Nagler 1998) and evaluations of the
      president (Gilens 1988).
    


    
        3.   Women are more likely to consume local news and morning
      shows on television, men consume more radio talk shows, print news, political television shows, and internet news
      (Verba et al. 1997; Kenski and Jamieson 2001).
    


    
        4.   While IRT has become increasingly popular in political
      science, estimation strategies vary. Some applications use Bayesian estimation (see, e.g., Masket and Noel 2012),
      while others use maximum-likelihood estimation (see, e.g., Teitelbaum 2010). Both strategies are used widely in
      the educational and psychological literatures. We estimate our IRT models using the ltm package in
      R (Rizopoulos 2006), which uses marginal maximum likelihood.
    


    
        5.   The Graded Response Model represents item characteristics
      for multiple categories as a series of parallel curves.
    


    
        6.   To ascertain the significance of the difference between
      men’s and women’s response patterns, we use Thissen’s IRTLRDIF v2.0b (2001). Additional detail on our DIF
      estimation strategy is available from authors upon request.
    


    
        7.   It is also possible to test for differences in the
      location parameters (βj) for each item. We do not have strong theoretical reason
      to expect such gender differences and thus do not focus on them. Location DIF would indicate that men and women
      with the same underlying ideological orientation have different probabilities of supporting particular public
      policies. We did conduct this analysis, finding no meaningful differences; results are available from authors
      upon request.
    


    
        8.   Research on core values and ideology finds that attitudes
      on (1) rejecting or accepting inequality and (2) social change versus tradition best predict political
      conservatism (Jost, Frederico, and Napier 2009).
    


    
        9.   Converse (1964) looked for ideological constraint by
      assessing the correlations among a set of issues. This traditional approach, however, assumes that all issues are
      equally effective at predicting one’s ideological orientation. The IRT model explicitly
      relaxes that assumption by estimating a separate discrimination parameter for each item.
    


    
      10.   We also examined the stability of ideology over time using
      the ANES 2008–2009 panel study. Respondents were asked to self-identify as liberal, conservative or moderate in
      five of the waves, beginning in January and ending in November of 2008. Ideological stability was measured as
      whether the respondent placed themselves on the same side of the ideological spectrum across all five waves. A
      slightly larger share of men (65%) than women (61%) kept the same ideological label across all five waves of the
      ANES panel, but the difference is statistically insignificant. Results are available from the authors upon
      request.
    


    
      11.   This difference is often used to explain gender differences
      in career choices, especially choice of STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) careers (see Su,
      Rounds, and Armstrong 2009 for review and meta-analysis).
    


    
      12.   We can see this by examining the item information curve
      (available upon request from the authors). The curves for both men and women are largely flat indicating that
      this item does a poor job discriminating between liberal and conservative respondents.
    


    
      13.   We also considered whether there is any significant time
      trend by running separate regressions for each year. We find no evidence that these patterns differ across this
      20-year time span. Results are available upon request from the authors.
    


    
      14.   Results are available upon request from the authors.
      Furthermore, we find that the statistically significant gender interactions in the single-item model are
      substantively quite small.
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      Talking and listening to political opponents is central to the proper functioning of deliberative democracy. But
      the social identity dynamics of partisan intergroup conflict make party identifiers in the US – Democrats and
      Republicans alike – less likely to engage in these activities. We argue that those group dynamics are gendered
      such that men are more sensitive than women to intergroup conflict and competition. Consequently, men are more
      likely to experience “intergroup anxiety” at the prospect of political interaction with partisan opponents. Using
      survey data from the 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election Study and experimental data, we found that men with
      higher intergroup anxiety were more likely than women to avoid cross-party political discussion, not listen when
      they did engage in such conversations, and reject information from outparty leaders. These results highlight the
      critical role that partisan social identities play in everyday democratic citizenship, but also emphasize the
      important and neglected gender aspect of mass interparty dynamics in the USA.
    


    
      “Hearing the other side” is central to deliberative democracy (Bickford 1996). Since citizens differ in their
      preferences, democracy needs to incorporate discussion around contentious issues (Mutz 2006) and exposure to
      ideas with which one disagrees (Sunstein 2003). This is especially true during an era of partisan polarization
      that exaggerates the existing tendency for people to talk and listen only to like-minded others (Mutz 2006).
    


    
      We consider here the intergroup dynamics that contribute to not hearing the other side and the gendered
      nature of those dynamics. We argue that partisan conflict is a form of intergroup conflict. As such, it triggers
      intergroup anxiety that inhibits listening to members of the opposing party (“outparty”). Because men are more
      sensitive to intergroup competition and conflict, they are significantly more affected by intergroup anxiety than
      women.
    


    
      We test these ideas in two studies. First, we employ survey data from the 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election
      Study (CCES) showing that men are more affected by intergroup anxiety and are thus less willing to engage in
      discussions with outparty members (“outpartisans”). Then we use an experiment demonstrating that intergroup
      anxiety influences how citizens respond to outparty leaders and their messages. Again, men are less willing than
      women to entertain outparty views. This research suggests that while both men and women are
      influenced by partisan group dynamics, men are affected more strongly to the detriment of deliberative democracy.
    


    
      This research makes several key contributions. First, social psychologists have long studied the importance of
      intergroup anxiety, but political scientists have ignored its role in interparty relations. Second, psychologists
      have demonstrated that men respond more strongly than women to intergroup competition, but this phenomenon has
      not been explored in the context of partisan politics. Finally, contrary to previous research, we show that men
      are less willing to participate in cross-party discussions – to listen to the other side – in an era of partisan
      strife.
    


    
      Cross-party talk and listening
    


    
      Even when politics are not polarized, people are less likely to learn about the other side of issues. This
      reflects the fundamental nature of “everyday talk,” which is disorganized and spontaneous (Conover and Searing
      2005; Duchesne and Haegel 2007). Whether people engage in political talk is determined by the availability of
      discussion partners (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995). Thus, most people rely on social networks – family, friends,
      and occasionally co-workers – to discuss politics (Conover, Searing, and Crewe 2002).
    


    
      But social networks are generally biased toward like-minded people, especially in the USA (Mutz 2006). And it
      could be getting worse. Geographical sorting may be creating even more likeminded, politically homogeneous
      communities that segregate partisans (Bishop and Cushing 2008; Abramowitz 2010; Abrams and Fiorina 2012 dissent).
      Consistent with this assertion, research on the composition of acquaintance and trust networks reveals
      substantial perceived intra-network political segregation (DiPrete et al. 2011). Thus, given social network
      composition, most everyday political talk is with like-minded individuals, typically of the same party. Because
      citizens have relatively few opportunities for political conversation allowing them to hear the opposition and
      opposing points of view, it is all the more critical that they accept those opportunities when encountered. If
      citizens resist discussing politics with outpartisans and listening to their views, the very essence of
      deliberative democracy is weakened.
    


    
      Individuals may have limited opportunities to hear the opposition through everyday talk, but exercise greater
      control over learning about diverse views via the media, especially from political leaders. To a substantial
      degree, citizens are able to select the information they expose themselves to, and can thus choose to hear
      contrasting views from leaders on issues – or not. Many citizens engage in “selective exposure,” avoiding
      information that is inconsistent with their preexisting attitudes (for review: Stroud 2011). Or if inadvertently
      exposed to contrary sources or views, citizens may discount them by engaging in motivated reasoning (Kunda 1990).
    


    
      In sum, hearing the other side of political issues is critical to deliberative democracy. But it is difficult in
      practice. The nature of social life minimizes opportunities to discuss politics with those of differing political
      views. And basic psychological biases predispose citizens to discount speakers and avoid information that
      conflict with their views. This makes it important that citizens seize the opportunities they do have to hear the
      opposition. But the dynamics of partisan conflict make that challenging, especially for men.
    


    
      Partisan competition as intergroup conflict
    


    
      Elite polarization and party sorting have created a political environment that highlights the differences between
      parties, both making it easier for citizens to identify with the parties and strengthening those party
      attachments (Bafumi and Shapiro 2009; Levendusky 2009). Moreover, this climate has encouraged interparty conflict
      in which party identification plays a heightened role in shaping citizens’ political attitudes and behaviors.
    


    
      Like others (Greene 1999; Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002), we treat party identification as a “social
      identity” (Tajfel 1981). Social identities motivate thoughts and behaviors to protect a group’s positive image,
      resulting in a pattern of bias exhibited through ingroup favoritism and sometimes outgroup derogation (Brewer
      1999). Viewed through the lens of social identity, partisan conflict assumes the dynamics of intergroup conflict,
      leading partisans to feel threatened by the outparty in various ways.
    


    
      We argue that perceived threat is a key psychological mechanism via which individuals translate a competitive
      political environment into intergroup bias. Our reasoning derives from Integrated Threat Theory, which argues
      that threats to ingroups promote prejudice and bias, a thesis supported in many intergroup contexts (for review:
      Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison 2009). Specifically, we focus on “intergroup anxiety,” a condition that results
      from the threat of relating to outgroups (Stephan and Stephan 1985). Humans tend to avoid outgroup members,
      preferring interaction with their ingroups (Paladino and Castelli 2008). When that is not possible, the prospect
      of interacting with outgroup members can produce intergroup anxiety. In interpersonal settings, intergroup
      anxiety is higher when people sense danger or fear negative outcomes like heated conflict, becoming angry,
      rejection, embarrassment, or awkwardness (Stephan and Stephan 1985). Likewise, with respect to information from
      outgroup members, intergroup anxiety is higher when people are faced with evidence from authoritative sources
      that deal with topics of intergroup disagreement (Barlow, Louis, and Hewstone 2009).
    


    
      Intergroup anxiety may occur in political contexts, especially when considering different viewpoints in both
      political conversations and reactions to political sources. In an environment of partisan group conflict, the
      prospect of everyday political talk with outpartisans may trigger intergroup anxiety for several reasons
      (Conover, Searing, and Crewe 2002; Duchesne and Haegel 2007; Neblo et al. 2010). In revealing their private
      opinions, citizens expose their basic identities, and both may require defending. Having one’s views challenged
      may introduce discomfort or fear that individuals prefer to avoid. People might fear embarrassment if they lack
      sufficient knowledge to discuss politics competently, or they may worry about offending others. Similarly,
      receiving information from outparty leaders might prompt intergroup anxiety because their political positions and
      expertise make them appear threatening and their arguments more authoritative.
    


    
      Partisan polarization should intensify the intergroup anxiety associated with cross-party political discussion by
      heightening anticipation of hostility and unpleasantness. This is especially true in the current US political
      environment, which is more polarized than ever and where constant political gamesmanship aimed at the next
      election has supplanted the desire of both elites and masses to govern through compromise (Abramowitz 2010;
      Gutmann and Thompson 2012). But while the competitiveness of the political environment should increase intergroup
      anxiety, individuals are also attuned to local contexts in sensing intergroup threats to their social identities
      (Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison 2009). Thus, we expect that partisans living in more competitive areas should
      experience greater intergroup anxiety because their local contexts magnify the larger caustic political
      environment, more directly threatening their party identities.
    


    
      Thus, we propose the following about intergroup anxiety and considering outparty views:
    


    


    
      H1: Intergroup anxiety positively relates to partisan social identity strength.
    


    
      H2: Intergroup anxiety positively relates to competitive political contexts.
    


    
      H3: Intergroup anxiety harmfully affects interparty political discussion practices.
    


    
      H4: Intergroup anxiety positively relates to rejecting information from outparty leaders.
    


    
      Gender and partisan conflict
    


    
      We argue that men are more likely than women to experience intergroup anxiety, and are therefore less willing to
      entertain opposing political views.1 This implies, rather
      provocatively, that intergroup anxiety encourages men to engage in fewer cross-party conversations, and makes
      them more likely to reject the arguments of outparty leaders. Different studies, from different eras, using
      different measures of concepts related to political discussion have shown that women either discuss politics less
      than men (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; Burns, Scholzman, and Verba 2001; Conover, Searing, and Crewe 2002; Mutz
      2002) or that gender differences disappear once other political factors are considered (Jacobs, Cook, and Delli
      Carpini 2009; Hibbing, Ritchie, and Anderson 2011). Our goal is not to resolve a debate over whether men or women
      discuss politics more. Rather, we want to demonstrate how putting political discussion into the context of the
      gendered nature of intergroup conflict produces a different understanding of its nature. Likewise, little
      research focuses on how citizens process substantive information explicitly combined with partisan source cues,
      but that work suggests no gender differences (Slothus and de Vreese 2010; Bullock 2011; Druckman, Peterson, and
      Slothus 2013; Bolsen, Druckman, and Cook 2014).2
    


    
      On what grounds, then, do we base our argument? Recent research integrates social psychological and evolutionary
      perspectives to argue that modern-day men respond to intergroup competition and conflict differently than women.
      At the cognitive and emotional levels, social identity theory captures the ingroup–outgroup dynamics of
      intergroup conflict. As detailed earlier, there is a fundamental ingroup bias at the expense of outgroup members,
      and conflict can lead to outgroup derogation, especially among strong group identifiers (Brewer 1999).
    


    
      Acting with these basic cognitive processes of social identity theory, “the male warrior hypothesis” posits that
      the long evolutionary history of intergroup conflict and aggression has resulted in different psychological
      adaptations in males and females (Van Vugt, De Cremer, and Janseen 2007; McDonald, Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012).
      Males stood to gain substantial survival and reproductive benefits – power, status, and social influence – by
      joining aggressive coalitions and ensuring their success (McDonald, Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012); likewise, they
      risked suffering lethal and devastating losses when such aggression failed. Indeed, overwhelmingly males have
      historically been both the aggressors and victims of intergroup conflict. Consequently, it argues that male
      psychology adapted to facilitate successful group behavior in intergroup conflicts – an adaptation reinforced by
      cultural and social factors, which should be evident in the intergroup emotions, attitudes, and behaviors of
      modern men (McDonald, Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012).
    


    
      Considerable research supports the male warrior hypothesis (for reviews: Van Vugt 2009; McDonald, Navarrete, and
      Van Vugt 2012). We focus on the findings most relevant to our research. First, intergroup conflict triggers
      stronger responses among men than women: men are more motivated to defend and support the ingroup, especially
      against outgroup threats (Van Vugt, De Cremer, and Janseen 2007). Next, men and women differ in their sensitivity
      to outgroup threats (Yuki and Yokota 2009; Fine, Semrud-Clikeman, and Zhu 2009). Women sometimes feel threatened
      by outgroup members, particularly men and especially when physical safety or reproductive choice are jeopardized
      (Navarette et al. 2010; McDonald, Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012). But overall, men are generally more sensitive to
      outgroup threats, especially in competitive situations (McDonald, Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012). Third, men and
      women recognize and process emotions differently; men again show greater responsiveness to threatening cues
      (Aleman and Swart 2008; Whittle et al. 2011; Kret and De Gelder 2012). Finally, the greater responsiveness of men
      to intergroup conflict and outgroup threat does not automatically translate into aggression; sometimes, the most
      functional response is avoiding the opponent (Van Vugt 2009).
    


    
      Applied to partisan conflict, the male warrior hypothesis suggests that men are more sensitive to interparty
      conflict than women. Specifically, men should find party competition more threatening, especially in an era of
      growing party polarization that emphasizes a campaign mentality over governing on most issues, and when Democrats
      and Republicans harbor increasingly intense mutual dislike (Gutmann and Thompson 2012; Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes
      2012). Political conversations with outpartisans or entertaining their arguments should be more threatening to
      men than women because men are more attuned to outparty threats and they recognize threatening social cues more
      readily. For example, men are more aware than women of conversational expressions of contempt, a cue of social
      dominance (Aleman and Swart 2008). Since men are more sensitive to the potential threats involved in interacting
      with outpartisans, they should develop expectations over time which condition their responses to potential
      negative interactions. Intergroup anxiety is one such response. Thus, in cross-party interactions, men should
      have greater intergroup anxiety than women and also be more sensitive to the effects of intergroup
      anxiety.3 Specifically, intergroup anxiety should lead men, more than
      women, to avoid cross-party talk and to reject cross-party sources and the information they provide.
    


    
      The idea that “male warriors” may be more likely than women to avoid partisan conflict may seem counterintuitive
      because men often take approach-oriented strategies to advance their goals (Navarrete et al. 2010; McDonald,
      Navarrete, and Van Vugt 2012). Yet, an equally important basic evolutionary lesson learned by males is that
      lethal and debilitating aggression in intergroup contexts is not always the best way to further group goals (Van
      Vugt 2009). For example, in chimpanzees (Wrangham 1999) and humans (Chagnon 2012), males of one group generally
      avoid attacking outgroup males when those groups are equally matched, attacking only if they have numerical
      superiority. So, while men may be more sensitive to intergroup conflict and threat cues, this sensitivity does
      not automatically translate into aggression.
    


    
      In the case of contemporary political conflict and hearing the other side, avoidance is likely the strategically
      best move for the party and the most protective move for the individual. Currently, the parties are locked in an
      intense rivalry, and political elites promote tenaciously “standing on principle” and cynically mistrusting the
      opponent (Gutmann and Thompson 2012). In this polarized environment, negotiation is spurned and compromise is
      viewed as a defeat. So, talking and listening to the other side would make the individual – and the group –
      vulnerable to potentially costly and undesirable behaviors: debate and political compromise (Gutmann and Thompson
      2012). Thus, in this context, “real” party warriors do not listen to the enemy.
    


    
      Given this, we hypothesize the following about gender effects on intergroup anxiety and hearing the other side.
      Compared to women, men will:
    


    


    
      H5: Have higher intergroup anxiety.
    


    
      H6: Be more sensitive to group threats, exhibiting greater intergroup anxiety in relation to stronger partisan
      social identities and greater party competition.
    


    
      H7: Have lower levels of interparty discussion and listening than women.
    


    
      H8: Be more sensitive to intergroup anxiety biases in political discussion.
    


    
      H9: Have higher rejection of information from outparty leaders than women.
    


    
      Survey study
    


    
      Data
    


    
      Our data are from the 2010 CCES. All questions used in the present study were collected in the pre-election wave.
      On most of our questions, phrasing varied by respondent partisan identification. Strong Democrats, weak
      Democrats, and Independents leaning Democratic answered questions about their perceptions
      of Republicans and the importance of their Democratic affiliation, and vice versa for Republican-affiliated
      groups. Pure Independents were randomized to either the Democratic or Republican bloc of questions.
    


    
      Measures
    


    
      Intergroup anxiety
    


    
      Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) standard intergroup anxiety scale was adapted by asking respondents to imagine
      discussing politics with a member of their respective outparty whom they “have just met for the first time.”
      Respondents rated how comfortable, respectful, irritated, unfriendly, nervous, self-conscious, and trusting they
      would feel (scored −2/“strongly disagree” to +2/“strongly agree” with a neutral midpoint). Items were added to
      form the anxiety scale (ranges ± 14; α = .78) with higher values indicating greater intergroup anxiety.
    


    
      Discussion practices
    


    
      Two questions assessed the critical discussion practices involved in hearing the other side through cross-party
      political discussion: (1) Discussion – “How often do you talk about politics with people who belong to a
      different political party than you?”(scored 0/“never” to 3/“often”); and (2) Listening – “Honestly, I don’t
      really listen to what people say about politics if they belong to a different political party than I do” (scored
      +2/“agree strongly” to −2/“disagree strongly” with a neutral midpoint). Thus, we measured both behavioral
      engagement in cross-party discussion and attitudinal willingness to listen to outpartisans.
    


    
      Partisan identity
    


    
      Social identity measures assess group attachment (Tajfel 1981). We grouped respondents as Democrats, Republicans,
      and Independents via a standard 7-pt. partisanship scale. Independents included pure Independents only. Partisans
      included strong and weak partisans, plus Independents leaning to that party. Leaners are often “closet partisans”
      with strong affective ties to one party, and their political behavior commonly demonstrates more partisan
      consistency than that of weak identifiers (Petrocik 2009). Respondents then answered two items with wording
      matched to their party: 1) “Being a (party) is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am,” and 2) “I
      have a strong attachment to other people who are (party).” Responses were scored −2/“disagree strongly” to
      +2/“agree strongly” with a neutral midpoint. Both items were added into a partisan identity scale. Higher values
      indicated stronger party attachment (scaled ± 4; α = .86, M = .92, SD = 1.55).4
    


    
      Issues
    


    
      The CCES included nine issue items with left-right policy alternatives: gun control, gay marriage, climate
      change, abortion, promoting the environment or jobs, affirmative action, how to reduce the deficit, if the Iraq
      War was a mistake, and preferred troop levels in Afghanistan. Responses were scaled ± 2 from the most
      operationally conservative preference (−2) to the most liberal (+2). These items were combined into an additive
      scale (α = .84), and the absolute value was taken (scored 0–18) as a measure of issue preferences. Thus,
      our measure accounted for consistency and extremity of operational ideology. The issue questions formed one
      dimension in factor analysis (λ = 4.04, loadings ≥ .71). Reported models included the folded issue
      extremity item. Modeling issues as a left-right continuum consistently yielded null results.
    


    
      Contact
    


    
      The nature of individual social networks determines opportunities for conversation with outpartisans. To
      understand willingness to engage in cross-party conversation, it is necessary to control for discussion
      opportunities. A detailed measure of the partisan makeup of respondents’ social networks was infeasible given
      survey constraints. We roughly gauged network partisanship via a self-reported network composition measure, a
      common measurement in network analysis (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995). Respondents were asked: “How many of your
      close friends and family whom you interact with regularly belong to a different political party than you do?” The
      five response categories were: 0, 1–2, 3–5, 6–10, and 11+.
    


    
      Political context
    


    
      Like racial threat research (for review: Miller 2010), we treated county of residence as the respondents’
      political context. Counties vary in demographics and size, but are a local context that is meaningful to the
      geography of everyday life, often more politically relevant than smaller geographic divisions, and less abstract
      than state or national environments. To assess political competitiveness, the percentage victory margin of the
      winning presidential candidate in each county in 2004 and 2008 based on the two-party vote was averaged. Thus, if
      in a county George Bush won by 4% in 2004 but Barack Obama won by 6% in 2008, that average 5% victory margin
      indicates that the county is highly competitive at the presidential level (M = 11.80, SD = 8.96). Lower
      scores represented higher competitiveness.
    


    
      Controls
    


    
      Certain political variables and demographics relate to party division (Abramowitz 2010) and should be controlled
      for statistically. Consequently, the following were included as controls in all models: objective partisanship
      (0/Democrat, 1/Republican), symbolic ideology (1/very liberal to 7/very conservative), symbolic ideology strength
      (0/moderate to 3/strong ideologue), age, church attendance (0/never to 5/more than once a week), gender (0/women,
      1/men), marital status (0/unmarried, 1/married), and race (0/non-white, 1/white). Income was dropped due to
      extreme nonresponse, but this did not significantly affect the results. Following Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996)
      on democratic norms, we included education (0/no high school to 6/post-grad degree) and political knowledge
      (scored 0–4; additive scale of four items on knowing majority parties in federal and state legislative chambers;
      α = .81).
    


    
      Partisan conflict and intergroup anxiety
    


    
      We first explored the dynamics underlying intergroup anxiety, focusing on gender and its interactions with
      partisan identity and political context. Partisans reported modest anxiety at the proposition of political
      discussion with an unfamiliar outpartisan (intergroup anxiety scale: M = .94, SD = 5.63). Only 34.11% had
      negative anxiety scores, indicating lower anxiety levels and comfort with cross-party discussion. But 59.19% – a
      clear majority – had positive scale scores, suggesting higher anxiety and agreement that cross-party discussion
      would be unpleasant. Republicans and Democrats scored similarly on the anxiety scale [Republican M = 1.22,
      Democratic M = .85; t(868) = −1.79, p = .33]. Thus, at least mild intergroup anxiety was
      widespread among partisans across the aisle.
    


    
      Model 1 in Table 1 predicted intergroup anxiety as a function of gender, interparty contact, partisan identity,
      and the remaining controls. Supporting H5, men reported significantly higher anxiety in anticipation of
      cross-party political discussion with a mean of 3.50 versus −1.21 for women [t(868) = 14.52, p =
      .00], meaning that on balance men were relatively uncomfortable with such conversations while women were somewhat
      comfortable. This relationship was robust in multiple regression. Gender was the strongest anxiety
      predictor, evidenced by the standardized coefficients. Men were expected to score five units higher on the
      anxiety scale than women.
    


    


    
      Table 1.    Intergroup anxiety among partisans.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              Model 1
            

          

          	
            
              Model 2
            

          

          	
            
              Model 3
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              β
            

          

          	
            
              b
            

          

          	
            
              β
            

          

          	
            
              β
            

          
        


        
          	Men

          	4.998d (.347)

          	−.445

          	4.085d (.401)

          	6.601d (.540)
        


        
          	Outparty contact

          	−.660d (.106)

          	−.149

          	−.662d (.131)

          	−.654d (.104)
        


        
          	Partisan identity

          	.652d (.106)

          	.179

          	1.141d (.152)

          	.683d (.104)
        


        
          	Partisanship

          	.155 (.114)

          	.062

          	.142 (.113)

          	.110 (.112)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	.263a (.140)

          	.061

          	.265a (.139)

          	.259a (.134)
        


        
          	Ideological strength

          	.068 (.172)

          	.013

          	.056 (.170)

          	.059 (.166)
        


        
          	Issues

          	.049 (.039)

          	.041

          	.051 (.039)

          	.037 (.039)
        


        
          	Knowledge

          	.317b (.132)

          	.081

          	.275b (.131)

          	.307b (.129)
        


        
          	Age

          	−.030b (.012)

          	−.076

          	−.028b (.012)

          	−.032c (.012)
        


        
          	Church attendance

          	−.105 (.104)

          	−.031

          	−.097 (.103)

          	−.081 (.102)
        


        
          	Education

          	−.039 (.123)

          	−.010

          	−.028 (.122)

          	−.013 (.120)
        


        
          	Married

          	−.196 (.344)

          	−.017

          	−.186 (.341)

          	−.210 (.335)
        


        
          	White

          	1.281c (.409)

          	.098

          	1.270c (.405)

          	1.125c (.400)
        


        
          	Political context

          	–

          	–

          	–

          	−.180d (.027)
        


        
          	Men X partisan identity

          	–

          	–

          	.925c (.209)

          	–
        


        
          	Men X political context

          	–

          	–

          	–

          	−.133d (.037)
        


        
          	Constant

          	6.254d (.943)

          	–

          	5.509d (.949)

          	8.780d (.989)
        


        
          	Adjusted R2

          	.249

          	 

          	.276

          	.287
        


        
          	F

          	23.52d

          	 

          	23.68d

          	24.64d
        


        
          	N

          	806

          	 

          	806

          	806
        

      
    


    
      Note: β are weighted unstandardized OLS coefficients; b are standardized coefficients; SE in
      parentheses; cluster corrected SE in Model 3 cluster on county of residence; variables comprising interactions
      are centered.
      

      ap < .1.
      

      bp < .05.
      

      cp < .01.
      

      dp < .001.
    


    


    
      Those with fewer outpartisans in their close friend and family networks were more anxious. This fits research
      showing that causality flows from networks to intergroup anxiety, not the reverse (for review: Barlow, Louis, and
      Hewstone 2009). Thus, anxiety leads to avoidance of cross-party discussion while controlling for network
      composition, shown later in Table 2, but partisans are not likely excluding outpartisans from their social
      networks because they are anxious.
    


    
      Respondents with stronger partisan identities also reported higher anxiety, supporting H1. Model 2 added the
      interaction of gender and partisan identity, yielding a significant moderating effect that supported H6. The
      predicted anxiety values for this interaction are plotted in Figure 1(a), calculated for a theoretical white
      married respondent with all other predictors at their means. Stronger party identities were associated with
      higher anxiety, but men were especially sensitive to this threat dynamic, as expected given the “male warrior”
      argument. With partisan identity at its mean and ± 1SD, each plotted value for men differed significantly from
      the others. There was a 3.63 unit difference between men at ±1SD, placing respondents at those values on opposing
      sides of the anxiety scale. Men with weaker partisan identities were comfortable on balance with cross-party
      political discussion, while more strongly partisan men were uncomfortable. Among women, though, partisan identity
      strength did not significantly affect their anxiety levels. While women were significantly less anxious than men
      at all levels of partisan identity, that gender difference grew from 3.49 units at −1SD on party identity to 6.36
      units at +1SD.
    


    


    
      Table 2.    Discussion practices among partisans.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              Discussion frequency
            

          

          	
            
              Not listening
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Model 1
            

          

          	
            
              Model 2
            

          

          	
            
              Model 1
            

          

          	
            
              Model 2
            

          
        


        
          	Intergroup anxiety

          	−.216d (.015)

          	−.315d (.023)

          	.241d (.018)

          	.302d (.027)
        


        
          	Men

          	−1.250d (.140)

          	−1.833d (.175)

          	1.131d (.176)

          	1.381d (.178)
        


        
          	Outparty contact

          	−.409d (.055)

          	−.418d (.180)

          	−.134c (.059)

          	−.134d (.059)
        


        
          	Partisan identity

          	−.106c (.038)

          	−.095b (.038)

          	.132c (.048)

          	.131c (.048)
        


        
          	Partisanship

          	−.056 (.133)

          	−.048 (.045)

          	.039 (.050)

          	.038 (.049)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	.083 (.054)

          	.079 (.055)

          	.007 (.061)

          	.015 (.062)
        


        
          	Ideological strength

          	−.013 (.068)

          	−.021 (.068)

          	.016 (.075)

          	.016 (.075)
        


        
          	Issues

          	−.017 (.015)

          	−.019 (.015)

          	.019 (.017)

          	.019 (.017)
        


        
          	Knowledge

          	−.380d (.053)

          	−.400d (.053)

          	.237d (.058)

          	.248d (.055)
        


        
          	Age

          	−.013b (.005)

          	−.011b (.005)

          	.009a (.005)

          	.008 (.005)
        


        
          	Church attendance

          	.048 (.040)

          	.046 (.040)

          	.013 (.045)

          	.017 (.045)
        


        
          	Education

          	.161a (.048)

          	.141c (.048)

          	−.114b (.053)

          	−.104a (.054)
        


        
          	Married

          	−.059 (.133)

          	−.088 (.134)

          	.045 (.152)

          	.065 (.152)
        


        
          	White

          	.678d (.160)

          	.647d (.161)

          	−.442b (.176)

          	−.421b (.177)
        


        
          	Men X intergroup anxiety

          	–

          	−.164d (.027)

          	–

          	.113c (.034)
        


        
          	Pseudo R2

          	.158

          	.173

          	.159

          	.171
        


        
          	τ1

          	−5.565

          	−5.975

          	−1.735

          	−1.874
        


        
          	τ2

          	−3.279

          	−3.657

          	−.281

          	−.397
        


        
          	τ3

          	−1.142

          	−1.441

          	–

          	–
        


        
          	LR

          	390.33d

          	427.47d

          	301.80d

          	312.79d
        


        
          	N

          	807

          	807

          	807

          	807
        

      
    


    
      Note: β are weighted unstandardized ordinal logistic regression coefficients; SE in parentheses; listening
      is recoded as 3-pt. agree/neutral/disagree item for ease of plotting predicted values; variables comprising
      interactions are centered.
      

      ap < .1.
      

      bp < .05.
      

      cp < .01.
      

      dp < .001.
    


    


    
      Model 3 introduced external political environment to the analysis, interacting county political context with
      gender. Evidenced in Figure 1(b), this interaction also yielded a significant moderating effect. Living in more
      competitive counties corresponded to higher anxiety (H2), but men were more sensitive to the partisan threat
      implicit in electoral competition that fuels anxiety (H6). Again, lower values on county competition indicated
      jurisdictions with smaller average victory margins, meaning more competitive electoral contexts. Plotting
      political context at its mean and ±1SD, each plotted value on the line for men differed significantly from the
      others. Men in the least competitive counties scored on the calm side of the anxiety scale while those in the
      most competitive counties were on the anxious side, a difference of 3.32 units comparing ±1SD on county
      competition. Context had no effect among women, though the sensitivity of men to the external political
      environment inflated the 3.85 unit gender difference in low competition counties to 6.54 units in highly
      competitive counties.
    


    
      Discussion practices
    


    
      We next tested the relevance of intergroup anxiety for interparty political interactions. Genuine democratic
      discussion involves both the behavior of talking with others, especially those in the
      opposition, and the attitudinal willingness to entertain different perspectives. CCES partisans reported a
      moderately low level of cross-party discussion (M = 1.47, SD = .94). Indeed, 17.14% claimed to never
      discuss politics with outpartisans. Partisanship was not a significant divide in outparty political discussion;
      Democrats (M = 1.41) and Republicans (M = 1.46) reported similarly low discussion levels
      [t(868) = .55, p = .579]. Though outparty discussion occurred infrequently, partisans moderately
      disagreed that they are not good listeners to outpartisans (“listening” M = −.57, SD = 1.22); 56.30% of
      partisans suggested that they listen to outpartisans, while only 19.60% said that they do not listen. Republicans
      (−.54) and Democrats (−.59) did not differ significantly on listening [t(868) = .82, p = .413].
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 1.    Predicted intergroup anxiety values among partisans by gender. (a) Gender and partisan social
      identity interaction. (b) Gender and electoral margin interaction.
    


    


    
      Table 2 modeled the behavioral and attitudinal aspects of political discussion. Supporting H3, intergroup anxiety
      deleteriously affected discussion practices, showing that this party-based threat has tangible implications for
      the quality of democratic citizenship. More anxious partisans engaged in less cross-party political discussion
      and were more likely not to listen to the opinions of outpartisans when that communication did occur. Holding the
      other predictors at their means, partisans at −1SD on anxiety had only a 4.01% chance (95% CI: 2.91, 5.11) of
      never having cross-party talks, whereas those at +1SD had a 25.95% chance (CI: 21.94, 29.95). Similarly, less
      anxious partisans had a 4.59% chance (CI: 3.23, 5.95) of agreeing that they do not listen to outpartisans, but
      that increased to 34.26% (CI: 29.68, 38.85) among the more anxious.
    


    
      Supporting H7, independent of anxiety, men exhibited lower levels of interparty discussion and listening. Men had
      a 24.53% chance of never reporting cross-party discussion (CI: 20.65, 28.40) with the other predictors at their
      means, but women had only an 8.51% chance (CI: 6.62, 10.40). Likewise, men had a 44.01% chance of agreeing that
      they do not listen to outpartisans (CI: 39.14, 48.89), whereas women only had a 19.64% chance (CI: 16.40, 22.87).
      Stronger partisan identities and higher sophistication also harmfully affected interparty discussion practices.
    


    
      The second column under each dependent variable in Table 2 interacted gender with anxiety to test H8 that men are
      more sensitive to the biases that intergroup anxiety produces. Both interactions yielded significant moderating
      effects. Figure 2(a) provides the associated probabilities of never discussing politics with outpartisans,
      plotting those values by gender at the mean and ±1SD of anxiety. Calculations were for a theoretical married
      white respondent with all other predictors at their means. The difference between ±1SD on anxiety for men was
      31.78%, or 3.56 times the total change of 8.92% for women. Higher anxiety men had a 47.46% chance of never
      holding cross-party discussion versus only 16.86% for higher anxiety women. Though men were
      significantly more likely than women to never have cross-party discussion at all plotted values, that difference
      increased from 7.74% at −1SD on anxiety to 30.60% at +1SD. Thus, as predicted, while anxiety biased both genders
      toward less cross-party discussion, those differences were larger for men and only significant for women at the
      extreme anxiety values.
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      Figure 2.    Intergroup anxiety effects on discussion practices among partisans. (a) Never discussing politics.
      (b) Agreement with not listening.
    


    


    
      Figure 2(b) plots the probabilities of agreeing that one does not listen to outpartisans for the same anxiety
      values by gender. The interaction pattern observed for discussion frequency was generally replicated. The
      probability change between ±1SD on anxiety for men was 49.29%, and just 16.56% for women. But for listening,
      unlike discussion, no significant gender differences existed at −1SD on anxiety where respondents had pleasant
      feelings on balance about listening to outpartisans. Significant differences emerged at higher anxiety levels,
      showing a 12.54% gender difference at the anxiety mean and growing to 34.76% at +1SD on anxiety where men had a
      55.18% of agreeing that they do not listen to outpartisans. Again, anxiety biased both genders against listening
      to opposing views, but that bias was stronger among men. This supported our hypothesis (H8) that men are more
      sensitive to intergroup anxiety effects.
    


    
      Experimental study
    


    
      The CCES supported our hypotheses about the correlates of intergroup anxiety, its discussion-related
      consequences, and the interaction of gender with those dynamics. Our second study, an experiment, tested how
      gender and intergroup anxiety interacted to affect processing of political information paired with explicit
      partisan source cues. The treatment exposed participants to an authoritative outparty source making an argument
      about internet sales tax. Like cross-party discussion, this requires a type of contact with an outpartisan that
      triggers the biasing effects of intergroup anxiety, especially for men.
    


    
      Methods
    


    
      Treatment
    


    
      We constructed an editorial in which a partisan male leader argued that the law should make it easier for states
      to collect internet sales tax. This is a minor issue that is not central to partisan debates; consequently, it
      should be less likely to trigger motivated reasoning (Slothuus and De Vreese 2010). But being confronted with a
      powerful male outparty source should be potentially threatening, especially for men (McDonald, Navarrete, and Van
      Vugt 2012; Maner and Miller 2013). The editorial text was constant, but the source – either Democratic Senator
      Harry Reid or Republican Senator Mitch McConnell – was manipulated.5
      The editorial headline clearly identified the author by his partisanship; critically, then, the partisan source
      was cued explicitly at the beginning of the text (Appendix 1).
    


    
      Procedure
    


    
      The treatment was embedded in a web-based survey experiment. Participants completed a pretest of demographics and
      political predispositions that included intergroup anxiety, read the treatment, then completed a posttest of
      treatment-related items. Participants were first sorted by gender based on pretest responses, then randomized to
      inparty or outparty leader treatments. Thus, the experiment was a fully crossed 2 × 2 design in which the two
      dimensions were participant gender (men, women) and editorial source (inparty, outparty). Given the null
      differences between Democrats and Republicans in the CCES, participant partisanship was not factored into the
      experiment beyond matching subjects to inparty or outparty treatments. Thus, the inparty
      condition for women, for example, contained Democratic women reading Reid’s editorial and Republican women
      reading McConnell’s editorial. The experiment employed the same categorization of partisanship as the CCES
      analysis.
    


    
      Participants
    


    
      We recruited 460 undergraduates at a large US public university in spring 2014. Students participated for course
      credit in mandatory introductory political science courses. Participants ranged from 18 to 32 years old (M
      = 19.52, SD = 1.93) and were plurality freshmen (M = 1.65, SD = .85). They were mostly white (78.70%),
      slightly Democratic (M = 3.86, SD = 2.01)6, and slightly
      liberal (M = 3.76, SD = 1.65). Students were recruited by gender so that all four conditions had 115
      participants each, yielding 230 men and 230 women with both genders evenly divided between inparty and outparty
      leader conditions. Though a convenience sample, Druckman and Kam (2011, 70) note that “student subjects do not
      intrinsically pose a problem for a study’s external validity” as they resemble the public on most non-demographic
      factors. In the CCES general population sample, interacting age or education with intergroup anxiety failed to
      produce significant moderating effects on discussion frequency or listening, so there is little empirical reason
      to suspect that using student subjects biased our findings.
    


    
      Measures
    


    
      The pretest replicated the CCES questions, but added the Ten Item Personality Inventory to measure the Big Five
      traits because personality influences discussion-related phenomena (Hibbing, Ritchie, and Anderson 2011).
      Academic year was asked to proxy the limited age and education variance among students. Three dependent variables
      were assessed in the experiment. First, to approximate how seriously respondents “listened” to the editorial and
      read it attentively, a latent timer was placed on the treatment webpage to time how long participants spent on
      it. Using a standard procedure to reduce the influence of outlier times and account for varying natural reading
      speeds, we controlled for participants’ average “baseline” response time to five simple items (Fazio 1990): race,
      gender, academic year, partisanship, and church attendance. To standardize timings, ratios were calculated as
      [treatment time/(treatment time + baseline)]. A ratio of .5 meant that participants spent the same time reading
      the editorial as they did on average answering the baseline questions. Ratios below .5 indicated reading times
      faster than the baseline, while ratios above denoted longer reading times.
    


    
      Second, as a treatment evaluation, participants in the posttest rated the editorial as thoughtful, unintelligent,
      uncivil, reasonable, coherent, logical, extreme, uninteresting, and engaging. Responses were scored −2/“disagree
      strongly” to +2/“agree strongly” with a neutral midpoint. These evaluations were combined into an additive scale
      (ranges ±18; α = .86) with lower values indicating more negative assessments. Third, to assess persuasion,
      participants rated from −5 (strongest possible opposition) to +5 (strongest possible support) their support of
      making it easier for states to collect internet sales tax.
    


    
      Results
    


    
      The experiment focused on how intergroup anxiety interacted with partisan cues to affect message processing and
      whether gender conditioned that dynamic. Thus, our analysis compared anxiety effects across the four conditions
      that by design interacted participant gender with party source cueing. For the three dependent variables, we
      employed ordinary least squares (OLS) regression replicating the Table 2 model, but adding
      the Big Five traits, and replacing age and education with academic year. Figure 3 presents for each model the
      interaction of intergroup anxiety with a nominal variable denoting experiment condition.7
    


    
      Figure 3(a) plots the effect of anxiety on the timing ratio by condition with anxiety at its mean and
      ±1SD.8 When partisans encountered the tax message from inparty
      leaders, anxiety had no relationship to time participants spent on the treatment relative to their baseline
      response times, nor did the genders differ in their relative timing. In the inparty conditions, partisans scored
      roughly .9 on the timing ratio. For example, at a .9 ratio a participant taking 5 seconds on average to answer
      the baseline items spent approximately 60 seconds on the treatment when it had an inparty source; a 10-second
      baseline time would indicate 90 spent on the treatment.
    


    
      However, as the confidence intervals in the outparty leader conditions show, participants at average and higher
      anxiety levels spent significantly less time on the treatment when it had an outparty source. This effect was
      especially pronounced among men. The most anxious men had a predicted ratio of just .51 in the outparty leader
      condition, meaning they spent as little time reading the editorial as they did disclosing their race or
      partisanship. While the most anxious women in the outparty condition demonstrated less attention compared to
      their inparty condition counterparts, their predicted ratio of .69 still indicated more than minimal engagement
      with the outparty message. Thus, intergroup anxiety led partisans to give less attention to an outparty leader’s
      arguments (H4), and men were more sensitive to that bias (H9).
    


    
      The same pattern is generally replicated in Figure 3(b) which plots the predicted argument evaluation scale
      scores. Intergroup anxiety did not influence argument evaluations among partisans receiving an inparty leader
      editorial, though gender differences appeared as men universally rated the inparty editorial more favorably than
      women. Partisans of both genders rated the outparty treatment more negatively. More importantly, anxiety
      magnified that negative assessment, especially among men. The most anxious men rated the outparty editorial 2.41
      points more negatively than women in their comparable condition, and the total shift in negativity comparing ±1SD
      from the anxiety mean was 21% greater among men than women.
    


    
      Figure 3(c) plots predicted policy support, again demonstrating the same pattern observed throughout the
      experiment. As the two inparty treatment conditions showed, partisans of both genders expressed equally mild
      opposition when an inparty leader advocated making it easier for states to tax internet sales. Again, intergroup
      anxiety had no effect in the inparty conditions. Opposition increased significantly in the outparty leader
      conditions, and again only for outparty treatments did gender moderate anxiety effects. Men and women were
      equally opposed to the outparty argument at −1SD on anxiety, but that difference grew to a significant 1.36 units
      at +1SD. The total magnitude of the anxiety effect on men was 91% larger than for women.
    


    
      In sum, the between-subjects experimental comparisons on attention, treatment evaluation, and persuasion
      supported our expectations. Like Aaroe (2012), we found contrast effects in response to outparty source cues;
      however, intergroup anxiety moderated those effects, supporting H4 – anxiety positively relates to rejecting
      information from outparty sources. H9 – this rejection is greater among men – was also supported. Women were
      certainly not immune to the biasing effects of intergroup anxiety. Because of the outparty cue, the most anxious
      women rejected the same tax argument that equally anxious women embraced from an inparty leader. But, they
      demonstrated significantly less rejection of the outparty argument than men. Even the most anxious women still
      gave the outparty treatment more than cursory attention and were less hostile to it than the most anxious men.
      Judging by the time they spent on the treatment, the highest anxiety men barely processed the editorial beyond
      the headline, yet were the most opposed to the outparty argument even though they likely did not read the
      editorial.9
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 3.    Effects of intergroup anxiety on participant reaction to treatments. (a) Timing ratio, (b) Argument
      evaluation, (c) Policy support.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      Talking and listening to political opponents is central to the proper functioning of deliberative democracy. But
      party competition in a polarized climate triggers a psychology of intergroup dynamics that makes citizens wary of
      their partisan opponents. Social identity theory partly accounts for this dynamic. Strong partisans are more
      skeptical about interacting with outpartisans, and this is equally true of Republicans and Democrats.
    


    
      However, the intergroup dynamics that contribute to not hearing the other side are also gendered. Keeping
      with the argument that men are more sensitive to intergroup conflict and competition, men are more likely than
      women to feel “intergroup anxiety” at the prospect of interacting with an outpartisan,
      leading them to avoid cross-party political engagement. Thus, in the CCES, men with higher intergroup anxiety
      were more likely to avoid cross-party political talk, and to not listen when confronted with an outpartisan in
      political conversation. In the experiment, men with higher anxiety likely did not read the editorial attributed
      to an outparty leader, though based on the outparty source cue they nonetheless rated the editorial more
      negatively than all other participants. These findings focus our attention on two things: the concept of
      intergroup anxiety, and the gendered dynamics of intergroup conflict.
    


    
      Intergroup anxiety has been extensively studied in psychology. Yet, political scientists have ignored the
      potential of this concept for understanding politically relevant intergroup behavior. Our findings suggest that
      this neglect is a mistake. Moreover, our application of intergroup anxiety to cross-party political interaction
      adds to how psychologists have studied the concept. Their research has consistently found that lower levels of
      outgroup contact and higher levels of prejudice against outgroups predict, and many psychologists argue cause,
      greater intergroup anxiety (for review: Stephan, Ybarra, and Morrison 2009). Other psychologists have focused on
      contextual factors influencing anxiety. But, psychological applications of intergroup anxiety have largely
      ignored how it influences actual behavior or how information is perceived. Thus, our findings linking anxiety to
      discussion practices and rejection of outparty political messages are an addition to that literature.
    


    
      Likewise, political science has seldom considered the gendered dynamics of interparty conflict. Our argument in
      this regard may be controversial. We build on the “male warrior” hypothesis, which suggests that evolution has
      shaped the nature of intergroup conflict. Over time, male coalitional aggression – fierce tribalism and violent
      discrimination against outgroups – produced sex differences in the basic psychology of intergroup relations that
      have been reinforced by cultural and social factors. Consequently, men are more sensitive to intergroup
      competition.
    


    
      We argue that the gendered nature of intergroup conflict should and does apply to partisan conflict. Thus, men
      experience higher intergroup anxiety, leading them more than women to avoid interacting with outparty members –
      specifically, to avoid discussing politics with outpartisans and to summarily reject outparty arguments.
      Unfortunately, this strategy makes excellent strategic sense for modern partisan warriors in a highly polarized
      political environment. Avoiding engagement means avoiding the possibility of hearing the other side; but it also
      relieves the partisan warrior of having to defend his positions, compromise, or experience anger or frustration
      at contrarian interactions. This is bad for deliberative democracy. But, it is good for the party – and defending
      their tribe is what partisan warriors do.
    


    
      Supplemental data
    


    
      Supplemental data for this article can be accessed at doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.992795.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.   Women generally experience more fear and anxiety (McLean and
      Anderson 2009). Importantly, however, our claim focuses on gender differences specifically in intergroup
      conflict.
    


    
      2.   None of these studies report significant gender differences
      in partisan-motivated reasoning. Whether that is because they did not test for differences or did not find any is
      unclear.
    


    
      3.   In nonpolitical contexts intergroup anxiety biases men
      toward harmful intergroup behavioral and attitudinal tendencies, yet has null or positive effects on women
      (Taylor et al. 2000; Toosi, Sommers, and Ambady 2012).
    


    
      4.   Pure Independents (N = 130) are dropped from
      analyses. They lack party identities linking them to our theory. Their exclusion does not substantially alter the
      reported results.
    


    
      5.   Treatments were pretested on 98 undergraduates. Pretesters
      gave both senators similar slightly positive feeling thermometer averages (Reid = 52.64, McConnell = 51.18).
      Pretesters similarly rated the editorial as a “credible” Democratic (82.24%) or Republican (80.73%) argument.
    


    
      6.   Pure Independents were dropped from analyses.
    


    
      7.   Across experiment analyses, partisan identity strength and
      knowledge positively related to rejecting information from outparty sources. Negative predictors included:
      outparty contact, extraversion, and openness to experience. The remaining predictors, except gender, were
      insignificant.
    


    
      8.   Women had lower intergroup anxiety levels (M = −1.43)
      than men (M = 2.98) in the pretest. Given gender segregation by condition, randomization should not
      equalize anxiety distributions across cells. But this imbalance is trivial as Figure 3 derives from OLS on all
      subjects controlling for gender and condition. For gender comparability as in the CCES analysis, anxiety effects
      were plotted at the sample mean and SD.
    


    
      9.   Two factors suggest that this finding is not explained by
      motivated reasoning. First, motivated reasoning is more pronounced on issues central to party conflicts, which
      internet taxation is not (Slothuus and de Vreese 2010). Second, partisan-motivated reasoning produces longer
      processing times in response to party cues (Bolsen et al. 2014). Yet, the strongest effects of intergroup anxiety
      are associated with the shortest processing times.
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      Existing literature demonstrates that Hispanic men and women incorporate into the USA differently. Research also
      finds that Latinas participate politically in greater numbers than Latino men on a range of indicators, including
      voting, naturalization, and citizenship acquisition. Using data from the 2006 Latino National Survey, I extend
      this line of scholarship to study gendered differences in Latino self-perception. My results demonstrate that
      despite higher levels of participation in the USA, Latinas are less likely to identify as American than Latino
      men. Moreover, while these ideas are not mutually exclusive, Latino men express a greater desire to blend into
      the USA, while Latinas are more likely to want to maintain a distinct Hispanic culture. However, consistent with
      intersectionality theory, which emphasizes the interaction between race/ethnicity, gender, and class, these
      differences disappear once a certain socioeconomic status is reached. I also demonstrate a stronger relationship
      between an American identity and political participation for Latino men than for Latinas. Overall, these findings
      underscore the importance of including gender as both a dependent and an independent variable in future studies
      of identity.
    


    
      Existing research demonstrates that Latinas are more likely to participate in civic life in the United States
      than Latino men. Since 1996, Latinas have voted at higher rates than their male counterparts in all but one
      presidential election (File 2013). Among immigrants, they are also more likely to naturalize and to pursue US
      citizenship (Bejarano 2014).
    


    
      A range of literature on immigrant socialization establishes that men and women experience their new country in
      different ways (Grasmuck and Pessar 1991; Jones-Correa 1998). At the elite level, Hispanic women are more likely
      to focus on connections and social ties (Hardy-Fanta 1993, 2006), demonstrating a greater “cultural
      consciousness” (García et al. 2008). Scholarship in cross-cultural psychology likewise suggests that women in a
      range of contexts hold onto culture more than men (Phinney 1990; Phinney et al. 2001; González, Umaña-Taylor, and
      Bámaca 2006).
    


    
      Collectively, this research raises questions about how Latinas perceive themselves in the USA. Intersectionality
      scholarship emphasizes the importance of disaggregating within broadly defined groups (Crenshaw 1989; Carter,
      Sellers, and Squires 2002; Hancock 2007), underscoring that categories such as race, gender, and class interact
      to influence the ways in which individuals understand their place in the political world
      (Omi and Winant 1994). Even as Hispanic women incorporate more than men, do they see themselves in the same way?
    


    
      Increasingly, scholarship emphasizes acculturation as an additive, two-way process, in which individuals may
      adapt to a new culture while simultaneously maintaining ties to a previous culture or identity (Fraga et al.
      2010; Schildkraut 2011). Yet, we know very little about the relationship between gender and attitudes toward
      incorporation. Moreover, while a range of scholarship points to a relationship between identity and political
      behavior, the role of gender in this process remains unstudied. Does self-perception similarly influence the
      political behavior of Hispanic men and women?
    


    
      My research addresses these gaps in the literature. Using data from the Latino National Survey (2006), I apply
      ideas from intersectionality theory to test whether variation exists in the ways that Latinas and Latino men
      perceive themselves in the USA.1 I also explore attitudes about
      blending into a new society and preserving a separate pan-ethnic culture.
    


    
      Holding all else equal, I find that Latinas are less likely to see themselves as American and more likely to
      self-identify in pan-ethnic terms than men. Moreover, although these responses are not mutually exclusive, Latino
      men are more likely to want to change to blend into the USA, while Latinas are more likely to express a desire to
      preserve a distinct Hispanic culture. Underscoring the interaction between race/ethnicity, gender, and class, I
      find that most of these differences disappear when focusing on respondents of the highest socioeconomic status.
    


    
      Identities in general, and an American identity in particular, are thought to have important consequences for
      political attitudes and behavior (Citrin, Wong, and Brian 2001; Schildkraut 2005; Huddy and Khatib 2007; Lee
      2008). Within the Latino population, data from the Latino National Survey (LNS 2006) confirm this relationship.
      Individuals who most strongly identify as American are far more likely to report having voted in 2004 (73.3%)
      than those who do not at all identify in this way (47.9%). They are also much more likely to have contacted a
      public official (43.3% compared to 18.9%) and to identify with one of the two main political parties (62.1%
      compared to 27.4%), suggesting that individuals who identify as American have a greater connection to civic and
      political life in the USA.
    


    
      Given that Latinas are more likely to participate politically than Latino men, but men are more likely to
      self-identify as American, I also explore whether the relationship between identity and political behavior varies
      by gender. I find that among Latinos, a strong relationship exists between an American identity and voting.
      However, this relationship disappears when the sample is limited to Latinas. This latter finding points to the
      importance of developing a more nuanced understanding of the so-called “identity-to-politics” link (Lee 2008),
      whereby self-perception is thought to drive political behavior.
    


    
      In 2003, Hispanics overtook African-Americans as the largest minority group in the USA (Segura and Rodrigues
      2006), highlighting the need to improve our understanding of the varying ways in which group members incorporate.
      My findings contribute to our knowledge in this area while responding to calls within the discipline of political
      science to better understand identity as a variable (Abdelal et al. 2009), and the emergence of an American
      identity specifically (Schildkraut 2014). More broadly, I demonstrate the importance of focusing on gendered
      differences in future studies of identity, political incorporation, and political behavior in the USA and beyond.
    


    
      Latino identity options
    


    
      Much of our understanding of self-identification derives from social identity theory, which establishes that when
      groups are assigned or membership is assumed, individuals favor their own in-group (Tajfel
      1970; Tajfel and Turner 1986). This theory’s explanatory power is limited, however, when identities are ambiguous
      or newly acquired (Huddy 2001).
    


    
      Historically, Hispanics in the USA have self-identified primarily in terms of their national origin, such as
      Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban (DeSipio 1996b; Fraga, Garcia, et al. 2006). However, Latinos in the USA can also
      choose among other ethnic “options” (Waters 1990). Early literature on immigrants in the USA anticipated that
      over time, individuals would naturally assimilate (Park 1950; Alba and Nee 1997), with the adoption of an
      American identity seen as a hallmark of assimilation (Gordon 1964). In recent years, segmented assimilation
      theory has challenged this approach, suggesting that a range of factors can interrupt this process (Portes and
      Zhou 1993; Zhou 1997). While scholarship continues to highlight the importance of immigrant generation and
      language skills (Citrin et al. 2007, García Bedolla 2003), recent literature also emphasizes the need to
      understand other variables that contribute to the emergence of an American identity, particularly among minority
      groups (Schildkraut 2014).
    


    
      In addition to an American identity, group members may adopt a pan-ethnic (Latino/Hispanic) identifier while
      living in the USA (Padilla 1986, Rodríguez 2000). To date, however, research on the acquisition of both of these
      identities either ignores the role of gender or uses gender as a control variable (Golash-Boza 2006; Masuoka
      2006; Taylor, Allen Gershon, and Pantoja 2014), failing to address why gendered differences may emerge or their
      potential consequences. Here, I explore these questions.
    


    
      Gender, intersectionality, and immigrant socialization
    


    
      Intersectionality theory emphasizes that race, gender, and class are “not separate and additive but rather
      interactive and multiplicative,” such that multiple disadvantages may shape and reinforce each other (Carter,
      Sellers, and Squires 2002, p. 111). Scholarship in this tradition describes the ways in which these categories
      combine to uniquely influence individuals’ lives and identities (Weber 1998). As García Bedolla and Scola (2006,
      p. 24) explain, “Race, class, and gender are important in politics because they help shape our view of the world
      and our understanding of our relative place within that world.” Yet, while much of this scholarship assumes that
      these categories influence identity, empirically, these relationships remain understudied.
    


    
      At the mass level, research suggests a clearer path to incorporation in the USA for Latinas than Latino men. For
      instance, Latina immigrants are more likely to contribute to their household income and are more likely to
      participate in activities related to their children’s education (Grasmuck and Pessar 1991; Hondagneu-Sotelo 1992;
      Jones-Correa 1998). In contrast, Latino men are more likely to prefer continuity with their homeland
      (Jones-Correa 1998). They are also more likely to remain engaged with the politics of their home country, send
      remittances, and maintain a “myth of return,” holding on to the idea that they will someday live in their home
      country again (Bejarano 2014).
    


    
      Yet, focusing on elites, intersectionality research demonstrates that female activists and legislators are more
      likely to view their roles communally (Pardo 1997; Fraga, Lopez, et al. 2006; García et al. 2008; Bejarano 2013).
      Scholarship on Latina leaders likewise highlights their strong cultural identities and activism on behalf of
      their ethnic group (García and Márquez 2001; García et al. 2008). Similarly, research from cross-cultural
      psychology at the mass level underscores the unique role played by women in “maintaining specific cultural
      behaviors and practices” (Dion and Dion 2001, p. 517). This literature contends that women serve as “carriers of
      the culture,” aspiring to preserve traditional values (Phinney et al. 2001; Warikoo 2006).
    


    
      While existing research establishes that identities are not mutually exclusive, this strong emphasis on cultural
      maintenance may be at odds with the emergence of an American identity among Latinas in the USA. Moreover,
      intersectionality literature emphasizes that minority women are “doubly disadvantaged,”
      which may detract from a broader sense of belonging among Hispanic women (Oray et al. 2006). Combined, this
      scholarship leads to the following hypothesis about the relationship between gender, identity, and political
      incorporation:
    


    


    
      H1: Latinas will be less likely than Latino men to see themselves as American. Compared to Hispanic men, Latinas
      will also be less likely to want to change to blend into the USA, and more likely to want to preserve a distinct
      pan-ethnic culture.
    


    


    
      Despite these expectations, the higher participation rate of Latinas in US politics is well documented (Bejarano
      2014). Consequently, support for H1 would call into question our understanding of the relationship between
      identity and political participation, suggesting that this interaction may occur differently among men and women.
      Accordingly, I propose a second, related hypothesis:
    


    


    
      H2: The relationship between an American identity and political participation will be stronger among Latino men
      than Latinas.
    


    
      Data and methods
    


    
      In this study, I use data from Phase One of the Latino National Survey (LNS 2006) to test whether gendered
      differences in identification exist among Latinos. Interviewing for the LNS was conducted over the phone by
      Geoscape, a private marketing company, using spatial stratified random sampling. Data collection for Phase One of
      the LNS occurred between November 2005 and August 2006, and the survey includes a total of 8634 respondents. This
      large sample size provides an unprecedented opportunity to explore variation within the Latino
      population.2 The analysis below is limited to the five largest
      national origin groups in the USA: Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Salvadorans, and Dominicans.
    


    
      Scholarship on segmented assimilation theory finds that an American identity and assimilationist attitudes are
      not a given even among later generation immigrants (Portes and Zhou 1993; Zhou 1997). Accordingly, I include both
      immigrants and non-immigrants alike in the analysis. This approach is consistent with previous research on the
      emergence of both American and pan-ethnic identities (Jones-Correa and Leal 1996; Masuoka 2006; Citrin et al.
      2007). While including the full sample provides the opportunity to understand generational differences in
      self-perception, I also test H1 among first-generation immigrants only, and note these results separately below.
      In order to present a more complete picture of the gendered nature of identification within the Hispanic
      population, I additionally test whether differences exist in the extent to which Latinas and Latino men identify
      in national origin and pan-ethnic terms. These additional variables provide the opportunity to explore whether
      Latinas are more or less likely to adopt identities in general, or if there is something distinctive about the
      acquisition of an American identity in particular.
    


    
      In the first part of this study, the main dependent variables focus on a series of questions regarding
      self-identification. Specifically, respondents were asked, “In general, how strongly or not do you think of
      yourself as _______?” The questions were asked in random order, with American, Latino/Hispanic, and a national
      origin descriptor used separately. Respondents were given four options ranging from not very strongly to very
      strongly.
    


    
      I also test two additional dependent variables regarding the extent to which an individual thinks it is important
      for Hispanics to change in order to blend into the larger American society and to maintain a distinct
      Latino/Hispanic culture, respectively. These variables are used as potential proxies for feelings of similarity
      and difference.3 Both variables are measured on a 3-point scale, from
      not at all important to very important. Notably, these phenomenon are not mutually exclusive; rather, in multiple
      surveys across time, Latinos tend to express support for both measures (Fraga, Garcia, et al. 2006a; Fraga et al.
      2010).
    


    
      Because the dependent variables for H1 are categorical and the responses are ordered from least to most (measured
      from 1 to 4 for the identity variables and from 1 to 3 for the other variables), I employ ordered logistic
      regression.4 To help interpret these results, I also calculate
      predicted probabilities for adopting an American identity. Following this initial analysis, I present separate
      models for Latinas and Latino men and divide the full sample by socioeconomic status in order to better
      understand the factors underlying these observed differences.
    


    
      To test the second hypothesis, I examine the relationship between identifying as American and whether an
      individual voted in the previous election (1 = yes) for Latinas and Latino men. I present logistic regression
      models that test whether a similar relationship exists between identity and political participation across the
      Hispanic population.
    


    
      Gender and self-identification
    


    
      Table 1 explores whether differences exist in the way that Latinas and Latino men self-identify. The first two
      columns of the table reflect preliminary support for H1, which anticipates that Latinas would be less likely to
      describe themselves as American. The data also suggest that Latinas are more likely to self-identify in
      pan-ethnic terms. In chi-square tests, both of these differences were highly statistically significant (p
      < .00).
    


    
      In contrast, large majorities of both groups strongly identify in terms of their national origin. These figures
      suggest that while men and women retain identities at the same rate, differences exist with respect to newly
      acquired identities.
    


    
      In the multivariate analyses below, the key independent variable of interest is gender, coded 1 for female and 0
      for male (see the appendix for a full description of the questions and coding). The models also contain four
      groups of control variables. The first includes demographic characteristics such as skin color (self-reported, 1
      (very dark) to 5 (very light)), language ability (language in which the survey was completed, Spanish = 1), age
      (continuous), education (years of education), and income (continuous). With respect to skin color, scholars
      highlight the ways in which race can alter the opportunities available to immigrants (Glazer 1993; Waters 1999).
      Existing literature also underscores the importance of a shared language in defining one’s identity (DeSipio
      1996b; Schmidt 2002). In terms of age, existing scholarship suggests that older Latinos are more likely identify
      as American (Silber Mohamed 2013; Taylor, Allen Gershon, and Pantoja 2014). Finally, literature on segmented
      assimilation points to the importance of socioeconomic factors for incorporating into the USA (Portes and Zhou
      1993).
    


    
      The second set of control variables includes dummy variables for immigrant generation, with first-generation
      immigrants (respondents born outside the USA) the excluded category. Variables are included for second-generation
      respondents (1 = those born in the USA with both parents born elsewhere) and individuals who are third generation
      and above (1 = those with at least one parent born in the USA). Given that an American identity is acquired over
      time, I expect that later generation immigrants will be more likely to describe themselves
      in these terms. A separate dummy variable is also included for citizenship status (1 = citizen).
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      Next, I include a series of dummy variables for national origin. Individuals who are categorized as Latino trace
      their ancestry to more than 20 countries, and embody a wide range of political experiences. Because Puerto Ricans
      are born US citizens and Cuban exiles have received preferential treatment by the US government, I expect that
      members of these subgroups will be more likely to identify as American. Since Mexican-Americans constitute nearly
      two-thirds of all Latinos in the USA (Ennis, Rios-Vargas, and Albert 2011), they are used as the reference group.
    


    
      Finally, while self-identity is by nature individual, it is also a reflection of relationships with others.
      Existing research documents the importance of social networks, such as friends and family, in shaping attitudes
      and self-perception (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987; Portes and Zhou 1993; Zuckerman, Dasović, and Fitzgerald 2007). Drawing on this literature, I include dummy variables indicating whether
      a respondent’s friends are primarily Latino/Hispanic, mixed, or other, with “other” the reference category. I
      also include dummy variables for whether a respondent has children in school (1 if respondent had children
      enrolled in elementary, secondary or high school in the previous year and 0 otherwise) and a job outside of the
      home (1 if the respondent does not work outside the home and 0 otherwise). Involvement in schools is increasingly
      thought to be an entry point for Latino civic and political participation in the USA (Holzner 2012; Orr et
      al., forthcoming). Similarly, working outside the home plays a role in the gender gap in the general
      population, as well as among Latinos specifically (Andersen 1975; García Bedolla, Lavariega Monforti, and Pantoja
      2007).5
    


    
      Table 2 presents the results from a series of ordered logistic regressions. To help interpret these findings,
      Figure 1 presents predicted probabilities for strongly self-identifying as American. Predicted probabilities are
      calculated using a prototype respondent with all continuous variables set at their mean and dummy variables set
      at their modal values, with the exception of gender. In the analyses, independent variables are set to move from
      their lowest to highest values.6
    


    
      The results in Table 2 confirm H1: Controlling for a range of demographic and socioeconomic variables, Hispanic
      women are 9% less likely to very strongly identify as American. Latinas are also significantly less likely to
      want to change to blend in the USA. Interestingly, in several cases, an independent variable associated with a
      strong American identity is also associated with a decreased desire to blend in the USA or an
      increased desire to maintain a distinct culture. The fact that these variables move in the same direction
      in the case of gender, but in the opposite direction with several of the control variables, suggests that among
      Latinas, identity may be more connected to cultural preservation than in the broader Latino community. Columns 2
      and 5 indicate that compared to Hispanic men, Latinas are significantly more likely to very strongly identify as
      Hispanic/Latino, and to express support for maintaining a distinct pan-ethnic culture.
    


    
      Turning to the control variables, the self-reported skin color variable is insignificant in almost all models;
      the one exception is that respondents who report having lighter skin are more likely to want to blend in the USA.
      The language variable is statistically significant in most models, with Spanish speakers less likely to choose an
      American identity and more likely to prefer a pan-ethnic one. Interestingly, Spanish speakers are more likely to
      indicate a desire to maintain a distinct Latino culture and more likely to express a desire to blend in
      the USA.
    


    
      Consistent with previous research, older respondents are far more likely to prefer an American identity and to
      express a desire to blend in the USA. They are also less likely to identify as Latino or Hispanic. With respect
      to socioeconomic status, the household income variable does not reach statistical significance in any of the
      models. Interestingly, more educated individuals are significantly more likely to identify with their national
      origin and as American, and are less likely to want to change to blend in the USA.
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      Across the models, the dummy variable for second generation has a surprisingly weak effect, reaching statistical
      significance only for an American identity. This finding contrasts with earlier research that finds this group is
      more likely to prefer pan-ethnic identifiers (Jones-Correa and Leal 1996; Citrin et al. 2007). Third-generation
      and above respondents show markedly different attitudes. They are far more likely to see themselves as American
      and are less likely to identify in either pan-ethnic or national origin terms. Interestingly, however, these
      respondents are less likely to say that Latinos should change to blend into the USA.
      Citizens are more likely to identify as American and as Latino/Hispanic. Counterintuitively, they are also
      more supportive of maintaining a distinct Latino culture.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 1.    Change in predicted probabilities – very strong American identity. Notes: The bullet represents the
      predicted probability of identifying very strongly as American, with all continuous variables held at their means
      and dummy variables held at their modal values, except gender. The line on either side of the bullet represents
      the 95% confidence interval. Prototype respondent is a male, Spanish speaker, first-generation US citizen,
      Mexican from California, with mixed friends, who works outside the home and does not have children in school.
    


    


    
      Turning to the national origin subgroups, as anticipated, Cubans are most likely to self-identify as American.
      While the variable for Puerto Ricans moves in the anticipated direction, it does not reach conventional levels of
      statistical significance (p < .06).7 Both Puerto Ricans and
      Salvadorans are more likely to prefer a pan-ethnic identifier. Puerto Ricans are also most likely to
      self-identify in national origin terms and least likely to indicate that Latinos should blend in the USA. In
      contrast to other subgroups, Puerto Ricans are born US citizens, which may change the identity calculus for
      subgroup members. Salvadorans are among the fastest-growing Latino groups (Lopez and Gonzalez-Barrera 2013), and
      the distinctiveness of this population warrants further study.
    


    
      Turning to the social network variables, the results in Table 2 highlight a strong relationship between
      friendship networks and identification. Individuals whose friendship networks are primarily Latino/Hispanic,
      and those whose friendships are primarily mixed, are far less likely to indicate that they feel American
      and far more likely to self-identify in pan-ethnic and national origin terms. Likewise, these individuals – even
      those with primarily mixed friendships – are more likely to want to maintain a distinct pan-ethnic culture.
    


    
      In contrast, the other social network variables did not fare as well. Surprisingly, having children in school
      does not affect identity choice, though these respondents are more likely to express support for changing to
      blend in the USA. Despite expectations that individuals who do not work outside the home would be less likely to
      identify as American, these individuals are actually less likely to report feeling Latino, again underscoring
      that pan-ethnic identities are also acquired.
    


    
      Socialization or structure?
    


    
      The analysis above indicates that Hispanic men and women perceive themselves differently in the USA. Yet, the
      pathways to these outcomes are unclear. Below, I divide the sample in numerous ways in order to better understand
      the factors that drive the differences observed above.8
    


    
      First, I limit the sample to first-generation immigrants only. As Table 3 reflects, the main findings outlined in
      the previous section – that Latinas are less likely to see themselves as American, and less likely to express
      support for changing to blend in the USA – remain robust in this limited sample. Interestingly, however, the
      relationship between gender and pan-ethnic identification disappears when the sample is limited to new immigrants
      only. While first-generation Latinas are less likely to adopt an American identity, later generation immigrant
      women are more likely to want to adopt a distinct pan-ethnic identity and maintain a unique culture. These
      results are consistent with existing research that demonstrates that Latina elites (García et al. 2008) and women
      in general are more likely to preserve culture than men (Phinney 1990; Phinney et al. 2001;
      González, Umaña-Taylor, and Bámaca 2006). Collectively, these findings highlight distinct gendered patterns in
      the acquisition of new identities as well as attitudes about incorporation among Latinos in the USA.
    


    


    
      Table 3.    Self-identification among first-generation respondents.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              American identity
            

          

          	
            
              Pan-ethnic identity
            

          

          	
            
              Blend in the USA
            

          

          	
            
              Maintain a distinct culture
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              (1)
            

          

          	
            
              (2)
            

          

          	
            
              (3)
            

          

          	
            
              (4)
            

          
        


        
          	Female

          	
            
              −0.38***
            

          

          	
            
              0.12
            

          

          	
            
              −0.26**
            

          

          	
            
              0.10
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.51, −0.24]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.04, 0.28]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.42 −0.10]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.09, 0.30]
            

          
        


        
          	Skin color

          	
            
              0.28*
            

          

          	
            
              0.09
            

          

          	
            
              0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.01, 0.54]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.22, 0.40]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.30, 0.33]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.28, 0.50]
            

          
        


        
          	Survey in Spanish

          	
            
              −0.60***
            

          

          	
            
              0.27*
            

          

          	
            
              0.55***
            

          

          	
            
              0.40**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.79, −0.40]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.05, 0.49]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.35, 0.75]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.16, 0.64]
            

          
        


        
          	Age

          	
            
              0.81***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.57*
            

          

          	
            
              1.46***
            

          

          	
            
              0.61*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.41, 1.21]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.04, −0.10]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.98, 1.93]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.02, 1.19]
            

          
        


        
          	Years of education

          	
            
              0.58**
            

          

          	
            
              0.32
            

          

          	
            
              −0.74**
            

          

          	
            
              0.12
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.16, 1.01]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.16, 0.80]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.25, −0.24]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.50, 0.74]
            

          
        


        
          	US citizen

          	
            
              0.78***
            

          

          	
            
              0.12
            

          

          	
            
              −0.12
            

          

          	
            
              0.14
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.62, 0.95]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.08, 0.32]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.32, 0.08]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.11, 0.38]
            

          
        


        
          	Cuban

          	
            
              0.65**
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          

          	
            
              0.13
            

          

          	
            
              −0.06
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.24, 1.05]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.31, 0.53]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.29, 0.56]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.62, 0.50]
            

          
        


        
          	Dominican

          	
            
              0.30
            

          

          	
            
              0.10
            

          

          	
            
              −0.10
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.03, 0.63]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.36, 0.56]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.53, 0.34]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.49, 0.72]
            

          
        


        
          	Puerto Rican

          	
            
              0.49**
            

          

          	
            
              0.73***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.41*
            

          

          	
            
              0.34
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.18, 0.80]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.35, 1.10]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.75, −0.07]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.12, 0.81]
            

          
        


        
          	Salvadoran

          	
            
              0.14
            

          

          	
            
              0.54**
            

          

          	
            
              0.24
            

          

          	
            
              0.33
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.50, 0.18]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.16, 0.91]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.11, 0.59]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.11, 0.77]
            

          
        


        
          	Latino friends

          	
            
              −0.80***
            

          

          	
            
              0.34
            

          

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.71***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−1.15, −0.45]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.01, 0.68]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.29, 0.40]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.33, 1.10]
            

          
        


        
          	Mixed friends

          	
            
              −0.39*
            

          

          	
            
              0.24
            

          

          	
            
              0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.51**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.73, 0.04]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.09, 0.58]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.32, 0.35]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.14, 0.87]
            

          
        


        
          	Kids in school

          	
            
              0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.13
            

          

          	
            
              0.34***
            

          

          	
            
              0.08
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.13, 0.15]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.02, 0.28]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.19, 0.50]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.11, 0.27]
            

          
        


        
          	No job outside home

          	
            
              0.04
            

          

          	
            
              −0.38**
            

          

          	
            
              0.27
            

          

          	
            
              0.19
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.10, 0.17]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.64, −0.13]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.01, 0.55]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.17, 0.56]
            

          
        


        
          	Pseudo R-squared

          	
            
              0.07
            

          

          	
            
              0.02
            

          

          	
            
              0.04
            

          

          	
            
              0.02
            

          
        


        
          	N

          	
            
              4591
            

          

          	
            
              4637
            

          

          	
            
              4588
            

          

          	
            
              4662
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Ordered logistic regression with robust standard errors and state level-fixed effects, with California as
      the excluded state and Mexicans as the excluded national origin group. All continuous variables are rescaled from
      0 to 1. Square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .00.
    


    


    
      Existing research suggests that the same factors may influence the attitudes and political behavior of men and
      women differently in both the general population (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001) and among Hispanics
      specifically (Montoya, Hardy-Fanta, and Garcia 2000). Accordingly, I next divide the full sample by gender in
      order to see whether the control variables included in Table 2 have differential effects on men and women. This
      approach provides the opportunity to examine gendered differences more clearly than the use of interaction terms
      (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001; García Bedolla and Scola 2006; Farris and Holman 2014). The results of this
      split sample analysis are presented in Table 4.
    


    
      As the first two columns demonstrate, surprisingly, there is almost no difference in the relationship between
      most independent variables and self-identifying as American. The one distinction between the two columns is with
      respect to being Cuban, which is significant for women, but not for men. Cuban exiles have a distinct political
      history, and have maintained a unique relationship with the US government. In contrast to other Latino groups,
      women and children dominated early Cuban arrivals in the USA, with Cubanas more likely to be middle class
      and more likely to work upon arrival (Pedraza 1991). These distinct experiences highlight the importance of
      social and political context in the process of identity acquisition.
    


    
      In contrast, Columns 3 and 4 demonstrate greater differences with respect to the adoption of a pan-ethnic
      identity. The social network variables are of particular interest. Among women only, individuals who work outside
      the home are significantly less likely to describe themselves pan-ethnically. Moreover, despite the distinct
      focus that Latinas place on relationships (Hardy-Fanta 1993, 2006), the analysis yields the counterintuitive
      finding that friendship networks are significantly associated with a pan-ethnic identity among Hispanic men, but
      not among Latinas. These results highlight the need for further study in order to better understand gendered
      differences in the acquisition of a pan-ethnic identity.
    


    
      In addition to the models presented above, I ran each model without the gender variable, and then ran separate
      models for men and women. With gender excluded from the models, not working outside the home significantly
      decreased the likelihood of identifying as American. When gender was added, the employment variable lost
      statistical significance, suggesting that to some extent, the gender variable may be capturing the effects of
      women who are not exposed to others through work. However, only 15% of the female respondents in the LNS fall
      into this category, and gender remains highly significant when these individuals are excluded from the sample,
      demonstrating that employment status is not the only factor driving the observed differences in identification
      (models not shown, available upon request).
    


    
      Given the emphasis that intersectionality theory places on the effects of race, gender, and class, I also ran
      additional models dividing the sample across socioeconomic lines. Specifically, I explore whether the gendered
      differences in self-identifying as American persist as levels of education and income increase, or whether these
      differences disappear as a higher socioeconomic status is reached. Among respondents with a college education or
      above, men and women are equally likely to identify as American. However, among individuals with less than a
      college education, the main findings of Table 2 remain robust (models not shown, available upon request).
    


    
      I also ran separate tests for income, dividing the sample in numerous ways. As with the education variable, I
      find that gendered differences in self-identification disappear at the highest levels of socioeconomic status. As
      Table 5 demonstrates, when the sample is limited to the highest income category
      (respondents earning $65,000 and higher), gender is no longer significant in any of the models. When the sample
      is limited to individuals earning $65,000 and below, however, the gendered differences that appear in Table 2
      remain robust (see online appendix for data on this group). In other words, the observed differences in
      self-identification among Hispanic men and women are concentrated among respondents earning less than $65,000,
      and those with less than a college education. These results suggest that gender interacts with socioeconomic
      status to shape Hispanic self-identification in the USA, reiterating the importance of an intersectional approach
      to understanding the process of political incorporation.
    


    


    
      Table 4.    Gender and self-identification, split sample.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              American identity
            

          

          	
            
              Pan-ethnic identity
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Women
            

          

          	
            
              Men
            

          

          	
            
              Women
            

          

          	
            
              Men
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              (1)
            

          

          	
            
              (2)
            

          

          	
            
              (3)
            

          

          	
            
              (4)
            

          
        


        
          	Skin color

          	
            
              −0.04
            

          

          	
            
              0.23
            

          

          	
            
              −0.03
            

          

          	
            
              −0.09
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.37, 0.28]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.17, 0.63]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.42, 0.37]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.50, 0.31]
            

          
        


        
          	Survey in Spanish

          	
            
              −0.78***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.75***
            

          

          	
            
              0.31*
            

          

          	
            
              0.44**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−1.03, −0.54]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.05, −0.45]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.01, 0.60]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.15, 0.73]
            

          
        


        
          	Age

          	
            
              1.15***
            

          

          	
            
              1.61***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.56*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.67*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.64, 1.67]
            

          

          	
            
              [1.06, 2.16]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.10, −0.02]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.22, −0.12]
            

          
        


        
          	Years of education

          	
            
              0.83**
            

          

          	
            
              0.65*
            

          

          	
            
              0.33
            

          

          	
            
              0.02
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.23, 1.44]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.01, 1.30]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.33, 0.99]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.69, 0.74]
            

          
        


        
          	Household income

          	
            
              0.22
            

          

          	
            
              0.25
            

          

          	
            
              0.19
            

          

          	
            
              0.30
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.14, 0.57]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.12, 0.62]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.20, 0.59]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.09, 0.67]
            

          
        


        
          	US citizen

          	
            
              0.66***
            

          

          	
            
              0.51***
            

          

          	
            
              0.36*
            

          

          	
            
              0.07
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.42, 0.91]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.25, 0.77]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.07, 0.65]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.24, 0.37]
            

          
        


        
          	Second generation

          	
            
              0.53**
            

          

          	
            
              0.39*
            

          

          	
            
              0.18
            

          

          	
            
              0.26
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.22, 0.85]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.01, 0.77]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.21, 0.57]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.11, 0.62]
            

          
        


        
          	Third generation and above

          	
            
              1.39***
            

          

          	
            
              1.35***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.36*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.26
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [1.04, 1.74]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.90, 1.80]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.70, −0.03]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.63, 0.11]
            

          
        


        
          	Cuban

          	
            
              0.66*
            

          

          	
            
              0.19
            

          

          	
            
              −0.21
            

          

          	
            
              0.05
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.09, 1.23]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.34, 0.72]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.74, 0.33]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.53, 0.62]
            

          
        


        
          	Dominican

          	
            
              0.23
            

          

          	
            
              −0.13
            

          

          	
            
              0.30
            

          

          	
            
              0.23
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.23, 0.68]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.70, 0.44]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.25, 0.86]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.64, 1.10]
            

          
        


        
          	Puerto Rican

          	
            
              0.21
            

          

          	
            
              0.39
            

          

          	
            
              0.25
            

          

          	
            
              0.56*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.22, 0.63]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.09, 0.86]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.19, 0.69]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.11, 1.01]
            

          
        


        
          	Salvadoran

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          

          	
            
              0.56*
            

          

          	
            
              0.27
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.40, 0.49]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.35, 0.57]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.02, 1.09]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.28, 0.81]
            

          
        


        
          	Latino friends

          	
            
              −0.70**
            

          

          	
            
              −0.76**
            

          

          	
            
              0.27
            

          

          	
            
              0.76***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−1.10, −0.31]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.25, −0.27]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.16, 0.70]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.36, 1.14]
            

          
        


        
          	Mixed friends

          	
            
              −0.25
            

          

          	
            
              −0.45
            

          

          	
            
              0.10
            

          

          	
            
              0.62**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.64, 0.13]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.91, 0.01]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.31, 0.52]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.27, 0.97]
            

          
        


        
          	Kids in school

          	
            
              −0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.17
            

          

          	
            
              0.04
            

          

          	
            
              0.21
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.22, 0.11]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.03, 0.37]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.15, 0.23]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.01, 0.43]
            

          
        


        
          	No job outside the home

          	
            
              −0.14
            

          

          	
            
              −0.92
            

          

          	
            
              −0.50**
            

          

          	
            
              0.58
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.41, 0.13]
            

          

          	
            
              [−2.28, 0.48]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.78, −0.21]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.36, 1.51]
            

          
        


        
          	Pseudo R-squared

          	
            
              0.15
            

          

          	
            
              0.14
            

          

          	
            
              0.02
            

          

          	
            
              0.03
            

          
        


        
          	N

          	
            
              2900
            

          

          	
            
              2570
            

          

          	
            
              2905
            

          

          	
            
              2584
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Ordered logistic regression with robust standard errors and state level-fixed effects, with California as
      the excluded state and Mexicans as the excluded national origin group. All continuous variables are rescaled from
      0 to 1. Square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .00.
    


    


    
      Table 5.    Self-identification among individuals earning $65,000 and above.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	American identity

          	Pan-ethnic identity

          	Blend in the USA

          	Maintain a distinct culture
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              (1)
            

          

          	
            
              (2)
            

          

          	
            
              (3)
            

          

          	
            
              (4)
            

          
        


        
          	Female

          	
            
              −0.23
            

          

          	
            
              −0.01
            

          

          	
            
              −0.12
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.47, 0.01]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.25, 0.23]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.35, 0.11]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.17, 0.38]
            

          
        


        
          	Skin color

          	
            
              0.54*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.11
            

          

          	
            
              0.19
            

          

          	
            
              0.07
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.10, 0.97]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.57, 0.34]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.23, 0.62]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.41, 0.56]
            

          
        


        
          	Survey in Spanish

          	
            
              −0.45**
            

          

          	
            
              −0.18
            

          

          	
            
              0.49**
            

          

          	
            
              0.22
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.74, −0.16]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.51, 0.15]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.20, 0.78]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.14, 0.57]
            

          
        


        
          	Age

          	
            
              1.08***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.43
            

          

          	
            
              1.51***
            

          

          	
            
              0.42
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.51, 1.65]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.03, 0.18]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.92, 2.10]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.25, 1.09]
            

          
        


        
          	Years of education

          	
            
              0.92**
            

          

          	
            
              −0.94*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.13
            

          

          	
            
              −0.92*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.24, 1.60]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.66, −0.21]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.82, 0.56]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.70, −0.13]
            

          
        


        
          	US citizen

          	
            
              0.96***
            

          

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              −0.25
            

          

          	
            
              0.32*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.65, 1.26]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.33, 0.43]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.59, 0.09]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.05, 0.58]
            

          
        


        
          	Second generation

          	
            
              0.65**
            

          

          	
            
              0.22
            

          

          	
            
              −0.32
            

          

          	
            
              −0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.26, 1.05]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.20, 0.63]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.66, 0.03]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.56, 0.33]
            

          
        


        
          	Third generation and above

          	
            
              1.23***
            

          

          	
            
              −0.07
            

          

          	
            
              −0.32
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.84, 1.62]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.45, 0.30]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.66, 0.03]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.29, 0.52]
            

          
        


        
          	Cuban

          	
            
              0.59
            

          

          	
            
              0.54
            

          

          	
            
              −0.23
            

          

          	
            
              −0.01
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.03, 1.21]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.07, 1.14]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.76, 0.30]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.67, 0.65]
            

          
        


        
          	Dominican

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.31
            

          

          	
            
              −0.57
            

          

          	
            
              −0.33
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.65, 0.74]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.47, 1.09]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.23, 0.08]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.31, 0.64]
            

          
        


        
          	Puerto Rican

          	
            
              0.19
            

          

          	
            
              0.62*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.67**
            

          

          	
            
              0.43
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.30, 0.67]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.11, 1.12]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.06, −0.27]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.14, 1.00]
            

          
        


        
          	Salvadoran

          	
            
              0.09
            

          

          	
            
              0.87*
            

          

          	
            
              0.13
            

          

          	
            
              0.23
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.41, 0.59]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.16, 1.59]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.43, 0.69]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.49, 0.95]
            

          
        


        
          	Latino friends

          	
            
              −0.83**
            

          

          	
            
              0.86***
            

          

          	
            
              0.26
            

          

          	
            
              1.13***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−1.34, −0.32]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.45, 1.28]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.16, 0.69]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.66, 1.60]
            

          
        


        
          	Mixed friends

          	
            
              −0.17
            

          

          	
            
              0.84***
            

          

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.86***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.64, 0.30]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.47, 1.22]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.33, 0.43]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.48, 1.24]
            

          
        


        
          	Kids in school

          	
            
              0.08
            

          

          	
            
              0.18
            

          

          	
            
              0.13
            

          

          	
            
              −0.07
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.15, 0.32]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.06, 0.43]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.10, 0.36]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.34, 0.21]
            

          
        


        
          	No job outside home

          	
            
              0.10
            

          

          	
            
              −0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.09
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.31, 0.51]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.41, 0.39]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.42, 0.43]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.47, 0.65]
            

          
        


        
          	Pseudo R-squared

          	
            
              0.16
            

          

          	
            
              0.04
            

          

          	
            
              0.05
            

          

          	
            
              0.04
            

          
        


        
          	N

          	
            
              1989
            

          

          	
            
              1989
            

          

          	
            
              1981
            

          

          	
            
              2023
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Ordered logistic regression with robust standard errors and state level-fixed effects, with California as
      the excluded state and Mexicans as the excluded national origin group. All continuous variables are rescaled from
      0 to 1. Square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .00.
    


    


    
      The identity-to-politics link revisited
    


    
      Above, I note that using LNS data, Latinos who strongly identify as American are much more likely to report
      having voted in 2004 and having contacted their elected officials, as well as being more likely to identify with
      a political party. Yet, I find that Latino men are more likely to self-identify as American than Latinas, a
      difference that is robust at all but the highest levels of education and income. Taken together, these findings
      appear to conflict with research demonstrating higher levels of political participation among Latinas than Latino
      men (File 2013; Bejarano 2014).
    


    


    
      Table 6.    Relationship between American identity and voting in 2004, split sample.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	
            
              Women
            

          

          	
            
              Men
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              (1)
            

          

          	
            
              (2)
            

          
        


        
          	American identity

          	
            
              0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.29**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.16, 0.19]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.11, 0.47]
            

          
        


        
          	Skin color

          	
            
              −0.67*
            

          

          	
            
              −0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−1.23, −0.11]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.72, 0.50]
            

          
        


        
          	Survey in Spanish

          	
            
              0.60**
            

          

          	
            
              −0.08
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.22, 0.97]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.49, 0.33]
            

          
        


        
          	Age

          	
            
              4.97***
            

          

          	
            
              4.98***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [4.16, 5.79]
            

          

          	
            
              [4.07, 5.89]
            

          
        


        
          	Years of education

          	
            
              4.27***
            

          

          	
            
              3.30***
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [3.08, 5.45]
            

          

          	
            
              [2.10, 4.50]
            

          
        


        
          	Household income

          	
            
              1.50***
            

          

          	
            
              0.64*
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.98, 2.02]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.11, 1.17]
            

          
        


        
          	Second generation

          	
            
              0.52*
            

          

          	
            
              0.30
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.11, 0.93]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.14, 0.73]
            

          
        


        
          	Third generation and above

          	
            
              1.04***
            

          

          	
            
              0.17
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.64, 1.45]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.31, 0.66]
            

          
        


        
          	Cuban

          	
            
              0.11
            

          

          	
            
              0.32
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.72, 0.95]
            

          

          	
            
              [0.66, 1.30]
            

          
        


        
          	Dominican

          	
            
              0.55
            

          

          	
            
              0.86
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.36, 1.45]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.25, 1.97]
            

          
        


        
          	Puerto Rican

          	
            
              −0.01
            

          

          	
            
              0.11
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.60, 0.57]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.51, 0.73]
            

          
        


        
          	Salvadoran

          	
            
              0.57
            

          

          	
            
              −0.53
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.20, 1.33]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.41, 0.35]
            

          
        


        
          	Latino friends

          	
            
              −0.20
            

          

          	
            
              −0.84**
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.75, 0.34]
            

          

          	
            
              [−1.42, −0.26]
            

          
        


        
          	Mixed friends

          	
            
              0.02
            

          

          	
            
              −0.36
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.46, 0.51]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.88, 0.16]
            

          
        


        
          	Kids in school

          	
            
              0.47**
            

          

          	
            
              0.01
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [0.18, 0.76]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.35, 0.37]
            

          
        


        
          	No job outside home

          	
            
              0.29
            

          

          	
            
              0.22
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              [−0.78, 0.20]
            

          

          	
            
              [−0.87, 1.32]
            

          
        


        
          	Pseudo R-squared

          	
            
              0.24
            

          

          	
            
              0.14
            

          
        


        
          	N

          	
            
              1777
            

          

          	
            
              1543
            

          
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Logistic regression with robust standard errors and state level-fixed effects, with California as the
      excluded state and Mexicans as the excluded national origin group. All continuous variables are rescaled from 0
      to 1. Square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .00.
    


    


    
      To better understand these seemingly contradictory relationships, I test H2, which suggests that the relationship
      between identity and political behavior may be conditioned upon gender. In this analysis, identifying as American
      becomes an independent variable. With the exception of Asian-Americans, Latinos traditionally vote at lower
      levels than other racial and ethnic groups, and a wide range of literature seeks to understand the factors that
      influence Latino turnout (see, for instance, DeSipio 1996a; García Bedolla and Michelson 2012). In the models
      below, I explore whether an American identity is among the factors associated with having voted in the 2004
      presidential election (1 = voted, 0 = did not vote).9
    


    
      To test whether the relationship between identity and political participation operates in the same way for
      Hispanic men and women, I ran logistic regression models with the full sample, followed by
      a split sample divided by gender. Table 6 presents the results of the split sample. As these data reflect,
      substantial gender differences exist. An American identity is strongly related to voting in the full sample.
      Similarly, among Hispanic men, respondents who identify as American are more likely to have voted, to a high
      degree of statistical significance. When the model is limited to Latinas, however, the identity variable loses
      statistical significance, with Latinas who see themselves as American no more likely to report having voted than
      those who do not. This result demonstrates support for H2, which suggests that the relationship between identity
      and political participation will vary based on gender. This finding also highlights an important area for future
      research in order to better understand the relationship between identity and political behavior.
    


    
      A number of other notable differences also appear in these results. For instance, the first column of Table 6
      demonstrates that Latinas who have children in school are more likely to vote, while this variable is not
      significant among Latino men. Thus, while having children in school does not make Latinas more likely to
      identify as American (see Table 3), it does make them more likely to vote. With respect to other social
      network variables, men whose friends are predominately Latino are less likely to vote, though this relationship
      does not persist among women. This result reiterates the counterintuitive finding that friendship networks are
      more influential among Hispanic men. Overall, the results in Table 5 challenge some of the assumptions underlying
      an identity-to-politics link and point to the importance of including gender and other factors in future analyses
      of this relationship.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      In this article, I explore whether Latino men and women perceive themselves to be incorporating into the USA in
      the same way. Specifically, I explore whether gendered differences exist in the adoption of an American identity,
      as well as attitudes about political incorporation. I also examine whether identifying as American is similarly
      associated with electoral participation among Latinas and Latino men. In the process, I argue for an
      intersectional approach, highlighting that categories including race/ethnicity, gender, and class interact to
      shape an individual’s perception of the world and one’s place within it.
    


    
      Despite evidence that Latinas are more likely to participate politically than Latino men, I find that Hispanic
      immigrants are less likely to adopt an American identity and less likely to express support for the idea of
      changing to blend into the USA. In contrast, I find that Latinas are more likely to describe themselves in
      pan-ethnic terms and are more likely to want to preserve a distinct pan-ethnic culture. These latter findings are
      concentrated among later generation immigrants, suggesting that in comparison to their male counterparts, Latinas
      incorporate in a way that is more likely to emphasize cultural maintenance and collaboration with other national
      origin groups.
    


    
      To better understand the factors that drive these divergent outcomes, I divide the sample numerous ways. For
      instance, I present split sample models, which analyze men and women separately. Using this approach,
      surprisingly few differences emerge with respect to an American identity, though more significant differences
      exist with respect to a pan-ethnic identity. Underscoring the interactive influence of gender, class, and
      race/ethnicity on self-perception, I find that once a certain socioeconomic status is reached, the gendered
      differences in identification disappear.
    


    
      Additionally, I examine the relationship between identity and political behavior. In multivariate models, I
      demonstrate that an American identity is significantly associated with voting among Latino men, but not among
      Latinas. Collectively, these results underscore the need to refine our understanding of the relationship between
      gender and identity acquisition, as well as the gendered nature of the link between identity and political
      behavior.
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      Notes
    


    
      1.   Latino and Hispanic will be used interchangeably to refer to
      a broader pan-ethnic identifier for those of Spanish-speaking descent. The Spanish term “Latino” may refer
      exclusively to men, or to a combination of men and women. In contrast, “Latina” refers specifically to Latina
      women. Following Hardy-Fanta (1993), while Latina may be used alone to refer to women, if referring specifically
      to men, Latino men will be employed.
    


    
      2.   Principal investigators for Phase One of the survey include
      Luis Fraga, John Garcia, Rodney Hero, Michael Jones-Correa, Valerie Martinez-Ebers, and Gary Segura.
    


    
      3.   Given the relatively small amount of variation in the
      percentage of respondents identifying pan-ethnically, with 90.9% indicating that they strongly or very strongly
      identify as Latino/Hispanic, the variable regarding the importance of maintaining a distinct culture is
      especially useful.
    


    
      4.   Descriptive statistics for all measures are available upon
      request. All models use robust standard errors, and all continuous variables are scaled to range from 0 to 1.
    


    
      5.   In separate specifications, a variable was included for
      marital status, but that variable did not reach significance across any model.
    


    
      6.   The prototype possesses the following characteristics:
      respondent is male, Mexican, prefers Spanish, is born outside the USA, lives in California, is a US citizen, with
      mixed friends, no children in school, and works outside the home. Predicted probabilities are calculated using
      SPost post-estimation analysis in Stata (Long and Freese 2006).
    


    
      7.   However, when the sample is limited to first-generation
      Puerto Ricans, this group is markedly different, with respondents more likely to identify as American and in
      pan-ethnic terms and less likely to want to change to blend in the USA (see Table 3).
    


    
      8.   Because Hispanic men and women were equally likely to
      identify in national origin terms, these results are not included in the additional analyses.
    


    
      9.   I also ran regression models to test the relationship
      between an American identity and the other participatory outcomes mentioned above. In a simple bivariate
      regression, an American identity is highly statistically significant for all three participatory outcomes. In
      multivariate analyses with demographic controls, an American identity is significantly associated with
      identifying in partisan terms across all models. With respect to contacting elected officials, an American
      identity loses statistical significance in both of the split sample models, though with men, the variable is
      positive and significant at p < .10.
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      Appendix. Question wording and variable coding
    


    
      Dependent variables
    


    
      In general, how strongly or not do you think of yourself as _______? (American; Hispanic/Latino;
      Cuban/Dominican/Mexican/Puerto Rican/Salvadoran). 1 = Not at all; 2 = Not very strongly; 3 = Somewhat strongly; 4
      = Very strongly
    


    


    
      How important is it for (Hispanics/Latinos) to … change so that they blend into the larger American society? Is
      this very important, somewhat important or not at all important? 1 = Not at all important; 2 = Somewhat
      important; 3 = Very important
    


    


    
      How important is it for (Hispanics/Latinos) to … maintain their distinct cultures? Is this very important,
      somewhat important or not at all important? 1 = Not at all important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Very important
    


    


    
      In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not able to vote because they
      weren’t registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t have time. How about you—did you vote in the presidential
      election last November? 1 = Yes; 0 = No
    


    


    
      Independent variables
    


    
      FEMALE: 1 = Yes; 0 = No
    


    


    
      SKIN COLOR: (Latinos/Hispanics) can be described based on skin tone or complexion shades. Using a scale from 1 to
      5 where 1 represents very dark and 5 represents being very light, where would you place yourself on that scale?
    


    


    
      SURVEY IN SPANISH: Language of interview. 1 = Spanish; 2 = English
    


    


    
      AGE: “What year were you born?” Responses coded continuously from 18 to 97.
    


    


    
      YEARS OF EDUCATION: “What is your highest level of formal education completed?” Coded continuously such that 0 =
      None; 8 = Eighth grade or below; 10 = Some high school/GED; 12 = High school graduate; 14 = Some college; 16 =
      4-year college degree; 19 = Graduate or professional degree
    


    
      INCOME: “Which of the following best describes the total income earned by all members of your household during
      2004?” Coded continuously such that 12 = below $15,000; 20 = $15,000–24,999; 30 = $35,000–44,999; 40 =
      $45,000–54,999; 50 = $55,000–64,999; 80 = Above $65,000.
    


    


    
      US CITIZEN: 1 = Citizen; 0 = Non-citizen
    


    


    
      FIRST GENERATION: Were you born in the mainland United States, Puerto Rico, or some other country? 1 = Some other
      country; 0 = Mainland U.S. or Puerto Rico
    


    


    
      SECOND GENERATION: (For respondents who answered Mainland U.S. or Puerto Rico in the previous question) Where
      your parents were born (sic), were they both born in the U.S., was one born in the U.S., and were both born in
      another country? 1 = Neither parent born in the U.S.; 0 = One or both parents born in the U.S.
    


    


    
      THIRD GENERATION AND ABOVE: Where your parents were born, were they both born in the U.S., was one born in the
      U.S., and were both born in another country? 1 = One or both parents born in the U.S.; 0 = Neither parent born in
      the U.S.
    


    


    
      PARENTAL EDUCATION: “Which of the following best describes your parents’ educational attainment? Did … ” Coded
      continuously such that 9 = neither of them finish high school; 12 = at least one of them finish high school; 14 =
      at least one of them go to college; 16 = at least one of them got a college degree; 19 = at least one or both of
      them receive an advance degree
    


    


    
      LATINO FRIENDS: How would you describe your friends? 1 = Mostly Latino/Hispanic; 0 = all others
    


    


    
      MIXED FRIENDS: How would you describe your friends? 1 = Mostly Latino/Hispanic and white; Mostly Latino/Hispanic
      and black; Mostly Latino/Hispanic and Asian; 0 = all others
    


    


    
      LATINO CO-WORKERS: How would you describe your co-workers? Stop me when I get to your answer. Are they: 1 =
      Mostly Latino/Hispanic; 0 = Mostly white; Mixed Latino/Hispanic and white; Mostly black; Mostly Latino/Hispanic
      and black
    


    


    
      MIXED CO-WORKERS: How would you describe your co-workers? Stop me when I get to your answer. Are they: 1 = Mostly
      Latino/Hispanic and white; Mostly Latino/Hispanic and black; Mostly Latino/Hispanic and Asian; 0 = all others
    


    


    
      KIDS IN SCHOOL: Did you have children enrolled in elementary or secondary/high school last year? 1 = Yes; 0 = No
    


    


    
      NO JOB OUTSIDE THE HOME: What is your employment status? Stop me when I describe your situation. Are you: 1 = Not
      working outside the home; 0 = all other categories (employed full-time; working more than one job; employed
      part-time; engaged in occasional or day labor; currently unemployed; full time student; retired or permanently
      disabled.)
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      While the gender gap in voting has important political implications for understanding contemporary American
      politics, and continues to be a focus of a great deal of research, gender gaps in policy areas have also been
      identified and these gender gaps also have dramatic political implications, particularly in the context of
      understanding attitudes about race. Despite the advances in our understanding of the gender gap in voting, fewer
      investigations have explored potential gender differences in racial attitudes. The lack of research into racial
      attitudes among women and men is surprising in light of the election and re-election of President Obama and the
      continued “racialization” of many national political issues. In fact, few studies have explored contemporary
      differences between women and men in levels of symbolic racism. Moreover, among the existing studies of possible
      gender gaps in racial attitudes, the role of perceived discrimination is surprisingly absent. In this
      investigation, potential differences between men and women in racial attitudes, specifically symbolic racism, are
      explored with a focus on demographic, attitudinal, and perceptions of discrimination as possible explanations.
      Results from a nationally representative survey demonstrate a significant gender gap in symbolic racism with
      women expressing less racially resentful attitudes. Furthermore, this gender gap in racial attitudes appears to
      be explained largely by ideology, party identification, and differences between men and women in their perceived
      experiences with discrimination.
    


    
      Introduction
    


    
      The gender gap in voting for the 2012 presidential election reached 10 points as the first African-American
      president was elected with 55% of women voting for President Barack Obama and only 45% of men (Center for the
      American Woman and Politics, “The Gender Gap” 2012). Prior to the historic 2012 election, the gender gap peaked
      in 1996 at 14 points, but was cut in half in the 2004 contest between President George W. Bush and Senator John
      Kerry, most notably when southern women turned out in record numbers for the Grand Old Party (GOP) (Kaufmann
      2006, 447). While this record gap in voting has clear implications for presidential campaigns, and scholars are
      learning more about the individual-level determinants of the voting gap, we know much less about gender gaps in
      policy preferences. For example, despite the re-election of the first African-American president, and women’s
      clear support for President Obama, research considering potential differences between men and women in their
      attitudes about race is comparatively underdeveloped. To be sure, there is substantial
      interest in gender gaps across various policy preferences (Norrander 2008), but research focusing specifically on
      gender differences in attitudes about race is considerably more limited (but see Howell and Day 2000; Kluegel and
      Bobo 2001). Thus, the election of Barack Obama, the first African-American and mixed-race president, offers a
      unique opportunity to consider the impact of gender on racial attitudes among Caucasians.
    


    
      For decades, scholars have investigated attitudes about race (Bobo and Charles 2009) and one of the most powerful
      contemporary theories explaining racial attitudes is the theory of symbolic racism, or what is sometimes referred
      to as racial resentment. Scholars exploring symbolic racism contend that racial attitudes have evolved from
      old-fashioned stereotypes of African-Americans into more nuanced beliefs about institutional and structural
      racism, as well as lingering racial stereotypes that are now mixed with a more general ideological conservatism
      (Kinder and Sears 1981). While the theory has received substantial support, there is surprisingly little research
      into potential differences in men and women, despite suggestions peppered throughout the literature that we
      should expect to find substantial gender gaps in racial attitudes (Howell and Day 2000).
    


    
      The gender gap and racial attitudes
    


    
      While scholars have often investigated the gender gap in voting and party identification (Iversen and Rosenbluth
      2006; Kaufman 2006; Norrander 2008; Lizotte and Sidman 2009), scholars have, at times, identified important
      gender differences in policy preferences as well, and gender differences in racial policy preferences in
      particular. In 1967, Angus Campbell identified gender differences in attitudes among urban whites across a range
      of measures including “interracial contact, perceptions of discrimination, sympathy with blacks’ protest, support
      for civil rights legislation, and improving blacks’ living conditions” (Hughes and Tuch 2003, 386). Two decades
      later, Poole and Ziegler (1985), however, found few gender differences in attitudes about government aid policies
      for minority Americans. Similarly, Hughes and Tuch, “found very small or nonexistent gender differences in
      attitudes about racial minorities” (2003, 394).
    


    
      Others, however, have found substantial gender gaps in racial attitudes and policies involving race.
      Specifically, women have expressed more support for policies that created opportunities for African-Americans,
      but they drew the line at increased government spending (Bobo and Kluegel 1993). Similarly, Kane and Kyyro’s
      (2001) research found no gender gap in white public opinion regarding affirmative action, but did find that
      “women were more likely to name discrimination rather than lack of willpower as the reason for African Americans’
      poor life chances overall” (Hughes and Tuch 2003, 387).
    


    
      Other research not only finds gender differences in racial attitudes, but suggests that the other-directed nature
      of women’s value socialization results in more progressive racial views. For example, using relatively small sets
      of survey data both from a college campus and a 1992 voting sample, Pratto et al. found that women were more
      likely to support social programs and civil rights initiatives, primarily due to a gender gap in Social Dominance
      Orientation, which they define as “preference for inequality among social groups” (1994, 741). According to
      Hughes and Tuch, who employed larger samples from the General Social Survey and the American National Election
      Studies from the late 1980s through the 1990s, gender discrepancies were found to be “small, inconsistent,”
      except for racial views (2003, 384). Moreover, the researchers note the presence of a gender gap when assessing
      support for “interracial interaction,” “policies promoting racial equality,” and rejection of “dehumanizing
      racial stereotypes” (Hughes and Tuch 2003, 385).
    


    
      Similarly, Shapiro and Mahajan (1986) found that women were more likely to support policies that are
      compassionate, regulatory, or protective in nature, particularly as they relate to poverty,
      unemployment, and healthcare. This notion of “compassion” has been one of the primary explanations for the gender
      gap offered by scholars and has been linked to both variation in gender socialization, as well as to what Shapiro
      and Mahajan called “the rise of women’s political consciousness” (1986, 45). Johnson and Marini (1998) contend
      that women “are socialized to be more concerned for others …” (256) and Shapiro and Mahajan surmise that they are
      often “other focused” as “nurturers and caretakers” (1986, 45). Cross and Madson (1997) conclude that “social
      relationships and connections to others are more likely to be a part of women’s than of men’s self-concepts,”
      which, in turn, influences their policy outlook (Hughes and Tuch 2003, 385).
    


    
      Others have labeled this behavior as gendered support for traditional values because an “other-directed” outlook
      often manifests as preservation of “the home, the family, children, religion, the neighborhood or immediate
      community, and the order and stability of everyday life” (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986, 45). In a 1995 study of
      American adolescents, Beutel and Marini (1995) included compassion (along with materialism and meaning) as a
      primary category in their assessment of value socialization and define it as “concern and responsibility for the
      well-being of others.” Over a 20-year period from the 1970s to the 1990s, they found a significant gender gap in
      the compassion category with women expressing greater concern for others. The gap defied class, religion, and the
      “perceived availability of social support” (436).
    


    
      Similarly, Howell and Day (2000) found that “the basic value of egalitarianism” explained a substantial portion
      of the gender gap across a range of policy attitudes, including an index of stereotypes, support for aid, and
      support for affirmative action (2000, 861). In fact, they found that support for egalitarianism and helping
      others, along with a range of demographic controls, fully explained the gender gap in racial attitudes. As they
      conclude,
    


    


    
      Women are more concerned with ensuring equality of opportunity and other equity issues, which predictably
      inclines them toward more liberal views on political issues. Second, the value of helping others contributes to
      the gender gap on race, social welfare, and ideology. It is likely that these values are learned early in life as
      part of women’s cultural role: noncompetitive, caregiving, and cooperative. (2000, 870)
    


    


    
      Further, they argue that
    


    


    
      Women are more concerned with ensuring equality of opportunity and other equity issues, which predictably
      inclines them toward more liberal views on political issues …. It is likely that these values are learned early
      in life as part of women’s cultural role: noncompetitive, caregiving, and cooperative. (2000, 871)
    


    


    
      In addition to egalitarianism, Schlesinger and Heldman (2001, 62) argue that “women’s greater vulnerability may
      lead them to identify more readily with other disadvantaged groups, included disadvantaged ethnic and racial
      minorities” (see also Gay and Tate 1998; Lien 1998; Aosved and Long 2006; Swank and Fahs 2013). In addition, as
      increasing numbers of women have entered the workforce, it is more likely that they will personally experience
      discrimination and such negative experiences are likely to shape their attitudes about race and racial policies.
      In fact, some research has found a connection between experiences with discrimination and attitudes about race
      and racial policies. In other words, since women are more likely to experience discrimination than men (Kluegel
      and Bobo 2001), then their own personal experiences with discrimination are more likely to lead them to be
      understanding of the discrimination experienced by others. As a result, perceptions of discrimination are likely
      to influence attitudes about racial policies. For example, Kluegel and Bobo (2001) examined the relationship
      between perceived discrimination and support for both minority job training and affirmative action. They found a
      strong relationship between support for liberal racial policies and perceptions of
      discrimination. As they state, “Perceived discrimination has a substantial and statistically significant net
      effect on policy support across the board” (2001, 200). Overall, the determinants of the gender gap in racial
      attitudes are “difficult to untangle” (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986, 45). But the sense of compassion, or this
      “other-directed” outlook among many women, as well as the discrimination they face, should be expected to extend
      to empathy toward institutional racism and therefore influence attitudes about race.
    


    
      Symbolic racism
    


    
      Contemporary measures of racial animus remain increasingly important, particularly as minority populations grow
      and more minority candidates seek elected office. These shifts can and do trigger feelings of racial threat
      (Durrheim et al. 2011), which can result in increased levels of racism animus. The general premise underlying the
      theory of symbolic racism, also referred to as racial resentment, is that “Jim Crow” racism – blatant, public
      racism – has evolved into a new form of “symbolic racism.” Whereas Jim Crow racism was based on a fundamental
      belief in the necessity of racial segregation and black political disenfranchisement, symbolic racism is most
      often defined as “a blend of anti-black affect and the kind of traditional American moral values embodied in the
      Protestant Ethic” (Kinder and Sears 1981, 416). Moreover, scholars investigating symbolic racism attempt to
      measure a broader and more subtle type of racial animus, often masked by ideology, which denies or dismisses
      structural and institutional racism. Sears argues that symbolic racist attitudes develop in the early years of
      political socialization when conservative values and negative views toward African-Americans become intertwined
      (Sears, Henry, and Kostermann 2000; Sears and Henry 2003; Tarman and Sears 2005). In this respect, attitudes
      about race may be socialized and learned early in life, similar to the aforementioned value socializations across
      gender. As noted by Sears and Henry (2003), symbolic racism has, in many ways, eclipsed old-fashioned racism
      which few whites will acknowledge (particularly in public). The measure has been shown to affect support for
      African-American candidates (Ford, Maxwell, and Shields 2010), as well as attitudes about public policies that
      have a racial dimension, such as housing, busing, and crime (Peffley, Shields, and Williams 1996; Peffley and
      Hurwitz 2007).
    


    
      Some scholars, however, have conceptualized the scale differently, and the measure is not without its challenges
      (see Sears et al. 1997 for review). For example, one criticism has been that symbolic racism is not sufficiently
      distinct from other measures, such as Jim Crow racism. While these measures are related, public admissions of Jim
      Crow racism (e.g., African-Americans are less intelligent than Caucasians) have declined while symbolic racism
      remains stable and influential (Sears et al. 1997). Moreover, factor analyses and structural equation models have
      demonstrated how old-fashioned racism, political conservatism, and symbolic racism are distinct (Sears et al.
      1997; Krysan 2000; Sears and Henry 2003; Hutchings and Valentino 2004; Sears and Henry 2005; Tarman and Sears
      2005; Valentino and Sears 2005). In addition, Tarman and Sears (2005) insist that the scale is empirically
      consistent with four primary components motivating contemporary white racial attitudes. These key components
      include: the denial of contemporary discrimination, criticism of African-American work ethic, resentment of
      minority demands, and resentment over how African-Americans have been treated in recent years. Furthermore, Sears
      and Henry argue that symbolic racism continues to have “construct, predictive, and discriminant validity” (2005,
      258).
    


    
      While the core symbolic racism scale has been utilized for decades, the individual questions are quite different
      in their approach and meaning. In general, the scale has been comprised of the following questions:
    


    


    
      •   (Q1) Irish, Italians, Jewish, and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks
      should do the same without any special favors.
    


    
      •   (Q2) Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for blacks to
      work their way out of the lower class.
    


    
      •   (Q3) Over the past few years, blacks have gotten less than they deserve.
    


    
      •   (Q4) It is really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would only try harder, they could
      be just as well-off as whites.
    


    


    
      A careful review of these questions shows that while they do measure a general modern approach to understanding
      racial attitudes, the questions are different in ways that are important for understanding potential differences
      between women and men. For example, question one uniquely references other groups and suggests that historic
      struggles among these other groups are similar to African-Americans, therefore African-Americans should simply
      work hard like these other groups did and not receive “special favors.” Question two also makes references to
      historical inequities and uniquely references African Americans’ singular experience of slavery and de jure
      discrimination. In this sense, question one and two both reference historic conditions, make comparisons to past
      struggles, and the ability of African-Americans to “work their way up.” Both of these questions, therefore,
      compare respondents’ evaluations of historical and institutional racism versus an individual’s ability and
      responsibility to work harder.
    


    
      Question three uniquely references what African-Americans have received “in the past few years” and if they
      should have received more. This is the only question that references recent changes in African-American progress,
      and if that progress has not been sufficient. While question four also references work ethic as a way to
      prosperity, this question uniquely compares the current quality of life among African-Americans to Caucasians. In
      both of these questions, the emphasis is not on historical patterns, but on the present condition of
      African-Americans. In this sense, questions 3 and 4 ask respondents to evaluate whether or not current
      differences between whites and blacks lie in differences between work ethic, or if something else contributes to
      existing differences between how “well off” whites and blacks are in the contemporary context. Since the
      motivations inherent in these statements are fundamentally different, gender may prove to have a varied influence
      across questions. Admittedly, this section of the analyses will be more exploratory than the rest of the
      investigation, but may reveal important differences in racial attitudes between men and women.
    


    
      Hypotheses
    


    
      Because of differences rooted in the support for compassion and egalitarianism, it is expected that women will
      embrace more liberal racial views than men. More specifically, it is likely that women will, on average, report
      lower symbolic racism scores compared to their male counterparts. In addition, it is expected that whites who
      report frequent experiences with discrimination will be more understanding of structural and institutional
      racism, and will therefore report lower symbolic racism scores. Similarly, experiences with discrimination may
      have a greater effect among women given the influence of women’s political consciousness on political behavior
      and their increased likelihood of experiencing discrimination. Finally, since the symbolic racism questions vary
      in their content and meaning, it is possible that there are potential gender differences in responses to each
      individual question in the symbolic racism scale.
    


    
      In order to understand fully the way in which gender intersects with modern racial animus among white Americans,
      the means for total symbolic racism scores will be compared along with a series of hierarchical Ordinary Least
      Squares regressions with overall symbolic racism as the dependent variable. The first set of regressions will
      simply present a bi-variate model predicting symbolic racism as a function of gender. This
      model will reflect any basic differences between men and women and therefore represent the gender gap in symbolic
      racism. The second set of models will include controls for demographic variables such as education, income, and
      employment. Any gender gap in racial attitudes may result from the socioeconomic situation of women, who continue
      to have lower levels of education, income, and employment (Women in America 2011). The third set of regressions
      will add attitudinal measures such as party identification, ideology, and experiences with discrimination. This
      step will reveal if these attitudes help to explain any gender differences in symbolic racism above and beyond
      the demographic variables included in the previous step. Next, the models will include a series of interaction
      terms between each of the independent variables and gender in order to examine whether any of the independent
      variables operate differently among men and women. The analysis will begin by first looking at the entire
      symbolic racism scale and then separately examine each of the four individual questions used in the index.
    


    
      Data and measures
    


    
      The data used in this analysis are from the Blair Center-Clinton School Poll (BCCS) fielded immediately following
      the November 2012 elections. The poll was administered by Knowledge Networks an internet survey company that
      includes a representative sample of Americans in its proprietary database including representation of the roughly
      30 percent of US households that do not have internet access. In addition, it covers the growing number of cell
      phone-only households (recently estimated at 23% of all households) through address-based sampling. The survey
      was conducted in both English and Spanish. The average survey took 21 minutes to complete. The poll included a
      total sample of 3406 individuals who were 18 years and older. This sample included 1649 White, Non-Hispanic
      respondents. Throughout the rest of the investigation, only the sample of Caucasian respondents will be used.
    


    
      As previously mentioned, the validated scale first developed by Sears and Henry (2005) is used to measure
      symbolic racism. The responses for these four questions were scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
      “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Items were recoded so that higher scores indicate greater levels of
      symbolic racism. The index ranged from 4 to 20 with an average of 14.42 and a standard deviation of 3.42. The
      alpha level for the scale was .82.
    


    
      Several demographic measures will also be included in the models such as gender (coded here as: 0 = male, 1 =
      female), level of education completed (coded here as: 1 = less than high school, 2 = high school, 3 = some
      college, 4 = bachelor’s degree or higher), age (coded here as: 1 = 18–24, 2 = 25–34, 3 = 35–44, 4 = 45–54, 5 =
      55–64, 6 = 65–74, 7 = 75+). Also included are: household income (coded here as: 1 = less than $5000, 2 =
      $5000–$7499, 3 = $7500–$9,999, 4 = $10,000–$12,499, 5 = $12,500–$14,999, 6 = $15,000–$19,999, 7 =
      $20,000–$24,999, 8 = $25,000–$29,999, 9 = $30,000–$34,999, 10 = $35,000–$39,999, 11 = $40,000–$49,999, 12 =
      $50,000–$59,999, 13 = $60,000–$74,999, 14 = $75,000–$84,999, 15 = $85,000–$99,999, 16 = $100,000–$124,999, 17 =
      $125,000–$149,999, 18 = $150,000–$174,999, 19 = $175,000 or more) and unemployment (coded here as: 0 =
      “working-as a paid employee,” “working-self employed,” “not working-retired,” “not working-disabled,” “not
      working-other,” 1 = “not working-on temporary layoff from job” and “not working-looking for work”). Moreover,
      since racial animus has been particularly influential in shaping political attitudes and policy preferences among
      white southerners, we also control for respondents who live in one of the 11 states of the former confederacy
      (coded here as: 0 = non-South, 1 = South).
    


    
      Traditional attitudinal variables such as party identification and political ideology are measured as follows:
      party identification (1 = strong Democrat, 2 = Democrat, 3 = Independent leaning Democrat,
      4 = Independent, 5 = Independent leaning Republican, 6 = Republican, 7 = strong Republican) and ideology (1 =
      strong liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = moderate, leaning liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = moderate, leaning conservative 6 =
      conservative, 7 = strong conservative). Finally, the experience of discrimination variable is measured by the
      question: “In your day-to-day life, how often do you experience discrimination because of your racial or ethnic
      background?” Responses were coded as 1 = “never,” 2 = “once in a while,” 3 = “fairly often,” 4 = “very often.”
    


    
      Findings and results
    


    
      In order to see if there is a difference in racial attitudes among women and men, the average symbolic racism
      scores among white men and women are presented in Figure 1.
    


    
      A simple t-test reveals that the difference, though small, is significant at the .05 level. While the
      substantive difference in overall symbolic racism between men and women may be small, even slight differences in
      racial attitudes are important to uncover and understand. In an effort to identify the individual-level
      determinants of this gender gap in symbolic racism, a series of hierarchical regressions are presented in Table
      1. The first model is a simple bi-variate regression of gender as a predictor of symbolic racism. The model
      indicates that gender is significant and negative, with women more likely to report lower symbolic racism scores
      compared to men.
    


    
      The next regression presented in Table 1 includes demographic variables. This second model indicates that
      demographic differences between men and women do not completely explain the gender gap in symbolic racism. Even
      though education, living in the South, and income are significant predictors of symbolic racism, the overall
      gender gap remains. The coefficient associated with the gender dummy variable remains negative and significant
      even when the demographic variables are included in the model. The effect of being female has a similar
      coefficient in model one and model two (−.372 compared to −.380). Before moving to the next set of regressions,
      it is important to note that living in a southern state and having more family income are positively correlated
      with symbolic racism. On the other hand, higher levels of education are associated with less resentful racial
      attitudes.
    


    
      When attitudinal variables and experience with discrimination are included in the model, gender is no longer a
      significant predictor of symbolic racism. In other words, the gender gap in symbolic racism appears to be largely
      the result of differences between men and women in ideology, party identification, and
      perceived experiences with discrimination. This model significantly increases the explanatory power of the model
      from an r2 of .046 for the demographic model to .231 in the demographic and
      attitudinal model. As expected, Republican Party identification and being more conservative are highly
      significant and positively correlated with symbolic racism. Perceived discrimination is also positive and
      significant. In contrast to expectations, increases in perceived discrimination were associated with higher
      symbolic racism scores.
    


    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 1.   Mean for total symbolic racism score (range 4–20).
    


    


    
      Table 1.   Hierarchal multiple regressions for total symbolic racism measure among whites.
    


    
      
        
          	Independent variables

          	Regression 1

          	Regression 2

          	Regression 3

          	Regression 4
        


        
          	
            
              Step 1: Bi-variate
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Female

          	−.387 (.170)**

          	−.370 (.167)**

          	−.009 (.155)

          	.319 (.940)
        


        
          	Constant

          	14.63 (.122) ***

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Step 2: Demographic variables
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Education

          	 

          	−.693 (.093)***

          	−.601 (.088)***

          	−.685 (.123)***
        


        
          	Age

          	 

          	−.004 (.050)

          	−.047 (.047)

          	−.082 (.065)
        


        
          	Unemployed

          	 

          	−.243 (.339)

          	−.427 (.316)

          	−.331 (.478)
        


        
          	Income

          	 

          	.092 (.022)***

          	.047 (.020)**

          	.048 (.029)*
        


        
          	South

          	 

          	.582 (.167)***

          	.341 (.154)**

          	.305 (.214)
        


        
          	Constant

          	 

          	15.35 (.416)***

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Step 3: Attitudinal/experience variables
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Republican party identification
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	.392 (.065)***

          	.364 (.095)***
        


        
          	
            
              Conservative political ideology
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	.529 (.074)***

          	.684 (.103)***
        


        
          	Discrimination

          	 

          	 

          	.681 (.122)***

          	.660 (.179)***
        


        
          	Constant

          	 

          	 

          	10.57 (.484) ***

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Step 4: Interaction terms
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Education X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.155 (.175)
        


        
          	
            
              Age X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.068 (.093)
        


        
          	
            
              Unemployed X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	−.147 (.636)
        


        
          	
            
              Income X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.000 (.040)
        


        
          	
            
              South X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.045 (.309)
        


        
          	
            
              Republican party identification X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.062 (.130)
        


        
          	
            
              Conservative political ideology X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	−.318 (.148)**
        


        
          	
            
              Discrimination X female
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	.065 (.244)
        


        
          	Constant

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	10.39 (.642)***
        


        
          	
            
              Model statistics
            

          

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	R2

          	.003

          	.046

          	.231

          	.236
        


        
          	
            
              R2 change
            

          

          	 

          	.043

          	.185

          	.005
        


        
          	N

          	1611

          	1611

          	1574

          	1574
        

      
    


    
      Note: Dependent variable: total symbolic racism score (range = 4–20).
      

      *P < .10.
      

      **p < .05.
      

      ***p < .01.
    


    


    
      In the next step, the model includes interaction terms which offer a way to examine whether or not these
      variables are functioning differently among men and women when predicting overall symbolic racism. The inclusion
      of the interaction terms reveals that ideology is functioning differently among women. While the main effect,
      indicating the effects of ideology among men, is positive and significant, the interaction term between ideology
      and gender is negative and significant, indicating that the effect of ideology is
      significantly attenuated among women. Also in this model, we see that while the effects of education and income
      remain significant predictors of symbolic racism, the previous positive effect of living in the South is no
      longer significant. The significance of the South dummy variable in previous models appears to be explained by
      the differences in ideology among women.
    


    
      In the next section of the analysis, the symbolic racism scale is disaggregated and each individual question is
      examined separately. As before, mean differences between men and women across each question are examined first
      and a series of hierarchical regressions are estimated to help explain any gender differences. As shown in Figure
      2, the impact of gender on each individual symbolic racism score varies.
    


    
      Only the mean responses to questions 3 and 4 of the symbolic racism scale are significantly different between men
      and women. These gender differences relate to the question asking “Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten
      less than they deserve,” with women reporting a mean of 3.66 and men reporting a mean of 3.88. Similarly, gender
      differences were found in responses to the question “It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough;
      if Blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as Whites,” with women reporting a mean of 3.27
      and men reporting a mean of 3.41. The bi-variate regressions examining each individual question as a function of
      gender are presented in Table 2.
    


    
      Looking first at the demographic models, we find that across all four questions, the effects of household income,
      and living in the South, are positive and significant. Conversely, the effects of education are negative and
      significant. While increases in income and living in the South are associated with
      increasingly resentful responses to each of these four questions, increases in education are associated with less
      resentful responses. In addition, despite controls for the demographic variables, the dummy variable for gender
      remains negative and significant for questions 3 and 4, indicating that the gender gap in these responses remains
      even after controlling for demographic variation between men and women.
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      Figure 2.   Mean for responses to symbolic racism questions (range 1–5). *p < .10, **p < .05,
      ***p < .01 t-test for difference of means. “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the
      following statements:” (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). SR q1: “Irish, Italians, Jewish and many
      other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without any special
      favors.” SR q2: “Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for
      Blacks to work their way out of the lower class.” SR q3: “Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten less than
      they deserve.” SR q4: “It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if Blacks would only try
      harder they could be just as well off as Whites.”
    


    


    
      Table 2.   Nested models for individual symbolic racism questions among whites nationally.
    


    
      
        
          	Independent variables

          	Regression 1 (SR q1)

          	Regression 2 (SR q2)

          	Regression 3 (SR q3)

          	Regression 4 (SR q4)
        


        
          	Bi-variate

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Female

          	−.063 (.050)

          	−.049 (.056)

          	−.155 (.049)***

          	−.139 (.055)**
        


        
          	Constant

          	3.83 (.035)**

          	3.59 (.041)**

          	3.81 (.034)**

          	3.41 (.039)
        


        
          	R2 (n)

          	.001 (1627)

          	.0005 (1623)

          	.062 (1624)

          	.0039 (1622)
        


        
          	Demographics

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Female

          	−.063 (.050)

          	−.044 (.056)

          	−.143 (.048)***

          	−.138 (.055)**
        


        
          	Education

          	−.195 (.028)***

          	−.190 (.031)***

          	−.117 (.027)***

          	−.188 (.030)***
        


        
          	Age

          	.018 (.015)

          	.005 (.017)

          	−.008 (.015)

          	−.019 (.017)
        


        
          	Unemployed

          	−.123 (.097)

          	.032 (.109)

          	.042 (.094)

          	−.145 (.107)
        


        
          	Income

          	.019 (.006)***

          	.027 (.007)***

          	.028 (.006)***

          	.019 (.007)***
        


        
          	South

          	.138 (.049)***

          	.130 (.056)**

          	.170 (.048)***

          	.157 (.054)***
        


        
          	Constant

          	4.05 (.128)**

          	3.75 (.141)**

          	3.77 (.122)**

          	3.76 (.138)**
        


        
          	R2 (n)

          	.036 (1627)

          	.0285 (1623)

          	.0325 (1624)

          	.034 (1622)
        


        
          	Full model

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	Female

          	.025 (.047)

          	.056 (.053)

          	−.060 (.047)

          	−.046 (.053)
        


        
          	Education

          	−.179 (.027)***

          	−.161 (.030)***

          	−.092 (.026)***

          	−.167 (.030)***
        


        
          	Age

          	.009 (.014)

          	−.007 (.017)

          	−.015 (.014)

          	−.034 (.016)**
        


        
          	Unemployed

          	−.180 (.110)

          	.005 (.106)

          	.014 (.093)

          	−.218 (.111)**
        


        
          	Income

          	.008 (.006)

          	.014 (.007)**

          	.018 (.006)***

          	.006 (.007)
        


        
          	South

          	.078 (.047)*

          	.067 (.053)

          	.117 (.046)**

          	.095 (.053)*
        


        
          	Party identification

          	.122 (.020)***

          	.086 (.023)***

          	.075 (.021)***

          	.104 (.022)***
        


        
          	Political ideology

          	.105 (.022)***

          	.169 (.026)***

          	.128 (.024)***

          	.130 (.024)***
        


        
          	Discrimination

          	.187 (.037)***

          	.151 (.045)***

          	.153 (.041)***

          	.192 (.044)***
        


        
          	Constant

          	2.87 (.149)**

          	2.46 (.164)**

          	2.68 (.136)**

          	2.57 (.163)**
        


        
          	R2 (n)

          	.173 (1588)

          	.151 (1585)

          	.141 (1586)

          	.151 (1585)
        

      
    


    
      Note: Dependent variable: individual score for each symbolic racism question (range = 1–5). “To what extent to
      you agree or disagree with the following statements:” (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
      

      SR q1: “Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks
      should do the same without any special favors.”
      

      SR q2: “Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for Blacks to
      work their way out of the lower class.”
      

      SR q3: “Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten less than they deserve.” SR q4: “It’s really a matter of some
      people not trying hard enough; if Blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as Whites.”
      

      *p < .10.
      

      **p < .05.
      

      ***p < .01.
    


    


    
      Looking next at the models that include both demographics and attitudinal variables, we find that party
      identification, ideology, and perceived discrimination are positive and significant predictors for each of the
      four questions. As before, Republican Party identification, espousing a conservative ideology, and increased
      experiences with discrimination are all associated with increasingly resentful racial answers – across each of
      the four questions. Looking specifically at the demographic variables, we see changes once the attitudinal
      variables are included in the models. While education remains a negative and significant predictor of responses
      to each question, the effects of income are now only significant positive predictors of questions 2 and 3.
      Furthermore, the significance of living in the South has changed and is only significant at the .10
      level when predicting question one and question four – and is no longer significant for
      question 2. Also, the effects of age and being unemployed are now negative and significant predictors of
      responses to question 4. In previous models, age and unemployment did not reach conventional levels of
      statistical significance. Controlling for the other effects in the model, older respondents and respondents who
      were unemployed were more likely to believe that African-Americans could be just as well-off as Whites if they
      would try harder. Finally, the gender dummy variable is no longer a significant predictor for any of the
      questions, indicating that the demographic and attitudinal variables are able to explain the variation in
      responses among men and women.
    


    
      Looking next at the interaction variables between each of the demographic and attitudinal variables with the
      gender dummy variable, we are able to see if any of these independent variables are operating differently among
      men and women. As shown in Table 3, the interaction term between ideology and gender is a negative and
      significant predictor of questions 2 and 3.
    


    
      In other words, the positive and significant effect of ideology among men is significantly attenuated among
      women. Overall, however, there are no consistent patterns across each question to suggest that the independent
      variables are systematically influencing women differently than men.
    


    


    
      Table 3.   Regression models with interaction terms for individual symbolic racism questions among whites
      nationally.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Regression 1 (SR q1)

          	Regression 2 (SR q2)

          	Regression 3 (SR q3)

          	Regression 4 (SR q4)
        


        
          	Female

          	−.047 (.289)

          	.277 (.318)

          	.012 (.265)

          	.126 (.314)
        


        
          	Education

          	−.181 (.038)***

          	−.177 (.043)***

          	−.100 (.036)***

          	−.222 (.042)***
        


        
          	Age

          	−.013 (.020)

          	−.023 (.024)

          	−.015 (.019)

          	−.029 (.022)
        


        
          	Unemployed

          	−.279 (.162)*

          	.125 (.157).

          	.139 (.131)

          	−.225 (.163)
        


        
          	Income

          	.006 (.009)

          	.015 (.010)

          	.014 (.008)*

          	.013 (.010)
        


        
          	South

          	.053 (.066)

          	.004 (.075)

          	.126 (.064)**

          	.131 (.073)*
        


        
          	Party identification

          	.119 (.029)***

          	.060 (.034)*

          	.066 (.031)**

          	.109 (.031)***
        


        
          	Political ideology

          	.126 (.031)***

          	.245 (.037)***

          	.165 (.033)***

          	.155 (.034)***
        


        
          	Discrimination

          	.196 (.055)***

          	.150 (.067)**

          	.122 (.061)**

          	.201 (.062)***
        


        
          	Education X female

          	.005 (.053)

          	.027 (.060)

          	.012 (.052)

          	.107 (.059)*
        


        
          	Age X female

          	.043 (.028)

          	−.029 (.033)

          	−.003 (.028)

          	−.007 (.032)
        


        
          	Unemployed X female

          	.203 (.221)

          	−.226 (.211)

          	−.248 (.185)

          	.033 (.222)
        


        
          	Income X female

          	.004 (.013)

          	−.000 (.014)

          	.008 (.012)

          	−.012 (.014)
        


        
          	South X female

          	.044 (.094)

          	.110 (.107)

          	−.022 (.093)

          	−.077 (.105)
        


        
          	Party Id. X female

          	.002 (.040)

          	.051 (.046)

          	.024 (.041)

          	−.006 (−.052)
        


        
          	Ideology X female

          	−.039 (.045)

          	−.154 (.052)***

          	−.081 (.046)*

          	−.052 (.049)
        


        
          	Discrimination X female

          	−.017 (.075)

          	.018 (.089)

          	.070 (.082)

          	−.017 (.087)
        


        
          	Constant

          	2.91 (.203)***

          	2.35 (.225)***

          	2.65 (.177)***

          	2.44 (.216)***
        


        
          	R2

          	.176

          	.160

          	.145

          	.155
        


        
          	N

          	1588

          	1585

          	1586

          	1585
        

      
    


    
      Note: Dependent Variable: Individual Score for each Symbolic Racism Question (range = 1–5).
      

      “To what extent to you agree or disagree with the following statements:”
      

      (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
      

      SR q1: “Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks
      should do the same without any special favors.”
      

      SR q2: “Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for Blacks to
      work their way out of the lower class.”
      

      SR q3: “Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten less than they deserve.”
      

      SR q4: “It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if Blacks would only try harder they could be
      just as well off as Whites.”
      

      *p < .10.
      

      **p < .05.
      

      ***p < .01.
    


    
      Discussion
    


    
      While gender is significantly correlated with overall symbolic racism scores, suggesting that women are less
      likely to hold resentful racial attitudes, this gender gap in symbolic racism is explained by the different
      demographic and attitudinal differences between men and women. In fact, it appears that most of the gender gap is
      explained by differences between men and women in party identification, ideology, and perceived experiences with
      discrimination. Furthermore, when predicting the overall symbolic racism index, we found significant differences
      between men and women in the effects of ideology. While embracing a conservative political ideology is associated
      with increasingly resentful racial attitudes, men at various levels of ideology express more racially resentful
      attitudes than do similarly situated women. Stated somewhat differently, while conservative ideology is
      associated with increasingly resentful racial attitudes among both women and men, the increase is not as steep or
      dramatic among women. In the overall symbolic racism measure, as well as in each individual question, experiences
      with discrimination had a surprising effect. Whereas many researchers have suggested that women’s political
      consciousness, shaped by the women’s movement, may have broadened the gender gap and sensitized women to social
      inequities, these models suggest that feeling discriminated against is associated with increasingly resentful
      racist attitudes. Thus, in these models, race or whiteness, when attacked, trumps any sort of gendered
      socialization that might make women more compassionates toward other minorities.
    


    
      It is important to note that gender was only significant in two of the four questions that comprise the symbolic
      racism scale and only in the bi-variate and demographic models. These two questions are not, in fact, probing
      attitudes toward the historical and long-term effects of prejudice and injustice. Rather, these questions (number
      3 and 4) focus on the present success and work ethic of African-Americans in general. Women were less likely to
      agree that African-American advancement has happened too quickly, perhaps demonstrating an understanding of the
      ongoing nature of racial discrimination. And women were less likely to agree that African-Americans must simply
      work harder to be successful. Here again, women’s political consciousness regarding the long struggle for equal
      pay may be a source of this gap. These differences may have significant political ramifications. For example, if
      women are less likely to agree that African-American advancement has happened too quickly, and if women are less
      likely to agree that African-Americans must simply work harder to be as successful as whites, then as women
      continue to expand their influence in politics, we should expect to see more governmental policies designed to
      help improve the quality of life among African-Americans, and potentially other minority groups as well. As women
      continue to seek and win political office, and as women continue to outvote their male counterparts, we should
      expect to find more legislation designed to help improve the condition of African-Americans as well as increased
      demand for such policies. While these outcomes are speculative at this point, as minorities continue to grow in
      size and influence, it will be crucial to understand whether Caucasian women continue to embrace less
      conservative racial attitudes. Ultimately, the symbolic racism scale, or racial resentment as it is often called,
      continues to help us understand contemporary racial attitudes. Moreover, additional research into differences in
      racial attitudes between white men and women will be necessary to explicate the true breadth and span of the
      gender gap.
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      Some state political party organizations that hold nominating conventions implement affirmative action (AA)
      policies to encourage the nomination of women and minority candidates. This paper assesses whether these policies
      help or hinder female candidates seeking statewide office. On the one hand, these policies could benefit female
      candidates since they demonstrate an organization’s commitment to diversity. On the other hand, diversity and AA
      policies may have negative, unintended consequences for female candidates such as promoting gender stereotype
      activation or creating a stigma of incompetence for female candidates. I examine whether and how delegates’
      awareness of these policies shapes candidate evaluations, gender stereotypes, and nominee choice. I test this by
      analyzing unique survey data from Democratic state nominating convention delegates who evaluate candidates in
      statewide nominations in four states. The results suggest that while evaluations of the female candidate are not
      downgraded, focus on AA leads Democratic delegates to inflate their views of her male opponent. Furthermore, when
      delegates perceive that their party focuses on AA, they are less likely to choose the female candidate, in part
      because this perceived focus highlights that female candidates might lack masculine strengths. The resulting
      implications for female candidates and political party organizations are discussed.
    


    
      Despite the increasing number of women seeking higher political office and the fact that women candidates win
      elections at rates comparable to their male counterparts, women remain descriptively underrepresented in US
      politics. For example, at the statewide level examined in this paper, women currently hold just 22.6% of elected
      political offices overall, and just 10% of governorships (Center for American Women and Politics 2014a).
      Previously unexplored is the role that political party nominating conventions, held prior to the primary election
      in 18 US states, might play in electing female candidates. Political parties themselves determine the rules for
      the nomination process at these conventions. Some of the rules guiding these nominations are affirmative action
      (AA)1 policies intended to increase the influence of and to encourage
      nomination of women and minorities. However, the efficacy of these policies has yet to be assessed. To what
      extent are the party’s intentions borne out in candidate nominations? Are the results positive, negative, or simply neutral, for female candidates? Specifically, do these policies influence the
      salience of candidate gender, thereby impacting candidate evaluations, gender stereotypes, and nominee choice? I
      take on these questions, examining whether and how the nomination context created by state party AA policies
      affects the chances of female candidates to gain nomination.
    


    
      A review of the extant literature on AA and its effect on decision-makers produces competing hypotheses about the
      potential impact on female candidates seeking party nomination. When party organizations communicate a culture of
      inclusion, a context could be created where party delegates demonstrate this principle in their choice of
      nominee. However, group-based AA policies may have negative, unintended consequences for female candidates by
      promoting gender stereotype activation or creating a stigma of incompetence for female candidates. As a group
      decision-making setting, party nominations are an interesting political environment in which to empirically
      examine the effects of AA policies.
    


    
      The paper first develops a set of expectations as to how awareness of AA policies may affect delegates’ candidate
      evaluations (i.e., favorability, competency, and leadership), their development and use of gender stereotypes,
      and their nominee choice. I then test these ideas in a real-world political context by analyzing original survey
      data from Democratic party state nominating convention delegates in Minnesota, Massachusetts, New York, and
      California.
    


    
      I find that delegates’ perception of a party focus on AA does not affect evaluations of female candidates, but
      does inflate delegate views of their male opponents. Furthermore, I find these perceptions not only shape gender
      stereotypes about the candidates, but also negatively influence choice of the female candidate as the party’s
      nominee. Together, the results call into question the utility of AA rules, in their current forms, as a tool
      through which political parties can cultivate successful female candidates for statewide office. Overall, this
      project contributes to our understanding of the role that political parties, AA policies, and gender stereotypes
      might play in affecting the choices made by party activists, thereby influencing women’s descriptive
      underrepresentation.
    


    
      Background
    


    
      Political parties hold various forms of nomination conventions for statewide office in 18 US states.2 In these states, the parties generally convene a state party convention in
      which committed partisans from around the state gather to select the party’s nominees. They spend time discussing
      the potential nominees with their fellow party activists, meeting the candidates seeking nomination, and meeting
      with various groups with which they identify (e.g., a labor caucus). Candidates provide abundant information by
      posting signs, setting up information tables, and mingling with delegates.
    


    
      Political parties determine how candidate nominations occur through their formal rules, bylaws, and norms. Party
      policies aim to increase participation and election of women and minorities through a variety of mechanisms, each
      with the intended goal to empower and elect members of underrepresented groups.3 Some parties adopt general AA or diversity statements, require gender balance among delegates
      elected to participate in state conventions, implement AA programs to encourage diversity among candidates
      seeking office, establish a permanent state-level AA officer to promote the established diversity policies, or
      require that their AA policy be read at state nominating conventions prior to candidate nominations. For example,
      the Minnesota Democratic-Farmer-Labor (DFL) party requires the reading of the following statement at precinct
      caucuses, party conventions, and other meetings prior to each nomination:
    


    


    
      The goal of affirmative action is to recruit individuals for political activity in the DFL and the democratic
      process of our government. The DFL is an active participant in the struggle to end all forms of bigotry and discrimination. As part of our commitment to ending discrimination, we seek to increase
      the participation of members of those communities that have been traditionally shut out of and/or
      underrepresented in the political process. As part of this commitment, we will seek to elect members of these
      communities to positions both within the DFL Party and in public office. These efforts will be directed toward
      all underrepresented communities. (Minnesota Democratic-Farmer-Labor Party 2006)
    


    


    
      Thereafter, prior to each vote, this statement is read: “As you vote, remember that the DFL encourages those who
      are underrepresented to participate in DFL Party activities. Now is the time to empower those with less
      opportunity” (Minnesota Democratic-Farmer-Labor Party 2006). The goal of this paper is to test the efficacy of
      these policies, particularly as they affect the nomination of female candidates.
    


    
      Prior research
    


    
      State political party organizations have adopted AA policies with the goal of encouraging the nomination of women
      and minorities and increasing their influence within party organizations. Studies of the workplace support the
      idea that these policies will have a positive effect: discrimination in organizations declines when organizations
      adopt inclusive policies and create a culture that values inclusion (US Department of Labor 1995), and
      communicate these priorities to employees (Morrison and Von Glinow 1990; Nishii and Raver 2003). Conversely,
      rather than achieving their intended goal of creating opportunity for female candidates, AA policies might, as
      Heilman, Block, and Lucas (1992) states, “feed rather than quell the flames of sex bias in organizations” (886).
      Studies demonstrate that discrimination in hiring and promotion decisions can be exacerbated when AA is perceived
      to play a role, and that these policies can have deleterious consequences for those targeted to benefit from
      them.
    


    
      Despite a large body of literature examining AA in hiring and promotion processes, the effects of AA policies
      have not been assessed in political decision-making settings such as party nominations. The efficacy of these
      policies is important because political parties are important gatekeepers for candidates who seek political
      office. Party organizations wield great power in informally encouraging and discouraging candidates to run for
      office (Abel and Oppenheimer 1994; Niven 1998; Sanbonmatsu 2002). Thus, formal party nominations and the policies
      that govern the process –including AA policies – may play a role in party gatekeeping and women’s representation
      (Freeman 2000). Thus, in this paper I examine the question: Does a party’s adoption and communication of AA
      policies to convention delegates create a decision-making context that is more supportive or less supportive of
      the advancement of female political candidates?
    


    
      Gender stereotypes and candidate nominations
    


    
      As political party delegates evaluate potential nominees within party conventions, candidate gender may guide
      their evaluations. Numerous studies show that candidate sex influences inferences regarding candidate traits,
      beliefs, and issue positions (Sapiro 1981; Rosenwasser and Seale 1988; Leeper 1991; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993;
      Alexander and Andersen 1993; Matland 1994; Koch 2000; King and Matland 2003). For example, female candidates are
      seen to possess traits such as empathy and honesty but are seen as less tough, are seen as capable to handle
      issues in the interest of women such as women’s rights but not issues such as military crises, and are viewed as
      more liberal than their male counterparts (Koch 2002).
    


    
      And while gender stereotypes do not directly affect voting behavior (Paolino 1995; McDermott 1997, 1998; Dolan
      2014) in a general election context where their effects are limited by voters’ party identification (Hayes 2011),
      stereotyping may impact party activists who select their party’s candidate (see King and Matland 2003), in the
      absence of party cues. Stereotypes can further lead to biased evaluations or bias more broadly. For example, Koch
      (2000, 2002) finds that Democratic women are perceived as more liberal than they actually are, and others find
      that the issues women are seen as capable of handling and the traits women are believed to possess are not issues
      and traits voters see as important for holding public office (e.g., Huddy and Terkildsen 1993). Furthermore,
      stereotype effects may be more nuanced and complex: certain conditions can affect the activation or expression of
      gender stereotypes and thereafter affect evaluations of female politicians (Holman, Merolla, and Zechmeister
      2011; Bauer 2014).
    


    
      Given that gender stereotypes may be more influential in certain contexts, and given that AA policies are
      group-based policies, it is important to consider whether and how AA policies create a context that increases the
      salience of the female candidate’s group identity. If so, these policies have the potential to shape stereotype
      perceptions of the candidates and candidate choice. In the following section, I will review literature to create
      a set of expectations as to how delegate’s awareness of AA policies might influence a wide range of candidate
      evaluations, including masculine and feminine traits and issue competencies, overall competence, favorability,
      and choice to support a female nominee.
    


    
      AA and gender stereotypes
    


    
      In recent political psychology studies, certain conditions are found to activate gender stereotypes, and in those
      situations stereotypes then affect evaluations of female candidates (Bauer 2014). Contexts of threat, for
      example, can increase expression of certain gender-trait stereotypes, which negatively affect evaluations of
      female political leaders (Holman, Merolla, and Zechmeister 2011). Another set of studies shows how context shapes
      stereotypes: voters respond to the gender-related information they receive within campaigns and that information
      shapes stereotype perceptions of candidates. Candidate gender influences a voter’s search for information in
      terms of the amount and type of information sought (Ditonto, Hamilton, and Redlawsk 2013). Furthermore, voter
      assessments of candidate traits respond to varying campaign information frames (Burns, Eberhardt, and Merolla
      2013) and news coverage (Hayes 2011). And, finally, the type of information source, and whether the source is
      controlled by the candidate (or not), changes stereotype perceptions (Bos 2011). The bottom line here is that
      context – such as that created by a party focus on AA – can shape gender stereotypes and their activation.
    


    
      Bos’ (2011) research on state convention delegates finds that delegates receiving information from sources out of
      the campaign’s control (e.g., discussions with other delegates) relates to stereotype congruent perceptions of
      female candidates (i.e., they are equipped to handle female-related issues and possess feminine traits, but not
      as capable to handle masculine issues or as possessing masculine traits). Such shifts in stereotype perceptions
      may be consequential for female candidates pursuing nomination, particularly given that prior work finds that
      female candidates benefit most when they are viewed as having both masculine and feminine strengths (Bos 2011;
      Burns, Eberhardt, and Merolla 2013). For example, global evaluations of Sarah Palin were higher to the extent
      that she was perceived to possess both masculine and feminine traits (Burns, Eberhardt, and Merolla 2013).
    


    
      Similarly, and related specifically to AA policies, Heilman, Block, and Lucas (1992) demonstrate that AA policies
      can stimulate stereotyped thinking in hiring decisions. They find that tying a female applicant to AA heightened
      stereotype attributions: compared to an identical male applicant, and an identical female
      applicant who was not tied to AA, respondents rated her as significantly less competent, more passive (e.g.,
      persistent – gives up easily and assertive – passive), and less potent (e.g., strong–weak and tough–soft). The
      results were more marked when female applicants associated with AA sought highly male-type jobs. The findings
      illustrate how AA in party nominations might pose a problem for potential female nominees: by shaping stereotype
      congruent evaluations whereby potential female nominees are seen only to possess feminine traits (e.g., warm) and
      the competence to handle only feminine issues (e.g., childcare), AA may create a disconnect for female candidates
      from the more masculine traits and issue competencies delegates might value in a candidate for state-level
      political office.
    


    
      In addition to general stereotype measures, I further examine specific candidate traits deemed important in
      studies of AA-competence and favorability – which are relevant in the political domain. When linked to AA, a
      female job applicant’s favorability ratings are reduced. Summers (1991) finds that when an organization
      emphasizes its commitment to AA, evaluations of female managers are more negative. In evaluating potential
      graduate applicants, the mention of AA led participants to more unfavorable evaluations of qualified minority
      applicants (Garcia et al. 1981). In addition to taking a potential hit on favorability scores, Heilman, Block,
      and Lucas (1992) and Heilman (1997) studies of AA demonstrate that beneficiaries of such policies, including
      women, often experience a stigma of incompetence (Heilman 1997). Perceptions of incompetence might stem from
      participants attributing the person’s position or candidacy to AA and preferential treatment rather than to her
      qualifications, skills, or attributes (Kelley and Michela 1980).
    


    
      Similarly, some comparative politics research shows that women elected to office through quotas or reserved
      seats, so-called quota women, face challenges related to competence, qualifications, or credibility, despite
      being as qualified and competent as their male and female colleagues who enter without quotas (Murray 2010;
      Josefsson 2014). For example, Goetz (2003) finds that Uganda’s use of reserved seats has “only negative
      implications for perceived legitimacy and, ultimately, the political effectiveness of women politicians” (118).
      Clayton (2014) finds that being represented by a “quota woman” in Lesotho has no effect or even reduces women
      constituent’s engagement with local politics. The effects are driven not by differences in perceived competence,
      but rather by citizen’s negative perceptions of the quota as giving women preferential treatment. Overall, these
      studies demonstrate that to the extent to which delegates connect a female candidate to AA policies, she may be
      evaluated as less competent and less favorably.
    


    
      In addition to affecting evaluations of female candidates, AA might also affect evaluations of male candidates.
      Heilman, Block, and Lucas (1992) data show that a male applicant was rated more favorably than an identical
      female applicant, and much more favorably than the identical AA-linked female candidate. A more recent study
      examines the role of applicant sex in admissions decisions by randomly assigning faculty in the academic sciences
      to evaluate either a male or female prospective graduate student with identical qualifications (Moss-Racusin et
      al. 2012). Compared to equally qualified female applicants, male candidates were deemed more hirable, more
      competent, and worthy of higher salaries and more mentoring opportunities. This supports the general pattern
      observed across academic and employment contexts – women’s qualifications tend to be downplayed, while male
      qualifications tend to be viewed more favorably.
    


    
      What may matter more than the existence of AA programs is delegates’ perceptions of such programs. Indeed,
      perceptions that AA is at work may matter more than reality; people tend to assume preferential treatment (as
      opposed to merit) without good information to the contrary (Holloway 1989). In a survey of business people,
      perceptions that AA played a role in the hiring of a minority candidate predicted assessments of incompetence
      (Heilman 1997). Garcia and colleagues (1981) further find that perceived organizational
      commitment to AA leads to less favorable evaluations of applicants to a graduate program. Delegates’ awareness of
      political party AA policies, then, may affect attributions of merit (or lack of merit) to female candidates.
    


    
      AA and nominee choice
    


    
      If the salience of AA policies among delegates leads them to confirm existing gender stereotypes about the female
      candidate as a woman and about her male opponent as a man, this would prove problematic since Bauer (2014) finds
      that activation of feminine stereotypes leads to respondents viewing a female candidate as less able and
      ultimately reduces support for her. In a nomination setting, because stereotypes of women tend toward communal
      strengths, the salience of candidate gender created by the AA context might shape delegate stereotypes and
      highlight to delegates the mismatch between her perceived stereotypic strengths and the more masculine strengths
      delegates might value in a successful nominee. This raises the possibility that the context of AA might reduce a
      delegate’s likelihood to support a female nominee.
    


    
      In addition to depressing overall support, gender stereotype perceptions may further interact with perceived AA
      focus to affect nomination choice. Ditonto, Hamilton, and Redlawsk (2013) observe that candidate gender affects
      vote choice through the differences created in information search. Bos (2011) finds that statewide delegates
      engaging in discussion with other delegates lead to viewing the female candidate as less competent in masculine
      domains and via these perceptions negatively affects support for a female candidate. Thus, to the extent that a
      perceived focus on AA limits female candidates to being seen as not possessing masculine strengths, which are
      seen as essential to political office (Callaghan and Terkildsen 2002), this may be detrimental to them gaining
      party nomination.
    


    
      Specifically, if awareness of these policies shifts stereotype perceptions, particularly shaping sex-congruent
      stereotype evaluations such as female candidates do not have masculine strengths requisite for success in
      statewide office, those shifts may negatively affect nominee choice. That is, if perceptions of AA policies
      influence individual decision-makers’ stereotype perceptions of female candidates as more stereotype congruent,
      her perceived lack of masculine strengths could mediate the effect of AA policy focus on nominee choice.
    


    
      Hypotheses
    


    
      Given the literature reviewed here, I test several hypotheses related to how delegate perceptions of AA policies
      might influence their evaluations of prospective female nominees for statewide office. First, I examine the
      extent to which delegates’ perception of party focus on AA shapes stereotypes of female and male candidates:
    


    


    
      Hypothesis 1a: Perceived emphasis on AA will relate to delegates perceiving that the female candidate possesses
      feminine traits and has expertise in handling feminine issues, and
    


    
      Hypothesis 1b: Perceived emphasis on AA will relate to delegates perceiving that the male candidate possesses
      masculine traits and has expertise in handling masculine issues.
    


    


    
      Second, I further explore the effect of perceptions of AA on delegates’ specific evaluations of the female and
      male candidates related to leadership, competence, and favorability:
    


    


    
      Hypothesis 2a: Perceived emphasis on AA will lead delegates to downgrade the female candidate on leadership,
      competence, and favorability evaluations, and
    


    
      Hypothesis 2b: Delegates perceiving increased focus on AA policies will boost ratings of the male candidate with
      respect to leadership, competence, and favorability evaluations.
    


    


    
      Two final hypotheses explore the effect of stereotypes on delegates’ support for the female candidate as the
      party’s nominee, specifically:
    


    


    
      Hypothesis 3: Perceptions of focus on AA will negatively relate to supporting the female candidate for party
      nomination, and
    


    
      Hypothesis 4: Masculine trait and issue stereotype perceptions of the candidates may mediate the relationship
      between AA emphasis and nominee choice.
    


    
      Data and methods
    


    
      To examine the relationship between party AA policies, gender stereotypes, and nominee choice, I analyze unique
      large-N survey data from a sample of Democratic party delegates to state nominating conventions in 2006 in four
      states: California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and New York.4 To my
      knowledge, this is the only existing dataset consisting of data from a systematic sample of political party
      delegates to state conventions. The research design and the resulting data give me the power to test the proposed
      hypotheses in methodologically appropriate, rigorous ways.
    


    
      State party organizations were selected to participate in the research through interviews with state party staff.
      Through the interviews with staff in party officials in all states that hold party nominations, I determined
      which states met two eligibility criteria: (a) have at least one female candidate seeking endorsement for a
      statewide office and (b) the race in question must be contested (i.e., more than one candidate seeks the office).
      Eleven state political parties were eligible to participate and the four that agreed were Democratic parties.
      Participating party organizations gave me access to their database of delegates, from each of which I drew a
      systematic sample.
    


    
      Democratic delegates are particularly interesting to examine with regard to stereotyping within the context of AA
      policies and they provide a difficult test case. National convention delegates are relatively well-educated and
      are more ideologically extreme than the electorate (Miller and Jennings 1986; Stone, Abramowitz, and Rapoport
      1989), so in the case of state Democratic delegates, they are quite liberal. Democratic party activists also tend
      to be egalitarian, supportive of women’s rights, and open to women in office (Green et al. 2012). Delegates are
      members of Democratic party, which has a less hierarchical culture than the Republican party (Freeman 1986), has
      elected more women to office (Center for American Women and Politics 2014b),5 and has an organizational reputation for being more active with regard to women’s rights.
      Furthermore, studies of issue ownership (Petrocik 1996; Petrocik, Benoit, and Hansen 2003) show that voters view
      Democrats as more capable to handle issues in the interest of women and citizens’ images of the Democratic party
      are more feminine (Winter 2010; Hayes 2011). This may work in female candidates’ favor within party nominations,
      as their perceived stereotypical strengths as women align with strengths delegates might value in a party
      nominee. In addition, the states represented in this study – California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and New York –
      are Democratic strongholds that boast liberal political cultures. Democrats who function within these liberal
      political cultures may be especially liberal and egalitarian, further creating a difficult test of gender
      stereotyping effects.
    


    
      Because of all this, convention delegates within the Democratic party in particular may react positively to
      female candidates within a party context that highlights a commitment to diversity. However, scholars find that
      stereotypes are universal, automatic categorization processes that can only be inhibited
      when perceivers have sufficient motivation to make conscious effort to override them (Brewer 1988; Devine 1989;
      Fiske and Neuberg 1990) and, in the case of racial stereotyping, even among egalitarian respondents (Devine
      1989).6 Furthermore, a more recent study suggests little reticence
      among respondents to hold and report gender stereotypes (Eagly, Wood, and Diekman 2000).
    


    
      Democratic party organizations, compared to their Republican counterparts, have been more progressive in their
      reforms to ensure gender balance in both their convention delegations and among nominated candidates. All four
      state parties in my analysis have adopted formal AA policies (Table 1). In Minnesota, the policies include a
      requirement that a statement indicating their party’s commitment to diversity be read aloud to convention
      delegates who are selecting candidates for statewide office. A statement is also read in Massachusetts at their
      caucuses. Beyond this variation in the policies themselves, this also shows that the parties vary with regard to
      the extent they communicate the policies to delegates. Thus, individual delegates may perceive more or less focus
      on AA within their state’s party and this creates an individual-level measure.7
    


    
      It is important to consider whether and how characteristics of the participating states might influence my
      findings. Thus, I examined each state’s prior record of electing women to statewide offices. Two women have
      served as US Senators for Minnesota, 14 women have held statewide elective office, and the state currently ranks
      4th in the country for percentage of women in the state legislature. New York has elected two women to the US
      Senate, four to statewide office, and ranks 32nd in women in the state legislature. California has two female US
      Senators, has elected nine women to statewide office, and ranks 19th in terms of percentage women in the state
      legislature. Finally, Massachusetts has elected just one woman to the US Senate, seven women to statewide office,
      and ranks 24th in percentage of women in the state legislature. In each state, there seem to be qualified female
      candidates, as evidenced by the strong to average percentages of women in the state legislative bodies. However,
      each of these states has a rather poor track record of electing women to statewide office.
      Among these states, only Massachusetts has elected a female governor.
    


    


    
      Table 1.   2006 AA within state democratic political party organizations.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Delegate selection quotas for state nominating conventions

          	Components of AA program

          	Statements at party nominating conventions
        


        
          	Massachusetts

          	
            
              50/50 Balance required; includes an “add-on” process to create balance
            

          

          	
            
              AA candidate recruitment program
            

          

          	
            
              Yes. Delegate Selection Criteria state that “The chairpersons of each caucus shall announce to the
              participants the Affirmative Action and Outreach goals (in *Article 2, Section 7) during the
              caucus before any vote is taken.”
            

          
        


        
          	California

          	
            
              50/50 Balance required; additional “appointees” can be made to create balance officeholders
            

          

          	
            
              Have an AA standing committee
            

          

          	
            
              No
            

          
        


        
          	Minnesota

          	
            
              50/50 Balance required; challenge to the balance is possible
            

          

          	
            
              AA candidate recruitment program
            

          

          	
            
              Statement read at all conventions and shortened version read before any vote
            

          
        


        
          	New York

          	
            
              50/50 Balance required; challenge to the state board is possible
            

          

          	
            
              Multiple AA programs for candidate recruitment
            

          

          	
            
              No
            

          
        

      
    


    
      *http://massdems.org/state-committee/governance/charter/article-seven/.
    


    


    
      State party conventions were held between March and June 2006. Using each state’s delegate database, I identified
      a systematic random sample of 1000 delegates across the four states (drawing 250 per state). Then, based on
      Dillman’s (2002) Total Design Method for mail and internet surveys I contacted delegates in the sample through a
      series of mailings after the convention. Delegates from Minnesota (N = 125),8 New York (N = 73), Massachusetts (N = 82), and California (N = 47)
      completed either a paper- or internet-based survey. The total sample size was 327 delegates for a total response
      rate of 32.7%. The sample characteristics are described in the Appendix.
    


    
      Delegates within each state evaluated candidates seeking statewide office. They were asked to focus on evaluating
      two candidates –one male and one female – in the statewide race featuring a female candidate.9 Importantly, none of the candidates evaluated by delegates were
      incumbents.10
    


    
      Measures
    


    
      All measures and relevant controls are described in the Appendix. The main independent variable of interest
      through much of the analyses is delegates’ perceptions of party emphasis on AA. Respondents were first asked, “To
      the best of your knowledge, does your state political party organization have an AA statement?” As a follow-up,
      delegates were asked, “To what extent would you say your state political party emphasizes this policy?”
      Respondents selected “1 = not at all,” “2 = some,” or “3 = a lot.”11
      This question was asked near the end of the survey, after responding to the dependent measures in this study.
    


    
      I first test Hypotheses 1a and 1b, examining general stereotype perception measures. Participants rated both
      candidates on trait and issue competency stereotype items (see Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; also see
      Appendix).12 First, each delegate rated the degree to which several
      masculine (e.g., tough) and feminine (e.g., warm) adjectives described both the female and male candidates. The
      scaled variables are labeled Masculine Traits and Feminine Traits in the analyses. Second, delegates rated how
      well each candidate could handle political issues for which male or female candidates are seen as more competent
      to handle. These measures are labeled Masculine Issues and Feminine Issues in the analyses. These stereotype
      measures are dependent variables in the tests for Hypothesis 1a and 1b and the independent variable of interest
      is perceptions of AA focus. Hypothesis 1a predicts that perceptions of AA will positively and significantly
      predict seeing the female candidate as having feminine strengths, while Hypothesis 1b predicts that the male
      candidate will be seen as having masculine strengths.
    


    
      I then test Hypotheses 2a and 2b regarding whether perceptions of AA have a positive, neutral, or negative impact
      on perceptions of both the female and male candidates with regard to dependent variables of Competence,
      Leadership, and Favorability. Each measure is coded such that higher values indicate that the trait describes the
      candidate “extremely well” or that they feel more favorably toward the candidate. Delegates also rated their
      level of favorability toward both candidates; higher ratings indicate they were viewed more favorably. If
      Hypothesis 2a were a good fit for the data, we would expect a negative, significant effect of perceived focus on
      AA on evaluations of the female candidate’s Competence, Leadership, and Favorability. Hypothesis 2b predicts a
      boost for the male candidate: perceived AA focus will positively and significantly relate to evaluations of the
      male candidate.
    


    
      In addition to examining the base ratings of the male and female candidates, another part of testing Hypotheses
      2a and 2b involves examining the relative differences between male and female candidate evaluations. Specifically
      of interest is whether the male candidate’s abilities are exaggerated compared to his female opponent when
      delegates perceive a focus on AA. To examine this, I created difference measures where I
      subtracted the male candidate’s Competence, Leader, and Favorability mean scores from the female candidate’s
      scores. In the analysis, the measures are labeled with the original variable name with the addition of
      “Difference.” Higher scores indicate that respondents perceived the male candidate as possessing more of the
      trait or as more competent to handle the issue relative to his female opponent. If we observe a
      significant, positive effect on the difference score measures, we will have evidence for Hypothesis 2b, or a
      boosting of the male candidate’s evaluations.
    


    
      The final Hypotheses state not only that AA emphasis will have a direct effect on nominee choice (Hypothesis 3),
      but also that masculine stereotype perceptions will further mediate the relationship between AA emphasis and
      choosing the female candidate as the party’s nominee (Hypothesis 4). To test this, I examine the dependent
      measure of nominee choice, asked as follows: “At your state political party convention, in the race for Office X,
      which candidate did you cast a ballot for?” Delegates selected the candidate they supported from a list of
      candidates specific to their state and race. These responses were then collapsed to reflect whether delegates
      voted for the female candidate they evaluated (coded as 1), the male candidate (coded as 2), or any other
      candidate (coded as 3). I use Baron and Kenny’s (1986) method and first run a basic model with the only
      independent variable being AA emphasis. Then I add in masculine stereotype measures, difference scores for
      masculine traits where higher scores indicate the male was perceived as possessing more of the traits, to test
      whether these measures mediate the effect of AA on nominee choice. Hypothesis 3 predicts a significant and
      negative main effect of AA focus. Hypothesis 4 predicts a mediation effect: we should see a negative and
      significant coefficient for AA emphasis in a basic model, but when masculine stereotype measures are added to the
      basic model, the significance of AA emphasis may be reduced or even disappear. Given critiques of Baron and
      Kenny’s (1986) method, and calls to instead estimate indirect effects using a Sobel test (Sobel 1982) or
      bootstrapping techniques (e.g., Bollen and Stine 1990; Shrout and Bolger 2002; Preacher and Hayes 2004; Hayes
      2013), the analyses here can only suggest mediation.13
    


    
      Results
    


    
      I test several hypotheses related to whether and how delegates’ perceptions of AA shape evaluations of male and
      female candidates and nominee choice. First, I examine whether perceived party focus on AA leads delegates to
      form more gender stereotype consistent views of the candidates. Hypothesis 1a is that perceived emphasis on AA
      will relate to delegates perceiving that the female candidate possesses feminine traits and has expertise in
      handling feminine issues, whereas hypothesis 1b states that the male candidate would be more likely to be viewed
      as having masculine traits and issue strengths. I examine multivariate regression models predicting first
      stereotype perceptions of the female candidate and then the male candidate (Table 2). The independent variable of
      interest is the delegates’ perception of the extent to which their party focuses on AA.
    


    
      Hypothesis 1a predicts significant, positive effects of AA emphasis on feminine traits and competencies for the
      female candidate; Hypothesis 1b predicts significant, positive effects of AA emphasis on masculine traits and
      competencies for the male candidate. The models include controls for the respondents’ views of women and strength
      of party identification as well as the respondents’ perception of the candidate’s ideology and electability.
    


    
      For the female candidate, in the top half of Table 2, we see one significant relationship: increased perceived
      emphasis on AA related positively and significantly to viewing her as capable to handle female-related issues
      such as the welfare of children and dealing with the elderly. This partially confirms Hypothesis 1a. The bottom
      half of Table 2 shows the models predicting gender stereotypes of the male candidates. Here we see that ratings
      of the male candidate are boosted across the board, for both stereotype consistent and inconsistent traits and
      issues competencies, when delegates perceive a strong party focus on AA. This lends support
      for Hypothesis 1b, although in addition to gaining on stereotype consistent strengths, the male candidate’s gains
      are across the board. Generally, party focus on AA relates to delegates viewing female candidates in more
      stereotypic ways with regard to the issues they can handle well, and to boosting delegates’ perceptions of the
      male candidate in all domains, which may raise his prospects to gaining nomination.
    


    


    
      Table 2.   Ordinary least squares (OLS) models for female candidate predicting stereotype perception measures.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Masculine issues – female candidate

          	Feminine issues – female candidate

          	Masculine traits – female candidate

          	Feminine traits – female candidate
        


        
          	
            
              Perceived AA emphasis
            

          

          	0.003 (0.058)

          	0.119* (0.056)

          	0.014 (0.051)

          	0.026 (0.062)
        


        
          	
            
              Views of women
            

          

          	0.167** (0.053)

          	0.229*** (0.051)

          	0.099* (0.047)

          	0.281*** (0.056)
        


        
          	
            
              Female candidate’s ideology
            

          

          	−0.025 (0.003)

          	−0.189*** (0.032)

          	−0.091** (0.029)

          	−0.179*** (0.035)
        


        
          	
            
              Female candidate’s electability
            

          

          	0.122*** (0.022)

          	0.046* (0.021)

          	0.043** (0.019)

          	0.028 (0.024)
        


        
          	
            
              Respondent’s party identification strength
            

          

          	−0.073 (0.056)

          	−0.012 (0.055)

          	−0.050 (0.052)

          	−0.087 (0.061)
        


        
          	
            
              Intercept (constant)
            

          

          	2.151*** (0.332)

          	2.519*** (.320)

          	2.825*** (0.295)

          	2.336*** (0.356)
        


        
          	
            
              Model information
            

          

          	R2 = 0.158***

          	R2 = 0.220***

          	R2 = 0.083***

          	R2 = 0.192***
        


        
          	 

          	N = 257

          	N = 262

          	N = 269

          	N = 264
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	 

          	Masculine issues – male candidate

          	Feminine issues– male candidate

          	Masculine traits– male candidate

          	Feminine traits – male candidate
        


        
          	
            
              Perceived AA emphasis
            

          

          	0.242*** (0.064)

          	0.361*** (0.069)

          	0.175** (0.057)

          	0.107 (0.074)
        


        
          	
            
              Male candidate’s ideology
            

          

          	−0.034 (0.034)

          	−0.123*** (0.037)

          	−0.101 (0.031)

          	−0.089* (0.039)
        


        
          	
            
              Male candidate’s electability
            

          

          	0.127*** (0.031)

          	0.145*** (0.033)

          	−0.004 (0.028)

          	0.158*** (0.036)
        


        
          	
            
              Respondent’s party identification strength
            

          

          	0.082 (0.063)

          	0.077 (0.068)

          	0.068 (0.058)

          	0.020 (0.073)
        


        
          	
            
              Intercept (constant)
            

          

          	1.859*** (0.293)

          	1.754*** (0.361)

          	2.826*** (0.267)

          	1.651*** (0.340)
        


        
          	
            
              Model information
            

          

          	R2 = 0.146

          	R2 = 0.227

          	R2 = 0.043

          	R2 = 0.107
        


        
          	 

          	N = 264

          	N = 271

          	N = 275

          	N = 277
        

      
    


    
      Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
      

      ***.001.
      

      **.01.
      

      *.05.
      

      + .10.
    


    


    
      Second, I take a closer examination of the effects of perceived party emphasis on AA on delegate perceptions of
      candidate Competence, Leadership, and Favorability. Hypothesis 2a states that perceptions of AA will negatively
      predict these evaluations for female candidates, whereas Hypothesis 2b predicts a boost in ratings for male
      candidates. Mean perceptions of the female and male candidates on these scales revealed that they were rated very
      similarly.14
    


    
      In Table 3, I present separate multivariate regression models predicting delegates’ evaluations of the female and
      male candidates’ Leadership, Competence, and Favorability. Each model controls for respondent strength of party
      identification, views of women, and perceptions of the candidate’s ideology and
      electability. The first three columns report the results for the female candidate, showing that perceived party
      emphasis on AA does not relate significantly to perceptions of her as a leader, her competence, or favorability
      toward her. These results do not lend support Hypothesis 2a, which predicts a negative influence of AA on
      evaluations.
    


    


    [image: Image]


    


    
      The final three columns of Table 3 show that when delegates perceive an emphasis on AA within their party,
      delegates boost their ratings of the male candidate with regard to Leadership, Competence, and Favorability
      ratings. These results are consistent with Hypothesis 2b, which predicts that perceptions
      of AA might lead to boosts for the male candidate. With regard to leadership, competence, and favorability
      ratings, the evidence suggests that AA does not negatively influence perceptions of potential female nominees,
      but does boost ratings for all three measures for potential male nominees.
    


    


    
      Table 4.   OLS models predicting difference scores for strong leader, knowledgeable, and favorability for female
      and male frontrunner candidates (male score–female score).
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Leader difference (male minus female)

          	Competence difference (male minus female)

          	Favorability difference (male minus female)
        


        
          	
            
              Perceived AA emphasis
            

          

          	0.197+ (0.119)

          	0.241** (0.102)

          	0.349 (0.285)
        


        
          	
            
              Views of women
            

          

          	−0.194+ (0.110)

          	−0.233** (0.092)

          	−0.973 (0.260)
        


        
          	
            
              Candidate’s ideology
            

          

          	−0.055 (0.068)

          	−0.018 (0.057)

          	0.188 (0.160)
        


        
          	
            
              Candidate’s electability
            

          

          	−0.286*** (0.045)

          	−0.177*** (0.038)

          	−0.386 (0.107)
        


        
          	
            
              Respondent’s party identification strength
            

          

          	0.285** (0.118)

          	0.151 (0.101)

          	0.786 (0.282)
        


        
          	
            
              Intercept (constant)
            

          

          	0.633 (0.688)

          	0.462 (0.582)

          	1.564 (1.624)
        


        
          	
            
              Model information
            

          

          	R2 = 0.425

          	R2 = 0.362

          	R2 = 0.365
        


        
          	 

          	N = 262

          	N = 271

          	N = 277
        

      
    


    
      Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
      

      ***.001.
      

      **.01.
      

      * .05.
      

      +.10.
    


    


    
      To gauge whether the male candidate’s ratings are boosted relative to his female opponent, in Table 4 I
      present difference score measures (i.e., the male candidate’s minus the female’s) for Leader, Competence, and
      Favorability as dependent variables. Perceptions of AA variable are positive and significant in two of the three
      models. This evidence further confirms Hypotheses 2b. In examining Table 4, with difference scores as a dependent
      variable, we see that as delegates perceive more focus on AA, they tend to boost their ratings of the male
      candidate as competent and as a strong leader relative to his female opponent.
    


    
      The results for favorability were not significant in the difference score models, perhaps since the female
      candidates were seen more favorably overall. The lack of significance on favorability mirrors a lack of
      stereotyping effects on favorability evaluations (Brooks 2013). Overall, these findings are negative for
      prospective female nominees and will be discussed further in the conclusions.
    


    
      The final hypotheses first predict a negative relationship between AA focus and nominee choice. To test this, in
      Table 5 I present a multinomial logit model predicting vote choice for the female candidate relative to her male
      opponent. In the basic model in the first column, consistent with Hypothesis 3, there is a negative, significant
      main effect of AA emphasis that demonstrates when delegates perceive increased focus on AA this negatively
      relates to support for the female candidate.
    


    
      Hypothesis 4 predicts that the negative relationship between perceived focus on AA and nominee choice is mediated
      by masculine stereotype perceptions. Earlier analyses demonstrate that AA emphasis shapes stereotypes and nominee
      choice, but not whether stereotypes are a mechanism by which AA affects nomination choice. Thus, I conduct a
      mediation analysis (Baron and Kenny 1986) to see if masculine stereotypes, a third variable, account for the
      relationship between independent (AA emphasis) and dependent (nominee choice) variable. To demonstrate mediation,
      first in a basic model I establish that the independent variable significantly relates to the dependent variable,
      which was demonstrated in the test for Hypothesis 3. Next, I must show that when we introduce the possible
      mediator into the model the original relationship is diminished while maintaining a significant main effect of
      the mediator on the dependent variable (full model). Table 5 shows that this holds: the second column shows that,
      compared to the basic model, the significance of AA emphasis is diminished. Thus, keeping
      in mind the limitations of Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation approach, the effects of AA appear to be partially
      mediated by masculine stereotypes. The results are suggestive that AA shapes masculine stereotype perceptions and
      these stereotypes might mediate the relationship between AA and nomination choice. Overall, this suggests that
      perceived AA emphasis may indirectly and negatively affect nomination choice for the female candidate,
      specifically through its effect on masculine issue and trait stereotypes.
    


    


    
      Table 5.   Mediation analysis basic multinomial logit models predicting nominee choice for female candidate (male
      frontrunning candidate excluded).
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Basic model

          	Full model
        


        
          	Perceived party emphasis on AA

          	−0.416+ (0.250)

          	−0.021 (0.340)
        


        
          	Masculine traits

          	 

          	0.594* (0.333)
        


        
          	Masculine issues

          	 

          	2.303*** (0.342)
        


        
          	Pseudo R2 = (Nagelkerke)

          	0.013

          	0.423
        


        
          	N

          	283

          	244
        


        
          	Intercept

          	1.209+ (0.668)

          	0.492+ (0.609)
        

      
    


    
      Note: Results for AA emphasis in basic model hold with views of women, electability, and strength of party
      identification controls in the model.
      

      ***.001.
      

      ** .01.
      

      *.05.
      

      +.10.
    


    
      Conclusions and discussion
    


    
      Political parties have instituted AA policies to guide their nomination processes. This analysis questions
      whether these policies create an environment conducive to the success of female candidates in gaining support
      among party delegates. I show that AA policies, in their current form, do not always contribute to more negative
      evaluations of female candidates, but they do boost evaluations of male candidates. This suggests that political
      party nominations may be an underexplored barrier to female candidates seeking statewide office and may provide a
      partial explanation for women’s descriptive representation in US politics.
    


    
      The central finding is that convention delegates’ perceptions of the party’s commitment AA are consequential to
      their evaluations of both male and female candidates seeking statewide party nomination. Remarkably, the shifts
      were most dramatic in evaluations of the male candidate: increased perceived party focus on AA led delegates to
      view the male candidate as possessing a range of masculine and feminine traits and as capable to handle a range
      of masculine and feminine issues. Further, to the extent that delegates perceive increased party focus on AA,
      delegates elevated their ratings of the male candidate relative to his female opponent, rating him as a
      significantly stronger leader and more competent, and marginally more favorably. Overall, delegates were more
      likely to support the male candidate if they perceived their party organization emphasized AA.
    


    
      Delegates who felt their party emphasized AA did view the female candidate as more capable to handle stereotype
      congruent issues such as dealing with the elderly and childcare. However, evaluations of the female candidate’s
      competence, leadership, and favorability were not affected by perceived organizational focus on AA. Delegates
      were also less likely to support the female candidate as the party nominee which was due, in part, to them
      viewing female candidates as lacking masculine traits relative to their male opponent. The effect of AA
      perceptions on nominee choice seems partially mediated by masculine trait and issue competencies. This suggests
      that the context in which AA is emphasized creates a difficulty for female candidates in convincing delegates
      they possess masculine traits that are important for success in political office. The results clearly demonstrate
      that we must not focus only on evaluations of female candidates, but also those of male candidates.
    


    
      The findings reported here underscore the need for further examination of candidate recruitment as a way to
      understand women’s descriptive underrepresentation. Specifically, we need to further examine candidate
      recruitment processes – nomination conventions as well as primary elections – to understand the contexts whereby
      decision-makers, who function in the absence of party identification cues, rely on candidate sex and gender
      stereotypes in selecting candidates. There are a host of contextual factors that could be explored – such as
      level of information available, the difficulty of the decision task, or the gender composition of a delegation –
      that might relate to stereotyping in candidate recruitment.
    


    
      The findings suggest that AA perceptions should be added to the growing list of conditions in which stereotypes
      may be expressed or activated to influence evaluations of female politician (Holman, Merolla, and Zechmeister
      2011; Bauer 2014). Interestingly, this context is created by the policies set by the
      political party, and their effects work through individual delegate perceptions of the party’s focus on the
      policies. This highlights the nuance in terms of the relationship between context and stereotype use in
      evaluating politicians and candidates, and points to these connections as a fruitful research area. My results,
      based on survey data from convention delegates, connect perceptions of the real-world political context created
      by AA policies to candidate evaluations, stereotype, and nominee choice. This is important as the findings
      triangulate the findings on context and stereotype activation that are generated from experimental studies.
    


    
      What we gain from a non-experimental approach, we lose in internal validity. A limitation of the study is that
      while I have included information, such as none of the candidates were incumbents, the models cannot account for
      characteristics of the specific candidates seeking nomination. The findings here are suggestive, but are limited
      in their ability establish a causal relationship, since other factors might be at play. An exciting direction for
      future research would be to manipulate AA emphasis – and other contextual features of candidate recruitment and
      nomination – in experimental studies.
    


    
      Democratic delegates function within party organizations that have reasonably well-developed AA policies. I argue
      that studying Democratic delegates creates a conservative test of the impact of AA focus on candidate
      evaluations. While one might predict that liberal, egalitarian, Democratic delegates might not fall prey to the
      application of stereotypes, the findings suggest they do so in what appears to be subconsciously boosting their
      evaluations of the male candidate. It may be that these delegates view themselves as gender egalitarians, which
      leads them to be very gender-equal in fairly evaluating the female candidate, while perhaps ‘letting down their
      guard’ and thereby inflating their evaluations of the male candidate. It would be interesting to explore further
      the mechanism at play in future research.
    


    
      It is an open empirical question whether such policies would have a similar effect within Republican conventions.
      My analysis of state political party rules, combined with interviews with state party staff, suggested that among
      Republican party organizations, AA policies were more rare, and where they did exist, they were less extensive
      and likely had less prominence in the minds of delegates. However, in the case where Republican parties do adopt
      such policies, the effects could be deleterious for women candidates given characteristics of Republican
      partisans that contrast with those of Democratic delegates. If so, this could create an additional barrier for
      female Republicans (King and Matland 2003; Lawless and Pearson 2008).
    


    
      We need to further investigate political parties and the roles they play in candidate nomination processes. The
      results suggest that well-meaning party efforts to increase diversity may well have a similar effect to the
      gatekeeping activities of strong party organizations found to relate to decreased presence of women in state
      legislatures (Sanbonmatsu 2002) and women running for office (Sanbonmatsu 2006). In contrast, we could view these
      results more positively in that party organizations are dynamic and can change. To the extent that we continue to
      do empirical work that identifies what works – and what does not – research can help parties adjust in ways that
      could enable more female candidates to be successful. If so, research can stimulate change within political
      parties to address women’s underrepresentation in US politics.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
        1.   It is important to note that by “affirmative action,” I am
      referring to official political party language used to describe gender-inclusive policies, as opposed to its use
      as legal terminology stemming from executive orders during Lyndon Johnson’s administration, which has specific
      meaning with regard to employment.
    


    
        2.   The nominations range from formal, legally prescribed
      nominations to informal nomination processes initiated by political parties. At the time of data collection,
      formal party nomination conventions were occurring in Colorado, Connecticut, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota,
      Rhode Island, Utah, Iowa, and Virginia. Informal party nomination conventions were
      occurring in California, Delaware, Massachusetts, and Minnesota. Party leader nominations were occurring in
      Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania.
    


    
        3.   In addition, starting in the 1970s, both major political
      parties in the US instituted gender- and race-inclusive guidelines for delegate selection for national party
      conventions.
    


    
        4.   Of the parties eligible to participate, eight were
      Democratic party organizations and three were Republican parties. In six other state parties, female candidates
      were seeking office but were not in contested races. Furthermore, in an additional two states, females sought a
      statewide office, but dropped out of the nomination prior to the convention.
    


    
        5.   Of the 79 women currently serving in the US House of
      Representatives, the vast majority of them, 60 (76%), are Democrats and 19 (24%) are Republicans.
    


    
        6.   Indeed, gender stereotypes even have pervasive impact in
      egalitarian Scandinavia where women are descriptively well represented (Matland 1994).
    


    
        7.   There is some variation, though not significantly, with
      regard to perceived focus on affirmative action (measure described below). In Minnesota, where they read the
      affirmative action statement, for example, the mean score was 2.67 (N = 119) and in California the mean
      was 2.56 (N = 75).
    


    
        8.   While the overall response rate is 32.7%, the response
      rates varied across state. In Minnesota, the response rate was 50%, in California the rate was18.8%, in
      Massachusetts it was 32.8%, and New York’s rate was 29.2%.
    


    
        9.   Minnesota delegates evaluated gubernatorial candidates
      Mike Hatch and Becky Lourey, New York Central Committee Members evaluated Attorney General candidates Denise
      O’Donnell and Andrew Cuomo, Massachusetts delegates evaluated Lieutenant Governor candidates Andrea Silbert and
      Timothy Murray, and California delegates focused on Judy Chu and Jerome Horton, candidates in the race for Board
      of Equalization.
    


    
      10.   Of the eight candidates, three of the female candidates and
      all four of the male candidates would be defined as “quality” candidates (Carson, Engstrom, and Roberts 2006). In
      terms of the competitiveness of the races, the result of the Minnesota convention was as follows: Mike Hatch won
      a tight race for the Minnesota Democratic-Farmer-Labor party’s endorsement. In an extremely tight race, Hatch
      finally achieved the necessary 60% of the delegation’s support after the seventh ballot after Becky Lourey
      withdrew from the race. Andrew Cuomo was endorsed, over his female opponent Denise O’Donnell, as the New York
      state Democratic nominee for Attorney General with 65% of the State Central Committee’s support. In
      Massachusetts, convention delegates selected Timothy Murray over Andrea Silbert as their nominee for Lieutenant
      Governor. Murray obtained 43% of the convention’s votes. Judy Chu easily earned the delegates’ support as the
      nominee for Board of Equalization.
    


    
      11.   The mean on the three-point scale was 2.57 with 12 (3.7%)
      respondents selecting “not a lot,” 101 (30.9%) respondents selecting “some,” and 182 (55.7%) respondents
      selecting “a lot.” There is variation across states with regard to delegates’ perceived party emphasis on those
      policies. Among respondents in the entire sample, the mean response was 2.54, indicating that the state parties
      represented in the sample, on average, emphasize affirmative action “some” to “a lot.” An alternative independent
      variable would be to include measures of the party policies themselves, rather than focusing on delegate
      perceptions of the party’s focus on affirmative action. Several problems arise when considering this approach.
      Because we only have data from four states, and four Democratic parties with rather similar policies, there is
      limited variability in policies and it is difficult to ascertain whether the variability that exists is
      meaningful. An analysis of means across states with various policies versus those without revealed no differences
      in mean level of perceived party focus, suggesting that the individual policies do not seem to, on their own,
      affect delegate perceptions as we might expect. Furthermore, using delegate perceptions is consistent with the
      hiring literature on affirmative action that shows that perceptions of the policies among decision-makers are
      more important in affecting choices than the policies themselves.
    


    
      12.   The trait measures were asked as follows: “Based on what
      you know about CandidateA/B for Office X/Y of StateX, how well does each of the following characteristics
      describe him/her?” The masculine traits respondents evaluated the candidates on were: assertive, self-confident,
      tough, and aggressive (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.748). The feminine traits on the survey included: warm, gentle,
      cautious, sensitive, and compassionate (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.883). The issue competency questions were worded as
      follows: “How well would Candidate A/B handle each of the following issues?” Respondents evaluated both
      candidates with regard to masculine issue areas (economy, military, deficit, business, and industry, Cronbach’s
      alpha = 0.825) and feminine issue areas (education, children, poor, and elderly, Cronbach’s
      alpha = 0.936). All four scales were asked on 4-point scale with the following options: 1 = “not well at all,” 2
      = “not very well,” 3 = ”somewhat well,” and 4 = “very well.”
    


    
      13.   In consulting the sources on bootstrapping techniques,
      especially Hayes’ (2013) text, I was unable to locate a way to conduct these techniques using a multiple category
      outcome variable (vote choice). The methods are clear for continuous and even dichotomous dependent variables.
    


    
      14.   Participants viewed the female candidate (N = 301,
      mean = 0.307) and male candidates’ (N = 304, mean = 3.10) leadership very similarly. Likewise for ratings
      of the female (N = 310, mean = 3.40) and male candidate’s (N = 307, mean = 3.26) competence. The
      female candidates (N = 309, mean = 5.09) were viewed slightly more favorably than the male candidates
      (N = 309, mean = 4.63).
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      Appendix. Sample, measures, descriptive statistics, and reliability scores
    


    
      Sample: The demographics of the sample revealed that, as a group, the sample is relatively diverse,
      well-educated, and financially well-off. One hundred sixty-two (49.5%) respondents were men, 156 (47.7%) were
      women, and 9 participants did not provide a response. Two hundred and eighty respondents self-described as
      Caucasian (85.6%), 11 as African-American (3.4%), 10 as Asian/Pacific Islander (3.1%), 5 as Native American
      (1.5%), and 10 as Hispanic (3.1%). Ten participants did not indicate their racial identification. Respondents
      attained high levels of education: 54.4% reported having graduate or professional training and an additional
      23.5% graduated from college. In total, 13.1% attended “some college,” 5.8% were high school graduates, and .3%
      did not graduate from high school. Respondents are also financially well-off. In total, 23.3% report household
      earnings over $110,000 per year. Another 35.1% earn between 70K and 110K per year. Delegates represented urban,
      suburban, and rural areas. Approximately 25% live in urban areas, 40.1% report living in suburban areas, and
      30.9% live in rural areas. Thirteen respondents did not report their geographic location. Finally, the average
      age for respondents was 55.3 years.
    


    


    
      Survey measures, questions, scales, and reliability
    


    
      
        
          	Measure

          	Questions

          	Scale options

          	Reliability (where applicable)
        


        
          	
            
              Masculine traits
            

          

          	
            
              “Based on what you know about CandidateA/B for Office X/Y of StateX, how well does each of the following
              characteristics describe him/her?”
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “not well at all,” 2 = “not very well,” 3 = ”somewhat well,” and 4 = “very well”
            

          

          	
            
              Cronbach’s alpha = 0.748
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Masculine trait ratings: assertive, self-confident, tough, and aggressive
            

          

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Feminine traits
            

          

          	
            
              “Based on what you know about CandidateA/B for Office X/Y of StateX, how well does each of the following
              characteristics describe him/her?”
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “not well at all,” 2 = “not very well,” 3 = ”somewhat well,” and 4 = “very well”
            

          

          	
            
              Cronbach’s alpha = 0.883
            

          
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Feminine trait ratings: warm, gentle, cautious, sensitive, and compassionate
            

          

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Masculine issue competencies
            

          

          	
            
              “How well would Candidate A/B handle each of the following issues?” Masculine issues: economy, military,
              deficit, business, and industry
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “not well at all,” 2 = “not very well,” 3 = ”somewhat well,” and 4 = “very well”
            

          

          	
            
              Cronbach’s alpha = 0.825
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Feminine issue competencies
            

          

          	
            
              “How well would Candidate A/B handle each of the following issues?” Feminine issues: education, children,
              poor, and elderly
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “not well at all,” 2 = “not very well,” 3 = ”somewhat well,” and 4 = “very well.”
            

          

          	
            
              Cronbach’s alpha = 0.936
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Views of women
            

          

          	
            
              “There is no reason why a woman should not be president of the United States,” “It is more important for
              a wife to help her husband’s career than to have one of her own” (reverse coded), “A married woman who
              chooses not to have children because she prefers to pursue her career should not feel guilty,” and “Men
              are better suited emotionally for politics than are most women” (reverse coded)
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “strongly disagree,” 2 = “somewhat disagree,” 3 = “neither agree nor disagree,” 4 = “somewhat agree,”
              and 5 = “strongly agree”
            

          

          	
            
              Cronbach’s alpha = 0.63
            

          
        


        
          	
            
              Delegate’s strength of party identification
            

          

          	
            
              “Generally speaking, how would you describe the strength of your identification with the Democratic
              party?”
            

          

          	
            
              1 = “independent who leans Democrat,” 2 = “weak Democrat,” 3 = “strong Democrat.” 1 = “extremely
              unlikely,” 2 = “somewhat unlikely,” 3 = “neither likely nor unlikely,” 4 = “somewhat likely,” and 5 =
              extremely likely”
            

          

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Candidate electability
            

          

          	
            
              “How likely do you think it is that Candidate A/B would win your general election for Office X?”
            

          

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Nominee choice
            

          

          	
            
              “At your state political party convention, in the race for Office X, which candidate did you cast a
              ballot for?”
            

          

          	
            
              Options were the candidates seeking that office in each state
            

          

          	 
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	
            
              Coded as 1 for selected female candidate and 0 for all others
            

          

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Competence and leadership
            

          

          	
            
              “Based on what you know about Candidate X, how well do each of the following adjectives describe him/her?
            

          

          	
            
              Very well, somewhat well, not very well, or not well at all?
            

          

          	 
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Leadership: “Strong Leader”
            

          

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	 

          	
            
              Competence: “Knowledgeable”
            

          

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	
            
              Favorability
            

          

          	
            
              “How do you generally feel toward Candidate X, do you feel favorable or unfavorable toward her/him?”
            

          

          	
            
              1 = ”very unfavorable” to 7 = “very favorable”
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      Increasing numbers of women are running for political office at the local, state, and national levels. Existing
      research offers unclear conclusions about whether feminine stereotypes are an electoral constraint for female
      candidates. An underlying assumption in this scholarship is that all types of individuals rely on similar
      processes to form electoral assessments of female candidates. This study tests the assumption of equitable
      stereotype reliance across individuals. I integrate theories from psychology about which types of individuals are
      most likely to use stereotypes to judge others, and consider how these determinants operate in a political
      context. I argue that whether an individual relies on feminine stereotypes to evaluate a female candidate depends
      on characteristics such as attention to politics, partisanship, and other relevant demographic characteristics.
      An original survey experiment identifies how individual characteristics affect whether a voter turns to feminine
      stereotypes when a woman runs for office. These findings are consequential because individuals who rely on
      feminine stereotypes are also less likely to vote for a female candidate.
    


    
      Female candidates broke electoral records in 2012 with over 180 women running for Congress, and 98 winning a seat
      in Washington (CAWP 2013). Despite these successes, women are vastly underrepresented in elected office, and hold
      a mere 20% of seats in Congress. Indeed, women’s underrepresentation occurs not only in Congress, but at all
      levels of elected office in the USA. Existing research uncovers a number of barriers to gender equity in women’s
      political representation including low levels of political ambition in the female candidate pool (Lawless 2012),
      obstacles posed local and state political party gatekeepers (Sanbonmatsu 2002b), as well as the challenges of
      winning a primary election (Lawless and Pearson 2008). However, there is ambiguity about whether feminine
      stereotypes limit the electoral success of female candidates (Huddy and Capelos 2002).
    


    
      Feminine stereotypes characterize women as lacking the leadership qualities necessary for holding political
      office (Huddy and Capelos 2002; Koenig et al. 2011), but the literature is unclear on whether voters actually use
      feminine stereotypes to negatively judge female candidates. Some studies argue that voters do not use feminine
      stereotypes to evaluate female candidates because partisan labels carry more weight than a candidate’s gender
      (Dolan 2014). However, other studies argue that whether voters use feminine stereotypes depends on the campaign
      strategies a female candidate adopts or how voters learn about female candidates (Kahn
      1994; Bos 2011; Krupnikov and Bauer 2014). An underlying assumption in much of this previous literature is that
      all types of individuals use, or do not use, feminine stereotypes similarly in electoral assessments.
    


    
      This manuscript considers individual differences in feminine stereotyping. It is unlikely that all types of
      individuals are equally likely to rely on feminine stereotypes, thus the central question addressed in this
      manuscript asks: What individual characteristics lead to differences in stereotype reliance in the context of
      a female candidate? To identify the individual characteristics affecting stereotype reliance I turn to
      psychology research. I posit that factors such as attention to politics and attachments to political parties
      affect whether a voter relies on feminine stereotypes. I use an original survey experiment to identify how these
      characteristics affect feminine stereotyping. The findings show that some individuals are more likely to turn to
      feminine stereotypes when a female candidate runs for office, and among these individuals, feminine stereotypes
      can reduce support for female candidates.
    


    
      Individual reliance on feminine stereotypes
    


    
      Feminine stereotypes characterize women as warm, compassionate, nurturing, and sensitive; and these
      characteristics do not match what individuals want and expect out of political leaders (Eagly and Karau 2002;
      Holman, Merolla, and Zechmeister 2011; Koenig et al. 2011; Vinkenburg et al. 2011). The incongruity between
      feminine stereotypes and leadership roles leads to the expectation these stereotypes have a negative effect on
      female candidates (Sapiro 1981; Leeper 1991; Holman, Merolla, and Zechmeister 2011). However, existing research
      presents a conflicting set of conclusions about whether and how feminine stereotypes affect female candidates.
      One set of findings argues that candidate partisanship outweighs the influence of feminine stereotypes on how
      individuals perceive female candidates (Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009; Hayes 2011; Dolan 2014). Another approach
      argues that feminine stereotype reliance depends on whether female candidates adopt campaign tactics that confirm
      or run counter to feminine stereotypes (Bos 2011; Krupnikov and Bauer 2014). These conflicting conclusions
      suggest that the process of stereotyping is highly conditional, and individuals may differ in how they use these
      tools.
    


    
      Previous research identifies several individual characteristics that affect electoral support for female
      candidates including gender, partisanship, and where an individual lives. For example, Democrats are more likely
      to vote for both Democrat and Republican female candidates (King and Matland 2003). A gender affinity affect
      makes women more likely to support female candidates (Sanbonmatsu 2002a; Dolan 2008). Additionally, those living
      in more conservative states or states with few visible political women are less supportive of female candidates
      (Fox and Smith 1998). These studies generally focus on measuring vote support for female candidates, and do not
      always measure how feminine stereotypes affect these patterns of support.
    


    
      Lawless (2004) more directly measured gender stereotyping and found more people did identify female candidates to
      have feminine traits, but nearly equal percentages of participants also indicated both men and women were equally
      likely to have a feminine or masculine trait. While Lawless (2004) did not investigate individual differences in
      feminine stereotyping, the study did identify that high news watchers, men, Republicans, conservatives, and older
      individuals were more likely to indicate that men were better than women at handling military crises. This
      suggests individual differences matter in perceptions of female candidates, and I build on this work to further
      investigate the individual differences that matter in baseline feminine stereotyping.
    


    
      A limitation of previous political science research is that studies measuring the influence of feminine
      stereotypes often do so in a limited or indirect way. The most common method of measuring feminine stereotypes
      asks participants to indicate whether a male, female, or neither type of politician is
      better at a specific trait, activity, or political issue (Alexander and Anderson 1993; Sanbonmatsu 2002a; Lawless
      2004; Dolan 2014). This method may not actually measure the extent to which participants rely on feminine
      stereotypes to judge female candidates or politicians, but rather measures the ability of participants to
      categorize men and women according to traditional gender stereotypes (Bauer 2013). A finding that female
      politicians are more likely to be compassionate compared to male politicians might reflect general knowledge
      about gender stereotypes, but does not necessarily indicate reliance on feminine stereotypes to make a decision
      about whether to vote for a female candidate. Moreover, many studies often find that the “neither” option is the
      modal response category. This finding could be because participants do not stereotype female and male candidates
      or it could reflect social desirability pressures (Berinsky and Lavine 2011). Without directly measuring the
      salience of feminine stereotypes, it is difficult to establish a causal relationship between stereotypes and vote
      preferences.
    


    
      The next section develops a theory of feminine stereotype reliance to clarify which types of individuals are more
      likely to turn to feminine stereotypes to evaluate a female candidate. Psychology research finds that stereotype
      reliance varies depending on characteristics of individuals, and I integrate this framework with political
      science research to identify the relevant factors that will increase feminine stereotype reliance among some
      individuals.
    


    
      Individual differences in stereotype reliance
    


    
      Psychology research treats stereotype reliance as a conditional process depending on both context and
      characteristics of the perceiver (Kunda and Spencer 2003). Here, I consider how individual characteristics affect
      the propensity of individuals to stereotype female candidates.1 Most
      individuals can define feminine stereotypes, but this does not mean that all individuals will always use feminine
      stereotypes to judge women (Bargh 1994; Blair and Banaji 1996). Individual characteristics that affect stereotype
      reliance include levels of attention to a member of a stereotyped group, individuating information, and group
      affinity effects. I consider these factors in the context of candidate evaluations and electoral choice.
      Important to note is that feminine stereotypes may certainly affect female candidates at other stages of the
      political process, such as during intense news coverage of female leaders. I focus on the campaign context
      because this is when individuals make assessments of candidates with consequences for the representation of women
      in government.
    


    
      Levels of attention affect the extent to which an individual recognizes and encodes information about another
      person (Bargh 1994). Individuals who pay close attention to the behavior of a woman are more likely to have
      individuating information about that particular woman (Bargh 1989; Fiske and Neuberg 1990). Individuating
      information refers to knowing facts about a particular individual such as biographical information, and having
      this type of information decreases the need for stereotype reliance. Individuals who do not pay close attention
      to a specific woman will have less individuating information, and when asked to evaluate that woman may be more
      likely to fall back on conventional stereotypes (Nosek, Banaji, and Greenwald 2002). Attentiveness is important
      in the context of electoral choice because highly attentive individuals will be more informed and have less of a
      need to rely on candidate gender to form an assessment (Zaller 1991; Lau and Redlawsk 2006). Thus, the first
      hypothesis predicts:
    


    


    
      H1: Individuals with a high level of attention to politics will be less likely than low attention individuals to
      use feminine stereotypes to evaluate female candidates.
    


    


    
      Highly attentive individuals are more likely than inattentive individuals to have specific pieces of information
      about a candidate, and this decreases the need for stereotyping (Fiske and Neuberg 1990;
      Kunda and Sherman-Williams 1993). Attention can certainly affect the likelihood of stereotyping female
      politicians outside of the context of a campaign, and the effect is likely to be similar where high attention
      leads to less feminine stereotyping.
    


    
      Partisanship, for many, is the dominant lens through which candidates are perceived. Party can affect the process
      of feminine stereotyping as a type of individuating information and as a group attachment. Knowing the
      partisanship of a candidate provides individuals with a politically relevant piece of information they can use to
      evaluate a candidate (Dolan 2014; Bauer forthcoming). An individual will be more likely to use individuating
      information if that information is relevant to the individual’s decision-making task (Kunda and Spencer 2003).
      Individuals who identify with a political party will see partisanship as relevant individuating information, and
      will use a female candidate’s party label as an evaluative tool rather than feminine stereotypes. Individuals who
      lack partisan attachments will be more likely to rely on feminine stereotypes because partisanship is not
      relevant. Individuals identifying as Independent or non-partisan will need more information beyond a candidate’s
      party to make a decision about a female candidate, and this need for information will increase feminine
      stereotype reliance.
    


    
      Applying these characteristics to electoral choice means that Democrats and Republicans, compared to Independents
      and non-partisans, are less likely to use feminine stereotypes to judge a female candidate. The next hypothesis
      considers how these partisan dynamics influence stereotype reliance:
    


    


    
      H2: Individuals identifying with a political party will be less likely to rely on feminine stereotypes to
      evaluate female candidates compared to Independent or non-partisan individuals.
    


    


    
      With this hypothesis, I do not predict differences in feminine stereotyping between Democrat and Republican
      participants. As long as a partisan cue is present, partisan individuals will rely on that information to
      evaluate a female candidate.
    


    
      Partisanship not only matters as individuating information, but also as a group attachment. Group membership is
      important for understanding stereotype reliance because members belonging to the same group are unlikely to
      negatively judge fellow group members (Jost, Burgess, and Mosso 2001; Nosek, Banaji, and Greenwald 2002; Rudman
      and Goodwin 2004). Sharing a partisan group membership with a female candidate will decrease feminine
      stereotyping, and the strength of that group attachment is likely to matter as well. Among partisans, the
      strength of identification with a political party may affect the use of feminine stereotypes to judge a female
      candidate. Strong partisans will be less likely to rely on feminine stereotypes compared to those with more weak
      partisan attachments. Individuals identifying as weak or leaning Democrats/Republicans may be more ambivalent
      about supporting a fellow Democrat or Republican, and this may increase reliance on feminine stereotypes. Strong
      partisans, on the other hand, will place a higher priority on supporting a member of their political party, and
      will not need feminine stereotypes to achieve this goal.
    


    


    
      H3: Strong partisans will be less likely to rely on feminine stereotypes compared to weak or leaning partisans.
    


    


    
      Gender is another important group membership. Existing research finds women to be among those most supportive of
      a female candidate (Sanbonmatsu 2002a; Dolan 2008). Whether women suppress or use feminine stereotypes when
      judging female candidates is not clear in existing work. Women might be more likely to suppress feminine
      stereotypes because they are more aware of the negative connotations associated with feminine stereotypes in
      politics (Cohen and Garcia 2005; Brooks 2011). However, group affinity tends to be particularly strong among
      women, and this effect can result in women perceiving feminine stereotypes as positive characteristics (Rudman
      and Goodwin 2004). Thus, it is likely that men and women will have different levels of feminine stereotype
      reliance, though the literature is unclear about the direction of this effect:
    


    


    
      H4: Women and men will differ in stereotype reliance for female candidates.
    


    


    
      With this hypothesis, I focus on identifying differences between men and women, and do not have a specific
      prediction about the direction of the effect, given the possibility that women may suppress or activate feminine
      stereotypes.
    


    
      Delineating the types of individuals most likely to use feminine stereotypes to evaluate female candidates is
      important to understanding the underlying biases female candidates might face when they run for office. It is
      especially important to consider these individual characteristics as women continue to run in gubernatorial,
      senate, and possibly presidential races where they must appeal to broad segments of the population in order to
      win.
    


    
      An experimental test of baseline feminine stereotype reliance
    


    
      I use an original survey experiment to identify the individual characteristics that lead to feminine stereotype
      reliance. This empirical approach is beneficial because it isolates the individual factors motivating stereotype
      reliance, and allows for the direct measurement of feminine stereotypes.
    


    
      Experimental design
    


    
      I measure stereotype reliance under baseline information conditions when individuals know the partisanship and
      gender of a candidate. This is basic information available on a ballot, and offers a rough approximation of how
      voters might consider female candidates in an actual voting scenario. In the experiment, participants received
      instructions asking them to consider either a female or a male congressional candidate named Susan Foster or Tom
      Larson.2 The candidate names used in both studies were Susan Foster
      and Tom Larson. Including both female and male candidates allows me to identify whether patterns of feminine
      stereotyping uniquely affect female candidates. The design randomized candidate gender and controlled for
      partisanship such that participants evaluated candidates with whom they shared partisanship. Thus, Democrat
      participants evaluated a Democrat man or woman, and Republican participants evaluated a Republican man or
      woman.3 Controlling for partisanship in this way does limit the
      ability to make inferences about how opposing partisans use feminine stereotypes. However, sorting participants
      into favorable partisan conditions gives a more conservative estimate of how individuals negatively stereotype
      female candidates as partisans tend to evaluate co-partisans favorably. Table 1 outlines the design of the study.
    


    


    
      Table 1.   Experimental design.
    


    
      
        
          	Democrat participants

          	Republican participants
        


        
          	Susan Foster, Democrat

          	Susan Foster, Republican
        


        
          	Tom Larson, Democrat

          	Tom Larson, Republican
        

      
    


    
      Note: Independent/non-partisan participants selected a party they leaned more closely toward in a follow-up
      question.
    


    


    [image: Image]


    
      Sample
    


    
      The sample comes from Survey Sampling International (SSI). SSI is an online recruitment platform where
      participants opt to take different studies. Tests of SSI sample quality show that the platform is useful for
      recruiting “difficult to reach” experimental participants (Berinsky, Margolis, and Sances 2014). Table 2 compares
      the demographics of the sample to samples from other Internet-based opt-in recruitment platforms and shows the
      SSI sample to be representative of the general population.
    


    
      Measures
    


    
      I use a measure of feminine stereotyping developed in psychology research. This scale asks participants to place
      the candidate on a scale ranging from zero to seven with the ends defined as follows: (1) strong–weak (2)
      harsh–lenient, (3) hard–soft, (4) cold–warm, and (5) distant–caring (Rudman, Greenwald, and McGhee 2001). The
      stereotype scale is the averaged index of these items. I recoded the final scale to range from 0 to 1 with higher
      values indicating feminine stereotyping and lower values indicating more masculine stereotyping. The scale items
      were developed from implicit association tests measuring gender stereotype salience. While the adaptation of this
      scale is not the same as an implicit association test, the measure offers a valuable way to measure the salience
      of feminine stereotypes because it focuses on “the automatic concept-attribute associations that are thought to
      underlie implicit stereotypes” (Rudman, Greenwald, and McGhee 2001, 1165). Recent political science studies
      directly measuring feminine stereotypes use this scale to detect subtle differences in the stereotyping of female
      candidates (Krupnikov and Bauer 2014).
    


    
      I operationalize attention in several ways. The first attention measure asks about individual news consumption
      habits. Participants answered a series of questions asking them to estimate how many days a week they watch,
      listen, or access the news through network television, cable television, the radio, or the Internet.4 News attention is the average number of days per week a participant
      reported following the news. Responses on these types of questions can be biased and inaccurate. Therefore, I
      operationalize attention a second way with political knowledge. These items are adapted from the political
      knowledge items of the American National Election Study and the appendix includes the full
      battery. Because political knowledge asks about objective facts, these items are unlikely to have the same type
      of over-reporting bias as news attention measures (Price and Zaller 1993).5 Previous research finds that political knowledge questions can serve as an effective measure
      of political attention (Price and Zaller 1993; Tweksbury, Althaus, and Hibbing 2011). The political
      knowledge measure is a participant’s number of correct responses.
    


    
      I also include the demographic items of ideology, age, gender, income, education, and the race of each
      participant. Including these characteristics allows me to identify whether any individual differences identified
      are the result of the hypothesized psychological factors or other characteristics of individuals. The exact
      question wordings of the measures are in the appendix.
    


    
      Results
    


    
      The analytical strategy is as follows: I rely on a series of two-tailed t-tests to compare individual
      differences in baseline stereotype reliance within the female candidate condition. I then compare whether these
      individual characteristics lead to differences in stereotype reliance across the female and male conditions.
      Finally, I consider how differences in stereotype reliance matter for vote choice.
    


    
      Table 3 displays the full set of comparisons for the main study.6 The
      results show the comparisons between different types of individuals within the female candidate condition as well
      as comparisons to the male candidate condition. The significant p-values are bolded and italicized.
    


    
      I start by considering the role of attention. The first hypothesis predicts that higher attention leads to lower
      of feminine stereotype reliance compared to those who are less attentive. I start by
      investigating attention differences using news attention, and then turn to political knowledge. There are
      significant differences based on high and low news attention in feminine stereotyping in the female condition.
      Those with low levels of attention are also significantly more likely to rely on feminine stereotypes in the
      female candidate condition compared to the male condition. This initial test indicates that low attention
      individuals may use feminine stereotypes as a heuristic.
    


    


    
      Table 3.   Individual differences in feminine stereotypes.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Female candidate

          	Male candidate

          	 
        


        
          	 

          	M(SD)

          	M(SD)

          	p-value
        


        
          	Differences based on attention

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    High media attention

          	0.390 (0.193)

          	0.379 (0.189)

          	0.5852
        


        
          	    Low media attention

          	0.484 (0.179)

          	0.448 (0.126)

          	0.0448
        


        
          	    p-value

          	0.001

          	0.001

          	 
        


        
          	    High political knowledge

          	0.459 (0.208)

          	0.411 (0.202)

          	0.0131
        


        
          	    Low political knowledge

          	0.434 (0.164)

          	0.424 (0.165)

          	0.6264
        


        
          	    p-value

          	0.2061

          	0.4809

          	 
        


        
          	Partisan-based differences

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Democrat

          	0.429 (0.181)

          	0.401 (0.196)

          	0.1742
        


        
          	    Republican

          	0.416 (0.171)

          	0.423 (0.199)

          	0.8026
        


        
          	    Independent

          	0.489 (0.218)

          	0.444 (0.153)

          	0.0930
        


        
          	    Dem. v. Rep. p-value

          	0.5636

          	0.3900

          	 
        


        
          	    Dem. v. Ind. p-value

          	0.0169

          	0.0714

          	 
        


        
          	    Rep. v. Ind. p-value

          	0.0111

          	0.4184

          	 
        


        
          	    Strong partisans

          	0.354 (0.183)

          	0.355 (0.220)

          	0.9578
        


        
          	    Weak partisans

          	0.485 (0.174)

          	0.465 (0.162)

          	0.5160
        


        
          	    p-value

          	0.001

          	0.001

          	 
        


        
          	Gender affinity differences

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Women

          	0.437 (0.189)

          	0.425 (0.198)

          	0.5912
        


        
          	    Men

          	0.447 (0.192)

          	0.413 (0.178)

          	0.0660
        


        
          	    p-value

          	0.6530

          	0.5463

          	 
        

      
    


    
      Note: p-values are based on a two-tailed difference of means test.
    


    


    
      Attention to the news assumes that the news will include information about female political candidates. Indeed,
      high-profile female politicians do garner news coverage (Hayes and Lawless 2013). But, low level female political
      candidates, such as female challengers running in House races, often do not receive much news coverage (Kahn
      1992). If there is no individuating information available through the news, then news attention may not matter
      for limiting feminine stereotyping.
    


    
      I consider attention next through political knowledge. Knowledge and attention are highly correlated. Those who
      know more about politics may be more likely to look for specific information about female candidates or be more
      familiar with the candidates in a particular election, and these behaviors will decrease feminine stereotyping.
      Table 3 shows that there are no differences between high and low knowledge groups in the female candidate
      condition. However, high political knowledge does lead to increased reliance on feminine stereotypes in the
      female candidate condition compared to the male candidate condition. There are no differences across candidate
      gender for low political knowledge individuals.
    


    
      The results for political knowledge contradict the news attention findings, and are contrary to the first
      hypothesis. In this context, political knowledge may measure an individual characteristic quite different from
      news attention. Those with high political knowledge may have approached the evaluative stereotype task
      differently compared to those with low political knowledge. Higher knowledge participants may have taken more
      time to correctly categorize the woman according to feminine stereotypes. Thus far, news attention and knowledge
      are both important individual characteristics in predicting feminine stereotype reliance, but the two variables
      seem to measure different individual characteristics.
    


    
      Next, I consider the role of partisanship. Hypothesis two predicts that partisans compared to
      Independents/non-partisans will be more likely to respond to partisan labels, and this will limit the need to
      rely on feminine stereotypes. For individuals who actively identified with a political party, regardless of which
      party, partisan labels will be more informative as a heuristic. To test this hypothesis, I compared whether those
      identifying as Independent/non-partisan differ from individuals who identified as Democrat or
      Republican.7 Table 3 includes these comparisons. As predicted in the
      second hypothesis, non-partisans do have higher levels of feminine stereotype reliance compared to both Democrats
      and Republicans in the feminine candidate condition. Additionally, non-partisan participants are more likely to
      turn to feminine stereotypes when faced with a female candidate compared to a male candidate.
    


    
      These results suggest that Independent/non-partisan individuals process information about candidate partisanship
      differently compared to partisans. Another factor to consider in these findings is differences in the study
      design for partisan participants and non-partisans. For partisan participants, candidate party was controlled.
      Non-partisan identifiers selected the party they leaned more closely toward on a follow-up question. Thus, the
      control of candidate partisanship differed for the non-partisan participants. On the follow-up question, the fact
      that none of the initial non-partisan identifiers selected the non-partisan option a second time suggests that
      some participants may have satisficed in their responses. Follow-up research that randomizes candidate
      partisanship may be able to clarify how Independents respond to partisan and gender cues.
    


    
      The third hypothesis considers differences within partisans. Specifically, strong and weak partisans may differ
      in how they rely on partisan labels when evaluating female candidates. Table 3 includes
      these comparisons. Because there are no differences between Democrats and Republicans in either the female or
      male candidate condition, I group together strong and weak partisans from both parties. The results are in line
      with expectations. Strong partisans do not rely on feminine stereotypes; however, weak partisans do associate
      feminine stereotypes more strongly with both the female and male candidates.
    


    
      Finally, I consider gender affinity effects. Participant gender might influence feminine stereotyping such that
      women may suppress these feminine stereotypes because they are more aware of its negative connotations in
      politics. Conversely, women may value feminine stereotypes and make a stronger connection between feminine
      stereotypes and women. The results show there to be no gender differences in stereotype reliance for female
      candidates. There are differences in how male participants rated the female and male candidates. Here, male
      participants had higher levels of feminine stereotype reliance in the female candidate condition compared to the
      male candidate condition. These comparisons provide limited support for this hypothesis. It is not the case that
      women differ in how they stereotype female candidates, but differences do emerge among men.
    


    
      The results from this first set of analyses identify significant differences in feminine stereotyping based on
      individual levels of attention, strength of partisanship, party identification, and gender. Next, I consider
      other confounding influences that might affect how individuals perceive female candidates.
    


    
      Additional factors
    


    
      Individuals who follow the news infrequently, have high levels of knowledge, and lack party attachments are more
      likely to stereotype female candidates. In the next section, I consider confounding factors that might explain
      these differences as opposed to the hypothesized psychological motivations. The differences identified in the
      preceding analyses could be due to demographic characteristics including income, education, age, region, and
      race. Income and education might affect feminine stereotype reliance in the same way as attention. Those in
      higher income brackets and with a higher level of education are likely to have more information about politics,
      follow campaigns, and participate in elections (Price and Zaller 1993; Lau and Redlawsk 2006). Income is coded as
      a categorical variable.8 If income matters for feminine stereotyping,
      then low-income individuals should be more likely to stereotype female candidates because they have lower levels
      of information. Comparing the lowest and highest income categories shows there to be no significant differences
      in feminine stereotyping for the female candidate, p = 0.1765. However, there are significant differences
      in the male condition between the high-income (M = 0.38, SD = 0.17) and low-income (M = 0.47, SD =
      0.23) groups, p = 0.0036. High-income groups are more likely to associate male candidates with masculine
      stereotypes and female candidates with feminine stereotypes. This finding is in line with the political knowledge
      results.
    


    
      Generally, lower education levels correlate with following the news less frequently and political knowledge.
      Fifty-five percent of the sample reported having some college and 44% reported having at least a college degree
      or higher. Individuals without a college degree do less frequently follow the news, and are more likely to
      associate the female candidate with feminine stereotypes compared to those with a college degree, p =
      0.08; but, there are no differences in how low education individuals rate the female and the male candidates,
      p = 0.3257. These comparisons follow the same pattern as the results for news attention, and suggest that
      education levels may be an accurate predictor for how attentive individuals are to politics.
    


    
      Attitudes about gender and gender roles have evolved considerably over the last decade, and this may lead to
      generational differences in the use of feminine stereotypes. To see how age affects feminine stereotyping, I
      recoded the age variable into three groups, 18–34 (N = 236), 35–50 (N = 194), and 51 and older
      (N = 280). These age groupings roughly reflect generational differences. There are no age-based
      differences in how participants rated the female candidate. The age group with significant differences in
      feminine stereotyping is individuals in the 35–50 age range. These participants were more likely to stereotype
      the female candidate compared to the male candidate, p < 0.10, but were not any more likely to
      stereotype the female candidate compared to the other age groups. Thus, age appears to not have a significant
      effect on feminine stereotyping.
    


    
      Previous research suggests that region can affect feminine stereotyping in that individuals living in regions of
      the country where women are underrepresented will be more likely to use feminine stereotypes. Region was grouped
      into four categories: South, West, Northeast, and Midwest. These categories are based on census groupings.
      Participants in the Midwest are significantly less likely to stereotype female candidates compared to those
      living in the West, South, and Northwest (p < 0.01). Midwesterners have similar levels of stereotyping
      for both the female and male candidates, p = 0.5162. This finding is somewhat unexpected given that
      midwestern states tend to lean conservative, and have lower levels of underrepresentation of women. These
      differences could be an artifact of the sample recruited to participate, or could reflect changing attitudes
      about gender and women in politics.
    


    
      A final factor to consider is the influence of social desirability. There is some ambiguity about whether voting
      for a female candidate or not stereotyping a woman is a socially desirable behavior (Sanbonmatsu 2002a), but some
      individuals may refrain from stereotyping a woman to avoid appearing gender biased. One way to ensure this
      pressure is not biasing the results is to examine how long it took participants to complete the study in the
      female and male candidate conditions. Increased time to completion may indicate more editing of responses,
      spending more time thinking about answers, or other types of increased cognitive processing. I use here the
      overall time it took to complete the study. On average, it took participants approximately M = 4.29
      minutes (SD = 5.26 minutes) to complete the study. Participants in the female condition spent M= 3.96
      minutes (SD = 4.10 minutes), and those in the male condition actually spent somewhat more time completing the
      study, M = 4.61 (SD = 6.21), but this does not quite reach significance, p = 0.11. Thus, if social
      desirability affected the results, it may be more problematic in the male conditions rather than the female
      conditions.
    


    
      Overall, several patterns emerged in the preceding analyses. First, most individuals do not make a strong
      association between female candidates and feminine stereotypes. The stereotype scale ranged from 0 to 1, and
      nearly all the stereotype ratings are below the 0.5 mid-point value. This suggests that most participants do not
      make strong associations between female candidates and feminine stereotypes. Attention, knowledge, and partisan
      dynamics can affect baseline stereotyping of female candidates. Among some of the participant types, such as weak
      partisans, there were high levels of feminine stereotyping for both female and male candidates. This suggests
      that feminine stereotypic traits might have a different meaning in the context of a female compared to a male
      candidate. The next set of analyses considers the context of gender more fully and examines how feminine
      stereotypes affect support for female and male candidates.
    


    
      Feminine stereotypes and support for female candidates
    


    
      A consistent finding throughout the comparisons is that when some individuals stereotype female candidates, they
      are also likely to see male candidates through feminine stereotypes. This suggests that feminine stereotypes may
      carry a different meaning in the context of a female versus a male candidate. For female candidates, feminine
      stereotypes speak to traditional gender roles that relegate women to positions as homemakers, caregivers, or
      professions reflecting the caring and compassionate ethos of feminine stereotypes (Eagly
      and Karau 2002). Associating a male candidate with feminine stereotypes may not necessarily mean that he is
      better suited for serving as a homemaker, but that the male candidate has both feminine characteristics and
      leadership qualities.
    


    
      These differences in the interpretation of feminine stereotypes for female and male candidates are subtle, but if
      these dynamics are at play, then there should be differences in how individuals use feminine stereotypes to make
      voting decisions. In this next set of analyses, I consider how individuals may use feminine stereotypes in vote
      choice. Stereotypes may affect participant evaluations of female candidates in two ways. First, there may be a
      moderating relationship between candidate gender and feminine stereotypes. This relationship tests whether
      feminine stereotypes only affect vote choice for female candidates. I test for this possibility using a
      regression analysis with an interaction between stereotype reliance and the candidate gender condition of the
      experiment. A second way individuals might use feminine stereotypes is as a mediating variable with an indirect
      relationship between candidate gender stereotypes and vote choice. Each participant answered a question asking
      whether they were very likely, somewhat likely, somewhat unlikely, or very unlikely to support the
      candidate.9 Levels of vote support for each candidate are the outcome
      variable. A basic two-tailed t-test comparison shows there are no differences in levels of support for the
      female candidate versus the male candidate, p = 0.6425.
    


    
      I start with a regression analysis to test the interactive relationship between feminine stereotypes and
      candidate gender. I include the feminine stereotype scale, candidate gender, and an interaction between these two
      variables. I also include a series of demographic controls: participant partisanship, ideology, political
      knowledge, news attention, region, age, education, income, race, gender, marital status, and number of children
      under the age of 18 living at home.
    


    
      Table 4 shows the results of a regression analyses.10 Overall,
      increased reliance on feminine stereotypes decreases vote support for both female and male candidates. There is a
      marginally significant and negative interaction between the female candidate condition and stereotype reliance.
      This suggests that a female candidate’s gender can moderate the use of feminine stereotypes in vote choice.
      Figure 1 graphs the relationship between stereotype reliance and candidate gender. At the
      lowest levels of stereotype reliance, participants have the highest level of support for the female candidate.
      This electoral advantage dissipates as stereotype reliance increases. At the highest level of stereotype
      reliance, the female candidate receives lower levels of support compared to the male candidate. The close and
      nearly overlapping confidence intervals around support for female and male candidates in Figure 1 suggests that
      feminine stereotypes may affect both female and male candidates.
    


    


    
      Table 4.   Baseline stereotypes and support for female candidates.
    


    
      
        
          	Electoral support for candidate

          	 
        


        
          	Feminine stereotypes

          	−1.333 (0.207)***
        


        
          	Female candidate condition

          	0.266 (0.136)**
        


        
          	Stereotypes x fem. cand.

          	−0.465 (0.289)*
        


        
          	Partisanship

          	−0.057 (0.017)***
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.052 (0.025)**
        


        
          	Attention to news

          	0.097 (0.019)***
        


        
          	Political knowledge

          	0.039 (0.0257)
        


        
          	Gender

          	−0.021 (0.057)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.039 (0.023)*
        


        
          	Income

          	0.002 (0.021)
        


        
          	Age

          	−0.003 (0.002)
        


        
          	Race

          	−0.036 (0.023)
        


        
          	Marital status

          	−0.014 (0.014)
        


        
          	Children at home

          	−0.018 (0.032)
        


        
          	Region

          	0.008 (0.026)
        


        
          	Observations

          	678
        


        
          	Adjusted R2

          	0.2711
        

      
    


    
      *p < 0.10.
      

      **p < 0.05.
      

      ***p < 0.01.
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      Figure 1.   Effect of stereotype reliance on support for female candidates.
    


    


    
      Feminine stereotypes can significantly reduce support for both female candidates when they are salient
      considerations for individuals, but the regression analyses suggest these effects can be quite subtle. A
      mediation analysis can shed further light on whether individuals use feminine stereotypes to differentially judge
      female and male candidates. Role congruity theory predicts feminine stereotypes will have a negative effect on
      female candidates, but will have a null effect on male candidates (Eagly and Karau 2002). I rely on the mediation
      method developed by Imai et al. (2011), which estimates the Average Causal Mediation Effect (ACME). The ACME is
      the difference in the outcome due to changes in the level of the mediator while holding the treatment constant. A
      mediation analysis allows me to identify whether feminine stereotypes have an indirect effect on vote support for
      candidates and the direction of these effects based on candidate gender.
    


    
      For the mediation model, the feminine stereotype scale is the mediator, the treatment variable is candidate
      gender, and vote support is the dependent variable. I also control for the participant’s partisanship, attention
      to the news, political knowledge, age, and education as these factors predicted increased feminine stereotyping
      and may also affect baseline levels of support for female candidates. The ACME coefficient for the female
      candidate condition shows that feminine stereotypes have a significant and negative effect on vote support for
      female candidates (90% confidence intervals: −0.0925, −0.0087). An increase in feminine stereotyping in the
      female candidate condition decreases vote support for the candidate by a level of 0.05 points on the 1–4 scale.
      These effects are small, but in close or competitive races can significant shift support away from a female
      candidate. Estimating the ACME coefficient for the male candidate condition, using the same specifications, shows
      that feminine stereotypes also have a significant mediation effect on male candidates, but the effect is positive
      (90% confidence intervals: 0.0075, 0.0916). Feminine stereotyping of the male candidate increases his vote
      support by 0.04 points. Again, this shift in support is not large, but it does show how individuals might use
      feminine stereotypes very differently in the context of a female or a male candidate.
    


    
      While not all individuals automatically see female candidates through the lens of feminine stereotypes, some are
      likely to use these tools to evaluate the leadership potential of female candidates. This differential effect of
      feminine stereotypes on female and male candidates suggests that the candidate’s gender can change the contextual
      meaning of feminine stereotypes for participants. For female candidates, feminine stereotypes send a message
      about the candidate’s leadership abilities. For male candidates, feminine stereotypes do not undercut the
      perception of men as able leaders. The next section discusses the findings from these analyses in more detail.
    


    
      Discussion
    


    
      Most individuals do not turn to feminine stereotypes when faced with a female candidate; however, there are
      politically relevant characteristics that increase stereotype reliance. Factors such as attention, knowledge, and
      partisanship can increase reliance on feminine stereotypes. The patterns of increased stereotyping identified in
      the study suggest that feminine stereotyping is most likely to occur among those for whom politically relevant
      cues are not important or relevant. The tendency of those with low levels of attention to politics and those
      lacking strong partisan attachments suggests that candidate gender can be a dominant cue. However, for other
      voters, partisan factors outweigh the cue of candidate gender. Party is the only cue used here, but future work
      should consider how other types of information affects stereotyping processes such as information about campaign
      fundraising, endorsements, and competitiveness.
    


    
      Increased stereotype reliance is consequential for female candidates because it can lead to decreased vote
      support. High levels of feminine stereotyping lead to less support for female candidates, but not necessarily
      among all types of voters. For example, high levels of political knowledge predicted increased feminine
      stereotyping for female candidate, but high levels of political knowledge had an insignificant effect on vote
      support for a female candidate. A tendency to associate female candidates with feminine stereotypes can translate
      into less vote support, but not necessarily among all types of voters.
    


    
      This study importantly identifies the politically relevant factors behind stereotyping female candidates. The
      negative effects of feminine stereotypes can be consequential for female candidates. This study controlled
      partisanship such that participants only evaluated candidates with whom they shared party. Some participants, in
      these favorable partisan conditions, still used feminine stereotypes to negatively evaluate female candidates. In
      races where partisanship is equitable across two candidates, such as primary elections, female candidates may
      struggle to win over support from some type of voters. As the level of office increases and a broader range of
      individuals participate in a primary election, female candidates may suffer from the negative effects of feminine
      stereotypes.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      As women continue to enter the electoral arena in record numbers, it is critical to understand the biases female
      candidates might face among the electorate. While women have made many gains in politics, women’s
      underrepresentation is problematic. Twenty-four states have never elected a female governor and five states have
      never elected a woman to the US House or Senate. Feminine stereotypes may still limit the electoral success of
      female candidates, and as women run for higher levels of office, these stereotypes may pose greater obstacles.
      Individuals certainly may rely on partisanship to decide which House candidate to support, but high-profile
      statewide races for the Senate, gubernatorial seats, or even the presidency may lead some to rely on feminine
      stereotypes and reduce support for female candidates.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
        1.   For recent studies considering the role of context and
      information in increasing stereotype saliency for female candidates, see Krupnikov and Bauer (2014) and Bos
      (2011).
    


    
        2.   I refrain from using photos to cue candidate gender as the
      appearance of the candidates may affect stereotyping (Rosenberg et al. 1991). These names were pre-tested with a
      convenience sample from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 129). Participants in the pre-test rated
      hypothetical individuals named Susan Foster and Tom Larson as equitable in terms of their age (p =
      0.1460), perceived education level (p = 0.9887), warmth (p = 0.3640), and emotionality (p =
      0.3881).
    


    
        3.   Partisanship was asked before the stimulus so that
      participants could be appropriately sorted into partisan conditions. I measure partisanship with a 7-point scale
      with the categories ranging from being a strong partisan, partisan, weak partisan, and Independent/non-partisan.
      To sort participants into the appropriate conditions, those who identified as Independent/non-partisan answered a
      follow-up question asking which party they leaned most closely toward. Participants identifying as
      Independent/non-partisan answered a second question about the party they leaned more closely toward. All
      participants who initially identified as Independent/non-partisan (27%) selected a preferred party.
    


    
        4.   There is some debate in the literature about the utility
      of news attention given the tendency of participants to overestimate how frequently they follow the news (Price
      and Zaller 1993; Prior 2009; Dilliplane, Goldman, and Mutz 2013). The mean value for the measure is 3.04 (SD =
      1.45), and this is in line with the comparable items in the 2012 ANES, which reported a mean of 3.082 days (SD =
      1.61).
    


    
        5.   A potential confound of administering political knowledge
      questions on an Internet-based survey is that participants can search for the answers. The median score on the
      political knowledge questions was just over 50%, and this suggests that participants are not searching for the
      responses. However, if participants did look up the answers, this is not necessarily a problem as part of
      political knowledge is knowing where and how to find political information (Lupia and McCubbins 2000).
    


    
        6.   The manipulation check was an open-ended question asking
      individuals what they thought was the purpose of the study. Ninety-three percent of those who answered this
      question correctly identified the study to be about politics or women. Excluding those who did not answer the
      question correctly does not change the substantive results and the seven percent who did not correctly identify
      the study purpose are included in these analyses.
    


    
        7.   There are no differences in stereotype reliance between
      Democrats and Republicans in both the female and male candidate conditions.
    


    
        8.   The categories for income are 1 = under $20,000, 2 =
      $20,000–34,999, 3 = $35,000–49,999, 4 = $50,000–74,999, 5 = $75,000–99,000, and 6 = $100,000. Because categories
      5 and 6 have lower levels of participants I collapsed these two income groups.
    


    
        9.   I refrain from including a “neither likely nor unlikely”
      option as the inclusion of this choice category may trigger social desirability pressures among participants who
      do not want to support a female candidate, but also do not want to be perceived as biased against women.
    


    
      10.   Replicating these models with an ordinal logit estimation
      rather than an ordinary least squares regression shows the same set of findings. The stereotype and candidate
      gender interaction is significant, p < 0.10.
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      Appendix: Study Questionnaire
    


    
      Stimulus: We’d like to ask you some questions about a Republican/Democrat candidate named Susan Foster/Tom Larson
      who is running for Congress.
    


    
      Stereotype Scale: How would you rate Republican/Democrat Susan Foster/Tom Larson on the following scales?
    


    
      Strong-Weak
    


    
      Lenient-Harsh
    


    
      Soft-Hard
    


    
      Distant-Caring
    


    
      Cold-Warm
    


    


    
      News Attention:
    


    
      How many days a week do you watch television news/listen to talk radio/ read news on the Internet/read print
      newspapers?
    


    


    
      Political Knowledge:
    


    
      1.   What job or office does John Boehner currently hold? (Speaker of the House)
    


    
      2.   How many justices serve on the Supreme Court? (9)
    


    
      3.   Which political party has the most members in the U.S. Senate? (Democrats)
    


    
      4.   What job or political office does David Cameron currently hold? (Prime Minister of Britain)
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      Research on women candidates in the USA often considers the role that attitudes toward women in politics can play
      in shaping the electoral success of these candidates. However, besides anecdotal information about reactions to
      individual candidates, we lack systematic data that allow us to examine whether there is a link between the
      attitudes voters have about women in politics and their vote choice decisions when they are faced with a woman
      candidate. Relying on data from a two-wave panel survey of 3150 US adults in 2010, we test whether the political
      attitudes people hold are related to their voting decisions in mixed-sex (woman vs. man) races for the House of
      Representatives. We consider the role of attitudes alongside traditional political forces such as political party
      and incumbency and examine whether the party of the woman candidate is relevant. In all, we find that some
      attitudes about women in politics are related to voting for women candidates, but the relationships are not a
      central influence.
    


    
      Despite several decades of steady progress, women in the USA are still less likely to run for and hold elected
      office than are men. As a result, their sex and gender-related attitudes are still often at the forefront of
      their experiences as candidates and officeholders. Whether this attention entails a candidate being called an
      “empty dress,” being asked whether a woman could be both a good officeholder and a good mother, or even being
      lauded for being “better than men,” it is clear that our political environment still places a focus on candidate
      sex and the gendered issues their sex raises (McKinney, Spielman, and Korecki 2012; Erickson 2013; Lawrence
      2013).
    


    
      This, of course, leads to scholarly attention to the impact these considerations can have on the success of women
      candidates. Indeed, some of the enduring questions asked by scholars who study women candidates in the USA
      involve determining when, whether, and how public attitudes toward women shape political outcomes. And here we
      are often faced with a puzzle. On one hand, our nation has emerged from a history of concern about politics as an
      appropriate place for women to a present day in which the public voices high levels of support for their
      inclusion. At the same time, we know that examples of gendered reactions to women candidates and officeholders
      are not uncommon. Finally, all of these questions about attitudes toward women candidates
      take place alongside the evidence that women candidates win election at the same rate as men (Newman 1994;
      Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton 1997). This suggests that we need to continue our examination of attitudes toward
      women candidates and undertake more focused efforts to determine whether and when these attitudes matter to their
      electoral success.
    


    
      In the research we report here, we examine attitudes about women in elected office in the USA with an eye toward
      understanding whether these attitudes influence vote choice for women and men candidates running for the US House
      in 2010. In doing so, we draw on survey data that allow us to capture respondents’ attitudes toward women in
      political life as well as their voting behavior in actual elections. Our analysis suggests that attitudes have a
      limited impact on voting behavior in the presence of women candidates, and that women and men voters are not
      influenced by attitudes in the same way.
    


    
      Attitudes toward a political role for women
    


    
      For much of our political history, one of the major obstacles to women’s participation as candidates and
      officeholders was the lack of support for that participation among the general public. Beyond the barriers raised
      by political parties, electoral structures, and laws that limited their candidacies, women faced hostility to the
      notion that they could run and serve equally with men (Duverger 1955). Indeed, it is only in the mid-twentieth
      century that we see the beginnings of a steady, if slow, integration of women into candidacy and office-holding.
      This period of change is marked by shifts in public attitudes about the possibility of political leadership for
      women, which occurred during a time of women’s greater success in running for and winning elected office. While
      public support for women candidates is not the sole, or even primary, explanation for the contemporary
      integration of women into elected office, it is assumed to be an important one (Hansen 1997; Morgan and Buice
      2013; Bauer 2014).
    


    
      The current time period would suggest that the American public is more supportive of a role for women in
      political life today than it has ever been. We see this evolution in attitudes toward women’s place and abilities
      in public and political life more generally as well as in support for women in elected office. Figures 1 and 2
      highlight several of these positive trends. Since 1972, the American National Election Studies has explored
      public attitudes by asking whether respondents believe women should have an equal role with men in running
      business, industry, and government or whether their place is in the home. Over the same time period, the General
      Social Survey has asked respondents whether they believe women have the right emotional temperament to be in
      politics. Figure 1 demonstrates that both attitudes have shifted toward a more positive view of women’s abilities
      over time. While in 1972 less than a majority (47%) thought that women should have an equal role in public life,
      by 2008 84% of Americans held this view. This increase in support for women in public life has mirrored the
      decline in support for the idea that women are not well suited emotionally for politics. Women’s assumed greater
      emotionality was long thought to be one of the major factors disqualifying them from public life. However,
      upwards of 75% of Americans disagree with the idea that women are less emotionally well suited for politics than
      men.
    


    
      We see the same shift in specific attitudes about women’s role in elected office. Since the 1930s, the Gallup
      Organization has asked people for their reaction to the idea of a woman candidate for president. Figure 2
      demonstrates that very few people in those early times were willing to entertain the idea of supporting a woman
      for president, with only 28% of respondents in 1935 doing so. Since then, however, the public has slowly and
      steadily become more comfortable with the idea, such that we now see upwards of 90% of people saying that they
      would support a woman candidate of their own party for president. Finally, over the past 40 years, we have
      evidence that people have come to value the skills and abilities that women can bring to the political system. When asked whether people think our country would be “governed better” if there were more
      women in elected office, we see affirmative responses to this question rising from 33% in 1975 to almost 60% in
      2000. In 2000, those who thought more women would be a positive for government did so because they saw women as
      more honest, conscientious, reliable, and fiscally responsible than men (Simmons 2001). Taken together, the data
      suggest a time and place in the USA in which attitudes toward women’s integration into public and political life
      are as positive as they have ever been.
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      Figure 1.   Attitudes about the role of women in society.
    


    
      What role do attitudes about women play?
    


    
      At its most basic, the attention paid to attitudes about a political role for women suggests that scholars and
      observers see these attitudes as having an important connection to the political
      possibilities for women. Indeed, a significant body of research demonstrates that public attitudes about the
      place and abilities of women can be connected to the evaluations voters make of women candidates. These attitudes
      generally fall into two categories: gender stereotypes about the character traits and policy abilities of women
      and men, and attitudes about women’s descriptive representation in government and elected office.
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      Figure 2.   Attitudes about women in political life.
    


    


    
      Over the past several decades, gender stereotypes have received the most scholarly attention. It is clear that
      the public often views political women and men through the lens of their sex, ascribing traditionally feminine
      characteristics and traits to women and masculine ones to men (Alexander and Andersen 1993; Brown, Heighberger,
      and Shocket 1993; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a, 1993b; Koch 1997; McDermott 1998). Other work focuses on the
      utility of stereotypes, with many scholars finding that candidate sex becomes a useful tool for voters trying to
      navigate a complex political world (McDermott 1997; Huddy and Capelos 2002; King and
      Matland 2003). This reliance by voters on gender stereotypes led many scholars to the conclusion that a mismatch
      between feminine gender stereotypes and beliefs about the requisite qualities for leaders could leave women
      candidates at a disadvantage (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a; Koch 1997; Lawless 2004; Smith, Paul, and Paul 2007).
      Indeed, several works suggest that voters would be less likely to vote for women candidates because of these
      concerns (Leeper 1991; Kahn 1992; Dolan 1997; Fox and Smith 1998). At the same time, the news about gender
      stereotypes is not all bad for women candidates. While it is clear that people evaluate women and men in
      stereotypical terms, there are circumstances when these stereotypes can work in favor of women, such as when
      voters might place particular value on women’s perceived strengths, such as honesty, compassion, or a particular
      policy expertise (McDermott 1998; Dolan 2004; Fridkin and Kenney 2009). Recent work also suggests that
      traditional gender stereotypes may be on the wane or even moving in a direction in which women are evaluated more
      positively in comparison to men (Pew 2008; Fridkin and Kenney 2009; Brooks 2013; Hayes and Lawless 2015; Dolan
      2014).
    


    
      A second set of attitudes relevant to women candidates involves beliefs about whether women’s underrepresentation
      in elected offices of government is a problem or not. It is clear that women in the USA are disproportionally
      underrepresented at every level of office, holding approximately 20–25% of positions from local to national
      office (Center for American Women and Politics 2014). What scholars are beginning to investigate more carefully
      is how the public feels about that underrepresentation and whether those beliefs have any impact on political
      behavior. Key attitudes here are whether people believe that there should be more women in office than there
      currently are, what they see as the “ideal” gender balance in government leaders, and whether people have a
      preference for candidates of one sex or the other (Sanbonmatsu 2003; Dolan and Sanbonmatsu 2009).
    


    
      One of the major themes in any discussion of the status of women in elected office is the reality that women are
      dramatically underrepresented at every level. One of the clear consequences of this political history is that the
      experience of being represented by someone who shares your sex is still a novelty for women, while men probably
      take this for granted. As a result of this, researchers have investigated whether women and men think much about
      the sex of their elected representations and whether having representatives of the same-sex matters to people.
      Sanbonmatsu (2002) and Rosenthal (1995) both find what Sanbonmatsu calls a “baseline gender preference,” an
      underlying predisposition to vote for and be represented by a woman or a man, with women being more likely to
      prefer same-sex representation than men. Given women’s underrepresentation at all levels of office, acting on a
      baseline gender preference might not be limited to voting, with people potentially being willing to engage in a
      range of candidate-supporting behaviors (Sanbonmatsu 2002).
    


    
      Beyond this, scholars have examined the place of public attitudes about women’s underrepresentation. As an
      example, Paolino (1995) points to public concern about a lack of women in the US Senate as a motivator of voting
      for women Senate candidates in 1992. Mo (2014) finds that candidate gender preference and concern about the need
      for more gender balance in government influence vote choice in an experimental setting for both women and men
      candidates. Goodyear-Grant (2010) finds that attitudes about women’s underrepresentation in Canada is related to
      vote choice in that country’s federal elections in 2004 and 2006, although Bittner, Terry, and Piercey (2010) do
      not find evidence of the same dynamic in 2008.
    


    
      A new examination
    


    
      For many years, proponents of women’s inclusion in elected office, as well as academics, have raised the concern
      that negative gender attitudes could work to harm the electoral chances of women
      candidates (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a, 1993b; Witt, Paget, and Matthews 1994; Lawless 2004). While this may have
      been the case earlier in our political history, it is clear that any negativity about women in office has been
      counterbalanced by increasingly egalitarian attitudes about women’s roles over the last 30 or 40 years (Huddy
      1994; Pew 2008; Dolan 2014). However, even in a time of liberalizing attitudes toward women in politics, it is
      unclear to us whether the presence of supportive attitudes among members of the public is truly an important
      precursor to electoral success. This is, in part, because we have relatively little empirical evidence that
      allows us to connect attitudes about women in politics with voting behavior in real-world elections involving
      women candidates. Given this reality, we need to examine more directly the place that attitudes have in the
      electoral success of women candidates.
    


    
      To that end, we present research that examines three important aspects of the relationship between attitudes
      about women in elected office and the electoral success of women candidates. First, we examine whether a series
      of attitudes about women in office are related to vote choice in races involving women candidates running against
      men for the US House in 2010. One of the primary limitations in our current understanding of the impact of
      attitudes on support for women candidates has been the heavy reliance in this work on experiments and
      hypothetical election situations (Sapiro 1981/82; Leeper 1991; Brown, Heigberger, and Shocket 1993; Huddy and
      Terkildsen 1993a, 1993b; Rosenthal 1995; Fox and Smith 1998; McDermott 1998; Sanbonmatsu 2002; King and Matland
      2003; Lawless 2004). While experimental findings can make important contributions, their artificiality limits our
      ability to predict what we can expect in real elections. So while many of the existing studies suggest the impact
      of attitudes on the success of women candidates, we have to exercise caution in assuming that we have an accurate
      understanding of the dynamics in real elections. Indeed, several recent studies conducted in real election
      situations present findings that are distinctly at odds with previous experimental research (Hayes 2011; Fridkin
      and Kenney 2014, 2009; Dolan 2014; Hayes and Lawless 2015).
    


    
      A second aspect of this project examines the relative impact of attitudes about women on vote choice with those
      of more traditional political influences by testing a more fully specified model of vote choice. Here again, the
      current work is incomplete. The nature of experiments and hypotheticals is generally to restrict focus to one or
      two key variables of interest, such as candidate sex, which often results in important potential influences being
      excluded from consideration. This is a particular problem when studying elections, since we know from years of
      research that there is a set of political variables that consistently shape vote choice, chief among these being
      political party identification and incumbency (Downs 1957; Conover and Feldman 1989; Popkin 1993; Rahn 1993; Lau
      and Redlawsk 2001).
    


    
      The third element of our examination focuses on the impact of voter sex on evaluation of women candidates.
      Theoretical assumptions about the impact of attitudes such as baseline gender preference and beliefs about
      women’s descriptive representation acknowledge that these beliefs can stimulate a sense of gender consciousness
      in women and influence women and men voters in different ways (Tolleson-Rinehart 1992; Sapiro and Conover 1997;
      Huddy, Cassese, and Lizotte 2008). A long line of scholarship suggests that women’s underrepresentation in office
      creates a unique set of circumstances for women in the public, leading them to be more likely to value same-sex
      representation, an increase in women in office, and to take women leaders as role models in a way that men never
      need to consider (Rosenthal 1995; Sanbonmatsu 2002). Taking a cue from Bobo and Gilliam’s (1990) theory of black
      empowerment, Fridkin and Kenney (2014) hypothesize that the presence of women in political office should lead to
      an increase in women’s engagement in politics. While evidence for this linkage is somewhat mixed, most of the
      recent work finds that increases in the number of women in politics lead to greater participation and more
      positive political attitudes among women (Koch 1997; Atkeson 2003; Reingold and Harrell
      2010; Fridkin and Kenney 2014; but see Sapiro and Conover 1997; Lawless 2004; Dolan 2006).
    


    
      In examining these considerations, we hypothesize the following:
    


    


    
      H1: Voters with more positive attitudes about women in office should be more likely to
      vote for women candidates than those with less positive attitudes.
    


    
      H2: Attitudes about women in office should be less central to voting for women
      candidates than are political party identification and incumbency.
    


    
      H3: Women voters will be more likely to be influenced by attitudes about women in office
      than are men.
    


    
      The 2010 elections
    


    
      To provide an empirical test of our argument, we employ data from a 2010 panel survey of voters who took part in
      mixed-sex (woman vs. man) House elections. The elections of 2010 provided a particularly good opportunity to
      investigate the impact of attitudes about women in office on the fortunes of women candidates for several
      reasons. First, there was no presidential election to overwhelm voters and compete for their attention. Second,
      the midterm elections that year also were more competitive than many in recent memory, particularly for Congress.
      Third, whether a result of the historic candidacies of Hillary Clinton and Sarah Palin, the Speakership of Nancy
      Pelosi, or spurred on by the populist themes of the Tea Party and a general anti-incumbent mood, 2010 saw a
      historically high number of women candidates run for Congress. A record-setting 262 women ran in primaries for
      the US House. While there was significant, and surprising, parity in the political party of these candidates –
      134 women Democrats and 128 women Republicans – Republican women were less successful in winning their primaries
      than were Democratic women, as 37% of Republican women and 68% of the Democratic women candidates survived to run
      in the general election. On Election Day, 54% of the Democratic women candidates were elected, as were 51% of the
      Republican women. Despite the fact that some number of the Democratic women lost their seats in 2010, a number of
      new Republican women were elected, leaving the net number of women in the House after the 2010 election exactly
      the same as it was before at 73 (CAWP 2011).
    


    
      Data and methods
    


    
      This project relies on data from a two-wave panel study of a nationally representative sample of US adults
      conducted during the 2010 elections. The sample of 3150 respondents was drawn from 29 states and stratified to
      include voters who experienced either single-sex or mixed-sex races for the US House. The survey was funded by
      the National Science Foundation and conducted in an online environment by Knowledge Networks through their
      KnowledgePanel.1 As a result of this design, we are able to examine
      real voters faced with real candidates in a way that includes a diversity of candidates and election contexts.
      The primary goal of the survey was to measure the gender attitudes that voters hold and determine whether these
      attitudes could be linked to the vote choice decisions voters made in the elections in which they took part.
      Gender attitudes were measured in Wave 1 of the panel survey (September/October 2010) and vote choice in Wave 2
      (November 2010). Information on the candidates and races represented in the data set is provided in the Appendix.
      The analysis provided here includes a bivariate examination of the relationship between the political attitudes
      and voter sex, and then continues to a multivariate regression analysis of the individual-level sources of the
      attitudes. We conclude with a multivariate logistic regression analysis of the determinants of vote choice in US
      House races in which women candidates ran against men.
    


    
      Dependent variable
    


    
      The dependent variable in the analysis of the determinants of vote choice measures vote for women and men
      candidates in the different race matchups in the House elections in which respondents took part. One model
      employs a variable that measures vote for Democratic women in races against Republican men. A second model uses a
      variable that measures vote for Republican women in races against Democratic men. The analysis is run separately
      for each model. These measures of vote choice provide appropriate real-world variables from which we can evaluate
      the potential influence of these attitudes.
    


    
      Independent variables
    


    
      Given that our goal is to determine whether the attitudes voters hold are related to their vote choice decisions,
      the primary independent variables are a series of survey items designed to tap respondent attitudes about support
      for women in elected office. These questions measure respondent reaction to the current number of women in
      elected office, respondent baseline gender preference for candidates of a particular sex, whether they
      value same-sex representation when choosing candidates, and whether they see women or men as
      emotionally better suited for politics (see Appendix for question wording and variable coding). If our
      hypothesis is correct, we should see people who hold more supportive positions toward women being more likely to
      vote for the woman candidate in their House race and those who take less supportive positions choosing her male
      opponent.
    


    
      The remaining independent variables employed include major political and demographic influences on vote choice.
      The political variables are political party and incumbency. Since the vast majority of partisans
      support their party’s candidates, we predict that party correspondence between the voter and candidate will be
      the primary determinant of vote choice, regardless of the sex of the candidate. The measure of political party
      accounts for whether the respondent shares the political party of the woman candidate. We also anticipate that
      incumbency will be a significant influence on vote choice. Incumbency variables measure the incumbency status of
      the woman candidate. In addition, we include several measures of respondent characteristics as controls –
      education, age, race, and ideology.
    


    
      Given our hypothesis that attitudes should influence women’s and men’s vote choice decisions differently, we
      conduct the analysis of vote choice separately for women and men respondents. This approach is a common one in
      research on gender gaps in public opinion and partisanship (Gilens 1988; Gidengil 1995; Sapiro and Conover 1997;
      Chaney, Alvarez, and Nagler 1998; Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999; Goodyear-Grant 2010). Finally, recent work suggests
      that political party is important to the way women candidates are evaluated, with the overlap of partisan and
      gender stereotypes creating different expectations of, and experiences for, Democratic and Republican women
      (Dolan 2014; Koch 2002, 2000; Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009; Winter 2010). Dolan (2014) finds that voters are more
      likely to use female stereotypes in evaluating Democratic women than Republican women, which is in line with
      Winter (2010) finding that Democrats in the USA have become “feminized.” Other work on the fate of Republican
      women candidates finds that they still lag behind Democratic women in numbers and can face a more challenging
      path through party primaries (King and Matland 2003; Fox 2014). As a result, we examine vote choice in races in
      which a Democratic woman ran against a Republican man separately from races in which Republican women ran against
      Democratic men.
    


    
      Public attitudes toward women in elected office
    


    
      Support for women in office
    


    
      The first step in the analysis is to examine the attitudes people hold about women in office. Table 1 presents
      the responses to a question gauging how people feel about women’s current representation
      in elected office. Currently, women are dramatically underrepresented in elected office, making up 19% of the
      members of Congress, 23% of statewide elected officials, and 24% of state legislators (CAWP 2014). One question
      in the survey asks respondents whether they think there should be more women in “important political office such
      as governors and members of Congress,” whether there should be fewer, or whether the current number is “just
      about right.” Table 1 demonstrates that people are generally supportive of more women in elected office, with 58%
      saying there should be more women in office, 37% of respondents saying that current numbers of women in office
      are about right, and only 6% saying there should be fewer. This is in line with other public opinion surveys,
      which tend to find that people believe more women in government would be a good thing for our system (Simmons
      2001; Sanbonmatsu 2003; Dolan and Sanbonmatsu 2009). At the same time, that 40% of respondents say that the
      current underrepresentation of women is “just right” or even too high might be a cause for concern among those
      who seek more representation of women.
    


    


    
      Table 1.   Attitudes about women in politics – all respondents.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Men

          	Women

          	Total
        


        
          	Number of women in office

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Fewer

          	7.76

          	4.14

          	5.89
        


        
          	    Current number about right

          	43.08

          	30.59

          	36.64
        


        
          	    More

          	49.16

          	65.27

          	57.47
        


        
          	    N

          	1353

          	1256

          	2609
        


        
          	Baseline gender preference

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Man

          	65.47

          	33.49

          	48.92
        


        
          	    Woman

          	34.53

          	66.51

          	51.08
        


        
          	    N

          	1295

          	1207

          	2502
        


        
          	Same-sex representation

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Not at all important

          	58.39

          	37.46

          	47.59
        


        
          	    Only somewhat important

          	35.30

          	49.19

          	42.47
        


        
          	    Very important

          	6.30

          	13.35

          	9.94
        


        
          	    N

          	1377

          	1277

          	2654
        


        
          	Men better suited emotionally

          	 

          	 

          	 
        


        
          	    Strongly disagree

          	15.00

          	12.93

          	13.93
        


        
          	    Disagree

          	54.15

          	55.46

          	54.83
        


        
          	    Agree

          	26.77

          	29.01

          	27.93
        


        
          	    Strongly agree

          	4.08

          	2.59

          	3.31
        


        
          	    N

          	1358

          	1261

          	2619
        

      
    


    
      Note: A significant difference is found between men and women respondents on all items except emotional
      suitability.
    


    


    
      In thinking about attitudes toward women in political life, one of the obvious assumptions is that women voters
      will feel differently about these issues than will men. While people’s attitudes are the product of complex
      political considerations and life experiences, it is not unreasonable to hypothesize that sex and gender matter
      to how people come to think about the appropriate place for women, particularly given women’s
      underrepresentation. When we examine respondents’ beliefs about the appropriate level of women in elected office,
      we see that this is indeed the case. When asked whether there should be more or fewer women in office or whether
      the current number is just about right (Table 1), women are more likely than men to say that there should be more
      women in office (65% of women and 50% of men) and less likely than men to see the current status of women as
      “just right” (31–43%).
    


    
      Baseline gender preference and same-sex representation
    


    
      Two other attitudes that might influence support for women candidates involve whether and how voters think about
      their own representation when they are choosing candidates. Among the respondents in this sample, baseline
      gender preferences were evenly split, with 51% identifying a preference for women candidates and 49% preferring
      men (Table 1). We also see that about 66% of women and 65% of men state a baseline gender preference for a
      same-sex representative and 35% prefer representatives of the opposite sex. Another question asked respondents
      whether they thought sharing the sex of their representative was an important consideration or not. Just about
      half of the sample, 48%, said that this was not at all important to them, while 43% said it was somewhat
      important. Only 10% of respondents described this as very important to them. As might be expected, women, and men
      approach these considerations differently. Women are much more likely to hold a baseline gender preference for a
      woman candidate than men. About 60% of women prefer a woman candidate, while about 30% of men take that position.
      With regard to same-sex representation, men were much more likely than women to say that sharing the sex of a
      representative was not at all important, 58% to 38%. Indeed, men share the sex of their representative almost all
      of the time, so this is probably not something that occurs to them often. Women, on the other hand, are much less
      likely to experience same-sex representation, making it something that they could easily value more highly. Just
      about half of women, 49%, say that having a woman representative is somewhat important, compared to 36% of men.
      And women are more than twice as likely as men to say that same-sex representation is very important, 13–6%.
      Beyond understanding how voters feel in general about the concept of same-sex representation, these attitudes
      could become important motivators to action. Women who have a baseline preference for women candidates and see
      sharing the sex of their representative as an important thing might act on these attitudes in choosing a woman
      candidate in an election.
    


    
      Emotional suitability
    


    
      One of the long-standing arguments against women having a role in political life was that they were too emotional
      and did not possess the reason or dispassion to adequately provide political leadership. To examine whether this
      belief still shapes voter attitudes about women in politics, respondents were asked whether they agreed or
      disagreed that most men are better suited emotionally for politics than are most women (Table 1). A significant
      majority (70%) of respondents disagreed with this statement, 55% saying they disagreed and 15% saying they
      strongly disagreed. This finding suggests that most people no longer subscribe to the worldview of women as
      emotionally fragile or too unstable for politics and is in line with public opinion data that find a clear trend
      away from the belief that women are not emotionally suited for politics. At the same time, it is interesting to
      note that fully 30% of the sample agreed that men are more emotionally well suited for politics, with 26% saying
      they agreed and 4% saying they strongly agreed. This attitude is clearly one that has the potential to undercut
      support for women candidates, as people are probably unlikely to support candidates they believe to be
      temperamentally unsuited for the job (Leeper 1991; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a). What is perhaps most interesting
      about these responses is that there was no gender difference in patterns of response – women and men held exactly
      the same positions on whether men were better suited emotionally for politics than women, with 30% of each group
      agreeing or strongly agreeing. Up to this point, we have seen patterns of gender difference in attitudes about
      women in politics, with women taking the more “pro-woman” or egalitarian position more often than men. But here
      we see that sex does not matter to perceptions of women’s emotional suitability.
    


    


    
      Table 2.   Predictors of attitudes.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Baseline gender preference

          	Number of women in office

          	Emotional suitability

          	Same-sex representation
        


        
          	Education

          	0.069*

          	0.024**

          	−0.035***

          	−0.034***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.03)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)
        


        
          	Age

          	0.006

          	0.001

          	−0.001

          	−0.001
        


        
          	 

          	(0.00)

          	(0.00)

          	(0.00)

          	(0.00)
        


        
          	Woman

          	1.424***

          	0.181***

          	0.017

          	0.266***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.12)

          	(0.03)

          	(0.04)

          	(0.03)
        


        
          	
            
              Party identification
            

          

          	0.118**

          	0.051***

          	−0.022

          	0.005
        


        
          	 

          	(0.04)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.221***

          	−0.037*

          	−0.000

          	−0.018
        


        
          	 

          	(0.05)

          	(0.02)

          	(0.02)

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	White

          	−0.278

          	0.096*

          	−0.061

          	−0.065
        


        
          	 

          	(0.15)

          	(0.04)

          	(0.05)

          	(0.04)
        


        
          	
            
              House woman incumbent
            

          

          	−0.232

          	0.020

          	−0.098*

          	−0.046
        


        
          	 

          	(0.15)

          	(0.04)

          	(0.05)

          	(0.04)
        


        
          	Constant

          	−1.041

          	1.972***

          	2.757***

          	1.986***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.54)

          	(0.16)

          	(0.17)

          	(0.17)
        


        
          	R2

          	.13

          	.09

          	.01

          	.06
        


        
          	N

          	2070

          	2135

          	2141

          	2166
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Two-tailed test of significance. Baseline gender preference: 0=man, 1=woman; number of women in
      government: 1=should be fewer, 2=current number is about right, 3=should be more; men better suited emotionally:
      1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree. Same-sex representation: 1=not at all important,
      2=only somewhat important, 3=very important. Logistic regression employed for baseline gender preference, OLS
      employed for all other attitudes; R2 is pseudo-R2
      for the logistic regression and adjusted R2 for all other models. Only
      respondents who indicated their House vote are included in these models.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .001.
    


    
      Sources of attitudes
    


    
      After having examined the distribution of attitudes toward women in office, it may be helpful to more fully
      understand the sources of these attitudes among voters. To that end, Table 2 presents an analysis of the
      determinants of attitudes with a focus on demographic and political characteristics of the respondents. To begin,
      we see confirmation of the differences in attitudes between women and men. Women are more likely than men to take
      the more supportive position on each issue with the exception of emotional suitability. Beyond this, we see that
      the most important influences shaping people’s positions on women in office are education, political party
      identification, and ideology. Respondents with higher levels of education are more likely to have a baseline
      gender preference for women candidates and desire more women in office than people with lower levels of
      education, and are less likely to see women as emotional unsuitable for politics. Interestingly, people with more
      education are less likely than others to see same-sex representation as an important value. Not surprisingly,
      party identification and political ideology work to influence attitudes in similar ways, with Democrats and
      liberals being more likely to hold a baseline gender preference for women and desire more women in office than
      Republicans and conservatives. This finding should not be surprising in light of research that demonstrates that
      people tend to stereotype women as more liberal than men, which could certainly contribute to a lesser likelihood
      of Republicans and conservatives desiring more women in office (Koch 2002). However, neither party nor ideology
      has any impact on beliefs about women’s emotional suitability for politics or the
      importance of same-sex representation. The other demographic variables included, age and race, have almost no
      relationship to these attitudes.
    


    
      Finally, one additional source of attitudes we include is whether the respondent is represented by a woman in the
      House of Representatives at the time of the survey. Given our focus on whether attitudes about women matter to
      vote choice, we should consider the possibility that the attitudes people express are shaped by their experiences
      with a woman representation. Research that examines the impact of being represented by a woman has found little
      effect, but we should account for the possibility (Lawless 2004). Our analysis demonstrates that people who are
      represented by a woman House member are only significantly different from people who experience a male House
      member in their beliefs about women’s emotional suitability, with these respondents being more likely to agree
      that women are emotionally well suited for politics. While it might make sense that people who experience a woman
      member of the House hold this belief about women’s abilities, it is important to note that this experience does
      not appear to influence people’s preference for women candidates, stimulate a desire for more women in office, or
      lead women voters to value same-sex representation any more than people who are represented by men. As a result,
      we can feel confident that responses to the attitude measures are not being conditioned by reactions to a
      particular woman in a respondent’s immediate political universe.
    


    
      Do attitudes toward women in office influence vote choice?
    


    
      This examination of public attitudes about women’s place in elected office demonstrates that people take a range
      of positions, with some people seeing women as well suited for political office and desiring greater numbers of
      women in office and others appearing to see women’s current levels of underrepresentation as appropriate or even
      too high. Given that we can demonstrate the presence of these attitudes among voters, the next step is to
      investigate their utility. Specifically, we examine whether these attitudes can be positive or negative
      motivations in the vote choice decisions when voters are faced with a woman candidate. To investigate these
      possibilities, we analyze the impact of attitudes on vote choice in mixed-sex races. We analyze the impact of
      each of the attitudes on vote choice separately – baseline gender preference, whether there should be more or
      fewer women in office, beliefs about women’s emotional suitability, and beliefs about the importance of same-sex
      representation. Beyond the attitude, the other explanatory variables include the respondent demographics – race,
      age, and education and ideology, as well as the political variables - political party correspondence between the
      woman candidate and the respondent, political ideology, and incumbency. Finally, because the results of the
      bivariate analyses confirm the hypothesis that women hold different attitudes toward women in office than do men,
      the models examining the determinants of vote choice are separate for women and men.
    


    
      Table 3 presents the analysis of the impact of having a baseline gender preference on vote choice of women and
      men, respectively. In examining the determinants of women’s vote choice, we see that women who have a baseline
      gender preference for women candidates are more likely to vote for the Democratic woman candidate over her
      Republican male opponent. This would support the notion that having a baseline gender preference for women
      candidates can be important in motivating action when a woman voter has a chance to act on this belief. At the
      same time, we see that baseline gender preference is not significantly related to voting in races with Republican
      women candidates, indicating that women who prefer women candidates do not necessarily seek to act on this
      preference in all circumstances in which a woman is running, but instead when a Democratic woman is running. This
      finding would seem to suggest that women respondents view women candidates differently based on their political
      party and that the impact of a preference for women candidates is tied up with broader
      ideological beliefs, rather than just candidate sex.
    


    


    
      Table 3.   House vote choice, baseline gender preference.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Women R

          	Women R

          	Men R

          	Men R
        


        
          	 

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. Dem men

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. Dem men
        


        
          	Baseline gender preference

          	0.871*

          	−0.783

          	0.961*

          	−1.288*
        


        
          	 

          	(0.43)

          	(0.50)

          	(0.43)

          	(0.55)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.121

          	−0.242

          	0.130

          	−0.087
        


        
          	 

          	(0.12)

          	(0.16)

          	(0.11)

          	(0.12)
        


        
          	Age

          	−0.010

          	0.026*

          	0.019

          	0.004
        


        
          	 

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	Share party

          	2.603***

          	2.855**

          	1.820***

          	3.253***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.75)

          	(0.97)

          	(0.45)

          	(0.82)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.361

          	0.124

          	−0.566**

          	0.294
        


        
          	 

          	(0.37)

          	(0.25)

          	(0.20)

          	(0.24)
        


        
          	White

          	−0.466

          	2.360**

          	−1.299**

          	0.728
        


        
          	 

          	(0.63)

          	(0.78)

          	(0.44)

          	(0.52)
        


        
          	Incumbent

          	2.119***

          	1.235*

          	1.242*

          	0.041
        


        
          	 

          	(0.49)

          	(0.62)

          	(0.50)

          	(0.54)
        


        
          	Constant

          	−1.576

          	−2.606

          	−0.858

          	−2.703
        


        
          	 

          	(3.14)

          	(1.91)

          	(1.93)

          	(1.62)
        


        
          	Pseudo-R2

          	.49

          	.48

          	.43

          	.45
        


        
          	N

          	200

          	101

          	270

          	116
        

      
    


    
      Note: Two-tailed test of significance. Clustered standard errors are shown in parentheses. Baseline gender
      preference: 0=man, 1=woman.
      

      *p < .5.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .001.
    


    


    
      Table 3 reveals an interesting difference between women and men in terms of the impact of baseline gender
      preference on voting for women candidates. Here we see that men who have a baseline gender preference for women
      candidates are significantly more likely to choose the Democratic woman candidate when she runs against a
      Republican man. This is similar to the dynamic we saw for women voters. However, unlike women voters, we also see
      men’s baseline gender preference being significant to their vote choice in races in which women Republicans run
      against Democratic men. Here we get the opposite impact, with men who have a baseline gender preference for women
      being less likely to vote for the Republican woman when they run against Democratic man. The most likely
      explanation for this finding is that men with a baseline preference for men candidates, who are more likely to
      vote for the Republican woman in these races, may be more traditional on gender issues, which may increase their
      likelihood of voting for Republican candidates. Here these Republican candidates happen to be women, but these
      male voters are unlikely to be choosing them because of their sex.
    


    
      In turning to an analysis of the impact of a desire to see more women in elected office, we again see that the
      impact of attitudes on vote choice is different for women and men. Despite women being more likely than men to
      believe that there should be more women in office than there currently are, this belief does not shape women’s
      vote choice in any races in which women candidates run (Table 4). Women who are faced with the opportunity to
      vote for women candidates do not appear to be using their vote choice to advance their desire for more women in
      office.
    


    
      Men, on the other hand, appear to be influenced by their desire to see more women in office. As Table 4
      demonstrates, men who want to see more women in office are significantly more likely to vote for a Democratic
      woman running against a Republican man. However, this desire does not motivate men’s vote choice in races in
      which a Republican woman runs against a Democratic man. As we saw with baseline gender preference, attitudes in
      support of women in office only influence men’s vote choice decisions in races in which they can vote for a
      Democratic woman. This would suggest that these attitudes are not indicating a global desire for more women in
      office so much as there are a desire to see a particular kind of woman, namely Democrats.
    


    
      While baseline gender preference and a desire for more women in office demonstrate some impact on vote choice
      decisions, the two remaining attitudes – ideas about women’s emotional suitability for politics, and respondent
      desire for same-sex representation – are not significantly related to vote choice for women or men in any set of
      race matchups (Tables 5 and 6), suggesting that people may hold attitudes in favor of a particular political
      outcome, but they do not always act in pursuit of that outcome. With regard to beliefs about women’s emotional
      suitability for politics, neither women nor men appear to factor these feelings into vote choice decisions (Table
      5). So while about 30% of respondents, both women and men, expressed concerns about women’s emotional suitability
      for politics, this concern does not shape their vote choice decisions when they are faced with a woman candidate.
      In the end, knowing that people who see women as less well emotionally suited for politics than men are not
      turning that concern into votes against women candidates may allay concerns about the negative impact of
      attitudes.
    


    
      The same pattern is evident with beliefs about same-sex representation (Table 6). Women respondents who believe
      that same-sex representation is important to them are no more or less likely to vote for a
      woman candidate than women who do not value this representation. Women are also no more likely to be moved by a
      desire for same-sex representation than men. This lack of connection between concerns about same-sex
      representation and vote choice for women candidates among women runs counter to our expectation that women’s
      underrepresentation could be a motivator to action for women voters. However, this finding is in line with some
      of the previous research on symbolic mobilization that finds women candidates and officeholders have little
      impact on the attitudes and behaviors of women voters (Lawless 2004; Dolan 2006).
    


    


    
      Table 4.   House vote choice, number of women in office.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Women R

          	Women R

          	Men R

          	Men R
        


        
          	 

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. Dem men

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. Dem men
        


        
          	Number of women in office

          	0.106

          	−0.855

          	0.901*

          	−0.227
        


        
          	 

          	(0.38)

          	(0.53)

          	(0.39)

          	(0.44)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.145

          	−0.204

          	0.191

          	−0.074
        


        
          	 

          	(0.13)

          	(0.15)

          	(0.12)

          	(0.12)
        


        
          	Age

          	−0.006

          	0.023

          	0.014

          	−0.001
        


        
          	 

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	Share party

          	2.827***

          	2.810**

          	1.778***

          	3.093***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.80)

          	(0.88)

          	(0.44)

          	(0.81)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.337

          	0.222

          	−0.594**

          	0.313
        


        
          	 

          	(0.37)

          	(0.25)

          	(0.19)

          	(0.25)
        


        
          	White

          	−0.530

          	2.360**

          	−1.326**

          	1.225*
        


        
          	 

          	(0.68)

          	(0.74)

          	(0.43)

          	(0.57)
        


        
          	Incumbent

          	2.004***

          	1.316*

          	1.092*

          	0.133
        


        
          	 

          	(0.46)

          	(0.54)

          	(0.47)

          	(0.51)
        


        
          	Constant

          	−1.809

          	−1.705

          	−3.007

          	−2.798
        


        
          	 

          	(3.56)

          	(2.13)

          	(2.10)

          	(1.96)
        


        
          	Pseudo-R2

          	48

          	47

          	43

          	45
        


        
          	N

          	209

          	107

          	279

          	121
        

      
    


    
      Note: Two-tailed test of significance. Clustered standard errors are shown in parentheses. Number of women in
      government: 1=should be fewer, 2=current number is about right, 3=should be more.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .001.
    


    


    
      Table 5.   House vote choice, emotional suitability.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Women R

          	Women R

          	Men R

          	Men R
        


        
          	 

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. dem men

          	Dem. women vs. rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. dem men
        


        
          	Emotional suitability

          	−0.205

          	−0.589

          	0.216

          	−0.498
        


        
          	 

          	(0.28)

          	(0.47)

          	(0.28)

          	(0.54)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.138

          	−0.240

          	0.197

          	−0.109
        


        
          	 

          	(0.14)

          	(0.17)

          	(0.13)

          	(0.11)
        


        
          	Age

          	−0.008

          	0.020

          	0.014

          	0.007
        


        
          	 

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	Share party

          	2.829***

          	2.761**

          	1.768***

          	3.181***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.81)

          	(0.90)

          	(0.43)

          	(0.83)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.302

          	0.234

          	−0.586**

          	0.354
        


        
          	 

          	(0.35)

          	(0.22)

          	(0.19)

          	(0.22)
        


        
          	White

          	−0.556

          	2.344**

          	−1.230**

          	0.914
        


        
          	 

          	(0.62)

          	(0.84)

          	(0.44)

          	(0.50)
        


        
          	Incumbent

          	1.920***

          	1.579**

          	1.089*

          	0.374
        


        
          	 

          	(0.45)

          	(0.58)

          	(0.44)

          	(0.54)
        


        
          	Constant

          	−1.032

          	−2.076

          	−1.391

          	−2.334
        


        
          	 

          	(3.55)

          	(2.37)

          	(2.12)

          	(1.71)
        


        
          	Pseudo-R2

          	.47

          	.46

          	.40

          	.45
        


        
          	N

          	206

          	105

          	280

          	120
        

      
    


    
      Note: Two-tailed test of significance. Clustered standard errors are shown in parentheses. Men better suited
      emotionally: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .001.
    


    


    
      The primacy of political variables
    


    
      To this point, the discussion has focused on whether voters act on the gendered attitudes they hold in making
      vote choice decisions about women and men candidates. In all, there is only limited evidence of an impact for
      these attitudes, and the impact we do see appears to be motivated by partisan or ideological considerations more
      than gendered ones. Beyond this, we must acknowledge that these attitudes pale in comparison to other more
      traditional political variables as an influence on vote choice. Indeed, in all of the vote choice models, for
      both women and men, the primary influence on voting for all candidates is political party. In each of the models,
      sharing the party of the candidate is the overwhelming influence on voting for that candidate, whether the
      candidate is a woman or a man, a Democrat or a Republican. These findings make sense, given the primacy of
      political party in American elections, but they assure us that partisan influences work in expected ways when
      women candidates are present. There is no evidence of partisan antipathy toward women candidates among the
      supporters of either party, nor evidence that voters cross party lines to support or avoid
      a woman candidate. The traditional power of incumbency works in largely the same way. In 11 of 16 models,
      incumbency is significant to vote choice decisions across all race matchups. Interestingly, incumbency appears to
      shape the vote choice decisions of women (significant in seven of eight models) much more often than that of men
      (significant in nine of eight), where is it only a significant influence for men in races between Democratic
      women and Republican men.
    


    


    
      Table 6.   House vote choice, same-sex representation.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	Women R

          	Women R

          	Men R

          	Men R
        


        
          	 

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. Men

          	Rep. women vs. Dem Men

          	Dem. women vs. Rep. men

          	Rep. women vs. dem men
        


        
          	Same-sex representation

          	−0.369

          	−0.512

          	−0.325

          	−0.120
        


        
          	 

          	(0.33)

          	(0.55)

          	(0.34)

          	(0.59)
        


        
          	Education

          	0.124

          	−0.232

          	0.127

          	−0.065
        


        
          	 

          	(0.14)

          	(0.16)

          	(0.13)

          	(0.11)
        


        
          	Age

          	−0.008

          	0.017

          	0.015

          	0.000
        


        
          	 

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.01)

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	Share party

          	3.042***

          	2.491**

          	1.876***

          	3.242***
        


        
          	 

          	(0.81)

          	(0.95)

          	(0.42)

          	(0.83)
        


        
          	Ideology

          	−0.341

          	0.217

          	−0.567**

          	0.331
        


        
          	 

          	(0.37)

          	(0.23)

          	(0.19)

          	(0.25)
        


        
          	White

          	−0.488

          	2.872***

          	−1.220**

          	1.109*
        


        
          	 

          	(0.62)

          	(0.87)

          	(0.43)

          	(0.48)
        


        
          	Incumbent

          	2.014***

          	1.117

          	1.041*

          	0.228
        


        
          	 

          	(0.45)

          	(0.66)

          	(0.47)

          	(0.54)
        


        
          	Constant

          	−0.742

          	−2.695

          	0.098

          	−3.461*
        


        
          	 

          	(3.47)

          	(2.09)

          	(2.00)

          	(1.74)
        


        
          	Pseudo-R2

          	49

          	46

          	41

          	45
        


        
          	N

          	211

          	108

          	285

          	125
        

      
    


    
      Note: Two-tailed test of significance. Clustered standard errors are shown in parentheses. Same-sex
      representation: 1=not at all important, 2=only.
      

      *p < .05.
      

      **p < .01.
      

      ***p < .001.
    


    
      Discussion
    


    
      In all, the analysis presented here provides mixed support for our hypotheses. In some cases, attitudes about
      women in office can motivate voter behavior toward women candidates. Voters with positive attitudes toward women
      in office and as candidates were more likely to vote for women candidates than those with less supportive
      attitudes. At the same time, the impact of these attitudes is not particularly robust and two of the attitudes
      examined show no relationship to vote choice for either women or men voters. Our second hypothesis about the
      relative impact also receives support in that a shared political party and the incumbency of the woman candidate
      are the overwhelming determinants of vote choice in these races. So, while attitudes can matter in some
      circumstances, their impact is limited or blunted by that of more traditional political forces. Finally, we do
      see evidence that women and men are influenced by attitudes differently, although not necessarily in the
      direction we predicted. We expected women, who held significantly more positive attitudes about women in office
      than men on three of the four attitude measures, to be more likely to draw on these attitudes in their vote
      choice decisions than men because of a shared identity with women and an interest in
      greater descriptive representation. However, while women’s vote choice is influenced in the hypothesized
      direction by a baseline gender preference for women candidates, men’s votes were influenced by their attitudes on
      baseline preference and the desire to see more women in office. These findings add to the body of mixed research
      results on symbolic mobilization – the expectation that women are motivated to political activity in the presence
      of women candidates and officeholders (Atkeson 2003; Lawless 2004; Dolan 2006; Fridkin and Kenney 2014). In
      support of this counterintuitive finding, a full-sample analysis of vote choice for women candidates (not shown)
      finds that women are no more likely to vote for women candidates in any of these House races than are men.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      Scholarly thinking on women in politics has long suggested that public support for these women would be critical
      to their success. Indeed, for much of our nation’s history, public antipathy was a significant limitation on
      women’s political opportunities. Yet today we have evidence of greater support for women in political life than
      ever before. Gender stereotypes appear to be easing and general attitudes about women’s integration into politics
      are largely positive or neutral.
    


    
      Respondents in this survey are generally supportive of women in political life. While there is certainly no
      unanimity on these issues, this trend in supportive public attitudes should be a positive for women who seek
      office. At the same time, the evidence suggests that attitudes are generally not central to shaping concrete
      actions such as vote choice. This is an important finding, since scholars and political leaders have long thought
      that positive attitudes toward women were important to their success and negative attitudes could stand in their
      way. Only two of the gendered attitudes – baseline gender preference and a desire for more women in office – are
      related to vote choice. Neither beliefs about women’s and men’s emotional suitability for office or beliefs about
      the importance of same-sex representation were related to vote choice. This suggests that while voters may hold
      attitudes toward women in politics, these attitudes do not always play a role in structuring vote choice,
      particularly in comparison to the more traditional and primary political influences on the vote, such as
      political party and incumbency. Having said this, we do need to acknowledge that we examined general election
      results, where the influences of party and incumbency are likely to be strongest. Future research could examine
      primary elections, where attitudes about women in politics may have greater ability to shape voter preferences
      for candidates.
    


    
      At the end of the day, these data contain mixed news for women candidates. It is clear that attitudes about the
      role of women in political life are more supportive now than they have ever been. The good news is that people
      appear to want more women in office. At the same time, we have to acknowledge that attitudes about women appear
      to have relatively little impact on voting for women, which means that they are both less helpful and harmful to
      women candidates than they could be. Perhaps most surprising is the lack of impact these attitudes have on the
      behavior of women, who articulate more positive attitudes toward women, but largely fail to turn these beliefs
      into action. However, since we only examine vote choice here, we must hold open the possibility that women’s
      attitudes might motivate them to take part in other activities, such as donating money or working on behalf of
      women candidates. Finally, it also appears that how we examine these questions matters. When we move beyond
      studies of hypothetical candidates and make efforts to connect voter attitudes with their actions toward real
      women, we get a clearer picture of the dynamics of elections in which women candidates run. The evidence
      presented here stands in contrast to the findings of some earlier works and presents us with an opportunity to
      revise our assumptions about the impact of abstract attitudes on the fate of women candidates.
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      Note
    


    
      1.   Relying on a sampling frame that includes 97% of US
      households, Knowledge Networks uses address-based probability sampling techniques to draw samples that are
      representative of the US population. They provide, at no charge, laptops and free monthly Internet service to all
      sample respondents who do not already have these services, thereby overcoming the potential problem of samples
      biased against individuals without access to the Internet.
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      Appendix
    


    
      Respondent congressional districts
    


    
      Democratic woman candidate running against a Republican man: 64 races:
    


    


    
      AL-7; AZ-1, 6, 8; AR-2; CA-5, 6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 16, 19, 23, 25, 32, 33, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40, 47, 48, 50, 53; CO-1,
      4; CT-3; FL-3, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15; IL-8, 9, 11, 18; KS-3; ME-1; MN-2; NV-1, 2, 3; NH-1, 2; NY-4, 11, 14, 18; OH-9,
      11, 12, 13, 15; PA-3, 13, 16; SC-3; WA-8; WI-2, 4, 7.
    


    


    
      Republican woman candidate running against a Democratic man: 27 races:
    


    
      AL-2; AZ-4, 7; AR-4; CA-45, CT-1, 2; FL-18; GA-4; IL-12, 13; IA-2; MO-1, 4, 8; NY-8, 10, 19, 25; NC-2; 5, 9;
      OH-2; PA-14; WA-3, 5; WY-AL.
    


    


    
      Two men candidates: 173 races:
    


    
      AL-3, 5; AZ-2, 3, 5; AR-1, 3; CA-1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 20, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 41, 42,
      43, 44, 46, 49, 51, 52; CO-2, 3, 5, 6, 7; CT-4, 5; DE-AL; FL-2, 5, 8, 10, 13, 14, 16, 19, 22, 23, 25; GA-1, 2, 3,
      5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13; IL-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19; IA-1, 3, 4, 5; KS-1, 4; KY-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6;
      ME-2; MN-1, 3, 5, 7, 8; MO-2, 3, 5, 6, 7; NM-1, 2, 3; NY-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 13, 15, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26,
      27, 29; NC-1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13; OH-1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14, 16, 17, 18; OK-2, 3, 5; PA-2, 4, 5,
      6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17, 18, 19; SC-1, 2, 4, 5, 6; WA-1, 2, 4, 6, 9; WI-1, 3, 5, 6, 8.
    


    
      Dependent variables
    


    
      House vote choice (Democratic women vs. Republican men) = 0 = vote for Republican man, 1 = vote for Democratic
      woman.
    


    
      House vote choice (Republican women vs. Democratic men) = 0 = vote for democratic man, 1 = vote for Republican
      woman.
    


    


    
      House vote choice (Democratic men vs. Republican men) = 0 = vote for Republican candidate, 1 = vote for
      Democratic candidate.
    


    
      Independent variables
    


    
      Attitudes regarding women in politics
    


    
      Number of women in office = 1 = should be fewer women, 2 = current number of women is about right, 3 = should be
      more women.
    


    


    
      Question: “Thinking about the number of women in important political office such as governors and members of
      Congress, would you say that there should be more women in these positions, fewer women, or is the number about
      right?”
    


    


    
      Baseline gender preference = 0 = man, 1 = woman.
    


    


    
      Question: “If two equally qualified candidates of your party were running for office, one a man and the other a
      woman, do you think you would be more inclined to vote for the man or the woman?”
    


    


    
      Importance of same sex representation = 1 = not at all important, 2 = only somewhat important, 3 = very
      important.
    


    


    
      Question: “People can prefer political candidates for a variety of different reasons. How important is it for you
      that people elected to represent your interests are women/men – not at all important, only somewhat important,
      very important?”
    


    


    
      Emotional suitability = 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree.
    


    


    
      Question: “Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Most men are better suited emotionally for
      politics than are most women.”
    


    
      Political variables
    


    
      Incumbent = 0 = woman candidate not an incumbent, 1 = woman candidate incumbent (in male-only races 0 =
      Democratic candidate not an incumbent, 1 = Democrat candidate incumbent).
    


    


    
      Share party = 0 = respondent does not identify with the party of the woman candidate 1 = respondent shares the
      partisan affiliation of the woman candidate (in male-only races 0 = not a Democrat, 1 = Democrat).
    


    


    
      Independent = 0 = respondent not an independent identifier, 1 = respondent independent.
    


    
      Demographic variables
    


    
      Education = 1 = no formal, 2 = 1st–4th grade, 3 = 5th or 6th grade, 4 = 7th or 8th grade, 5 = 9th grade, 6 = 10th
      grade, 7 = 11th grade, 8 = 12th grade no diploma, 9 = High School graduate/GED, 10 = some college, 11 =
      Associate’s degree, 12 = Bachelor’s degree, 13 = Master’s Degree, 14 = Doctorate/Professional degree.
    


    
      Age = respondent age in years (ranges from 18–94).
    


    


    
      Woman = 0 = respondent not a woman, 1 = respondent is a woman.
    


    


    
      Ideology = 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative, 6 =
      conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.
    


    


    
      White = 0 = respondent not White, 1 = respondent is White.
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      The family, and motherhood in particular, have long been themes in American politics, but have been more
      prominent in the last three decades [Laurel Elder and Steven Greene. 2012. The Politics of Parenthood: Causes
      and Consequences of the Politicization and Polarization of the American Family. New York: SUNY Press; Jill S.
      Greelee 2014. The Political Consequences of Motherhood. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press]. Both
      parties present a traditional image of a two-parent, middle-class family, a structure that invokes notions of
      women in a traditional domestic role. The re-emergence of motherhood in American politics, which we refer to as
      Politicized Motherhood, presents challenges for women who pursue leadership positions. Like previous iterations
      of maternal politics that justified women’s political actions during the Progressive Era, Politicized Motherhood
      has the potential to motivate women to run for office and to frame female candidacies in beneficial ways. Yet, it
      also has the potential to activate and reinforce gender stereotypes that undermine women’s capacity to see
      themselves as leaders and threaten female candidates’ potential to be successful. This paper examines the
      implications of Politicized Motherhood for women who compete for political leadership roles in the USA. We argue
      that Politicized Motherhood is likely to impact each stage of a woman’s career in political leadership, from
      deciding to run to structuring a campaign and winning voter support. Ultimately, Politicized Motherhood is likely
      to exacerbate some of women’s political challenges, but may also have the potential to transcend these
      challenges.
    


    
      The family has always been the cornerstone of American society. Our families nurture, preserve, and pass on to
      each succeeding generation the values we share and cherish, values that are the foundation of our freedoms.
      (Ronald Reagan 1982)
    


    
      The question is whether all of us – as citizens, and as parents – are willing to do what’s necessary to give
      every child a chance to succeed. That responsibility begins not in our classrooms, but in our homes and
      communities. It’s family that first instills the love of learning in a child. (Barack Obama 2011)
    


    


    
      From Ronald Reagan’s “family values” in 1980 to Barack Obama’s family frames in 2011, the family has been a theme
      in American political rhetoric for more than three decades. Elder and Greene (2012) found
      that references to the family in politics in party platforms, speeches, and election coverage have increased
      substantially since the 1980s. Political parties and candidates have appealed to images of the family to justify
      and frame their policy preferences, and news outlets define voting constituencies based on their identities as
      parents (e.g., “security moms” and “Nascar dads”; Elder and Greene 2007; Greenlee 2010). More specifically,
      mothers and motherhood have played a prominent role in American electoral politics since 1980, as women voters
      emerged as important players in presidential elections. Both the Republican and Democratic Parties have
      increasingly used the rhetoric of motherhood to appeal to female voters, though often in distinct ways and in
      relation to divergent policy goals (Greenlee 2014). Moreover, the trend in both parties is to present a
      traditional image of a two-parent, middle-class family – a structure that invokes notions of women and mothers in
      a traditional domestic role (Elder and Greene 2012).
    


    
      This re-emergence of motherhood in American political discourse – which we refer to as Politicized Motherhood –
      presents challenges for women because the traditional image of domestic womanhood has historically been seen as
      incompatible with a political leadership position (Sapiro 1982). Psychological research also indicates that
      stereotypes of women – which stem from women’s role as mothers in the traditional family – place woman at a
      disadvantage when they compete for positions of power (Eagly 1987; Eagly and Karau 2002).1 Moreover, the political discourse implicitly embraces and promotes a dominant
      mothering ideology that is biased by status characteristics such as race, class, and sexual orientation and
      privileges white, married, middle class women (Hays 1996; Johnston and Swanson 2006). Thus, the renewed emphasis
      on motherhood in American politics has the potential to legitimize women’s political actions but may also
      undercut their perceived efficacy as leaders.
    


    
      We review literature from social psychology, organizational psychology, and women in politics to explore the ways
      that Politicized Motherhood interacts with existing research on gender and gender stereotyping. We argue that
      Politicized Motherhood is likely to impact each stage of a woman’s career in political leadership, from deciding
      to run to structuring a campaign and winning voter support. In contrast to other literature that focuses
      exclusively on the dangers of emphasizing motherhood (e.g., Douglas and Michaels 2004; Mezey and Pillard 2012;
      Warner 2006), we identify both advantages and obstacles that Politicized Motherhood may present to female
      candidates at each stage of a political career. Our goal is to provide a starting point for future research to
      advance understanding of women’s experiences and electoral prospects in an increasingly family-focused political
      environment.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood: definition and history
    


    
      We define Politicized Motherhood as the contemporary emphasis on and politicization of motherhood within the
      public discourse. As such, Politicized Motherhood is a cultural phenomenon with implications for women in
      politics, particularly when it interacts with psychological constructs such as gender socialization,
      self-presentation, and stereotypes.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood emerges from two recent trends, the first of which emerged in 1980 and second of which
      began in earnest in the 1990s. First, the increased politicization of the family in American politics has brought
      with it greater emphasis on women’s familial roles (Elder and Greene 2012; Greenlee 2014). The emphasis on
      motherhood in politics has only accelerated with the emergence of high profile female political figures such as
      Hillary Clinton, Sarah Palin, Wendy Davis, and Michelle Bachman, whose respective mothering roles have been the
      subject of debate, praise, and criticism. Second, a growing discussion in contemporary American culture about the
      place, structure, and challenges of motherhood in the lives of women has also increased the level of salience of
      motherhood outside of the political realm (Douglas and Michaels 2004; Hays 1996; Mezey and
      Pillard 2012; Podnieks 2012; Warner 2006). In particular, tensions between mothering and workforce participation
      were increasingly prominent in the news media beginning in the 1990s, with writings about “the Mommy wars,” the
      “opt-out revolution,” and women struggling to “have it all” (Belkin 2003; Douglas and Michaels 2004; Faludi 1991;
      Kling and Vanneman 2010; Kuperberg and Stone 2008). The convergence of these trends in the early 1990s produced
      Politicized Motherhood – a phenomenon that increases the salience of motherhood and parental identity generally,
      and makes motherhood more relevant for women’s experiences in politics.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood is characterized by unique aspects of the contemporary emphasis on mothers, motherhood,
      and intensive mothering in American politics and culture, but it follows from past trends that placed motherhood
      at the heart of women’s involvement in politics. Through Republican Motherhood, women in the post-Revolutionary
      era were given indirect access to and value within the political world (Kerber 1980, 1995). Later incarnations of
      motherhood as a source of political power came during the Progressive Era when female activists highlighted
      maternal identities in the push for cleaner streets, better schools, and safer environments for children (Baker
      1984; Peel and Donnelly 1931; Wilson 2007).
    


    
      Female activists on the political right have invoked motherhood as they helped build the American conservative
      movement, fought against Communism, and built the early anti-abortion movement (Brennan 2008; Luker 1985;
      Nickerson 2012), whereas activists on the political left used maternal messages in their efforts to end nuclear
      proliferation, protect the environment, and pass gun control legislation (Jetter, Orleck, and Taylor 1997;
      Nickerson 2012; Swerdlow 1993). Ethnic minority women have also taken political action under the banner of
      motherhood, though often without the support of white mothers. For example, African-American mothers were active
      in the welfare rights movement, while simultaneously being derogated by political elites (Childers 1997). The
      emphasis on motherhood in the face of evolving and expanding roles for women in society emphasized the perceived
      centrality of motherhood as a female identity – albeit an identity that often divided women along color lines.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood continues this pattern of female political actors invoking motherhood to motivate and
      justify political action, yet it departs from prior eras of maternal politics in three ways. First, in the era of
      Politicized Motherhood, the internet has become an important site for the exchange of political ideas among
      mothers and has expanded the circle of mother-activists to include a more diverse group of women and a wider
      variety of issue positions. Specifically, political “mommy blogs” offer a new space for women to connect with
      others who share political views and see their identity as a mother as relevant to those views (Lopez 2009).
      Bloggers from the right (MomThink, The Dana Show) and the left (Mombian, Ebony Mom Politics) tie political issues
      to the experience of mothering.
    


    
      In addition to internet activism, Politicized Motherhood is also marked by a new wave of politicization of
      mother-citizens by political elites (Elder and Greene 2012; Greenlee 2014). With the emergence of the
      gender gap in 1980, the political parties have fought for the support of female voters. Election year monikers
      such as Security Moms, Waitress Moms, and Hockey Moms have taken root in the American political lexicon, and
      since 1980, presidential candidates have increasingly viewed and targeted female voters as mothers during
      presidential campaigns (Greenlee 2014). Political elites’ portrayals of mothers often play on popular notions of
      the “good mother” – construed as a married, heterosexual, white mother (Johnston and Swanson 2006) – demonizing
      women of color. For example, Reagan’s public statements about recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
      Children drew heavily from images of African-American “welfare queens” (Greenlee 2014, 83). Flattering or
      insulting, the politicization of family and motherhood in electoral politics contributes to the increased
      salience of motherhood and connects maternal identities to specific issue positions and voting constituencies.
    


    
      A third way in which Politicized Motherhood departs from prior eras of maternal politics is that it coincides
      with a non-political emphasis on mothers and motherhood in the broader culture (Mezey and Pillard 2012).
      The mom-focus in popular culture began in the 1990s but exploded in the 2000s (Podnieks 2012). Mothers are
      depicted in a variety of ways in popular culture, but one frequent presentation of mothers is that they are
      special, different, and powerful. For example, in an article in The New York Times published days before
      the 2010 midterm elections, Judith Warner described the logic of political candidates’ appeals to motherhood:
      “The ‘mommy brain’ is now considered a greatly superior organ – uniquely suited for multitasking,
      specialty-schooled in the challenges of diplomacy and budgeting, grounded in the can-do here and now rather than
      in the hopelessly abstract and esoteric” (Warner 2010). Thus, candidates operate in the context of a broader
      cultural conversation in which mothers are considered uniquely competent, consensus-oriented, and down-to-earth.
      In this fashion, the politicization of motherhood by female activists and political elites is reflected and
      reinforced by greater salience of motherhood in the culture at large.
    


    
      In the sections below, we review research in two areas related to women’s political candidacies – political
      ambition and campaigns – and discuss the implications of Politicized Motherhood in each of these areas. Of note,
      we highlight different aspects of Politicized Motherhood when discussing areas of research. For example, when
      discussing Politicized Motherhood and its implications for candidate evaluation, we highlight the potential for
      stereotypes about women and mothers to guide voter support. This operationalization of Politicized
      Motherhood draws on the increased politicization of family in political discourse, and its potential to increase
      the salience and use of stereotypes among the voting public. In contrast, when we discuss Politicized Motherhood
      and the ambition gap, we highlight the actual mothering role of potential candidates and discuss its
      implications. This operationalization of Politicized Motherhood draws on the increased emphasis on motherhood
      outside of politics, public dialogs about what it means to be a “good mother,” and the implications for
      individual women’s identities and experiences. Thus, multiple aspects of this trend must be considered as we
      examine how Politicized Motherhood is likely to shape female political candidacies.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood and women’s political ambitions
    


    
      There are a variety of ways that Politicized Motherhood may inhibit women’s political ambitions. First, given
      that motherhood is often framed as incompatible with political leadership, increased emphasis on women’s
      mothering role might cause women – and mothers especially – to see themselves as a poor fit for a political
      leadership position, or it may cause political gatekeepers to see mothers as less attractive political
      candidates. In addition, Politicized Motherhood’s focus on mothers as opposed to gender-inclusive
      parents establishes the expectation that it is still mom, not dad, who is the default parent. This
      expectation may intensify time pressures for women, making a candidacy less likely.
    


    
      Another possibility, however, is that Politicized Motherhood will inspire, rather than limit, women’s
      candidacies. Indeed, history provides numerous examples of women whose motherhood experience motivated them to
      join the political fray. For example, Michelle Bachelet, the former president of Chile, drew on her own
      experiences raising a family while attending medical school to expand the number of nurseries and child care
      centers available and to win women the right to breastfeed at work (Clift 2010). It is also possible that with an
      increased cultural and political emphasis on motherhood, political gatekeepers will see greater strategic value
      in recruiting mothers to run for office. In this section, we consider the implications of Politicized Motherhood
      for women’s decision to pursue a political leadership role.
    


    
      The gender gap in political ambition
    


    
      Examinations of women’s political ambition are part of a larger effort to understand women’s underrepresentation
      in politics. Early research showed that women expressed lower levels of political ambition than did men (Sapiro
      1982).2 Subsequent research has uncovered several components that
      drive this gendered ambition gap. Socialization is among the most powerful factors, where women are socialized to
      believe that politics is a “man’s world” and are not encouraged in their youth to think about their own potential
      as a political actor (Lawless and Fox 2010). In addition, women see themselves as less qualified to run for
      office than do men of equal or lesser objective qualifications (Fulton et al. 2006; Lawless and Fox 2010).
    


    
      These internal factors work in conjunction with external factors that also depress women’s political ambition.
      Among these external factors, women are less likely than men are to be encouraged to run for office by family
      members or friends (Lawless and Fox 2010). Party gatekeepers are also less likely to recruit women, more likely
      to discourage women who express interest in running for more visible offices, and are more likely to discourage
      women who have declared their candidacies from running for office (Lawless and Fox 2010; Niven 1998, 2006). Among
      the explanations for this unequal treatment of women are arguments that many gatekeepers perceive male candidates
      as more electable than female candidates (Sanbonmatsu 2006). Fox and Oxley (2003) argue that stereotypes of women
      lead party elites to believe women do not have the personality traits or policy expertise for elected office,
      particularly those positions that deal with “masculine” policy issues. Niven (1998) suggests that in-group
      favoritism means that male gatekeepers express a preference for candidates who match their own traits and
      background.
    


    
      Family responsibilities and the ambition gap
    


    
      The role of family obligations – specifically motherhood – in dampening women’s aspiration for elected office is
      one external factor for which the research shows mixed findings. In a study of delegates to the 1972 Republican
      and Democratic National conventions, women’s familial obligations were connected to lower levels of political
      ambition and a reticence to take on public commitments, whereas men pursued their ambitions despite the
      complications of family life (Sapiro 1982). More recently, Fulton et al. (2006) found that for female
      legislators, the presence of children in the household was associated with reduced political ambition. One
      possibility is that early challenges juggling family responsibilities with a political leadership role may
      discourage female legislators from pursuing a higher office. In contrast to research conducted among women who
      already hold political office, however, a study of women in the political pipeline professions found in a
      quantitative analysis that parental status was not associated with lower political ambition (Lawless and
      Fox 2005, 2010). Yet, in that same study’s qualitative findings, fully 65% of women interviewed believed
      that caring for children was a barrier for women who might consider running for office, suggesting that women in
      the pipeline experience more stress from family responsibilities, even as they go on to pursue a candidacy
      (Lawless and Fox 2010). However, compared to men, women expect greater benefits from running for office, which
      appears to be enough to offset the negative effect of children on political ambition at the candidate emergence
      stage (Fulton et al. 2006).
    


    
      To accommodate these competing demands, women who pursue political leadership roles may limit their family
      responsibilities by choosing not to have children, or by sequencing children and political roles. Women in the
      pipeline professions and women in political leadership roles are less likely to have children than similarly
      situated men (Carroll 1994; Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2010; Lawless and Fox 2010; Thomas 2002). Thomas (2002) found
      that male state legislators began to pursue political leadership in their 20s, whereas female legislators had
      waited until later in life. Having older children removes some of the personal barriers
      for women who hold political office (Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2010). Taken together, these findings suggest that
      motherhood shapes the timing and trajectory of women’s political careers, delaying women’s political ambition
      rather than suppressing it entirely.
    


    
      Implications of Politicized Motherhood for women’s political ambitions
    


    
      Several hypotheses arise from this review. The first is that Politicized Motherhood increases the conflict
      between women’s political leadership role and the mother role. Contemporary cultural images portray mothers
      as naturally domestic and maternal, and assume that women happily take responsibility for childcare and household
      tasks (Mezey and Pillard 2012). By invoking contemporary notions of motherhood in the political context,
      Politicized Motherhood may worsen the real-time binds that women face in political positions. If Politicized
      Motherhood produces this outcome, when motherhood is salient, women in political leadership roles should
      experience more conflict between their work and family roles and higher levels of stress. Indeed, surveys of
      potential candidates and political officeholders indicate that women feel the time pressure from family
      responsibilities more than men do, and that the time bind makes their political careers more difficult to
      navigate (Fox and Lawless 2011; Lawless and Fox 2010). Another possibility is that Politicized Motherhood has
      limited effects on the political ambition of women of color. Work and family have rarely operated as distinct
      spheres for women of color (Collins 1994). Non-dominant ideologies of motherhood that exist in minority racial
      and ethnic communities may allow women of color to blend motherhood and political leadership more comfortably and
      seamlessly.
    


    
      We also predict that Politicized Motherhood increases the likelihood that women will adopt stereotypically
      feminine traits and roles, with implications for women’s political ambition. Assumptions about mothers’
      “natural” attributes – that they are warm, child-focused, consensus-oriented, and down to earth – create an
      expectation for all women to develop those attributes and legitimize negative perceptions of women who deviate
      from the standard of the “mom who does it all” (Warner 2010). In turn, the dominant cultural images of mothers
      cast women in a restricted domestic and caregiving role, which might make it difficult for women to see
      themselves as political leaders, especially on masculine issues such as the military and war. In a cultural
      context in which women’s traditional maternal identities are central, girls and women are likely to adopt
      attitudes and goals that steer them away from political leadership aspirations, rather than toward it. Thus,
      girls and women who are exposed to contemporary cultural images of motherhood should be more likely to describe
      themselves in traditionally feminine terms, and women who see themselves as traditionally feminine should be less
      likely to express interest in a political office.
    


    
      The mixed evidence for the causal connection between women’s family responsibilities and their political ambition
      leads to another hypothesis – somewhat at odds with the last – that Politicized Motherhood inspires women to
      pursue political leadership. Indeed, women in many professions navigate time binds, and the challenges of
      balancing work and family life do not preclude women’s emergence as candidates (Fox and Lawless 2011; Fulton et
      al. 2006; Lawless and Fox 2010). It may even be the case that Politicized Motherhood, and the more feminine image
      of political leadership that accompanies it, inspires women to seek a political leadership role. Powerful images
      of mothers who “do it all” might mitigate any depressive effect of familial responsibilities on potential female
      candidates’ ambition.
    


    
      In addition to providing role models and inspiration, Politicized Motherhood may enable women’s candidacies in
      specific ways. Women’s progressive ambition is driven more strongly by the expected benefits of office, rather
      than by personal ambition (Fulton et al. 2006). Following from this, Politicized
      Motherhood might magnify the expected benefit for mothers seeking political office. By elevating the profile of
      mothers in culture and politics, Politicized Motherhood may encourage women to connect their own political
      concerns to motherhood and potentially build candidacies based on their role as an activist mother.
    


    
      We also expect that Politicized Motherhood facilitates the use of gender stereotypes by gatekeepers as they
      evaluate female candidates. On the one hand, Politicized Motherhood may magnify stereotypes of women, in
      terms of traits and gendered policy expertise. This may exacerbate inequities in gatekeeper recruitment. On the
      other hand, if Politicized Motherhood highlights the unique capability of mothers, then political gatekeepers may
      respond to this context with a greater willingness to recruit women and mothers and encourage their candidacies.
      This recruitment, however, may be for offices that are seen as stereotypically feminine.
    


    
      Our review also gives rise to some new directions for the study of political ambition, more broadly. In light of
      recent research, political ambition appears to be a somewhat male-centric concept. For example, Carroll and
      Sanbonmatsu (2013) argue the pathways that women take to elected office are different from those of men. Women’s
      candidacies are more likely to be based on “relationally embedded decisions” that take into account the
      considerations of those with whom the potential female candidate has close relationships (45). This
      decision-making style stands in contrast to what is often thought of as a decision-making process based on pure
      political ambition, in which the potential candidate requires little or no external motivation or persuasion to
      run for office. Considering this recent work, we hypothesize that Politicized Motherhood sharpens the divide
      between women’s path to ambition and men’s path to ambition by making the mothering role more salient. By
      emphasizing to women (and not to men) that they are embedded in relationships and bear a large responsibility for
      maintaining those relationships, Politicized Motherhood has the potential to widen this particular gender gap.
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood and women’s campaigns
    


    
      The politicization of the family is also likely to affect evaluations of female candidates. When women run for
      office, they are as likely to be elected as their male counterparts, but candidates continue to be judged in part
      based on gender-stereotypical assumptions about their personal qualities and issue competencies (Darcy, Welch,
      and Clark 1994; Dolan 1998; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Lawless 2004; Lawless and Pearson 2008). During the 2008
      US presidential campaign, Sarah Palin’s critics on the left wondered whether she would have enough time to
      fulfill the duties of the vice-presidency while caring for her newborn son (James 2008; Rubin 2008). Such
      critiques reveal that female candidates are held to a double standard, in which they are expected to perform the
      duties of a masculine political role while also fulfilling the expectations of traditional femininity. In this
      section, we consider the implications of Politicized Motherhood for women’s candidacies.
    


    
      Gender stereotyping and prejudice in campaigns
    


    
      Despite decades of economic and social progress for women, Americans stereotype men to be more agentic (i.e.,
      assertive, masterful) and women to be more communal (i.e., selfless, concerned with others; Eagly, Wood, and
      Diekman 2000), and such stereotypes can ultimately lead to negative evaluations of a candidate, or prejudice
      (Eagly and Karau 2002). In a political campaign, these gender stereotypes serve as useful information shortcuts
      for voters, who make different assumptions about male and female candidates (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993). Women in
      political office are seen as warmer and more compassionate, and better able to handle issues that require
      traditionally feminine traits, like education, health care, and social issues. Men are seen as tougher, more competitive, and better able to handle military and defense, the economy, and crime
      (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Lawless 2004; Leeper 1991; McDermott 1998; Rosenwasser and Dean 1989).
    


    
      In addition to gender stereotypes, party stereotypes are also influential in political campaigns; in fact,
      research shows that when they are salient and relevant, party stereotypes are more influential than gender
      stereotypes in shaping impressions of candidates (Hayes 2011). There is also evidence that gender and party
      stereotypes intersect to shape judgments of candidates. For example, female Democrats are seen as more competent
      than their male counterparts on issues central to the party, such as education, whereas Republican women are seen
      as less able to handle core Republican issues, such as the military (Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009). There is
      considerable overlap between stereotypes of Democrats and stereotypes of women, on the one hand, and between
      stereotypes of Republicans and stereotypes of men, on the other. In fact, research shows that implicit gender
      stereotypes are activated in response to the party labels (Winter 2010). Thus, female Republicans and male
      Democrats must deal with a “mismatch” between stereotypes of their gender and their party label, which may make
      it particularly difficult for them to avoid violating expectations of either social category during a campaign.
    


    
      Candidates of both genders are subject to stereotyping, but the characteristics typically ascribed to women are
      at odds with the perceived requirements of a political leadership role (Eagly and Karau 2002; Huddy and
      Terkildsen 1993; Rosenwasser and Dean 1989; Rosenwasser and Seale 1988). The mismatch between gender stereotypes
      and political roles means that in most cases, women are seen as less suitable candidates for political leadership
      positions (Eagly and Karau 2002). When characteristics thought necessary in a leader and stereotypes of women
      overlap to a greater extent, however, gender prejudice is likely to be reduced, or a woman may be the preferred
      choice (Eagly and Karau 2002; Swim et al. 1989). Thus, stereotypic perceptions may provide an advantage for women
      seeking political offices that emphasize compromise and consensus, such as the legislature, but may disadvantage
      them in other roles that are thought to require masculine traits and leadership styles, such as the presidency
      (Rosenwasser and Dean 1989). Similarly, the issue context of a particular election may lend itself more readily,
      or less readily, to a positive evaluation of a female candidate (Hernnson, Lay, and Stokes 2003; Lawless 2004).
    


    
      The impact of family on gender prejudice in campaigns
    


    
      An emphasis on family roles in a campaign has the potential to exacerbate gender prejudice in candidate
      evaluation by highlighting the incongruity between stereotypes of women and the characteristics of political
      leadership roles. Mothers – or women who place emphasis on family – may therefore appear to be a particularly
      poor fit for political leadership, and may be targeted with stronger prejudice than childless women. In line with
      this perspective, social-psychological research in organizational contexts finds that mothers are particularly
      vulnerable to gender bias in the workplace. They are seen as less competent than men and childless women, and are
      held to higher standards of performance (Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007; Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick 2004; Fuegen et
      al. 2004; Heilman and Okimoto 2008).
    


    
      Mothers, however, have fulfilled one of the central duties of “good” womanhood by bearing children, and a variety
      of positive traits are likely to be ascribed to them. Indeed, research shows that women who violate the
      prescriptions of the female gender role by pursuing a leadership position are evaluated more negatively than
      women who follow the dictates of traditional womanhood; however, motherhood may temper such negative responses by
      providing evidence of a female leader’s warmth and communality (Brescoll and Okimoto 2010; Heilman and Okimoto
      2007). In line with studies conducted in organizational settings, the results of research examining the effect of parental status in political campaigns indicate that motherhood can be an asset for
      women in campaigns. In a controlled experiment, Stalsburg (2010) found that although their gender puts them at a
      disadvantage, a woman’s status as a mother garners higher levels of support for her than running for office
      childless. This difference occurred because mothers were seen as particularly competent on issues related to
      children, fitting with gender expectations in ways that a female candidate without children does not. Candidates
      with children were also seen as having less time to devote to the job, but this perception did not undermine
      voter support.
    


    
      The finding that mothers fare better than childless women in a political contest is surprising, considering the
      conventional wisdom that political careers are more incompatible with women’s family lives than with those of men
      (Sapiro 1982). This counter-intuitive finding can be explained by recognizing that women in politics are at risk
      of experiencing backlash. Female political candidates may be seen as power-seeking and self-promoting at
      baseline, and need to counter those agentic qualities with communal traits (Brescoll and Okimoto 2010). One way
      for a female candidate to offset backlash is by presenting herself as a mother. In support of this notion,
      Heilman and Okimoto (2007) found that a woman manager who was a mother was seen as more communal, and this
      perception translated into workplace benefits, as long as she had proven her competence to perform the job beyond
      a shadow of a doubt. Thus, motherhood appears to offer advantages to women in leadership roles, at least under
      some circumstances.
    


    
      Several studies have compared the effectiveness of a family-based strategy for male and female candidates. This
      research suggests that, relative to female candidates, male candidates reap an even greater benefit from
      emphasizing their family roles (Stalsburg 2010). Because the effects of gender stereotypes depend in part on
      party stereotypes, candidates’ appeals to motherhood and the family also appear to have different effects on
      candidate evaluation, depending on candidates’ party membership. A study by Pew (2008) found that Republicans, in
      particular, were more likely to support a father of young children than a mother of young children. Deason (2011)
      broadened the concept of a maternal campaign strategy in a study of the impact of “maternal appeals”3 on candidate evaluations. When candidates (both male and female) used maternal
      appeals, men were more likely to reap benefits from this strategy than women, and this was especially true for
      male Republicans. Taken together, these findings indicate that although emphasizing family can help women deflect
      backlash, it offers fewer advantages to women running for political office, relative to men.
    


    
      Strategic use of gender and family in campaigns
    


    
      Gender stereotypes also have implications for how political candidates present themselves to voters. Candidates
      who can strategically navigate gendered perceptions of their competencies may be able to garner an advantage
      (Kahn 1996). Although overall, male and female candidates focus on similar issues during their campaigns, where
      research has found differences, female candidates give more attention to stereotypically feminine issues (e.g.,
      education, health care, social issues) than do male candidates, but emphasize masculine issues (e.g., military
      and defense, the economy, crime) at similar rates (Dabelko and Herrnson 1997; Dolan 2005; Kahn 1993; Schneider
      2007). This may be because in many elections, masculine issues and traits are thought to be most important (Dolan
      2010; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993) – whether male or female, candidates must show their ability to handle masculine
      issues.4 In contrast, candidates’ decision to focus on feminine
      issues appears to be dependent on the year of the campaign, the gender of voters, and the presence or absence of
      a gender gap in voting (Hernnson et al. 2003; Schaffner 2005). Men may have more flexibility to choose whether
      and when to emphasize feminine issues, whereas women need to stress masculine issues consistently in order to
      convince the audience of their competence. Of course, candidates also navigate stereotype-based expectations
      associated with their party membership. Candidates from both parties tend to emphasize
      issues associated with their party, such that Democrats focus on education, health care, and the environment,
      whereas Republicans discuss defense, taxes, and crime (Petrocik, Benoit, and Hansen 2003).
    


    
      As they navigate gender and party stereotypes, an emphasis on family can become another “strategy” in a
      candidate’s toolbox. Bystrom et al. (2004) argue that there is an institutional expectation that candidates will
      be forthcoming about their families – an expectation that may be intensifying as the family becomes increasingly
      politicized. The inclusion of family in campaign materials is likely to privilege male candidates by reinforcing
      stereotypes of men as traditional, stable providers. In contrast, female candidates who call attention to their
      family roles may raise questions about their workplace commitment and the quality of their mothering. An emphasis
      on family may also increase the perception that a candidate has stereotypically feminine characteristics (see,
      e.g., Stalsburg 2010). Because of the overlap between gender and party stereotypes, candidates’ decision to
      emphasize family may also vary based on their party affiliation. Male candidates or Republicans who appear with
      family could benefit from a well-rounded image, whereas female candidates or Democrats may be perceived as overly
      feminine. In line with both of these sets of reasoning, studies on the appearance of family in campaigns found
      that male candidates were more likely than female candidates to feature family in their ads and campaign websites
      (Banwart 2002; Bystrom et al. 2004; Stalsburg 2012).5
    


    
      Implications of Politicized Motherhood for women’s campaigns
    


    
      Politicized Motherhood has the potential to change the way that voters evaluate women and mothers as political
      candidates. In particular, we expect that Politicized Motherhood leads to increased stereotyping and prejudice
      toward female candidates. As women’s role as the “mother” in the traditional family becomes more salient,
      voters may be more inclined to view female candidates as stereotypically feminine, and a poor fit for political
      leadership positions. This “mismatch” may be particularly strong for executive office positions and for
      Republican leadership positions, which are stereotyped as more masculine. Politicized Motherhood may also
      perpetuate positive issue stereotypes at the expense of promoting negative stereotypes – namely, that women are
      less competent on issues like the economy, defense, and crime (Lawless 2004). Politicized Motherhood may even
      evoke harmful images of the welfare queen, the “mammy,” and the “sapphire” that call into question the
      responsibility and capability of black women (Hancock 2004; Harris-Perry 2011). White female candidates’ attempts
      to capitalize on warmth associated with white mothers may undermine minority women’s candidacies. Thus,
      Politicized Motherhood may further essentialize women, constraining them to gender- and race-stereotypic
      perceptions that narrow the types of public offices they are likely to win.
    


    
      Another possibility is that Politicized Motherhood changes the image of political leadership so that it
      includes more stereotypically feminine qualities. If Politicized Motherhood changes perceptions of the
      political context rather than female candidates themselves, then female candidates may appear to be a better fit
      for this “new” political context. When motherhood is salient and linked to a political issue, individuals should
      describe leadership roles in more feminine terms, and weigh feminine traits more heavily in their evaluation of a
      potential leader. Indeed, empirical research has shown that as more women have come to hold management positions,
      the image of organizational leadership has expanded to include more stereotypically feminine traits (Eagly and
      Carli 2007), and countries in which feminine strengths are seen as central to governing tend to elect more women
      to political office (McDonagh 2009).
    


    
      Deason (2011) presented initial evidence that an emphasis on a candidate’s maternal role and maternal values can
      increase the extent to which a cornerstone maternal trait – personal warmth – is considered in overall
      evaluations of the candidate. Thus, one possibility is that over time, Politicized
      Motherhood may provide an advantage for women by making stereotypically feminine traits necessary and desirable
      characteristics of a political leader.
    


    
      To the extent that mothers are seen as uniquely qualified for office, Politicized Motherhood may increase female
      candidates’ willingness to feature family in their campaigns. By adopting a maternal campaign strategy, female
      candidates can ride the wake of cultural conversations in which mothers’ “natural” capacity for multitasking,
      diplomacy, and budget management is taken for granted.
    


    
      We also posit that Politicized Motherhood imposes a “maternal mandate” on female candidates, in which
      women must place family roles front and center in order to appear competent, well balanced, or sufficiently
      feminine (see Russo 1976). If the increasing prevalence of family rhetoric in politics creates such a mandate,
      then women’s appeals to family may be motivated more by a proactive defense against possible criticism than by a
      desire to exploit a new strategic opportunity. In contrast, even as the focus on family in politics increases,
      male candidates are in a position to engage with this or ignore it as they see fit. At the extreme, pressure to
      focus a campaign around family may render childless female candidates non-viable.
    


    
      As risky as it may be for female candidates to forego a family-based campaign strategy, participating in the
      trend toward family-focused rhetoric is also likely to be riskier for women than for men. As described above,
      women who use family in their campaigns are at risk of appearing overly feminine or raising concerns among voters
      about their ability to perform well in both parenting and political roles. It may be particularly difficult for
      women who are not privileged by the dominant mothering ideology to adopt a family-based strategy. If focusing on
      family is a strategy that continues to be relatively risky for women, then the politicization of the family is
      likely to expand the strategic tools available to male candidates while continuing to limit female candidates’
      opportunities.
    


    
      Avenues for future research
    


    
      Research methods in political psychology provide a means to trace the contours of motherhood and family in
      contemporary campaigns, and to pin down its individual-level effects. To test these hypotheses about the impact
      of Politicized Motherhood on women’s political ambition and campaigns, researchers could experimentally
      manipulate the salience of motherhood in a laboratory setting or an online survey using an implicit prime or
      materials that women are likely to encounter in everyday life, such as an article on a mommy blog, media coverage
      of a mother who holds political office, or a political advertisement featuring a female candidate with children.
      Researchers could also measure natural variation in girls’ and women’s exposure to Politicized Motherhood by
      measuring political interest and knowledge or exposure to a particular maternal campaign (e.g., Sarah Palin’s
      “mama grizzly” campaign movement). Comparing groups for whom motherhood is more salient to a control group would
      allow for direct tests of many of these hypotheses. Because motherhood has distinct meanings in different
      communities of women (Collins 1994), future research should include a diverse range of participants so that the
      implications of motherhood for women’s political action can be understood independent of the dominant mothering
      ideology.
    


    
      To examine the effects of Politicized Motherhood on women’s political ambition, researchers could measure
      differences in women’s gender role beliefs, feminine self-description, and the perceived benefits and interest in
      holding a leadership position that arise in response to an experimental manipulation. One limitation of
      experiments is that they often require the use of general samples of the population or convenience samples. To
      examine the psychological experiences of female politicians and women in the pipeline professions, in particular,
      researchers could design longitudinal studies that include psychological measures (e.g., stress level, gender
      role attitudes and identification) along with traditional demographic factors used in
      previous research (e.g., marital status, presence of children in the household). To examine socialization
      processes in a more naturalistic context, future research could examine parenting practices and girls’ political
      interest in nations with and without a maternal tradition in politics. Future research could also examine the
      content and effects of gender stereotypes held by political gatekeepers, and gatekeepers’ views of female
      candidates’ maternal status. In sum, research that unites questions from the study of women’s political ambitions
      with psychological measurements and methods has the potential to advance understanding of women’s political
      ambitions in an increasingly family-focused political context.
    


    
      To examine the effects of Politicized Motherhood on women’s campaigns, researchers could measure changes in
      perceptions of female candidates as a result of the experimental manipulation. For example, when motherhood is
      made salient using a prime in a laboratory context, are female candidates more likely to be described in
      stereotypically feminine terms and rated more competent to handle feminine issues? Future research could also
      expose participants to a campaign message from a female candidate, varying the extent to which the campaign
      message focuses on the candidates’ maternal identity, and then measure evaluations of the candidate or
      perceptions of leadership, in general, in response to the maternal campaign message. Research could also compare
      responses to women and men’s family-focused campaigns, and examine the role of audience characteristics (e.g.,
      partisanship) that might influence responses to a mother-candidate.6
    


    
      Moving beyond the laboratory, researchers could use a content-analytic method to quantify the maternal content of
      female politicians’ campaigns in recent years. Analysis of campaign advertisements, websites, or stump speeches
      would allow researchers to determine whether and to what degree women attempt to use motherhood strategically in
      their campaigns. By examining the vote share, public attitudes (e.g., poll results), and media coverage of
      candidates who focus on motherhood, research could illuminate how family-focused campaign messages operate in
      real political contests. Using a content-analytic method, researchers could also examine changes in discussions
      of motherhood over time, including the impact of prominent political mothers on the way motherhood is discussed
      in campaigns. Interviews with campaign managers or candidates themselves would also allow researchers to examine
      how motherhood plays a role in contemporary campaigns.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      In the context of an increasing focus on family and motherhood in politics (Elder and Greene 2012; Greenlee
      2014), we offer a new concept, Politicized Motherhood, and explore its implications for women pursuing political
      leadership.
    


    
      Our review indicates that Politicized Motherhood is likely to exacerbate some of women’s challenges in the
      political realm. Specifically, Politicized Motherhood reinforces double binds that require women to perform
      intensive mothering duties along with a political career, and may create or intensify a “motherhood mandate” in
      politics that places childless women at a disadvantage in electoral contests. We also acknowledge several
      potential upsides to Politicized Motherhood for women’s candidacies. In a political environment that places a
      high value on masculine traits and issue competencies, Politicized Motherhood might prompt more women to
      integrate political leadership roles into their self-views, and may have the potential to ultimately broaden the
      masculine image of politics to allow for greater women’s representation.
    


    
      Although there may be some benefit to Politicized Motherhood, ultimately it draws divisions among groups that are
      potential allies. By placing emphasis on motherhood as opposed to parenthood, the trend excludes men from
      advocating for policies that benefit children (see Mezey and Pillard 2012 for further discussion). Further, by
      drawing on the dominant, race- and class-specific image of the family, Politicized Motherhood creates false
      distinctions between women of various backgrounds and identities. By advancing a broader
      view of parenting and family, political leaders could build a more inclusive coalition of political supporters,
      encourage men to be more engaged in parenting roles, combat harmful racial stereotypes of mothers, and minimize
      stigma attached to single motherhood, lesbian motherhood, and childlessness.
    


    
      In sum, Politicized Motherhood is likely to exacerbate some of women’s political challenges, but may also have
      the potential to transcend these challenges. Politicized Motherhood may help some women find a seat at the
      political table, but fail to challenge the very system that excludes others. In the long term, it is possible
      that motherhood buys women enough political clout that women become a regular feature of political life, such
      that their equal inclusion and participation is a given. In turn, if female candidates secure elected office in
      greater numbers, these women may effectively advocate for mother-friendly policies or contribute to a political
      context that values stereotypically feminine leadership traits. Politicized Motherhood may provide a roundabout
      route to a brighter future for women in politics; however, a positive outcome is unlikely in the absence of
      broader social and institutional change.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.   At first glance, it may appear that the use of family themes
      in politics will affect only women with young children, or women who choose to use their family in campaigns. To
      the contrary, we argue that politicians’ choice to promote traditional, stereotypical images of womanhood is
      likely to impact the way that people see all women in public life, regardless of their parental status or their
      choice to engage in family rhetoric.
    


    
      2.   The ambition gap is by no means the only explanation for
      women’s under-representation. Research also showed that women faced discrimination by voters and party
      gatekeepers (Diamond 1977; Welch 1978), were under-represented in political pipeline professions (Welch 1977),
      and did not reap the benefits of the incumbency advantage at the same rate that men did (Welch and Karnig 1979;
      Studlar and Welch 1990).
    


    
      3.   In Deason’s work, maternal appeals are not political appeals
      that focus on a woman’s status as a mother, per se, but rather “they are statements that indicate a candidate’s
      commitment to maternal values and the possession of traits stereotypically associated with mothers:
      warmth, kindness, and selflessness” (56). Male and female candidates can make these appeals. Maternal appeals may
      draw on a candidate’s own experiences with his or her family or may tap in on the common positive associations
      that voters have with motherhood and family (56).
    


    
      4.   Of note, Kahn (1996) demonstrates that the level of office
      and context of the campaign can influence how receptive the political atmosphere is to stereotypical female and
      male issues. She shows that female gubernatorial candidates are advantaged by a greater emphasis on issues that
      fall in line with stereotypical female issues (e.g., education), while female senatorial candidates are
      disadvantaged by a campaign context that emphasizes stereotypical male issues (e.g., foreign affairs).
    


    
      5.   A possible confounding factor is that women at this level of
      politics are less likely to have children who they might feature in their ads. Bystrom et al.’s (2004) analysis
      of campaign ads from mixed-gender US Senate and gubernatorial races from 1990 to 2002 found that women were more
      likely to feature children who were unrelated to them in their ads, suggesting that women may feature children in
      their ads to compensate for childlessness.
    


    
      6.   Deason (2011) and Stalsburg (2010) provide examples of such
      a strategy.
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      Critical mass theory argues that women’s numbers are a major cause of women’s status and authority in a group.
      Applications of the theory to political settings have yielded mixed support for the theory. We unpack one
      mechanism that can explain when, why, and how numbers aid women. That mechanism is the norm of communication
      during group discussion. Our focus is on how women build or lose authority while they interact with men. We argue
      that numbers – and group procedures – shape norms that advance or hinder women’s authority. Women’s authority in
      turn affects the group’s decision about economic redistribution – the higher the women’s authority, the higher
      the group’s generosity to the poor. We suggest that future work further explore how rules and norms affect
      women’s status in a group by equalizing their participation and influence, with the ultimate goal being equal
      gender authority.
    


    
      Introduction
    


    
      Political psychology naturally locates the individual at the heart of politics, so it is no wonder that it
      investigates gender as a feature of the individual. Venerable questions in that tradition include: how a woman
      thinks about politics (Burns and Kinder 2012; Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001; Huddy, Cassese, and Lizotte 2008;
      Sapiro 2003), votes (Dolan 1998; Kaufmann 2006; Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999; Mueller 1988; Box-Steffensmeier et
      al. 2004), campaigns (Brooks 2013; Dolan 2005, 2008; Ford 2006; Kahn and Goldberg 1991; Lawless and Fox 2005;
      Ondercin and Welch 2005), and governs (Swers 2002; Swers and Larson 2005).
    


    
      The unrelenting focus on the individual is both strength and a weakness of political psychology studies of
      gender. Here, we aim to build on the strength while ameliorating the weakness. Political psychology can shed
      light on how individuals interact, not only on who they are. Accordingly, we rely on – and develop further – the
      concepts of norms and of authority. These concepts allow us to focus on the role that gender plays in a shared,
      group-based form of political behavior – formal discussion. We extend the modifier “gendered” from describing
      individuals to describing the backbone of vibrant democracy – the deliberating group. We will examine how norms
      feed or diminish the gender gap in authority. We home in on features of group decision-making: gender composition
      and the decision rule employed by the group.
    


    
      To this point, critical mass theory has been a central guiding framework for research on gender and politics. The
      scholar who put it on the map, Rosabeth Moss Kanter, argued that women’s status in a group or organization
      depends on their relative number. When only one or very few members of the group are women, those women are
      significantly marginalized. Men attribute to them the full set of stereotypically feminine traits, with the
      result that women were perceived as less competent, expert, capable. Women are actively subordinated and even
      harassed. Women would internalize these attributions and conform to the gendered expectation of them. To perform
      well, women in these settings must act like stereotypical men. They are doomed to struggle against a thick glass
      ceiling with little support and much hostility. As women’s numbers rise, however, their lot improves. Once women
      pass approximately 30% of group membership, they experience significant reduction in men’s aggression and
      negative stereotyping. And where they reach an even balance with men, women’s status improves to the point of
      equality. With numerical parity, women can simply be individuals and are accepted as such. They are free to
      pursue their personal tastes, visions, goals, and means, whether those tend toward feminine or masculine (Kanter
      1977a, 1977b, 1977c).
    


    
      The consequences of women’s numbers are very much a live question in politics today. Countries around the globe
      have instituted soft or hard requirements for women’s proportion, whether in party rules for candidates or
      delegates, legal regulations imposed on corporate boards, mandating office-holding quotas, or other forms (Baldez
      2004; Beckwith 2003; Dahlerup 2006, 2012; Krook 2008, 2009; Norris 2004, 2006; Pande and Ford 2011). The UN has
      endorsed and accelerated this trend by issuing official exhortations to its member countries to take steps to
      meet a “critical mass” of women in positions of formal power (United Nations Department of Economic and Social
      Affairs 2005).1
    


    
      But numbers do not seem to produce the expected effects. At least, not consistently so.2 There is a puzzling disconnect between the rising presence of women and women’s influence
      (Carroll 2001; Franceschet, Krook, and Piscopo 2012; Reingold 2000, 2008, 132, 140; see also Hannagan and Larimer
      2010). The mismatch occurs at both ends of the continuum. Sometimes token women seem to get far, while even
      near-balance does not lead to significant influence for women (Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers 2007; Bratton 2005;
      Childs 2004; Childs and Krook 2006; Crowley 2004; Dahlerup 2006; Devlin and Elgie 2008; Grey 2002, 2006; Kanthak
      and Krause 2010; Kathlene 1994; Kittilson 2008, 324; Lovenduski 2005; Rosenthal 1998, 90). The consequences of
      women’s numbers are so inconsistent that by comparison, that variable appears quite secondary to a set of other
      variables. Those include women’s mobilization in civil society (Htun and Weldon 2010, 2012; Weldon 2002, 2011),
      the partisanship or ideology of the women in question and of their male coalition partners, and the extent to
      which these women fulfill an instrumental purpose for male gatekeepers and powerbrokers (Carroll 2001;
      Franceschet, Krook, and Piscopo 2012; Kathlene 2001; Reingold 1992, 2000, 2008). Women’s numbers do not determine
      women’s power in settings where ordinary citizens deliberate either, such as town meetings in the USA or village
      meetings in India (e.g., Bryan 2004, 216–17; see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 8–32).
    


    
      Here, we offer one way to understand how numbers may help women, or fail to do so. We summarize the main findings
      of our study of the effects of women’s numbers – and of the effects of an additional variable: the group’s
      decision rule. Formal discussions and decisions take place within institutions, and a primary function of
      institutions is to impose rules on their members. Rules set norms – the set of tacit expectations groups place on
      individuals’ behavior – in motion. By cueing these expectations, norms shape the way people interact and, in the
      process, they affect the status and authority of women in the decision-making group. In this way, rules may help
      or hinder the progress of social identity groups toward equal substantive representation.
    


    
      To be sure, it is no news that the rules of decision-making affect the fate of a minority (Gastil 1993, 2010;
      Kerr et al. 1976; Thompson, Mannix, and Bazerman 1988). Rules shape the expression and aggregation of
      preferences. But along with this instrumental effect, we argue that rules also have a neglected, social
      psychological function. Rules shape norms of interaction and affect an individual’s status in the group. In doing
      so, rules affect the fate of identity minorities, not only the power of preference minorities.
    


    
      As we explain below, we find that rules can mitigate the problems of women’s low numbers by creating norms of
      inclusion, and conversely, they can interfere with the benefits of high numbers by denying women the power of
      their majority status. An important mechanism for this conditional effect of numbers and rules is the dynamic of
      social interaction among group members. Why and how this is so is the subject of this article.
    


    
      Why gender composition might matter
    


    
      Why might women’s influence change based on the ratio of women to men? The research on the gender gap in
      self-perception of competence, in the willingness to engage in competition or conflict, and in sensitivity to
      social bonds suggests that the ideal of equality in deliberative settings does not obtain when men and women
      interact (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014).
    


    
      Men and women begin group discussions with unequal self-perceptions. Women are more likely than men to underrate
      their competence, qualifications, and achievements (Beyer and Bowden 1997) even when they have equal objective
      competence (Kanthak and Woon, forthcoming; Pajares 2002; Wigfield, Eccles, and Pintrich 1996) and are high
      achieving (Babcock and Leschever 2003). Negative perceptions of self are more likely to harm the performance and
      willingness to assert leadership for women than for men (Beyer and Bowden 1997; Instone, Major, and Bunker 1983).
      Women value themselves less than men do (Callahan-Levy and Meese 1979; Major, McFarlin, and Gagnon 1984) and more
      readily internalize others’ feedback (Horvath, Beaudin, and Wright 1992; Roberts 1991). Group interaction that is
      negative or not sufficiently positive itself, then, can reinforce women’s beliefs in their own incompetence,
      depressing their willingness to contribute.
    


    
      Speech itself is an act wrought with difference across genders. Men are more confident in their ability to speak
      publicly, despite women’s superior vocabularies (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). Women have more anxiety and
      discomfort than men when it comes to making their voices heard (Behnke and Sawyer 2000; Conover, Searing, and
      Crewe 2002; Daly, Kriesler, and Roghaar 1994; Lusting and Anderson 1990). Women are also met with social sanction
      when they do violate the norms of passivity and modesty by speaking confidently (Babcock and Laschever 2003;
      Butler and Geis 1990; Carli 1990; Heilman, Block, and Martell 1995; Ridgeway 1982). Gendered patterns of
      interruptions and rhetorical dominance displays come into play in situations where women’s status is low, so it
      is little wonder that women tend to avoid assertive verbal behavior (Mattei 1998). Whether consciously or not,
      women’s reluctance to dominate a social setting renders them less likely to benefit from deliberation, whether in
      the form of salary negotiation or legislative committee meetings (Babcock and Laschever 2003; Eagly and Carli
      2007; Kathlene 1994).
    


    
      All these processes can come into play when women interact with many men. Men rely on the stereotype that
      leadership and masculinity go hand in hand more than women do, and men are more likely than women to devalue
      women who engage in leadership action (Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky 1992; Koenig et al. 2011). If men dominate a
      group, women are more likely to receive the signal that their contributions are inferior. Group interactions
      between men and women tend to crystallize women’s ex ante inferior authority, rendering them less likely
      to exercise influence in a deliberative setting.
    


    
      Much of this research comes from studies of ordinary people, but it seems to apply even in official
      decision-making settings, such as congressional hearings and legislative committees. Here too, norms of gendered
      power can matter, as shown in the path-breaking work of Mattei (1998) and Kathlene (1994). For example, Mattei
      conducted extensive analysis of language patterns used by female and male witnesses testifying before an all-male
      Senate Judiciary Committee on David Souter’s nomination to the Supreme Court. In that setting, women were given
      less speaking time, were antagonistically interrupted more often, were asked more challenging questions, had
      higher demands for evidence for their views, and were cut off when they tried to interject more often than men.
      Female witnesses interrupted Senators one-third as often as did male witnesses. This is just one case in which
      men assert their superior status through patterns of gendered speech, effectively relegating women’s voices to a
      lower position and undermining their authority.
    


    
      Why numbers are conditioned by rules
    


    
      Kanter’s theory has often been interpreted as unconditional. It is easy to read it as predicting that any
      numerical minority will bear the brunt of dominance, no matter who that minority is. But a closer look suggests
      that Kanter’s theory actually predicts a conditional effect of numbers. In our view, Kanter’s theory implies that
      numbers will have a different effect depending on the dominant or subordinate social status of the numerical
      majority or minority. So the numerical majority would be much more likely to target the numerical minority with
      dominant behaviors and to apply stereotypes to it if the numerical majority and minority are social identities
      that occupy a dominant and subordinate status in society, respectively. That is, numbers will work differently
      for men – a socially dominant group – than for women – a socially subordinate one.
    


    
      In addition, Kanter’s theory is consistent with the hypothesis that numerical effects depend on norms, and
      therefore, that an alternative norm can exercise a countervailing force against the effects of numbers. According
      to Kanter, numbers matter because they shape norms. Numbers activate particular expectations and social
      interactions. Low numbers set in motion a set of derogatory, hostile, aggressive, and dominant attitudes and
      behaviors targeting the smaller and socially subordinate group. In our interpretation of Kanter’s theory, that
      set of attitudes and behaviors is based on a shared understanding of the subordinate place of women in the group.
      Large numbers allow the socially dominant group to shape the norms of the group, and it does so in a way that
      furthers its status in the group.
    


    
      We expand this story of numbers, norms, and gender. If norms are the mechanism that link numbers to status, then
      a countervailing norm of inclusion and respect could neutralize the deleterious effects of small numbers. In that
      sense, norms can alleviate women’s low status. Several studies have already pointed to the importance of
      discussion norms in the success of a deliberating group (Gastil 1993, 2010; Mansbridge 1983; Walsh 2007). We
      build on these understandings of norms to elaborate when and how women’s influence will rise or fall with the
      group norm. We argue that norms – and thus numbers – work differently for men and for women. By the same logic,
      rules, which also beget norms, work differently for men and for women.
    


    
      In other words, not only do norms emerge out of the balance of numbers, but also from the group’s rules. The
      institutions of group discussion – its decision rules and agenda-setting procedures – influence the behavior of
      group members (Meirowitz and Landa 2009). Two common rules are majority rule and unanimous rule. Unanimous rule
      may produce norms of inclusion by encouraging a process of consensus building. Consistent with this notion,
      unanimous rule has been shown to shift individuals’ views during discussion, generate more expressions of
      agreement, and encourage greater information sharing (Hastie, Penrod, and Pennington 1983; Mathis 2011; Nemeth
      1977). Further evidence that group members behave as if each voice is valued under
      unanimous rule comes from the finding that those who hold a minority viewpoint prefer that decisions are reached
      by consensus (Kerr et al. 1976). The requirement of unanimity thus begets norms of equal respect, as Mansbridge
      (1983) argued.
    


    
      By contrast, success under majority rule follows numerical superiority. Preference majorities have fewer
      incentives to include the interests of preference minorities under majority rule and have difficulty persuading
      the majority in small groups (Gastil 2010; Moscovici 1980, 1985). Majority rule begets deliberative norms of
      agency or competition. The choice to employ majority rule itself can be seen an acknowledgement of conflict
      (Mansbridge 1983). Thus, unanimous rule can help preference minorities by giving them a veto, while majority rule
      helps preference majorities by allowing them to override and ignore the minority (Gastil 1993; Mansbridge et al.
      2010). Thus, unanimous rule tends to generate interaction norms of mutual respect and inclusion, while majority
      rule tends to generate norms of majoritarian power.
    


    
      While these are helpful starting points, they do not move us far enough along toward predictions about numbers
      and gender. To generate those predictions, we apply these insights from studies of preference minorities
      or majorities to the case of identity minorities or majorities. The uniform effects of rules on any
      preference minority or majority do not hold for identity minorities. Decision rules affect social identity
      minorities differently depending on who those minorities are.
    


    
      In the case of gender, numbers matter differently for men and women. Low numbers interfere with women’s influence
      much more than with men’s influence. And so, rules that help preference minorities – namely, unanimous rule – may
      leave male numerical minorities better off than they leave female numerical minorities. And by the same token,
      female numerical majorities will leverage the majoritarian norm from majority rule less effectively than male
      majorities. However, rules do help women in the same direction as they help men – majority rule is good for women
      when they are many for the same reason it is good for men when they are more numerous, and unanimous rule is good
      for women when they are few for the same reasons it helps men when they are few.
    


    
      An especially novel hypothesis coming out of this framework is that a norm of inclusion from unanimous rule could
      backfire on women’s equality when women are the numerical majority. Since women occupy a low status in society,
      they have developed internalized assumptions about the need to refrain from overstepping their prescribed
      subordinate status. Women may view a norm of inclusion as an edict to keep themselves in check. Conversely, men
      may view the same norm of inclusion from within the agency framework with which they in turn have been
      socialized. Men may thus tend to interpret a consensus process as freedom to accelerate their individual
      influence. The upshot of this process is that under unanimous rule, women’s rising numbers may provide little
      improvement in women’s status, because under a consensus process, women, as a numerical minority, already come
      close to equality with the men in their group, and because when they are the minority, men do even better than
      the women in their group. Under unanimous rule, then, the effect of women’s numbers is thus flat or negative.
    


    
      Results
    


    
      School boards
    


    
      A basic form of influence, or substantive representation, is speech. The theory of numbers would predict that
      greater numbers raise women’s level of participation in the group. Participation starts with the act of speaking.
      While talk is only one measure of participation, it is a key political act in democratic groups (Mansbridge 1983)
      and has been identified by deliberative theorists and their critics as an important measure of equality in group
      discussion (Sanders 1997; Sunstein 2002; Thompson 2008). Disproportionate silence on
      women’s behalf reveals unequal participation by genders, placing the democratic character of deliberation at
      risk. Because speech is the means by which individuals influence deliberation, it is a more important indicator
      of equal participation than mere access to the discursive setting (Knight and Johnson 1997). Individuals who
      believe they have the authority to speak are more likely to do so, giving them more opportunities to influence
      group outcomes (Shelly et al. 1999). In this way, propensity to speak is both shaped by status and signals status
      (Fiske 2010). If men speak more than women, women’s representation and influence are at a disadvantage. The
      proportion of time that individuals command the forum is an indicator of their power – speech and authority track
      together (Cappella 1998; Johnson 1993; Shelly et al. 1999).
    


    
      One promising place to examine the relationship between a decision-making group’s gender composition and patterns
      of speaking time among men and women is the local school board. These are sites of substantial formal political
      power, with jurisdiction over large budgets and decision-making of broad reach (National School Board
      Association). They are also one of the few institutions in which the gender composition varies sufficiently to
      explore not just the effect of a small increase in women’s numbers, but also the patterns on boards where women
      form a substantial majority.3 We drew a sample of boards of varying
      gender composition – ranging from all-male to all-female boards – from all over the USA, and we analyzed the
      patterns of motions and speaking turns that were recorded in the board’s official minutes.4 All the boards in the sample used majority rule as their decision-making
      standard. Thus, school boards allow us a partial but important test of the effects of numbers on women’s
      influence.
    


    
      In these majority-rule groups, the board’s gender composition exerted a powerful effect on women’s participation
      and whether or not that participation meets a key standard of equality. The effect holds even after controlling
      for a variety of additional potential explanations, including the size of the board, the members’ experience and
      education, and various features of the school district (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 273–304). Table 1
      describes our statistical estimation of four models in which the dependent variable is the ratio of women’s
      average proportion of speaking turns (or motions) to their proportion of the group. The models allow us to
      estimate the independent effect of the proportion of women present on a board on relative equality in motions
      (Models 1 and 2) and speaking turns (Models 3 and 4), with and without a number of potentially relevant
      covariates.
    


    
      We define equal speech participation as speaking turns and motions that are proportional to women’s presence in
      the group (in other words, equality would mean that women make 20% of the recorded speaking turns on a board
      composed of 20% women), and indicate this equality ratio of 1 with a horizontal line in Figure 1. Reflecting the
      predicted values from Models 2 and 4 of Table 1, Figure 1 shows that on boards where women are outnumbered by
      men, women’s participation falls far short of this standard of equality. For example, when women comprise 20% of
      the board, they reach only two-thirds of the way to equality of speaking turns, meaning that they account for a
      little more than 13% of the speaking turns recorded in the board’s official minutes. In fact, even when women
      constitute 50% of the board’s membership, they contribute only 40% of the talk. As the proportion of women on the
      board increases, women come much closer to equality, though it typically requires a supermajority of women – 60%
      in the case of motions and 70% in the case of speaking turns – before women reach levels of participation that
      match or exceed their numbers. The depth of women’s silence in many of the meetings where they are a minority is
      remarkable. In 20% of the meetings in our sample at which women were outnumbered, women never spoke, and in
      nearly 40% of minority-female meetings, their proportion of speaking turns was less than half of their proportion
      on the board.5 Men, by contrast, experience such a severe
      disadvantage in speaking far less often – less than a quarter of the time when they are the gender
      minority.6
    


    


    
      Table 1.   Ratio of proportion of turns taken by women to proportion of women attending, mixed-gender groups
      only.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	(1)

          	(2)

          	(3)

          	(4)
        


        
          	 

          	Motions

          	Motions

          	Speaking turns

          	Speaking turns
        


        
          	Proportion women

          	0.64***

          	1.01**

          	0.49**

          	0.48**
        


        
          	 

          	(0.19)

          	(0.43)

          	(0.17)

          	(0.21)
        


        
          	Size of board

          	 

          	−0.04

          	 

          	−0.07
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.10)

          	 

          	(0.06)
        


        
          	Board experience (median years)

          	 

          	−0.03

          	 

          	0.02
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.02)

          	 

          	(0.02)
        


        
          	No. of college graduates on board

          	 

          	0.05

          	 

          	0.09*
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.06)

          	 

          	(0.06)
        


        
          	Public comment at meeting

          	 

          	0.08

          	 

          	0.09
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.14)

          	 

          	(0.17)
        


        
          	Urban

          	 

          	0.26*

          	 

          	−0.16*
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.17)

          	 

          	(0.12)
        


        
          	Superintendent is female

          	 

          	−0.18*

          	 

          	0.05
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.12)

          	 

          	(0.15)
        


        
          	No. of students enrolled (log)

          	 

          	−0.12**

          	 

          	0.02
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.05)

          	 

          	(0.07)
        


        
          	Budget per student (log)

          	 

          	−0.23

          	 

          	0.07
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.22)

          	 

          	(0.23)
        


        
          	Length of meeting

          	 

          	0.03

          	 

          	0.08
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.05)

          	 

          	(0.07)
        


        
          	South

          	 

          	−0.14

          	 

          	−0.01
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.36)

          	 

          	(0.13)
        


        
          	West

          	 

          	0.16

          	 

          	0.14
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.12)

          	 

          	(0.15)
        


        
          	Midwest

          	 

          	−0.08

          	 

          	0.11
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.12)

          	 

          	(0.15)
        


        
          	Constant

          	0.55***

          	3.38

          	0.57***

          	−0.67
        


        
          	 

          	(0.14)

          	(2.01)

          	(0.09)

          	(2.30)
        


        
          	Observations

          	69

          	63

          	69

          	63
        


        
          	R2

          	0.30

          	0.45

          	0.07

          	0.22
        


        
          	Control for outlier

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes
        

      
    


    
      Notes: Group-level analysis. Cell entries are OLS regression coefficients, with cluster robust standard errors in
      parentheses (cluster by state). Table available in Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 285).
      

      *p < .1 (one-tailed test).
      

      **p < .05 (one-tailed test).
      

      ***p < .01 (one-tailed test).
    


    


    
      To supplement this analysis of majority rule, we turn to procedures meant to stimulate a consensus process. We
      are interested in rules insofar as they prompt norms of interaction. Even if a group’s operating rules do not
      require a formal decision, they can nevertheless shape norms, all the more so, if they explicitly set out to do
      so. An opportune case of this kind offers itself in data originally published by Walsh (2007) on civic dialog
      groups in Wisconsin and Illinois. These groups met to conduct discussions about race in their community, and thus
      did not make a formal decision. That is, there was no decision rule. Nonetheless, participants were explicitly
      instructed to “listen carefully,” to “really try to understand what others are saying,” and to avoid the
      temptation to “monopolize the conversation” (Walsh 2007, 40). In this way, the group instructions emphasized the
      sorts of group dynamics that we believe go hand in hand with unanimous rule. We revisited Cramer Walsh’s data to
      investigate the interplay of gender composition and participation.
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      Figure 1.   Equality of women’s speech participation by school board gender composition. Notes: Dependent
      variable is the equality ratio: women’s average proportion of motions or speaking turns relative to their
      proportion of the group. Lines are predicted values generated from Models 2 and 4 in Table 1. Figure available in
      Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 287).
    


    


    
      Consistent with our prediction about consensus norms, we found that women’s participation is not aided by numbers
      when the norms do not emphasize the legitimacy of numerical power. Women’s participation came closest to equality
      when women made up a smaller proportion of those in attendance, and declined as the proportion of women
      increased.7 Thus gender-neutral discussion norms and procedures,
      whether promoted by formal decision rules or informal conversational instructions, have asymmetrical, gendered
      effects. Because rules, procedures, and norms help men more than they help women with the same numerical
      presence, even a consensus process can actually backfire on women when their numbers are high, because in those
      groups, consensus leads men – and not women – to accelerate their participation. These civic groups thus offer
      the flip side of our prediction for majority rule. School boards and dialog groups locate at a mirror image of
      the other by virtue of their opposing rules and norms. And those norms implement or deflect the power of numbers.
    


    
      The deliberative justice experiment
    


    
      The school board data are a helpful initial indication of the ability of gender composition to shape the dynamics
      of group discussion under majority rule. But the data are also limited by the lack of groups deciding by
      unanimous rule, a gap that the case of race dialog groups fills only partially. Moreover, the typical problems of
      observational data rear their head here too. We cannot be entirely sure of the causal relationship between gender
      composition and women’s participation. Finally, those data lack measures of other forms of power and
      representation, and measures of psychological mechanisms.
    


    
      To better understand the political psychology of gender during group discussions and to home in on the causal
      relationships, we conducted a lab experiment. We chose two very different US locations – a medium-sized,
      conservative, religious city in the Mountain West and a small, liberal, secular town on
      the Atlantic seaboard. We recruited a diverse sample of both student and community residents to participate in a
      study of “how people make decisions about important issues,” and we randomly assigned participants to 5-person
      groups that varied in their gender composition and decision rule. The experiment is a fully crossed 6 (gender
      composition) × 2 (decision rule) between-subjects design, and participants were assigned to groups of between 0
      and 5 women, with groups making decision by either unanimous or majority rule. Within each condition, we have
      6–10 groups, which means that a total of 94 groups (470 individuals) completed the study.8 For purposes of this article, we are primarily interested in contexts in which
      men and women interact with each other; so, much of our analysis will focus on the 64 mixed-gender groups in our
      dataset.9
    


    
      The three-part experimental protocol followed the basic procedure of a previous study by Frohlich and Oppenheimer
      (1990, 1992). In the first part, participants privately answered a pretreatment questionnaire about various
      social and political attitudes and were told that later in the experiment they would be performing tasks to earn
      the money they would take home at the conclusion of the experiment. In this first stage, the precise tasks they
      would perform (which turned out to be finding spelling errors in a difficult text within a two-minute time
      period) were not revealed, but participants were told that in all likelihood, some would be very good at the
      tasks and others would struggle. They were also introduced to the basic values and ideas behind several different
      common approaches to income redistribution (including the possibility of no redistribution at all) and how those
      approaches might be applied in the context of the experiment.
    


    
      In the second part of the experiment, participants were brought together for a “full and open” discussion about
      which principle of redistribution was “most just.” Their chosen principle, voted on by secret ballot according to
      the decision rule to which they had been randomly assigned, would be applied to the money they earned during the
      experiment. Participants were also instructed to choose a principle they would apply to society at large. As part
      of this process, groups that chose to provide a safety net to prevent group members from receiving little to no
      payment had to choose a minimum guaranteed income or poverty line, in annual salary, below which no one in the
      group would be allowed to fall.10 Group members appeared to take the
      discussions seriously and spent, on average, over 25 minutes in discussion. Consistent with the instructions, the
      discussions typically included detailed exploration of the principles of income distribution, the participants’
      own related life experiences, and the relevant values they wanted to encourage in society at large.
    


    
      After the deliberation was complete and the group had chosen a principle, participants returned to private
      computer terminals, where they answered a series of questions about the nature of the discussion and their
      impressions of the other members of the group. The researchers then revealed the nature of the experimental work
      tasks, and the participants performed several rounds of work. Their earnings were distributed according the
      distribution scheme chosen by the group, after which participants answered a final series of questions about
      their views on redistribution and were debriefed.
    


    
      The experiment thus allows us to explore how important institutional features of the group – specifically, its
      decision rule and gender composition – affect many different aspects of group functioning. Because we exercised
      control over the institutional features of the groups and because we randomly assigned participants to those
      different types of groups, we can be confident that there is a causal relationship between the treatments and the
      patterns of participation and group dynamics we observed.
    


    
      Full details of our experimental results can be found in Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014), and in what follows, we
      review some of the key findings and their implications for critical mass theory. We begin by examining the extent
      to which group members shared the floor equally. The experimental results reveal that in
      the setting most common in the world of politics – few women and majority rule – a significant gender gap in
      speech participation exists, with the average woman in the group holding the floor significantly less than the
      average man (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 120). Figure 2 shows the magnitude of women’s participatory deficit
      using the same dependent variable as we used in the analysis of school boards – the ratio between women’s talk
      and their proportion of the group.11 The dots in the figure represent
      the raw average group-level equality ratio for each condition, and the lines show the linear trend for each
      decision rule, computed from the linear Model 1 in Table 2. In majority-rule groups, we see the same trend as
      with the school boards data. When women are heavily outnumbered by men in groups deciding by majority rule, their
      participation suffers, even relative to their numbers in the group. As the number of women in the group
      increases, women come much closer to equality of participation, just as critical mass theory would predict. Take,
      for example, majority-rule groups with only one woman: in that condition, women account for 20% of the group, but
      the average woman takes about 10% of the conversation – half of her proportion of the group.12 As evident in Figure 1, in majority-rule groups, women only reach full
      equality of participation with men when women outnumber men 4 to 1.13
    


    
      Figure 2 reveals one other, equally important trend. In groups randomly assigned to decide by unanimity, the
      pattern of gendered discussion is very different. In those conditions, women do not experience the same severe
      disadvantage when they are in the minority, and the equality ratio does not increase substantially when they are
      in the majority. Under unanimity, the effect of large numbers of women is offset by the countervailing benefit
      that the decision rule imparts to men when they are the numerical minority. Under this condition, the raw talk
      times of minority men rise substantially, keeping the overall equality ratio low. In other words, numbers are not
      destiny for women’s participation. When other features of the group change – in this case, its formal decision
      rule – the effect of numbers is dramatically different. Only under majority rule does women’s participation
      increase substantially with the number of women in the group. As the interaction terms in
      Models 1 and 2 of Table 2 confirm, decision rule moderates the effect of numbers.
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      Figure 2.   Equality of women’s speech participation by experimental condition. Notes: Dependent variable is the
      equality ratio: women’s average proportion of talk time relative to their proportion of the group. Lines are
      predicted values generated from Model 1 of Table 2.
    


    


    
      Table 2.   Speech participation and influence.
    


    
      
        
          	 

          	(1)

          	(2)

          	(3)

          	(4)
        


        
          	 

          	Equality ratio speaking turns

          	Equality ratio speaking turns

          	Equality ratio influence

          	Equality ratio influence
        


        
          	Majority rule

          	−0.527***

          	−0.479**

          	−0.773^

          	−0.257
        


        
          	 

          	(0.192)

          	(0.233)

          	(0.504)

          	(0.598)
        


        
          	Number of women

          	0.006

          	0.003

          	0.017

          	−0.020
        


        
          	 

          	(0.049)

          	(0.050)

          	(0.127)

          	(0.128)
        


        
          	Majority rule × number of women

          	0.171**

          	0.181**

          	0.311*

          	0.412**
        


        
          	 

          	(0.070)

          	(0.075)

          	(0.184)

          	(0.193)
        


        
          	Number of egalitarians

          	−0.039

          	−0.025

          	−0.000

          	0.150
        


        
          	 

          	(0.040)

          	(0.055)

          	(0.105)

          	(0.142)
        


        
          	Majority rule × number of egalitarians

          	 

          	−0.027

          	 

          	−0.281
        


        
          	 

          	 

          	(0.070)

          	 

          	(0.181)
        


        
          	Constant

          	0.919***

          	0.892***

          	0.426

          	0.137
        


        
          	 

          	(0.149)

          	(0.167)

          	(0.390)

          	(0.428)
        


        
          	Observations

          	64

          	64

          	64

          	64
        


        
          	R2

          	0.263

          	0.265

          	0.128

          	0.164
        


        
          	Control for outlier

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes
        


        
          	Control for experimental location

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes

          	Yes
        

      
    


    
      Note: Group-level analysis; cell entries are OLS regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses.
      

      *p < .1.
      

      **p < .05.
      

      ***p < .01.
      

      ^p < .15.
    


    


    
      Next, we need evidence that the patterns come from gendered norms rather than preferences correlated with
      individual gender. Our argument, at its core, is that numbers, rules, and other features of the group and its
      structure affect norms (gendered expectations for participation and interaction in the group setting), which in
      turn affect women’s authority. As evidence, we need to show that numbers and rules do not simply carry the
      effects we document because they aggregate the preferences of any numerical majority or any numerical minority
      differently, and that women’s authority is not simply an accident of their preferences. Table 2 includes controls
      on preferences, in the form of a scale measuring the individuals’ level of egalitarianism (which we dichotomize
      by dividing at the scale median for our count of the main correlate of the number of women – the number of
      egalitarians in the group). The effects display merely minor changes across the models, indicating that
      accounting for preferences barely touches the pattern of gender inequality. Women do not speak less than men when
      their numbers are small because they hold preferences different from men’s. Rather, they do so because they are
      women.14
    


    
      This pattern of results would be little more than an interesting side note, however, if floor time were merely a
      proxy for chattiness and nothing else. But our argument is that floor time matters because it is strongly related
      to authoritative influence. Many people can recount an experience in which a relatively quiet member of a group
      seemed to have a substantial effect on the group’s decisions, but our experiment allows us to discover whether
      such anecdotes generalize. After the group discussion, we asked participants several questions about their
      efficacy – such as whether their opinions were “influential in shaping the group discussion and final decision”
      or whether their “voice was heard.” We also asked them to identify the “most influential” group member. We use these responses to measure how much influence women have in the eyes of others.
      Efficacy is the authority one believes one has. Perceived influence is the authority others believe one has.
    


    
      We find that speaking time is substantially related to both one’s own and others’ assessments of authority within
      the group. Individuals who spoke more were more likely to believe that their opinions were influential and that
      their voices were heard, and this effect was greater for women than for men (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014,
      130–133). In other words, women feel better about their own contribution to the group when they speak up, and
      this benefit affects women more than men. In addition, and perhaps even more importantly for authority, speaking
      up builds influence in the eyes of fellow group members. Men and women who held the floor for a greater
      percentage of the group’s conversation were dramatically more likely to be identified by their fellow group
      members as the “most influential” group participant (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 133–135). The quietly
      influential group member may exist, but he or she is the exception, not the rule. In the conditions where women
      are more likely to speak up, therefore, they are more likely to be seen as influential.
    


    
      This means that the interaction of gender composition and decision rule produces not only speaking time but also
      standing and authority. Figure 3 and Models 3 and 4 of Table 1 highlight the basic result. The dependent variable
      in these analyses is the gender equality of perceived influence, operationalized as the proportion of all votes
      received by women divided by women’s proportion of the group. As with the equality ratio for women’s talk time,
      numbers less than one represent a deficit of influence for women, relative to their presence in the group. Under
      majority rule, critical mass theory finds vindication: women’s influence relative to their numbers rises as the
      group’s gender composition tilts in their favor. When women are heavily outnumbered by men, they experience a
      severe inequality of influence. For example, in majority-rule groups, only once did a token woman receive an
      influence vote (and then only a single vote). But even this near-total disempowerment can be remedied by numbers.
      In groups with four women and a token man, women received more influence votes than their proportion of the
      group. Numbers do make an enormous difference to women’s authority, shifting it all the
      way from virtually zero to over 100%.
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      Figure 3.   Equality of women’s influence by experimental condition. Notes: Dependent variable is the equality
      ratio for influence: Women’s average proportion of votes relative to their proportion of the group. Lines are
      predicted values generated from Model 3 of Table 2.
    


    


    
      The effect is again very different, however, in groups in which unanimity was required. There, women come closer
      to equality of authority when their numbers are few, but do not experience a significant increase in influence as
      their numbers grow. This interaction between gender composition and decision rule, evident in the “x-pattern” of
      the linear predicted values in Figure 3 and confirmed in the interaction terms in the regression models, can be
      seen especially clearly when we consider who wins the influence vote (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 136) – that
      is, whether a man or a woman is considered to be the most influential member of the group. When women are in the
      numerical minority, a woman is significantly more likely to receive the most influence votes under unanimity
      (25%) than under majority rule (13%). But in groups where women outnumber men, women are substantially more
      likely to receive the most votes in groups deciding by majority rule (73%) than in groups deciding by unanimity
      (53%).
    


    
      The experimental conditions thus affect how much or how little women are likely to speak up relative to men, and
      these patterns of verbal participation in turn build women’s standing and authority within the group. Speech
      matters because it affects women’s ability to be seen by others as influential group members. A formal mediation
      model (shown in Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 137–138) confirms that the experimental conditions affect influence
      through their effect on floor time. Thus, the effect of numbers on women’s authority – and more broadly, the
      political psychology of gendered participation – cannot be understood apart from careful attention to the
      interaction of the social identity of the members and the rules under which the group comes together.
    


    
      The results so far are consistent with our story about gender, rules, and numbers. Rules and numbers jointly set
      norms of interaction that boost or detract from women’s authority and status in the group. Majority rule signals
      that the social identity majority can exercise power legitimately. And so, majority rule grants women an
      entitlement to influence and boosts their authority – when they are the majority. Conversely, unanimous
      rule helps women when they are the minority, because it helps any type of minority. Each member has equal power,
      and this equality of vote facilitates the equal respect of voice. This rule sets in motion a norm of inclusion
      that ameliorates the unequal authority that comes with social inequality. Notwithstanding the potential for
      pressure on the minority to simply conform, the majority cannot ignore the minority. But the final twist is that
      while majority rule empowers female majorities, it empowers male majorities still more. And the same goes for
      unanimous rule. The rule has asymmetric effects on men and women, just as numbers do.
    


    
      Next, we examine an additional way in which authority can be instantiated or undermined through speech: the
      pattern of interruptions experienced by women. Authority can be generated (or undermined) not only by how much
      individuals speak, but also by the interactions between members of the group (see Mendelberg, Karpowitz,
      and Oliphant 2014). These interactions are a key aspect of group norms: they can generate higher status for
      fellow deliberators (or not) and foster a sense of group rapport (or not).
    


    
      We follow an established distinction between positive and negative interruptions (Li 2001; Smith-Lovin and Brody
      1989; Stromer-Galley 2007). Negative interruptions represent a powerful attempt to seize the floor and express
      opposition to the speaker’s views. Often, they begin with phrases like “I don’t know,” “I’m not sure about that,”
      “I disagree,” “but,” or even, simply, “no.” But they can also include attempts to seize the floor and change the
      subject without any acknowledgment of what the previous speaker was saying.15 Negative interruptions build the power of the interrupter by placing him or her in a
      dominant position, relative to the speaker. Positive interruptions, by contrast, signal support, cooperation, and
      solidarity with the speaker. Such interjections often begin with words or phrases like “yeah,” “uh-huh,” “I
      agree,” or “good point.” They, too, are a form of power, but one that typically enhances the speaker’s standing,
      generates rapport, and sends a cue that the audience is actively listening. Previous work
      has found that patterns of interruptions tend to show evidence of gender hierarchies, with men being more likely
      than women to interrupt negatively (see Anderson and Leaper 1998 for a meta-analysis). Differences in the types
      and patterns of interruptions are thus an indicator of equal status (or the lack thereof) in group conversation.
    


    
      We defined an interruption as occurring when one speaker clearly holds the floor and a second speaker clearly
      attempts to take the floor. Specifically, we used special software created just for this purpose and that allowed
      us to measure each speaking turn very precisely. We used the software to identify all instances in which a
      speaker held the floor for at least 1.5 seconds, a second speaker talked for at least 1 second, and there is an
      overlap of at least 0.5 seconds between the two speakers.16 We then
      employed human coders to check each potential interruption identified by the software, and the coders also
      classified interruptions as either positive or negative.
    


    
      When we look inside the “black box” of interaction in group settings to examine interrupting behavior between
      group members, we again find that group-level conditions have an important effect on the dynamics of the
      conversation and ultimately on women’s authority. We begin by exploring the proportion of all positive and
      negative interruptions received by women from men that were negative.17 In groups where women’s status is lowest by dint of both numbers and norms – groups with few
      women in which decisions were made by majority rule – women receive a high proportion of negative interruptions
      from men. In such groups, more than half of the interruptions women receive from men are negative,
      compared to less than 19% in majority-rule groups with three or four women (z = 1.98, p < .05 in
      a group-level difference of proportions test). Thus, as women’s numbers rise under majority rule, the tone of
      men’s engagement with women shifts from mostly negative to largely positive. By contrast, men’s experience does
      not shift with the number of women in the group; only women’s does.
    


    
      But again, this is only true under majority rule, as can clearly be seen in Figure 4, which highlights both the
      raw means in each condition and the predicted values generated from Model 1 in Table 3. The regressions in the
      table show that, as with our other measures, there is a strong interaction between the group gender composition
      and its decision rule. When the group is assigned to make decisions by unanimity, women’s
      numbers exert no clear linear effect on men’s tendency to interrupt women negatively. Though there is some
      variability, the proportion of negative interruptions never exceeds 50% (see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014,
      209–213).18
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      Figure 4.   Proportion of negative interruptions received by women from men. Notes: Dependent variable is the
      proportion of all negative and positive interruptions that are negative. Lines are predicted values generated
      from Model 1 of Table 3.
    


    


    [image: Image]


    


    [image: Image]


    
      Figure 5.   Ratio of women’s to men’s positively interrupted speaking turns. Notes: Dependent variable is the
      ratio of women’s to men’s speaking turns that were positively interrupted. The dotted line at 1 represents
      equality.
    


    


    
      The same pattern can be seen with a second measure: the ratio of women’s to men’s positively interrupted speaking
      turns. Here, we calculate the average proportion of speaking turns that received a positive interruption for both
      men and women and then calculate the group’s gender ratio. Ratios below one indicate that women receive fewer
      positive interruptions than men, while ratios above one mean that women received more positive interruptions than
      men. Figure 5 confirms that minority status causes women to experience far less support than majority status, but
      only under majority rule. To be precise, women in majority-rule groups with few women receive positive
      affirmation at a rate that is approximately 40% of men’s. By contrast, women in different experimental conditions
      receive positive validation for their speaking turns at least as much as and sometimes more than men. The effect
      of rule on groups with minority women easily exceeds standard thresholds for statistical significance (t =
      2.64, p = .01, two-tailed difference-of-means test), as does the effect of numbers on groups deciding by
      majority rule (t = 3.07, p < .01). Again, these effects obtain only on the interruptions issued
      to women, not on those issued to men (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014).
    


    
      The key result, then, is that women’s experience in groups depends on the conditions of discussion. When women
      are protected either by numbers or decision rule, they experience a conversational dynamic that is much more
      positive than negative, and this occurs because men change their behavior toward women. The conditions
      have no effect on male interrupting behavior toward other men or women’s interrupting behavior toward either
      women or men.19 Instead, women have a different experience because
      men offer significantly more positive validation to women when the men are outnumbered by women or when women are
      protected by unanimous decision rule.
    


    
      Interruptions thus appear to function as an indicator of status within the group. When women’s power is
      undermined by low numbers in majority rule, their interactions with men are characterized
      by male dominance and aggression in the form of negative interruptions. As women’s status rises, men respond by
      offering positive validation, becoming dramatically more affirming in their interrupting behavior, to the point
      that men and women receive positive affirmation at approximately equal rates.
    


    
      These differences matter for women’s self-efficacy and authority. When women receive a lower proportion of
      negative interruptions, their sense of efficacy increases, as does the number of influence votes they receive
      from other members of the group (see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 222–226). Receiving more positive validation
      affects women more than it does men. By implication, men’s sense of efficacy, and the level of influence others
      attribute to them, does not depend on positive interruptions to nearly the same extent as women. In addition,
      elsewhere we report that positive affirmation is especially powerful for women in mixed-gender groups who
      expressed low levels of confidence in their speaking abilities prior to the discussion (Karpowitz and Mendelberg
      2014).
    


    
      Just as the numbers and rules affect the pattern of interruptions between men and women, so do they affect other
      aspects of influence and authority, including the content of women’s speech. We not only tracked how much men and
      women spoke during the group’s deliberation; we also systematically analyzed exactly what they said. We were
      especially interested in whether the experimental conditions would affect women’s propensity to mention the
      distinctive political and social priorities of women. Previous work has shown that women tend to hold a number of
      political perspectives and priorities that differ from men’s (Crowder-Meyer 2010; Hutchings et al. 2004;
      Inglehart and Norris 2001). Specifically, in open-ended response to survey questions, in their choice of majors
      and occupations, and in their patterns of political activism, women are more likely than men to focus on the
      needs of families, children, the poor, and other disadvantaged populations (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001;
      Crowder-Meyer 2010; Poggione 2004). We call this bundle of issue priorities “care issues” and contrast them with
      men’s tendency to be more concerned about salary, taxes, prices, and other financial issues (Crowder-Meyer 2010).
    


    
      To explore the content of women’s contributions to the discussion, we counted the specific words that
      participants used during the discussion.20 We defined the care issue
      category using a large dictionary of words associated with the topics of children, family, need, and the poor,
      and then assessed how often women used words that fell into these care categories as a proportion of all words
      spoken. The key finding is that women’s propensity to talk about care issues varies dramatically with the rule
      and the numbers, in ways that are consistent with patterns of speech. In settings where women speak less and
      experience lower levels of perceived influence (majority rule groups with few women), a woman’s frequency of
      talking about care issues averaged about 6 times per 1000 words spoken. In majority groups where women are the
      majority, this average rises to 15 times per 1000 words.21 A
      discussion in which care issues are raised an additional nine times per woman, on average, represents a
      substantial and statistically significant change in the focus of the group’s talk.22 Notably, these patterns are not found with regard to financial issues or a placebo category
      of words related to the rich or well-off (the parallel to poor) (see also Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014,
      186–190). These results can be seen in Figure 6, which shows that when women are the numerical minority under
      majority rule, they raise care issues less than half as often as they raise financial issues. But when women
      comprise the majority in groups deciding by majority rule, they raise care issues more than twice as often as
      financial issues.23
    


    
      As with floor time and influence, however, the content of the group’s discussion can also be affected by the
      decision rule. In groups deciding by unanimity, women invoked care issues about 11 times per 1000 words,
      regardless of the number of women in the group, and the ratio of care issues to financial issues among women
      stayed high regardless of gender composition.24 In other words, women talk about women’s distinctive priorities even when their numbers are few when the
      decision rule empowers them. The now familiar interaction between gender composition and decision rule can again
      be seen in Figure 7, which presents the frequency with which women talked about care issues, and in Models 3 and
      4 of Table 3, which show evidence of the significant interactive effect of decision rule and gender composition
      on women’s tendency to discuss care issues.
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      Figure 6.   Ratio of care issues to financial issues among women.
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      Figure 7.   Women’s frequency of care issues. Notes: Dependent variable is women’s use of care words per 1000
      words spoken. Lines are predicted values generated from Model 3 of Table 3.
    


    


    
      We noted above that women were more likely than men to prioritize meaningful assistance to the poor, so in
      addition to their use of specific words, we carefully tracked women’s expressed preferences about assistance to
      the poor during the group discussion. Recall that groups had the option of setting an income safety net below
      which they would not allow any group member to fall, and the vast majority of groups who participated in the
      experiment chose to do so. But the generosity of that safety net varied substantially across the groups, and so
      too did women’s willingness to champion more generous safety net amounts. In the conditions in which we already
      found women’s authority to be lower than men’s, women were also far less likely than men to set the agenda for
      discussion of the safety net by being the first to speak up about their preferences (Karpowitz and Mendelberg
      2014, 244). And when they did speak up, they publicly advocated for safety net amounts that were considerably
      lower than what women endorsed in other types of groups. For example, when women were the numerical minority (one
      to two women) in groups deciding by majority rule, their average maximum endorsed safety net was a little more
      than $24,250, while the average was about $30,900 in groups with three or four women – a difference of about
      $6600.25 To put this in perspective, the federal poverty line for a
      family of four at the time of the study was about $21,000, so a safety net of nearly $31,000 represents a
      guarantee to poor families that is nearly half again as much as that provided by the federal government. As
      Figure 8 shows, however, the trends under unanimity are far different from those under majority rule. For
      example, women in unanimous groups with only one woman advocated a safety net of about $30,000, with no dramatic
      increase as the number of women rises. The familiar “x-pattern” interaction between gender composition and decision rule is again evident. Numbers empower women under numbers-empowering rules, and
      consensus protects scarce women.
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      Figure 8.   Average maximum safety net endorsed by women. Notes: Dependent variable is the average of the largest
      safety net amount women in the group endorsed. Lines are predicted values generated from Model 5 of Table 3.
    


    


    
      The norms of discussion thus build (or undermine) women’s empowerment and representation by encouraging or
      discouraging their speech, with the result that women become more willing to articulate care issues and champion
      more generous safety nets. Thereafter, we see the traces of this rising authority in women’s sense of efficacy
      and others’ perception of their relative influence.
    


    
      The effects of the norms that numbers and rules produce are also revealed in two additional measures: women’s
      sense of certainty about their choices and the extent to which they are willing to endorse group solutions other
      than their most preferred. Our research design called for each participant to divulge their most preferred
      principle of redistribution prior to the group’s deliberation and then after deliberation to report both an
      update about their preference and their sense of certainty about this preference.26 We find, first, that women expressed far more confidence in their preference after
      participating in deliberation in conditions where they were more empowered by either numbers or decision
      rule.27 When women faced a deficit of status, standing, and
      authority, however, their post-deliberation confidence in their preferences was severely undermined. Men’s sense
      of certainty, by contrast, was little affected by the experimental conditions.28 These individual-level results are summarized in Figure 9.29
    


    
      Second, we also found that when women were disempowered by the institutional rule, they were far more
      likely to publicly endorse principles of redistribution other than the one they privately favored prior to
      the deliberation. This offers some clues to the depth of women’s disempowerment. It is not simply a matter of
      women remaining quiet when the gender composition or decision rule work against them; when
      women are disempowered, their public preferences actively deviate from their private opinions (i.e., from their
      pre-discussion first choice of distributive principles). The effect is substantial: as Figure 10 shows, the rate
      of endorsing preferences other than their most preferred is predicted to be nearly six times greater when women
      are outnumbered four-to-one under majority rule than under unanimity; and if we look at majority rule alone, more
      than three times greater when women are outnumbered four-to-one than when they outnumber men
      four-to-one.30 Men are not affected by the experimental conditions in
      this way; if anything, men are more likely to speak out for their preferences when they are the minority under
      majority rule.31
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      Figure 9.   Certainty about preferences. Notes: Dependent variable is certainty about one’s own post-deliberation
      preference regarding the group decision. Predicted values from Models 1 and 3 of Table 9.1, found in Karpowitz
      and Mendelberg (2014, 247).
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      Figure 10.   Preference falsification among women. Notes: Dependent variable is endorsement of principles of
      redistribution other than first pre-deliberation preference. Predicted values from Model 1 of Table 9.3, found in
      Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 258).
    


    


    
      Of course, the ultimate measure of women’s influence is their ability to alter the group’s eventual decision. As
      we noted, women tend to publicly advocate a more generous safety net in conditions when their status is equal to
      men’s. Are women also able to move the group’s decision in the direction of increased generosity under those same
      conditions? The answer is a qualified yes. We qualify our answer because the group’s final decision is the result
      of several factors, including the number of egalitarians in the group.32 Nonetheless, as can be seen in Figure 11, numbers and rule do interact to affect the group’s
      outcome.33 For example, when assigned to decide by majority rule,
      groups with only one or two women set a safety net that is nearly $3600 lower than groups with many women. Under
      majority rule, then, women are able to translate their preferences into a more generous group decision only when
      there are many women in the group. In that sense, women’s numbers do empower women to translate their advocacy
      into concrete policy. Numbers are not the only means to empowerment, however. When women are few but are
      empowered by the unanimous decision rule, the group sets a floor that is more than $3700 higher than groups with
      few women and majority rule.34 However, unanimous groups with many
      women set a comparatively lower floor because unanimity also empowers men when they are the minority, as the men
      leverage their minority status to keep the floor down.
    


    
      Importantly, one of the key mechanisms for women’s influence on the group decision is their willingness to speak
      up. When women advocate for more generous safety nets, they are often able to move the
      group in the direction of their preferences (see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, Chapter 10 for details). When
      women do not speak up, however, the group’s outcome will be primarily shaped by whatever men’s preferences happen
      to be.35 Thus, silence undermines one’s power. Of course, the extent
      to which women speak up, encounter positive affirmation rather than hostile bids for their floor time, and
      articulate more generous preferences toward the poor are themselves endogenous to the experimental conditions, as
      we have shown. Institutions matter because they simultaneously shape many different aspects of group functioning,
      including women’s floor time, the content of their speech, the generosity and sincerity of their preference
      expressions, and the extent to which women receive positive validation from men. All of these factors work
      together to shape not only women’s equal playing field during group discussion, but also the group’s eventual
      outcome.
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      Figure 11.   Generosity of group’s safety net decision.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      What can institutions do to bring about gender equality? This question is all the more urgent today, as more and
      more institutions take steps to remedy the near exclusion of half the population from official power. Kanter’s
      elegant theory of numbers offers a compelling solution. There is only one problem with it: its predictions do not
      seem to bear out. At least, they do not bear out consistently. Numbers seem to help, but also to hurt, with
      intricate reasons for when and why.
    


    
      Here, we have summarized one line of investigation into that disappointing failure. We took the heart of the
      theory – the intersection of authority and norms – and developed it by putting to use the extensive literature on
      gendered social interaction. We then tested several implications of this theory of authority and norms, and found
      consistent support for it. Numbers do help, but with several important caveats.
    


    
      First, numbers are asymmetric in favor of men; men get farther with a given number than women do. For example,
      unlike men, women must exceed parity, and sometimes reach a super majority, to reach equality of influence. (By
      the same token, rules help men more than women for any given number.) Second, women fail to leverage those large
      numbers unless the rules signal the expectation that the majority carries legitimate
      power. In this sense, rules shape norms; they do not merely aggregate preferences. And rules can gut the
      potential gains from women’s numbers. This second caveat is the biggest challenge to the original law of numbers.
    


    
      But what is bad news for the theory of critical mass is good news for social equality. Numbers are not the only
      route to equality – where numbers lag, rules and their attendant norms can step in. A consensus process
      neutralizes the authority deficits of women when women are few. Though they may seem deceptively neutral or
      arbitrary, rules thus carry profound consequences for equality.
    


    
      However, even this caveat can be assimilated into the logic of the theory of numbers and become a friendly
      amendment. The original key insight of the law of numbers was that numbers are mediated by norms. Our findings
      suggest a way to expand that insight from numbers to rules. When women are few, they are subject to aggressive
      norms unless the rule gives each person a voice, thereby creating norms that value everyone, and then, women
      achieve a level of participation and influence nearly equal to the men in their group.
    


    
      We demonstrated the utility of our framework both with experiments and with actual speech in natural settings
      with groups that varied along many characteristics – race dialog groups and school boards. The prevalence and
      breadth of the patterns testify to the wide reach of the framework. It can apply to discussions of feminine
      variety of political topics; to groups with varying racial, ethnic, age, and income compositions; and to citizens
      and officials.
    


    
      In sum, norms shape the gendered allocation of authority, and they can be shaped by numbers and rules. A fuller
      understanding of the psychology of gender requires further exploration of the concepts of norms and authority.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
        1.   Another literature we engage indirectly here is the
      literature on deliberation. Just speech situations require equality – all members must have an equal voice in the
      discussion (Habermas 1990). For further discussion, see Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Shaker (2012).
    


    
        2.   Studies that find a positive effect of numbers include
      Duerst-Lahti (2002, 380), Thomas (2005, 253–254), and Thomas and Welch (2001). Numbers sometimes boost women’s
      power conditional on other variables such as the discourse environment (Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers 2007, 557;
      Grey 2006; McAllister and Studlar 2002).
    


    
        3.   As noted by Reingold (2008), many past studies have
      focused on women’s participation where women are a small minority. We leverage the diversity of gender
      composition across school boards to determine how numbers elevate women’s influence.
    


    
        4.   Details of the sample selection process can be found in
      Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, Chapter 10). The full sample includes 87 meetings from 20 different states.
    


    
        5.   We define severe disadvantage in speaking as a proportion
      of recorded speaking turns that is less than half of women’s proportion on the board (or an equality ratio of
      less than .5). On boards where women were the gender majority, they experienced such a severe disadvantage in
      speaking at only 15% of meetings; men in the majority never did.
    


    
        6.   These findings persist even on boards with a female chair.
      We tested the notion that as the number of women increases in a group, it is more likely to select a female
      chair, and confirmed it, and we also found that female chairs speak more than non-chair females, raising the
      overall participation of women in the group. But unfortunately, a female chair has little independent effect on
      gender equal speaking turns among the non-chair board members, either with minority-female or majority-female
      boards.
    


    
        7.   The measure of equality is the same measure used with
      school boards – the ratio of women’s speech participation to their proportion in the group.
    


    
        8.   For all details, see Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Shaker
      (2012), Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014), Mendelberg, Karpowitz, and Goedert (2014), Mendelberg, Karpowitz, and
      Oliphant (2014), and the associated appendixes.
    


    
        9.   See Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014) for a discussion of
      gender “enclaves” – groups comprised entirely of one gender.
    


    
      10.   During the work period, earned incomes were given in a
      scale of annual incomes, which were later converted into the dollar amounts individuals took home. Final earnings
      typically ranged between $10 and $70.
    


    
      11.   We first computed the individual’s Proportion Talk
      by dividing the total number of seconds each individual spoke by the group’s total number of seconds. We also
      calculated the average Proportion Talk for men and women within the group. We compute the equality ratio
      by dividing women’s collective Proportion Talk by their proportion of the group. A ratio of 1 means that
      women speak in proportion to their numbers in the group. For a full discussion of related measures and results,
      see Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Shaker (2012) and Chapter 5 of Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014).
    


    
      12.   These computations exclude one outlier that is over two
      standard deviations away from the other groups in this condition. If the outlier is included, the difference
      between male and female floor time is still statistically significant and is about 9 percentage points, meaning
      that women account for about two-thirds of the speaking time of men. The regression analyses in Table 1 include a
      control for this outlier group.
    


    
      13.   There, floor time actually favors women slightly, though
      the difference is not statistically distinguishable from zero.
    


    
      14.   Each model in Table 2 includes controls for the number of
      egalitarians in the group, and Models 2 and 4 control for the interaction between the number of egalitarians and
      decision rule, in parallel fashion to the interaction of number of women and rule. Neither of these controls
      undermines the interaction between gender composition and decision rule, nor do controls for other variables,
      such as preferences about the group’s decision or, in individual-level analysis, whether or not the individual’s
      pre-deliberation preferences match the group outcome (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014). This holds for remaining
      analyses in this article, and holds when we control on liberal–conservative ideology instead of our measure of
      egalitarianism. Neither do controls for demographics such as age, income, or education alter any of the results
      we review here (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014).
    


    
      15.   See Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 206–209) for a more
      complete discussion of how we defined and measured interruptions.
    


    
      16.   See Mendelberg, Karpowitz, and Oliphant (2014) for details
      of our coding procedures. Coders also identified neutral interruptions (those that could not clearly be
      identified as positive or negative), but these occurred very rarely and with lower inter-coder reliability, so
      they are not included in the current analysis.
    


    
      17.   As we explain in Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014),
    


    


    
      This is the average dyadic proportion received by each person, excluding neutral interruptions. for example, we
      divide the number of negative interruptions given by B to A by the sum of negative and positive interruptions
      given by B to A; we do the same for those given to a from the others. Then we sum these dyadic proportions and
      divide the sum by the number of participants who gave a positive or negative interruption to A. We repeat this
      procedure to calculate the average dyadic proportion given to B and so on for each member who received a positive
      or negative interruption. When we look at gender subgroups, this measure adjusts for the shifting gender
      proportion. (208)
    


    


    
      18.   On average across all unanimous groups, men tend to offer
      negative interruptions about 40% of the time and positive interruptions in about 60% of cases.
    


    
      19.   See Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 209–218) for details.
    


    
      20.   See Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 167–198) for specifics
      of the content analysis procedure.
    


    
      21.   The unit of analysis is the group, but these estimates
      represent the average frequency of care issues per woman, not the total number of references to care issues
      summed across all women in the group. Individual-level analysis yields similar results and can be found in
      Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014) and Mendelberg, Karpowitz, and Goedert (2014).
    


    
      22.   The average group discussion in our dataset contained about
      700 words, so a 1000-word session would be somewhat above average.
    


    
      23.   This difference in the ratios is significant at p
      < .01, t=2.98, two-tailed difference-of-means test.
    


    
      24.   As a helpful point of comparison, Figure 6 also includes
      the ratio of care to financial issues in groups composed entirely of women. In these groups, the ratio is high no
      matter what the decision rule.
    


    
      25.   A group-level difference-of-means test shows that this
      difference is significant at p < .001 (t = 10.71).
    


    
      26.   Respondents were asked “how sure” they were of their
      preferences on a 1 (“very unsure”) to 5 (“very sure”) scale.
    


    
      27.   Certainty was completely unrelated to the experimental
      conditions prior to deliberation, as expected.
    


    
      28.   On average, both men and women grow more certain of their
      preferences after deliberation (see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 246–247), but there is no significant
      relationship between men’s certainty and the experimental conditions.
    


    
      29.   This figure shows the predicted probabilities from the
      models found in Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 247).
    


    
      30.   These predicted probabilities are drawn from Models 1 and 3
      in Table 9.3 of Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014, 258).
    


    
      31.   For additional detail, see Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014,
      258).
    


    
      32.   Other important factors include the experimental site, the
      principle of redistribution chosen by the group, and the extent to which the preferences of men and women diverge
      strongly in any given group.
    


    
      33.   The predicted values in the figure are computed from Model
      2 of Table A.9.6 (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 400).
    


    
      34.   In analysis that controls for experimental location, the
      difference between many and few women in mixed-gender groups under majority rule is significant at p=.086
      (two-tailed test), and the difference between unanimous and majority rule in groups with few women falls somewhat
      short of significance at p=.136 (two-tailed test). In addition, in groups composed solely of women,
      participants set an extremely generous safety net – on average, over $35,000, regardless of the group’s decision
      rule (see Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014, 260–261).
    


    
      35.   Similarly, in the rare circumstances where women speak up
      but men are silent, women’s preferences carry the day).
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      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli’s research [Politics, Groups, and Identities 3 (1): 149–177.
      doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804] on women’s limited participation in small discussion groups deserves close
      scrutiny. In School Board meetings and five-person experimental lab groups, especially those subject to majority
      rule, the researchers find that women speak less often than men, are interrupted more frequently, have less
      influence on group decisions, and are more likely than men to exercise compassionate decision-making. But there
      are bound to be exceptions to this conclusion and I consider the limits to Karpowitz and colleagues’ findings to
      better understand the conditions under which women’s agency comes to the fore. I focus, first, on the role played
      by group identities that can subvert prevailing norms of gendered behavior and, second, raise questions about the
      pervasiveness and magnitude of women’s different and more compassionate voice. I conclude by noting the rich
      research agenda revealed by Karpowitz and colleagues’ pioneering study.
    


    
      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli’s (2015) research on women’s participation in small discussion groups,
      described in this issue of Politics, Groups, and Identities, is groundbreaking, important, potentially
      disturbing, and worthy of careful scholarly attention and scrutiny. It fits with a vast compendium of
      psychological research on gender differences in non-verbal behavior, emergent leadership, and other aspects of
      social behavior (Dovidio et al. 1988; Eagly and Karau 1991; Hall, Carter, and Horgan 2000). In analysis of
      transcripts of School Board meetings and interactions among members of five-person experimental lab groups, the
      researchers find that women speak less often than men, are interrupted more frequently, and have less influence
      on group decisions. What is more, the decision rule adopted most often in small groups, majority rule,
      exacerbates this situation, silencing women when they are in the minority or a bare majority. Under majority
      rule, women only wield influence commensurate with their numbers in small group discussions if they form a
      supermajority (a rarity in political decision-making bodies). In contrast, a decision rule of unanimity gives
      greater voice to women when in the minority. Unanimity can be adopted by many small decision-making groups, but
      is less likely in the realm of politics, an inherently disputatious setting which typically relies on majority
      rule. In addition to the scholarly import of their work, Karpowitz and colleagues’ findings hold
      important practical implications for the quality and scope of deliberation in any number
      of civic decision-making bodies including school boards, community groups, and legal juries.
    


    
      The researchers are not content to let it rest at that though. They up the ante by arguing that the absence of
      women’s voices within small groups is additionally troubling because women alter the nature of group
      deliberation. Specifically, they argue that women are more likely than men to focus on matters of care. This
      hypothesis is examined in analysis of speech from the small experimental groups in which members were asked to
      discuss the nature of government redistribution rules (linked to taxation and an economic safety net). The
      content and outcome of these group deliberations reveal that women are more likely than men to refer to family,
      children, the poor and the needy. The researchers find that such discussion topics are most common, and decisions
      more generous, when women are in the majority and deliberate under majority rule. In other words, under optimal
      circumstances, the outcome of women’s deliberation is different and more generous than that of men. This is an
      important second claim that heightens the consequences of women’s silence. If true, the absence of women in
      legislative, legal, citizen, and other decision-making bodies has broad implications for the generosity and
      need-based allocation of societal resources.
    


    
      Both strands of evidence – that women are silenced and that they are more generous collectively than men in
      allocating societal resources – will rightfully reinvigorate political research on a range of matters. This
      research will not be without contention, however, and this is all to the good. Spirited debate over the subtle
      and not so subtle ways in which gender influences political outcomes is necessary and timely. Pressing questions
      for researchers of gender and politics focus centrally on how gender influences political decision-making among
      citizens and elites. Are there individual differences among women and men in gender-related attitudes that alter
      their support for a female candidate, or lead them to be more or less supportive of statements made by a female
      interlocutor? Do environmental factors – salient norms, covert sexist cues, a candidate’s political ads,
      prevailing gender stereotypes, gendered ideology – enhance or diminish the effects of gender on political
      outcomes? Have norms and stereotypes changed over time, and continue to change in response to women’s broadening
      roles, in ways that privilege women’s leadership (Eagly and Carli 2007)? And can women empower themselves even
      when in a minority, through a feminist ideology, for example, to combat covert male power and dominance? These
      are important questions that deserve our attention and will rightfully shift research questions away from whether
      gender matters to the circumstances and complexities under which it matters in contemporary politics. To further
      stimulate this vibrant research agenda, I raise several questions, caveats, and propose extensions to build on
      Karpowitz and colleagues’ impressive and important findings.
    


    
      The power of group identities and ideology
    


    
      My first concern centers on the degree to which groups and identity come into play in the small group
      decision-making bodies scrutinized by the researchers. They criticize past deliberation studies for having
      ignored group factors, specifically the status hierarchy that places men in a dominant position in relation to
      women. I would argue, however, that Karpowitz and colleagues also fail to fully examine groups and identities as
      powerful factors that shape and alter group dynamics. They implicitly view women and men in their small
      decision-making groups as atomized individuals, albeit individuals who have internalized norms of appropriate
      gender behavior, but do not regard them as collectives gendered or otherwise.
    


    
      But groups are often more than a collection of disconnected individuals. For example, group members may form a
      cohesive unit with a common group identity. In this setting, the person who most embodies the group’s central
      qualities, the prototypic member, is an emergent leader (Turner et al. 1987; Huddy 2001).
      Consider a group in the study consisting of five politically liberal individuals. The group may quickly discover
      their shared liberal principles, cohere as a collective, and identify the person in the ideological middle as the
      most typical member. This prototypic person could be either male or female and is likely to emerge as a group
      leader, influencing the group’s decisions, regardless of their other attributes including gender (Turner et al.
      1987).
    


    
      Other groups may be less cohesive or downright fractious, containing distinct, and possibly competing, subgroups
      which do not readily cooperate. Imagine a small group made up of three men and two women in which the men
      dominate the conversation. Now imagine the same group made up of three men and two feminist women who are
      irritated by constant male interruption and decide to call the men on their behavior. Gender is then a salient
      collective identity that splinters the five-person group into two subgroups. In this scenario, subtle norms
      (potentially outside conscious awareness) governing male behavior are disrupted by an explicit feminist ideology.
      In groups that deliberate over time, such subgroups may even strategize outside meeting time on how best to
      undermine the other side or even overturn the current power hierarchy. This may not be how things typically
      unfold in small deliberative bodies made up of strangers, given the many forces and distinctions that divide
      women, nor is it outside the realm of possibility.
    


    
      Haslam and Reicher (2006) provide a highly visible account of this disruptive dynamic in the BBC re-enactment of
      the Stanford prison experiment. They randomly assigned subjects to two groups of five guards and 10 prisoners and
      told the guards that they were selected for their superior features. On day 5 of the experiment, a new prisoner –
      a senior trade union negotiator – was introduced into the setting. This altered the group dynamic, enhanced the
      prisoners’ sense of collective identity, and led them to view the guards as increasingly weak and the power
      structure as open to challenge. As this occurred, the guards’ sense of collective identity weakened and they
      exhibited heightened stress levels. Ultimately, the guards became demoralized and the prisoners revolted. This is
      obviously an extreme example, but it underscores how a prevailing power system can be subverted through the
      development of a collective identity among the less powerful. In a society that values egalitarian gender norms,
      the status quo may be subverted by simply drawing attention to covert male displays of power.
    


    
      In a related point, deliberation groups may also contain cross-cutting cleavages that undermine hierarchical
      gender dynamics and minimize the power of gender. For example, a town board hearing on a new dense residential
      development may pit developers against irate parents who wish to protect their schools from overcrowding. Under
      these circumstances, women in the anti-development camp may feel compelled to defend their children and vocally
      oppose the developers. Women in this setting are no longer atomized individuals, but empowered members of a
      collective emboldened by a strong moral claim. In that sense, gender is a less salient identity than that of
      parenthood (Huddy 2013). Psychological research on stereotype threat demonstrates the ease with which gender can
      be replaced by ethnicity as a salient identity. Aronson et al. (1999) impaired the test performance of white
      males with high math ability by making their ethnicity salient through a comparison with Asian males (who are
      seen as high in math ability). No such impairment for men occurs in studies in which they are compared to women
      (although women’s performance is impaired in that context; Spencer, Steele, and Quinn 1999).
    


    
      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli document clearly women’s greater silence and reduced influence in small group
      discussions, a finding that may be pervasive in all manner of small groups. But what if this finding is confined
      to groups comprised of strangers? Or strangers who discuss topics linked to politics on which men are seen to
      have an advantage? A woman may be more emboldened to speak up if she belongs to a group in which members come to
      know each other’s views through regular discussion and she finds herself at its modal position, or discovers that
      she has expertise relevant to the group’s deliberations. A woman may occupy a position of
      power within her work organization and be accustomed to having her voice heard. Or a woman may speak up if the
      discussion topic is reframed away from matters of economic allocation to those on which women are believed to
      have greater expertise than men, such as the needs of children or the elderly. As a general rule, women may be
      relatively silent in mixed gender settings. But there are bound to be numerous exceptions to this rule, and it is
      worth documenting the limits to Karpowitz and colleagues’ findings if only to better understand the conditions
      under which women’s agency comes to the fore.
    


    
      Do women speak in a different voice?
    


    
      Of the evidence presented by the researchers, their finding that women speak in a distinct and different voice to
      men may be the most contentious. Their experimental groups arrive at more generous solutions when women are in a
      supermajority and deliberate under majority rule, or are in the minority and deliberate under unanimous rule. On
      average, groups with a supermajority of women extended the safety net by $6600 to an average of $30,900. This is
      roughly the same amount allocated by groups containing one woman which make decisions under a unanimous decision
      rule. The researchers trace these more generous outcomes to women’s stronger support for, and emphasis on, issues
      linked to care, “the needs of families, children, and the poor,” in contrast to men’s greater concern about
      “taxes, prices, and other financial issues.”
    


    
      Karpowitz and colleagues may overstate the case, however, in arguing that women are more uniformly supportive
      than men of a generous social welfare state. On average, women are more supportive than men of the social welfare
      system (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Howell and Day 2000; Schlesinger and Heldman 2001). But this difference is
      modest in size, averaging roughly three to four percentage points on typical poll questions. The gap is larger,
      somewhere between 10 and 15 percentage points, in support of Social Security, child care, and the homeless, and
      smaller on government aid to minorities, government-funded health insurance, government-guaranteed jobs, spending
      on the poor, food stamps, and programs targeted at the working poor (Clark and Clark 1993, 1996). Women typically
      report greater empathy than men on self-report measures and value benevolence (enhancing the welfare of those
      with whom one is in close contact) and universalism (protecting the welfare of all people) more highly than men.
      In contrast, men rank instrumental values (e.g., achievement, self-direction) more highly than do women (Feldman
      and Steenbergen 2001; Schwartz and Rubel 2005). But once again, these differences are small. And when it comes to
      actual behavior, gender differences evaporate. There is no gender difference in basic empathic ability or helping
      behaviors (Eagly and Crowley 1986; Ickes 2009).
    


    
      Karpowitz and colleagues may have unwittingly capitalized on small population-based gender differences in values
      or social welfare opinions to arrive at groups of women and men who differ more starkly than the population as a
      whole. There is a small gap between women and men in support of social welfare policies that can be traced, in
      part, to gender differences in basic values, especially egalitarianism (Howell and Day 2000). These gender
      differences can be larger, however, among some subgroups of Americans than others. For example, the gap between
      men and women in Democratic partisanship and support for Democratic candidates is most pronounced among
      well-educated and professional men and women (Huddy, Cassese, and Lizotte 2008). It is difficult to know the
      extent to which the outcome of group deliberations depended on the makeup of group participants in this research.
    


    
      If Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli inadvertently overstate the difference in male and female voice, it leaves
      intact their basic finding of greater male dominance in small deliberation groups. The basic democratic right of
      voice does not depend on one’s viewpoint and women’s greater silence in small deliberation groups is troubling
      regardless of the outcome of group deliberations. Future research should examine group outcomes more closely to
      square small differences in values and social welfare attitudes in the population as a whole with the large
      differences reported in the current research.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      The practical significance of Karpowitz and colleagues’ findings is obvious. Their findings are also of great
      intellectual value and have the potential to spark a renaissance in gender and politics research. The researchers
      make apparent the virtue in moving away from a reliance on survey-based self-report measures toward the direct
      observation of male and female behavior. Such research is time-consuming and difficult. But it is also has a
      large payoff. There is more, much more that can be examined within this paradigm. The researchers place women and
      men in a situation that varies in two central respects – gender ratio and decision rule. But they do not
      systematically vary the task, underlying group structure, or the specific beliefs and attributes of group
      members. Their omissions lay bare the rich terrain yet to be explored.
    


    
      References
    


    
      Aronson, Joshua, Michael J. Lustina, Catherine Good, Kelli Keough, Claude M. Steele, and Joseph Brown. 1999.
      “When White Men Can’t Do Math: Necessary and Sufficient Factors in Stereotype Threat.” Journal of Experimental
      Social Psychology 35 (1): 29–46.
    


    
      Clark, Janet, and Cal Clark. 1993. “The Gender Gap 1988: Compassion, Pacifism, and Indirect Feminism.” In
      Women in Politics: Insiders or Outsiders? A Collection of Readings, edited by L. L. Duke, 32–45. Englewood
      Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
    


    
      Clark, Cal, and Janet Clark. 1996. “Whither the Gender Gap? Converging and Conflicting Attitudes among Women.” In
      Women in Politics: Insiders or Outsiders? A Collection of Readings, edited by L. L. Duke, 78–99. Englewood
      Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
    


    
      Dovidio, John F., Clifford E. Brown, Karen Heltman, Steve L. Ellyson, and Caroline F. Keating. 1988. “Power
      Displays Between Women and Men in Discussions of Gender-Linked Tasks: A Multichannel Study.” Journal of
      Personality and Social Psychology 55 (4): 580–587.
    


    
      Eagly, Alice H., and Linda L. Carli. 2007. Through the Labyrinth: The Truth about How Women Become
      Leaders. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Press.
    


    
      Eagly, Alice H., and Maureen Crowley. 1986. “Gender and Helping Behavior: A Meta-analytic Review of the Social
      Psychological Literature.” Psychological Bulletin 100 (3): 283–308.
    


    
      Eagly, Alice H., and Steven J. Karau. 1991. “Gender and the Emergence of Leaders: A Meta-analysis.” Journal of
      Personality and Social Psychology 60 (5): 685–710.
    


    
      Feldman, Stanley, and Marco R. Steenbergen. 2001. “The Humanitarian Foundation of Public Support for Social
      Welfare.” American Journal of Political Science 45 (3): 658–677.
    


    
      Hall, Judith A., Jason D. Carter, and Terrence G. Horgan. 2000. “Gender Differences in the Nonverbal
      Communication of Emotion.” In Gender and Emotion: Social Psychological Perspectives, edited by Agneta H.
      Fischer, 97–117. Paris: Cambridge University Press.
    


    
      Haslam, Alexander S., and Stephen Reicher. 2006. “Stressing the Group: Social Identity and the Unfolding Dynamics
      of Responses to Stress.” Journal of Applied Psychology 91 (5): 1037–1052.
    


    
      Howell, Susan E., and Christine L. Day. 2000. “Complexities of the Gender Gap.” The Journal of Politics 62
      (3): 858–874.
    


    
      Huddy, Leonie. 2001. “From Social to Political Identity: A Critical Examination of Social Identity Theory.”
      Political Psychology 22: 127–156.
    


    
      Huddy, Leonie. 2013. “Translating Group Identity into Political Cohesion and Commitment.” In Oxford Handbook
      of Political Psychology, edited by Leonie Huddy, David O. Sears, and Jack Levy, 2nd ed., 737–773. New York:
      Oxford University Press.
    


    
      Huddy, Leonie, Erin Cassese, and Mary-Kate Lizotte. 2008. “Sources of Political Unity and Disunity among Women:
      Placing the Gender Gap in Perspective.” In Voting the Gender Gap, edited by Lois Duke Whittaker, 141–169.
      Urbana-Champaign, IL: University of Illinois Press.
    


    
      Ickes, William. 2009. “Empathic Accuracy: Its Links to Clinical, Cognitive, Developmental, Social and
      Physiological Psychology.” In The Social Neuroscience of Empathy, edited by Jean Decety and William Ickes,
      57–70. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
    


    
      Karpowitz, Christopher F., Tali Mendelberg, and Lauren Mattioli. 2015. “Why Women’s Numbers Elevate Women’s
      Influence, and When They Do Not: Rules, Norms, and Authority in Political Discussion.” Politics, Groups, and
      Identities 3 (1): 149–177. doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804.
    


    
      Schlesinger, Mark, and Caroline Heldman. 2001. “Gender Gap or Gender Gaps? New Perspectives on Support for
      Government Action and Policies.” Journal of Politics 63 (1): 59–92.
    


    
      Schwartz, Shalom H., and Tammy Rubel. 2005. “Sex Differences in Value Priorities: Cross-cultural and Multimethod
      Studies.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 89 (6): 1010–1028.
    


    
      Shapiro, Robert Y., and Harpreet Mahajan. 1986. “Gender Differences in Policy Preferences: A Summary of Trends
      from the 1960s to the 1980s.” Public Opinion Quarterly 50 (1): 42–61.
    


    
      Spencer, Steven J., Claude M. Steele, and Diane M. Quinn. 1999. “Stereotype Threat and Women’s Math Performance.”
      Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 35 (1): 4–28.
    


    
      Turner, John C., Michael A. Hogg, Penelope J. Oakes, Stephen D. Reicher, and Margaret S. Wetherell. 1987.
      Rediscovering the Social Group: A Self-categorization Theory. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
    

  


  
    DIALOGUE: GENDER, GROUP DELIBERATION, AND
    AUTHORITY


    Empowerment versus backlash: gender quotas and critical
    mass theory


    
      Mona Lena Krook
    


    
      Department of Political Science, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ, USA
    


    
      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli [Politics, Groups, and Identities 3 (1): 149–177.
      doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804] present an important new contribution to debates on critical mass theory,
      exploring the conditional effects of women’s increased presence in organizations stemming from the use of
      different decision-making rules. Distinct from other work, they focus on the process of representation,
      theorizing gendered opportunities and constraints for women to exercise political influence. Like other critical
      mass scholars, however, they overlook the possibility of backlash and resistance in the face of women’s growing
      numbers – dynamics which undercut women’s ability to participate as equals and thus potentially undermine recent
      policy initiatives like gender quotas to elect more women and give women greater voice in policy-making
      processes.
    


    
      Over the last 20 years, the global average of women in national parliaments has nearly doubled, from 11.7% in
      19971 – the year that the Inter-Parliamentary Union began publishing
      world rankings on its website – to 21.9% in 2014.2 A crucial motor
      behind this change has been the widespread introduction of electoral gender quotas in diverse contexts around the
      globe (Krook 2009), driven by the emergence of new international norms supporting the goal of gender-balanced
      decision-making in the political sphere (Hughes, Krook, and Paxton, forthcoming; Krook and True 2012). In
      addition to arguments that women’s participation is a matter of justice and fairness, many quota campaigns
      feature the concept of “critical mass,” proposing that women are unlikely to have a major impact on political
      outcomes unless they constitute a “large minority” of elected representatives (cf. Dahlerup 1988). The intuition
      is that, in a phrase often attributed to Chilean President Michelle Bachelet, “One woman in politics changes the
      woman; but many women in politics changes politics.” In other words, a substantial increase in elected women has
      the potential to transform the political agenda.
    


    
      This claim has inspired a large body of theoretical and empirical work on the concept of “critical mass” in
      gender and politics research (among others, see Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers 2007; Bratton 2005; Childs and Krook
      2006; Grey 2002; Kanthak and Krause 2012). Although some scholars uncover a positive relationship between women
      elected and the passage of policies favorable to women as a group (Kittilson 2008; Thomas 1994), other work notes
      that growing numbers may have the opposite effect (Carroll 2001; Crowley 2004). To resolve these mixed findings,
      a recent wave of contributions seeks to unpack these dynamics, distinguishing between the
      processes and outcomes of policy-making (Franceschet and Piscopo 2008; O’Brien 2012), delving into gendered norms
      within political institutions (Franceschet 2010; Kanthak and Krause 2012), and problematizing the notion of
      “women’s interests” itself (Celis et al. 2014).
    


    
      The present article by Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015) adds an important new layer to these
      methodological reflections. The authors revisit the seminal contributions of Kanter (1977a, 1977b) to focus on a
      thus far under-theorized aspect of her work: the conditional effects of women’s increased presence in
      organizations. Advancing research on gender and institutions (Duerst-Lahti and Kelly 1995; Krook and Mackay
      2011), they demonstrate that the impact of women’s share of positions may be mediated by the use of different
      decision-making rules. When decisions are taken by majority vote, women’s influence rises as their numbers
      increase. In contrast, when decisions are made by consensus, there is no similar effect: women enjoy more equal
      authority even when their numbers are small, with little change as their proportion grows. These dynamics,
      crucially, appear to hold only for women: men’s authority and influence are not affected by their relative share
      of group members.
    


    
      The article, therefore, provides an important corrective to prevailing assumptions regarding the links between
      women’s numbers and political outcomes. My earlier work with Sarah Childs on “critical mass theory” shares this
      concern. Rereading Kanter, we note that she in fact offers three conjectures: (1) “with an increase in relative
      numbers, minority members are potentially allies, can form coalitions, and can affect the culture of the group;”
      (2) “with an increase in relative numbers, minority members begin to become individuals differentiated from each
      other;” and (3) “two … is not always a large enough number to overcome the problems of tokenism and develop
      supportive alliances, unless the tokens are highly identified with their own social group” (Kanter 1977a, 966,
      987; see Childs and Krook 2008). In response, we propose shifting analytic attention to “critical actors,” who
      work individually or collectively to bring about women-friendly policy change (Childs and Krook 2009). This
      reformulation, we argue, moves away from essentialist portrayals of “men” and “women” as political actors – thus
      recognizing at a theoretical level what has already been observed in political practice: not all women in
      politics prioritize the fight for women’s rights, at the same time that some men in politics do. As such, the
      relationship between numbers and impact should be an empirical question, rather than a foregone conclusion.
    


    
      While converging on the need to revisit the origins of critical mass theory and move the analysis down to the
      individual level, it might appear that we diverge from Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015) on the
      relationship between numbers and outcomes. Upon closer inspection, however, these two positions are in fact
      complementary to one another. Rather than advocating, as we do, process-tracing of the origins of particular
      policy reforms, they explore gendered opportunities and constraints for women to exercise political influence.
      They thus focus on the process of representation, leaving open questions about the content of
      women’s legislative activity, as we advocate elsewhere (Celis et al. 2014). In addition, their article falls very
      much in line with an emerging body of the work on the barriers – gendered and non-gendered – affecting the
      ability of women to shape political deliberation. Walsh (2011) provides perhaps the closest parallel, theorizing
      that “access,” or presence, is distinct from “voice,” the extent to which group members are empowered to speak
      and contribute to political debates.
    


    
      These questions have gained increased urgency in recent years with the rapid diffusion of quota policies to all
      corners of the globe. With quota campaigns have come various expectations – positive and negative – regarding the
      impact of increased numbers of women in elected office (Franceschet, Krook, and Piscopo 2012). Studies seeking to
      subject these claims to empirical investigation reveal that quotas are not a panacea. Quotas per se do not fully
      level the political playing field: they are introduced in gendered political environments, which often undercut
      women’s ability to be selected as candidates and to exercise authority once elected (Bjarnegård 2013; Krook 2009;
      Palmieri 2011; Puwar 2004). As a party activist in Argentina stated to me, “quotas give
      women presence, but they do not give them power.”3 Barriers to
      women’s entry and influence within the political realm are multifaceted, requiring a variety of simultaneous
      strategies to foster more equal conditions for political participation (Krook and Norris 2014; Markham 2012).
    


    
      To date, therefore, there has been growing awareness of the complex dynamics surrounding the full integration of
      women into political life. This has led to more nuanced theorizing about the potential for women’s enhanced
      access to translate into influence in policy debates and outcomes. Yet, largely missing from academic
      discussions, including the piece by Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015), is a fourth scenario in addition
      to the three identified by Kanter (1977a, 1977b). Rather than empowering women, growing numbers may generate
      various forms of resistance, undercutting women’s ability to participate as equals. According to the concept of
      “intrusiveness” theorized by Blalock (1967), minorities may be viewed as nonthreatening and more easily accepted
      in environments when their numbers are small. As the number of minority members increases, however, majority
      groups may perceive a threat to their dominance, triggering a negative response toward the minority.
    


    
      In a critique of Kanter’s theory, Yoder thus suggests that, rather than there being “a tipping point beyond which
      additional numbers of women will reduce the negative effects of tokenism, the opposite may be true. Kanter’s
      saleswomen may have felt the negative effects not of their small numbers but of their increasing numbers”
      (Yoder 1991, 185). As a result, she calls attention to “sexism … and its manifestations in higher-status men’s
      attempts to preserve their advantage in the workplace” (1991, 189). A recent book by Kanthak and Krause (2012)
      addresses this dynamic, finding that an increase in a minority group’s size in a legislature can lead to the
      devaluation of individual minority group members, creating an unintended backlash effect. They argue,
      consequently, that solving this “diversity paradox” requires attaining sufficient numbers and overcoming
      coordination problems among minority members.
    


    
      Awareness of these dynamics, however, appears to be much greater among practitioners. Perhaps the most striking
      development over the last several years has been the growing attention by international nongovernmental
      organizations to acts of violence and harassment against female politicians (Bardall 2011; Herrera, Arias, and
      García 2011; iKnowPolitics 2007; Inter-Parliamentary Union 2014; National Democratic Institute 2014; South Asia
      Partnership International 2006; USAID 2013). Although all candidates and elected officials face criticisms and
      challenges, these reports call attention to behaviors directed at women with the purpose of leading them to
      withdraw from political life. In these cases, women have been duly selected as candidates or elected to a
      particular office, and then are actively prevented from carrying out their campaigns or fulfilling the mandates
      to which they have been elected, via various mechanisms of physical, psychological, symbolic, and economic
      coercion (Krook and Restrepo Sanin 2014).
    


    
      These developments indicate a need for more explicit attention to backlash and resistance in research and
      activism on gender and political representation. Critical mass theory, as it is commonly understood, presents an
      optimistic account of women’s political integration, equating increased presence with increased power to
      transform the political agenda. Yet gendered barriers remain, requiring further theorizing and data collection to
      identify these mechanisms and how they operate. Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015) offer an important
      step in this direction, highlighting how institutional rules may interact with gender norms to shape women’s
      influence in decision-making spaces. This research matters for efforts to promote women’s political empowerment
      as they continue to expand across the globe. Insights about backlash are not new, with copious evidence provided
      by quota scholars documenting the diverse and often creative tactics employed by opponents to avoid implementing
      quotas and weaken the legislative capacity of women elected via these policies (Cutts, Childs, and Fieldhouse
      2008; Holli, Luhtakallio, and Raevaara 2006; Meier 2008; Verge and de la Fuente 2014). What is required
      now, however, is work to better systematize and theorize these dynamics to ensure that
      initiatives such as quotas do not mask the continued political marginalization of women.
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      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli [Politics, Groups, and Identities 3 (1): 149–177.
      doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804] take important steps to advance our understanding of the interaction between
      individual gender and the gendered social context – a centrally important task for political psychology broadly
      speaking. In this response I praise their progress in this difficult journey and then point to several lines of
      research on gender that suggest directions for continued theoretical and empirical progress.
    


    
      Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015; hereafter KMM) explore the impact of gender context on individual
      participation in small-group discussion and decision-making. At its best, political psychology theorizes exactly
      this sort of interaction between individuals and their environment. This recalls Kurt Lewin’s famous equation,
      B = f(PE), which – innovatively for its time – stated that behavior is a function of the
      person and the environment (1936, 12). Though Lewin’s formulation is simple, if not simplistic, he was under no
      illusion that it implied a simple research task:
    


    


    
      Every scientific psychology must take into account whole situations, i.e. the state of both person and
      environment. This implies that it is necessary to find methods of representing person and environment in common
      terms as parts of one situation. We have no expression in psychology that includes both. (12)
    


    


    
      Despite that lofty ambition, political psychology – like social psychology – often focuses relentlessly on the
      individual. Figuring out how to theorize across levels as suggested by Lewin is difficult; the hegemony of survey
      research in the study of political behavior only reinforces this difficulty by removing our subjects from (most
      of) the context within which they act. KMM take very useful steps to bring the person–environment back into
      focus.
    


    
      In this response, I will (briefly) lay out some reasons that gender, in my view, is an especially important topic
      for this sort of cross-level political–psychological inquiry. Then, I will reframe some of KMM’s results to set
      the stage for my main objective, which is to praise KMM’s progress in the difficult journey to measure the
      person–environment interactions in the realm of gender and political participation, and then to lay out several
      avenues for future theoretical and empirical work.
    


    
      The political psychology of gender
    


    
      Methodological and theoretical individualism is particularly problematic for the study of the political
      psychology of gender. Conversely, focusing carefully on person–environment interactions can help us see the
      often-obfuscated ways that gender works. As Burns articulates, gender is simultaneously a property of social
      systems and an attribute of individuals (2007; see also Lorber 1994). As a social institution, gender creates and
      normalizes differences between men and women – differences in power, resources, status, and more. Gender as
      attribute of individuals encodes and shapes the skills, attitudes, and very sense of self that they bring to
      social interaction. When people interact with each other, gender works at both levels to shape peoples’ reactions
      to each other.
    


    
      Gender plays a central role, says Ridgeway (2011), in shaping peoples’ perceptions of themselves and others in
      any social setting. Gender is the first system of social differentiation that we learn; it then becomes a salient
      template for making sense of all sorts of social situations. In West and Zimmerman’s (1987) terms, we always “do
      gender” – whatever we do, we do as gendered creatures. We are so skilled and practiced in doing gender that we
      routinely apply gendered expectations not just to people with actual genders, but to all manner of inanimate
      objects as well (Bem 1981), even, for speakers of languages with gendered nouns, arbitrary objects (Phillips and
      Boroditsky 2003). Gender, says Ridgeway, is both understood to give “useful clues about how others in the
      situation are likely to behave so they can figure out how to behave themselves” and also to be “a social standard
      to which you can always be held accountable in social relations” (69–71).
    


    
      However, the aggregate impacts of gender – on wages, say, or on political participation – accumulate from small
      effects across myriad settings. This makes it easy to miss or explain away: for example, a good portion of the
      aggregate wage differences between men and women can be “explained” in terms of other individual-level attributes
      of men and women, such as differences in productivity, labor market experience, or preferences for particular
      careers or for part-time work. But, of course, those differences can themselves be a function of
      gender.1 Similarly, Burns, Schlozman, and Verba’s (2001) account of
      gender differences in political participation shows how participation differences develop from differences in
      resources and mobilization, which are themselves the product of gendered patterns of work and power in and out of
      the home.
    


    
      Small-group discussions
    


    
      KMM do a very nice job of unpacking one causal pathway by which gender shapes influence in group decision-making.
      The mixed findings on which they build – sometimes numbers help women, sometimes not – are exactly the pattern
      that makes it easy to miss gender’s systematic effects. KMM show that numbers interact with group procedures,
      operationalized as majority rule vs. unanimous decision-making.
    


    
      One way to interpret the findings KMM present in their Figures 1–3 is to think about the relative participation
      and influence of men and women in situations where each has equal numbers. In the school board study (Figure 1),
      when men and women are equally numerous, women take 41%2 of the
      speaking turns and make 44% of the motions. The experimental results imply that in gender-balanced groups under
      majority rule, women enact 41% of the participation; under unanimous rule, their participation is a bit higher,
      at 45% of the total (Figure 2). Finally, in terms of relative influence, the unanimous- and majority-condition
      lines cross at the point where women and men have equal numbers (Figure 3). This implies that when women are half
      of the group, they have similar, and quite low, influence regardless of the rule: about one third of the total
      influence in the group.
    


    
      Thus, numbers and rules interact to shape women’s participation and influence. And they do so from a baseline of
      male superiority. The only way for women to achieve parity in participation and influence is to constitute a
      super-majority under majority rule. Numbers do not have much impact under unanimous decision-making, where men
      participate more and have more influence.
    


    
      In these analyses, the group is the unit of analysis, which helps us to see how gender operates as a property of
      the aggregate. An important next step, I believe, is to focus analyses on individuals nested within
      groups. That is, the pro-male bias exists in the interaction between the individual psychology of the
      participants and the gendered details of the context. The unanimous vs. majority-rule decision procedure is a
      first intervention in group norms; I urge that we dig into the discussion context to theorize – and measure, and
      manipulate experimentally – other aspects of the conversational situation that shape the norms that, in turn,
      shape the participation choices made by (gendered) individuals. That is, we should continue digging deeper into
      the ways that gender shapes individual participants’ perceptions of each other and of the conversational
      situation.
    


    
      A next step here would be to measure more about how participants perceive the group and the other individuals
      within in it, to explore the roots of those perceptions in the interaction between context and other
      participants’ behavior. For example, how are women perceived who participate more (and less) than average? This
      would help us understand whether the average participation levels we observe are, in fact, understood by
      participants as normative. That is, in a group that has four women and one man, and in which the average woman
      participates about as much as the average man, does the man perceive the typical woman’s participation as
      normative? Do the women?
    


    
      Implicit in KMM’s account is the idea that women participate at levels that match the norms of the situation, at
      least in part because they have internalized views of their own efficacy and the appropriateness of their
      participation. Measuring these perceptions would let us test this assumption and then investigate in detail the
      factors that shape those norms. In addition to observing natural variation in these factors, we can of course
      also conduct experiments in which experimental confederates in the conversation manipulate directly various
      aspects of individual conversational participation.
    


    
      In the rest of this essay, I will briefly touch on several literatures that suggest potential mechanisms by which
      group norms – and therefore participants’ gendered perceptions of and reactions to each other – might be shaped.
    


    
      Backlash in hiring and promotion
    


    
      The well-developed literature on backlash explores the conditions under which women (and men) are punished for
      violating gender norms, and the ways that its targets modify their behavior to avoid it (e.g. Rudman 1998; Rudman
      and Fairchild 2004; see Phelan and Rudman 2010 for a review of backlash moderators). When it comes to backlash,
      though, not all gender norms are created equal: actions that undermine gender hierarchy trigger the strongest
      backlash effects. Rudman and colleagues find, for example, that women who undermine female subordination by
      acting agentically are punished, as are men who fail to act in dominant ways. But women who fail to act
      communally (and men who do act communally) are less apt to be punished for that behavior (Rudman et al. 2011).
    


    
      Context also matters: in another study, Rudman and Glick (1999) found that discrimination against agentic women
      was strongest in hiring for a job with stereotypically feminine attributes. They found that agentic women were
      perceived as less nice than non-agentic women; however, this lack of niceness was held against them only in the
      context of a job thought to require stereotypically female traits. Finally, the motivation of the perceiver
      matters too: when men have a vested interest in the successful outcome of the process,
      they are less apt to penalize women for self-promotion (Rudman 1998).
    


    
      Of course, this is particularly problematic for women in political contexts, where agency is the thing.
      Nevertheless, this opens a range of research questions about group decision-making rules and procedures that
      would systematically make hierarchy more or less salient. For example, rules that prioritize seniority and/or
      other markers of traditional status might increase the salience of hierarchy and, therefore, the tendency of
      agentic women to incur backlash. On the other hand, a decision-making environment designed explicitly to be
      (small-d) democratic – even if not based on unanimity – might allow active participation that does not trigger
      perceptions of dominance.
    


    
      Gendered conversations
    


    
      Another literature that could guide future work is that on male and female conversational norms and practices,
      which evolved out of Lakoff’s (1975) groundbreaking study of female language. In that piece and later work (see
      especially 2005), Lakoff offers a thoughtful account of the ways that language use constrains female power. More
      recently, prominent strains in this literature have pursued the idea that men and women’s communication is
      fundamentally different and mutually incomprehensible (Gray 1992; Tannen 2007), or that women’s communication is
      deficient and requires modification through, among other things, assertiveness training (Bloom, Coburn, and
      Pearlman 1975; for a critique of the conception of gender underlying assertiveness training, see Cameron 1994).
      More useful for our purposes is the sort of work advocated by Mary Crawford, who argues that gendered linguistic
      analysis should “conceptualiz[e] gender as a system of social relations operating at individual, social
      structural, and interactional levels” (Crawford 1995, 171; see also Henley and Kramarae 1991). Crawford offers a
      critical review of communication and linguistic approaches to communication, with the goal of embedding the
      analysis of linguistic differences within an analysis of power that sees the social performance of language as
      both product of and contributor to gendered power and identity differences.
    


    
      KMM draw on elements of this literature, especially in their analysis of interruptions. Going forward, I think we
      can dig deeper into this literature to understand the moderators – both individual and contextual – of the basic
      finding that men participate more and are more dominant in discussions. For example, in their analysis of
      interruptions, Karakowsky, McBey, and Miller (2004) find interactions among the gender of the interrupter, the
      gender role performance of the target, and the gender orientation of the group’s task. Smith-Lovin and Robinson
      (1992) analyze the ways that violations of conversational expectations can facilitate (or undermine) leadership.
    


    
      Variable salience of gender
    


    
      Pursuing Ridgeway’s argument that different situations make gender more or (somewhat) less salient to
      participants, another line of inquiry might explore ways to decrease the salience of gender as a social category
      in the context of the group decision-making.
    


    
      She finds, for example, that the impact of gender on workplace achievement is reduced in the biotech industry,
      due, she argues, to the interaction between the relatively neutral cultural associations of biology and the use
      of flexible, flat, team-based work organizations (compared with more hierarchically organized industries and
      academia). However, she finds that those flexible work forms disadvantage women in a different industry,
      information technology, where the cultural associations for women are much less advantageous (Ridgeway 2011,
      174–180; see also Smith-Doerr 2004). More broadly, measures that evoke a common identity cutting across gender
      might also help to decrease the salience of gender within a discussion and decision-making group (e.g. Schmader
      et al. 2013).
    


    
      Ambivalence of gender norms
    


    
      Finally, my discussion so far has assumed that pro-male norms prevail in the absence of something special to
      subvert them. This is surely right as a first approximation and is consistent with KMM’s findings. That said, it
      is likely that many Americans hold implicit (or operational) pro-male norms, along with explicit
      gender-egalitarian sentiments. For example, in comparing her analysis of implicit racial appeals with the case of
      gender, Mendelberg reviews the evidence for the presence of both implicit preferences for greater male agency and
      influence and also explicit gender-egalitarian norms (2001, 239–246). Where the gender context departs from race
      is the lack of party polarization on gender issues, and the consequent lack of incentives for parties and
      candidates to appeal covertly to sexist voters (though recent events might indicate changes in the relationship
      between gender and party appeals). In any case, in the small-group context, making explicit and salient the
      practices that favor men might lead gender-egalitarian men (and women) to alter their behavior in ways that
      diminish the impact of implicit sexism, and thereby reduce male conversational advantage.
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      KMM open exciting paths in political–psychological gender research by heeding Lewin’s deceptively simple call to
      model the interaction between environments and individuals. Gender is a particularly fruitful topic for this
      endeavor because gender operates both as an individual phenomenon and as an important component of any social
      context, and thereby mediates the interaction between these levels. Interestingly, the operation of democratic
      politics in general is shaped by similar cross-level concerns: politics is fundamentally structured by the
      relationship between individuals and collectives, and by the operation of the formal and informal institutions
      that shape each and connect them with each other. KMM move us down an exciting path in their theorization and
      measurement of some aspects of the interaction between individual and context. I hope this spurs more work that
      creatively mines theory and empirics from across levels of analysis.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.   O’Neill (2003), for example, notes that “the main source of
      productivity differences between women and men stems from the lesser amount of time and energy that many women
      can commit to labor-market careers as a result of the division of labor within the family.”
    


    
      2.   KMM’s dependent variable in these models is the ratio of
      women’s participation to their proportion of the group. So, for example, this ratio is 0.81 for speaking turns in
      equally-balanced group in Figure 1, which implies that women’s participation is 0.81 of the 0.50 we would expect
      if gender were unrelated to participation. Thus, women take 0.81 × 0.50 = 0.405 of the total speaking turns, or
      about 41%.
    


    
      References
    


    
      Bem, Sandra Lipsitz. 1981. “Gender Schema Theory: A Cognitive Account of Sex Typing.” Psychological Review
      88 (4): 354–364.
    


    
      Bloom, Lynn Z., Karen Levin Coburn, and Joan Crystal Pearlman. 1975. The New Assertive Woman. New York:
      Delacorte Press.
    


    
      Burns, Nancy. 2007. “Gender in the Aggregate, Gender in the Individual, Gender and Political Action.” Politics
      and Gender 3 (1): 104–124.
    


    
      Burns, Nancy, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Sidney Verba. 2001. The Private Roots of Public Action: Gender,
      Equality, and Political Participation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
    


    
      Cameron, Deborah. 1994. “Verbal Hygiene for Women: Linguistics Misapplied?” Applied Linguistics 15 (4):
      382–398.
    


    
      Crawford, Mary. 1995. Talking Difference: On Gender and Language. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
    


    
      Gray, John. 1992. Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus: A Practical Guide for Improving Communication and
      Getting What You Want in Your Relationships. New York: HarperCollins.
    


    
      Henley, Nancy M., and Cheris Kramarae. 1991. “Gender, Power, and Miscommunication.” In “Miscommunication” and
      Problematic Talk, edited by Nikolas Coupland, Howard Giles, and John M. Wiemann, 18–43. Newbury Park, CA:
      Sage.
    


    
      Karakowsky, Leonard, Kenneth McBey, and Diane L. Miller. 2004. “Gender, Perceived Competence, and Power Displays:
      Examining Verbal Interruptions in a Group Context.” Small Group Research 35 (4): 407–439.
    


    
      Karpowitz, Christopher F., Tali Mendelberg, and Lauren Mattioli. 2015. “Why Women’s Numbers Elevate Women’s
      Influence, and When They Do Not: Rules, Norms, and Authority in Political Discussion.” Politics, Groups, and
      Identities 3 (1): 149–177. doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804
    


    
      Lakoff, Robin Tolmach. 1975. Language and Woman’s Place. New York: Harper & Row.
    


    
      Lakoff, Robin Tolmach. 2005. “Language, Gender, and Politics: Putting “Women” and “Power” in the Same Sentence.”
      In The Handbook of Language and Gender, edited by Janet Holmes and Miriam Meyerhoff, 161–178. Malden, MA:
      Blackwell.
    


    
      Lewin, Kurt. 1936. Principles of Topological Psychology. Translated by Fritz Heider and Grace M. Heider.
      1st ed. New York: McGraw-Hill.
    


    
      Lorber, Judith. 1994. Paradoxes of Gender. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
    


    
      Mendelberg, Tali. 2001. The Race Card: Campaign Strategy, Implicit Messages, and the Norm of Equality.
      Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
    


    
      O’Neill, June. 2003. “The Gender Gap in Wages, Circa 2000.” The American Economic Review 93 (2): 309–314.
    


    
      Phelan, Julie E., and Laurie A. Rudman. 2010. “Prejudice Toward Female Leaders: Backlash Effects and Women’s
      Impression Management Dilemma.” Social and Personality Psychology Compass 4 (10): 807–820.
    


    
      Phillips, Webb, and Lera Boroditsky. 2003. “Can Quirks of Grammar Affect the Way You Think? Grammatical Gender
      and Object Concepts.” Proceedings of the 25th annual meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, 928–933, Boston,
      MA.
    


    
      Ridgeway, Cecilia L. 2011. Framed by Gender: How Gender Inequality Persists in the Modern World. New York:
      Oxford University Press.
    


    
      Rudman, Laurie A. 1998. “Self-promotion as a Risk Factor for Women: The Costs and Benefits of
      Counterstereotypical Impression Management.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 74 (3): 629–645.
    


    
      Rudman, Laurie A., and Kimberly Fairchild. 2004. “Reactions to Counterstereotypic Behavior: The Role of Backlash
      in Cultural Stereotype Maintenance.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 87 (2): 157–176.
    


    
      Rudman, Laurie A., and Peter Glick. 1999. “Feminized Management and Backlash Toward Agentic Women: The Hidden
      Costs to Women of a Kinder, Gentler Image of Middle Managers.” Journal of Personality and Social
      Psychology 77 (5): 1004–1010.
    


    
      Rudman, Laurie A., Julie E. Phelan, Corinne A. Moss-Racusin, and Sanne Nauts. 2011. “Status Incongruity and
      Backlash Effects: Defending the Gender Hierarchy Motivates Prejudice Toward Female Leaders.” Journal of
      Experimental Social Psychology 48 (1): 165–179.
    


    
      Schmader, Toni, Alyssa Croft, Jessica Whitehead, and Jeff Stone. 2013. “A Peek Inside the Targets’ Toolbox: How
      Stigmatized Targets Deflect Discrimination by Invoking a Common Identity.” Basic and Applied Social
      Psychology 35 (1): 141–149.
    


    
      Smith-Doerr, Laurel. 2004. Women’s Work: Gender Equality vs. Hierarchy in the Life Sciences. Boulder, CO:
      Lynne Rienner.
    


    
      Smith-Lovin, Lynn, and Dawn T. Robinson. 1992. “Gender and Conversational Dynamics.” In Gender, Interaction,
      and Inequality, edited by Cecilia L. Ridgeway, 122–156. New York: Springer.
    


    
      Tannen, Deborah. 2007. You Just Don’t Understand: Women and Men in Conversation. New York: Harper.
    


    
      West, Candace, and Don H. Zimmerman. 1987. “Doing Gender.” Gender and Society 1 (2): 125–151.
    

  


  
    DIALOGUE: GENDER, GROUP DELIBERATION, AND
    AUTHORITY


    Numbers, rules, norms, and authority … but where are the
    people? Some thoughts on Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli


    
      Rebecca J. Hannagan
    


    
      Department of Political Science, Northern Illinois University, DeKalb, IL, USA
    


    
      In their complex article “Why Women’s Numbers Elevates Women’s Influence, and When They Don’t: Rules, Norms and
      Authority in Political Discussion” [Politics, Groups, and Identities 3 (1): 149–177.
      doi:10.1080/21565503.2014.999804] Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli invite us to see rules and norms as
      conditioning the impact of numbers – and thus identify when women are likely to overcome a deficit in status and
      authority. Though characteristic of much research in political science, the conceptual orientation and
      methodological techniques used in their study eliminates from consideration what persons actually mean in social
      interactions given cultural contexts, and thus offer little understanding of culturally based concepts such as
      status and authority. Since political behavior is a joint construction of social action by people, substituting
      abstractions for what people are and do leaves us with a people-less social science. The only defensible
      political science is one that focuses on persons and meaning, not mechanisms and abstractions.
    


    
      Introduction
    


    
      In their complex article “Why Women’s Numbers Elevate Women’s Influence, and When They Don’t: Rules, Norms and
      Authority in Political Discussion,” Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli (2015; hereafter KMM) claim that data
      from their study demonstrate why other researchers have found Kanter’s “critical mass theory” equivocal in its
      ability to explain the establishment of women’s status and authority in mixed gender groups. That is, for them,
      the functional effect of the number of women in any mixed group of women and men at any time will have varying
      outcomes on the establishment of women’s status and authority depending on the norms of communication of
      the group. For KMM, rules and norms are “the mechanism that link numbers to status”. Rules for communication
      within a mixed gender group “beget norms” (2015, 152). We are thus invited to see rules and norms as
      hierarchically more important than numbers in any given situation because rules and norms “condition” the impact
      of numbers.
    


    
      In this brief response I make the following argument: Though it is a characteristic of much research in political
      science, KMM’s employment of a particular conceptual orientation as well as methodological techniques eliminates
      from consideration what persons – women and men – actually mean in their particular group social interactions
      located in cultural contexts. KMM have thus contravened what has been established by social scientists elsewhere
      – that persons in conversation embedded in value-laden contexts are the only scientifically legitimate
      “mechanism” for the emergence of linguistically and so culturally based concepts such as “status” and “authority” (Farnell 2000; Harré 1979; Varela 1993). In so doing, KMM have actually cut themselves
      off from any possible scientific basis to account for the establishment of the authority of women in groups. How
      does this work?
    


    
      KMM’s approach depends on the promotion of speaking time and interruptions as nonproblematic representations of
      the actual dynamics of social interaction. These proxies for actual talk are then analyzed against normative
      rules for the conduct of school board meetings and “controlled” experimental decision-making groups. Rules are
      assumed to work uniformly, consistently, and universally across contexts and people. KMM’s assumption appears to
      be that rules operate ideally, but we know that people manage, modify, bend, selectively apply, or even ignore
      normative rules – whether formal or informal – in their interactions with others (Harré 2002, 126–127). The
      authors are idealizing in two ways: first in that speaking time and interruptions are unproblematic proxies for
      meaningful dynamic social interaction; and second by proceeding as if rules are unproblematic in causing
      behavior. My argument is that both these assumptions serve more to promote the interpretive inclinations of KMM
      than tell us anything about what really goes on in group-based political discussion.
    


    
      People and context
    


    
      People choose whether and how decision rules are meaningful to them, and they interpret speaking (and other
      behaviors) by members of the group, and adjust their own actions in light of their intentions, their judgments
      about what sort of actions might achieve those intentions, and their speculative assessment of how they might be
      viewed by others in executing their intentions in particular ways.1
      What people mean emerges dynamically in the presentation and acceptance, denial, mishearing, assessment, and
      promotion of what they say by other people within a moral economy created and managed by the local community.
    


    
      KMM claim to control for just this local community context, but in the “controlling” they eliminate the
      possibility for understanding what the people involved in discussion and decision-making actually mean. “When a
      word or other significant sign is used it carries with it certain unique aspects of the individual who uses it
      and the concrete situation in which it is used” (Harré 2002, 124). By decontextualizing speech from speakers and
      their values and meaning, and listeners’ interpretations of meaning, they must be assuming that some sort of
      elemental meaning has been isolated, but we know that context is necessary in order to understand meaning. I
      would suggest a simple example: Raising your hand in a classroom during a lecture on political behavior is quite
      different from raising your hand in a formation of soldiers being asked to volunteer for a dangerous mission. So
      we may ask of KMM, in what way does the meaningful content of women and men’s speech not count toward
      establishing status and authority in the contexts of deliberative groups to which they are referring, and if it
      does count, where is that reflected in their analysis?
    


    
      In their study, status and authority are equated with “equal speech participation [defined as] speaking turns and
      motions that are proportional to women’s presence in the group” (2015, 154). The authors analyze speech from
      meeting transcripts and their deliberation experiment not in terms of what the persons expressing it are
      using it for, nor is it analyzed in terms of its social impact (or lack thereof) as expressed by the audience
      hearing the speech (e.g., Austin’s [1955] 1962 study of the social force of discourse How to Do Things with
      Words; see also Varela 1993). At best, KMM have identified but one source of an irreducibly social
      phenomenon: speakers. Where are the hearers who affirm or accept, disavow or deny the intention of the
      speaker? If hearers are missing, in what sense could we say we have learned anything about the socio-moral
      ascription of status and authority of the speakers? In this sense, KMM’s findings are not so much
      meaningless as representations of meanings they impose on their data.
    


    
      Farnell and Graham (1998) note that
    


    


    
      [d]iscourse centered approaches don’t focus on language forms alone … [but rather] language function – the social
      meaning of what people say – goes well beyond the semantic-referential function or dictionary sense of meaning …
      the referential (independent of context) is but one aspect of linguistic function … [but] the principle objects
      are to discover the social meanings inherent in language forms and their relationship to social formations,
      identity, relations of power, beliefs and ideologies. (413)
    


    


    
      Like all categories of social and moral positioning, the content of the categories of status and authority are
      the dynamic outcomes of a series of meaningful intentions and judgments on the part of speakers and hearers.
    


    
      It is clear too that such intentions and judgments are not necessarily conveyed through vocal speech either
      primarily or most effectively. Sometimes not speaking is a profound expression of authority. Sometimes people
      refrain from speaking to show dissent or solidarity. Sometimes the official decisions have been made prior to the
      public meeting in closed-door sessions. Sometimes people allow like-minded individuals to speak for them. How
      could we know? By more closely examining the context and meaning of speech and the speakers/non-speakers. For
      example, to truly understand the meaning of an interruption in a given context, KMM would do well to consult
      studies such as those by Mendoza-Denton (1995) where the actual talk, and pauses, and interruptions, and
      silences, of actual persons is at the center of the study. Any implication of “a unitary relationship between a
      linguistic form and its social meaning has been dismantled … by researchers” (53). Though KMM cite literature
      suggesting that speech is primary and/or most effective, it remains for them to provide the missing evidence as
      to why they assume that the contexts they study, with different persons with differing ideas, values, and
      intentions, in differing socio-cultural settings are to be understood as a member of the class of contexts in
      which speech IS primary.
    


    
      KMM also presume that counting specific words used by participants during discussion is, like speech time, a
      scientifically defensible proxy for analyzing what people mean. In doing so, KMM further eliminate the
      hearer, and so strip away any notion of actual social interaction and communication – and by extension –
      meaningful categories such as status and authority. Whether a particular woman voices a particular word, and how
      many times, may be entirely irrelevant to the meaning taken or constructed by hearers. Would KMM advise us to try
      to figure out whether we were being heard and taken seriously by our significant other by calculating word use
      frequencies?
    


    
      For those who study politics, and perhaps particularly gender and politics, it is well understood that having the
      opportunity to speak and be heard is important in deliberative contexts, but there are personal, and local
      cultural discursive practices that impact the extent to which the participants focus on and respond to the
      deliberative intent of the experiment by the experimenters. At the very least, would we not expect different
      discursive practices of expressing influence in groups of men and women given the experimental locations of
      Provo, Utah, and Princeton, New Jersey?
    


    
      Based on these considerations, I invite the reader to think about the notion that what explains the behavior of
      interest – women’s authority in mixed gender groups (as measured by speaking time, interruptions, and particular
      word use counts) – is not a “function” of numbers, rules, and norms in the way KMM argue. Without reference to
      the people engaged in the decision-making groups, particularly their contextually based conceptions (of self and
      others), interpretations, actual, locally inflected meaning-making practices in a dynamic group, and the
      participants’ contribution as well as audience ascriptions of what those contributions mean, the authors cannot
      really say anything about dynamic social interaction, nor can they make substantive claims about women’s
      authority in groups. If there are no actual “I’s,” no “you’s,” and no “we’s” in the data set, there is no basis
      for understanding the local practices of moral ascription – like who has status and who has authority – that are the irreducible foundation of human meaning-making. KMM excise the agency of
      people in meaning-making by reducing all this complexity to quantities of behaviors.
    


    
      “Mechanisms,” rules and experimental “conditions”
    


    
      I now turn to more theoretical considerations of KMM’s study. In using the terms “mechanism” and “condition”, KMM
      are importing into their study the scientific language of causation. They are suggesting a causal chain – rules
      are a form of and a productive mechanism for norms, norms condition numbers, numbers condition status and
      authority – as the functional basis for explaining different outcomes for women’s status and authority in
      discussion groups.
    


    
      As noted in the previous section, their excision of persons through abstracting an assumed representation of
      social interaction in the form of speaking time and interruptions means that these mechanisms must be operating
      on and through people, not because of people. To the extent that this is in fact the case in their
      research approach, KMM are reporting on and making claims about men and women in groups that seem rational in
      terms of their methodology, but actually have little or nothing to do with reality. Rules are not the cause of a
      person’s behavior. To think so is to reify the concept of social rules. People may misunderstand and argue about
      what rules mean and when they apply. People use rules. Rules do not use people. Furthermore, people may behave
      according to habituated rules or instructions that have since faded from consciousness, or, without understanding
      the meaning of a rule in a given context, may merely imitate others’ behavior. Barring the use of physical force,
      people negotiate, accept, deny, tentatively accept, controlling and being controlled by people. And all these
      possibilities are irreducible “variables” that need to be considered in an assessment of what people interacting
      mean. These variables are absent in KMM’s study.
    


    
      Despite their claim that “just as numbers and rules affect the pattern of interruptions between men and women, so
      do they affect other aspects of influence and authority, including the content of women’s speech” (2015, 165),
      their experiment is of no assistance in illustrating this to be the case. Why? Harré (2002) points out in
      reference to a group-based discussion experiment that such experiments are fundamental mistakes on the part of
      social scientists because they do not measure mental states and behavioral outcomes in response to conditions as
      set up by the experimenter.
    


    


    
      Despite the causal rhetoric implicit in the use of expressions like ‘intercorrelations’, and in the use of terms
      like ‘predictors’, ‘influence’ and so on, a glance at the results of the analysis makes it quite clear that what
      was actually brought out were semantic rules and discursive conventions. These express some of the local
      conventions for talking about oneself and about one’s fellows and their relation to people … (173)
    


    


    
      KMM replicate this mistake and argue that
    


    


    
      [b]ecause we exercised control over the institutional features of the groups and because we randomly assigned
      participants to those different types of groups, we can be confident that there is a causal relationship between
      the treatments and the patterns of participation and group dynamics we observed. (2015, 157)
    


    


    
      Their results, in the words of Harré, can only be a meta-meta-discourse, not an account of a socio-moral
      linguistic negotiation about the status and authority of women in groups. Since experiments cannot control what
      persons do or say or mean in any rational way, despite KMM’s claim that “[t]he experimental conditions thus
      affect how much or how little women are likely to speak up” (2015, 161), we are entitled to suspect that the
      “results” of the experiment are more a combinatory report of the participants’
      interpretation of the research setup itself and of an imposed set of meanings by the researchers.2
    


    
      I suspect that one reason for KMM to have undertaken the study of the influence of women in gendered groups in
      the way they have is that they do, in fact, subscribe to the notion that rules control people. Despite equivocal
      statements to the contrary, such as “[r]ules shape norms of interaction” and “affect the fate of identity
      minorities” and “rule[s] grant women an entitlement to influence” (2015, 151 & 153), presumably based on
      their findings KMM conclude that certain rules dispose behavior, not just influence it. “[W]here numbers
      lag, rules and their attendant norms can step in. A consensus process neutralizes the authority deficits of women
      when women are few. Though they may seem deceptively neutral or arbitrary, rules thus carry profound consequences
      for equality” (2015, 171). In this subtle shift from “influence” to “neutralizing,” rules have been ascribed the
      power to dispose behavior. KMM seem to have fallen into the trap of assigning causation to rules instead of to
      persons. So, in their reified form, rules sit in some sort of liminal space beyond any particular context and yet
      somehow directing it, and apart from people and yet somehow directing them. Farnell (2000) notes that “rules”
      cannot use people because they have no causal efficacy.3 Rules only
      have the power to suggest action insofar as people have a concept of rules, understand which rules are being
      deployed, decide that the rules count, and so forth (403–404). To have illustrated that they recognized people,
      KMM could have considered using the following grammatical construction: “In certain contexts, people may
      interpret and honor the meaning of certain consensus-building rules in ways that neutralize a perceived deficit
      of authority.” KMM cannot use this grammatical construction, however, because there are no people in their study.
      In place of the causal efficacy of people is the causal efficacy of rules.
    


    
      Toward a more humanist political science
    


    
      In this brief response to the study by Karpowitz, Mendelberg, and Mattioli, I have invited the reader to consider
      some key issues that ought to be of fundamental importance, not only to political scientists who focus on gender,
      but to all political scientists. Use of terms such as “mechanism,” “function,” “determines,” and “causality”
      throughout KMM’s manuscript together with their use of particular research methods and analyses are suggestive of
      an ontological position taken up by the authors.4 That position
      allows for removing the agency and so the reality of people. KMM have essentially cut themselves off from any
      possible scientific basis to account for the establishment of the influence of women in deliberation groups. One
      key principle of scientific research requires that examination of what is real must proceed without destroying or
      compromising the integrity of the entity supposed in the theory (Aronson, Harré, and Way 1995; Harré 1970). To
      the extent that KMM want to explain people, they must not compromise what people are by abstracting or removing
      semantic practices.
    


    
      Human behavior, including political behavior, is a joint construction of social action by people. What do I mean
      by people? People are “meaning-makers with causal powers and capacities as embodied persons to use
      signifying acts of all kinds” (Farnell 2000, 409). Harré (1984) states:
    


    


    
      For me a person is not a natural object, but a cultural artifact. A person is a being who has learned a theory,
      in terms of which his or her experience is ordered. I believe that persons are characterized neither by their
      having a characteristic kind of experience nor by some specific genetic endowment. (20)
    


    


    
      People are socio-culturally embedded beings, and thus,
    


    


    
      [n]either self-consciousness nor self-activation and intervention is sufficient to establish personal being,
      since the structures of mind upon which they depend and the forms they take are derived from the social
      structures and linguistic practices of the communities within which people to become people must live. Personal
      being … is essentially semantic transformation … (23)
    


    


    
      Farnell (2000) further notes that
    


    


    
      [a]ction and vocal signs thus become the components of … performativity. These are, in turn, embedded within
      larger performance spaces of all kinds (e.g., living spaces, village plazas, courtrooms, etc.). (409)
    


    


    
      Ignoring or eliminating what people are by eliminating what they do – by substituting contrived measures for
      actual talk (i.e., word use frequency, speaking time, and interruptions) as well as the tacit destruction of
      context by seeking to control it via experimental methods – has a fundamental impact on the knowledge
      constructed. The meaningful actions of people, not quantified proxies of behavior, are the more appropriate
      target of our science.
    


    
      It is fundamentally important to note that there are assumptions embedded in the measures employed in all
      the studies KMM cite as well as in their own. There are also ontological assumptions embedded in the
      interpretations of the findings. Although it is true that researchers can be and should be adding content
      (otherwise we would all be journalists), what we have in KMM’s study is an example of replacing the
      content of the reality of social interactions among people with content imposed by researchers. Since there is no
      way, as a result of the methodology used by KMM, to know what the people who were participating mean, all we can
      begin to know is what the researchers mean. The outcome is not the meaningful activity of persons but an imposed
      meaning of the researchers, justified through a communally accepted but mistaken methodological approach. We
      cannot establish an understanding of social and political reality, and thus pursue questions of meaning like the
      dynamic ascription of status and authority to women, by proceeding in this way.
    


    
      I would like to leave the reader with a final thought about context. My presentation of the study by Karpowitz,
      Mendelberg, and Mattioli reveals that the authors are acting under the assumption that persons as agents are
      somehow problematic. What else would result in them selecting non-human forces, such as rules, as the causal
      force in their study? They do not justify their removal of persons, so are we to believe that their assumption is
      a natural fact for proceeding scientifically? The larger context that would help us understand such a choice is
      both revealing and damning. That context has to do with the last two centuries of debate in the social sciences,
      wherein the placement of agency in people has been the central point of discussion. KMM are proceeding as if this
      historical debate did not occur and moreover has not been resolved.
    


    
      The precise aspect of this debate that has been resolved is that it is scientifically untenable to proceed as if
      abstractions, correlations, and other statistical formulations are legitimate means of accounting for human
      social activity (see Harré 2002, 25–29; Varela 2009, 293–321).5 At
      best, as Harré (2002) points out, statistics can give us a starting point from which substantial idiographic or
      ethnographic study can proceed. Indeed science for humanism is the resolution of that debate in favor of
      persons, not their behaviors or their brains, as the source of human social action. The only defensible and
      relevant political science is one that focuses not on abstract representations but on persons and meaning.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.   Harré (2002) also notes that people may pay attention to
      rules and do what they think it says to do, as they understand them, but people may also be trained in particular
      behaviors so as to act if she or he were obeying a rule (126). Are people ‘acting in accordance with a rule’ or
      ‘using rules to guide their actions’? There is certainly a research question here as to which is taking place
      with regard to rules and behaviors, and whether or not women in mixed gender groups are engaging in one or the
      other approach, but the only way we could know would be to ask people and/or observe them acting in context. KMM
      do not proceed in this way.
    


    
      2.   It may also be that some participants are ‘acting in
      accordance with a rule’ – but what rule? Being polite in discussion with strangers? Striving to be compliant as
      per local religious cultural norms? Wanting to appear smart for the experimenters given the location of the
      study?
    


    
      3.   While Farnell is referring to Bourdieu’s habitus as
      an impersonal generator of rule-governed practices, the point is the same. Whether internally habituated or
      externally extended, rules and norms do not have casual power and thus cannot be said to impose themselves upon
      people to cause behavior.
    


    
      4.   Critiques of such deterministic views about human action are
      offered by a range of physical and social scientists as well as philosophers of science such as Aronson, Harré,
      and Way (1995), Farnell (2000), Farnell and Varela (2008), Grene and Depew (2004), Harré (1970, 1979, 1984,
      1986), Harré and Madden (1975), Keat and Urry (1975), Lewontin ([1998] 2001), Manicas (2006), Senchuk (1991),
      Toulmin (1990), and Varela (1999, 2003, 2009).
    


    
      5.   As noted by Lane (1996), positivism has been declared dead
      by Musgrave (1985, 197), Pitt (1988, 7), Kitcher (1988, 167), Giere (1988, 28), Suppe (1989, 45), and Van
      Fraassen (1980, 2) and this goes beyond the debates in the philosophy of science that political scientists are
      familiar (e.g., Feyerabend 1975; Kuhn 1962; Lakatos 1970; Laudan 1977) to scientific realism and the social
      sciences (e.g., Harré 1986; Bhaskar 1978; Outhwaite 1987, 45–60). She further cites Giere who notes that
      political scientists may wish to consider whether their continued loyalty to positivism is appropriate (1985,
      97).
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      In this brief response, we take up several themes raised by the scholars who responded to our work, paying
      special attention to the interaction between individuals and group contexts. We argue that our study represents a
      productive first step in the attempt to understand how norms shape individual behavior, discursive dynamics,
      collective outcomes, and overall authority in small-group settings.
    


    
      We are grateful to have four distinguished scholars read and respond to our work. We agree with them that much
      more remain to be done to explore the distinction between presence and power in group settings and to better
      understand the complex dynamics of small group discussion. It is our hope that the dialog here helps to provoke
      considerable additional research.
    


    
      While the list of potential topics for discussion far exceeds our available space, one common organizing theme of
      these responses is the relationship between the individual and the group. Our approach is to unpack the
      interaction between individuals and contexts, and all reviewers focus on this interaction to some extent.
      Usefully, each respondent emphasizes different aspects of this relationship. We take up each key question in
      turn.
    


    
      Is the approach too focused on individuals, neglecting collective identities?
    


    
      Huddy (2015) argues that our study at least implicitly views decision-making groups as “atomized individuals,
      albeit individuals who have internalized norms of appropriate gender behavior.” She urges us to explore the
      extent to which groups form a cohesive unit with a common group identity that might strongly moderate gendered
      behavior. This sort of group cohesion and identity may be more likely in groups that interact repeatedly.
    


    
      While it is true that our experimental groups were gatherings of strangers who were generally not practiced in
      the art of political discussion, this does not necessarily mean that our study leans too far in the direction of
      the individual, neglecting the group. For one, early patterns can carry into subsequent interactions. More
      broadly, there is a third possibility between the poles of isolated individuals and a robust common identity: the
      norms of interaction that develop as the group deliberates. Such norms, such as the patterns of interrupting
      behavior and the resulting sense of group rapport, render the group more than a collection of disparate
      individuals, even in the absence of some “external” collective group identity. In this
      sense, our analysis aims to move well beyond a consideration of atomized individuals.
    


    
      Huddy adds that groups may take on the identity of the “emergent leader,” with that prototypical group member
      influencing the group based on traits that are completely orthogonal to gender. Krook (2015), too, urges greater
      attention to “critical actors” in group settings. Huddy’s suggestion is that group identities may form in ways
      that suppress gendered dynamics. We agree that this dynamic is possible. However, we find that whatever influence
      emergent leaders have, they are not enough to erase gendered dynamics. An implication of this finding is that
      common group identities or the actions of leaders might reinforce, rather than undermine, gendered behavior. In
      fact, as we explain in greater detail below, our experimental evidence showed that influence was strongly
      correlated with speaking behavior, meaning that in many mixed-gender groups, women’s influence was
      disproportionately absent and men were filling the role of “emergent leader.” If men are especially likely to
      take on leadership roles that shape the group’s collective identity, then it seems quite plausible that such
      collective identities will subtly (or overtly) subordinate women or, at the least, will fail to counteract
      gendered behavior. In fact, we think that this is exactly the sort of resistance to women’s full empowerment that
      Krook rightly identifies in her essay.
    


    
      In addition, Huddy argues that some groups might be more fractious and fail to generate a sense of group cohesion
      at all, perhaps because of competing gender identities. Relatedly, groups might be best defined by cross-cutting
      cleavages that undermine gendered norms or minimize gender dynamics. Again, though, it is not clear that
      competing gender identities will always suppress gendered behavior or that cross-cutting cleavages wash out
      gendered patterns of participation. Still, we agree with Huddy that additional experimentation would be a
      promising way of exploring these different possibilities.1 Systematic
      variation in the group’s sense of common identity, the group’s task, or the specific beliefs and attitudes of
      group members will surely generate additional insights into how gendered patterns emerge and shape group
      discussion.
    


    
      In a larger sense, Huddy’s response raises the importance of avoiding essentializing either men or women. We
      agree that essentializing is a danger, but our findings also actively argue against essentialism by showing how
      gendered behavior waxes and wanes with the institutional procedures and the group’s composition – women act
      feminine, or subordinated, only when the situation cues that behavior. Thus, our results lead directly to the
      conclusion that such subordinate behavior is not essential, fixed, or unchanging – exactly the opposite. The
      group-level contexts that were at the heart of our study shape gendered behavior across many potential
      cross-cutting variables, including region, religion, ideology, class, age, and more. Moreover, we validate our
      experimental findings with a sample of actual school board meetings from across the country. These are groups
      with a strong collective identity with members who interact repeatedly about political topics. Notably, we find
      the same patterns of talk time in those boards that we found in the lab. The similarity in the findings, inside
      and outside the lab and even in the face of manifest differences in attitudes and location, tell us that in the
      USA, majority rule is bad for women when women are few, and unanimous rule likewise helps them, regardless of who
      those women are. That women are similarly affected in group settings regardless of cross-cutting cleavages is
      underscored by other studies both in the USA (Bryan 2004) and elsewhere (Besley et al. 2005; Ban and Rao 2009).
      Again, this is not evidence for essentialism, but rather for the power of the situation to change gendered
      behavior for many different types of intersected identities.
    


    
      Have we overlooked gender itself as a topic of discussion?
    


    
      Both Winter (2015) and Huddy (2015) urge us to explore the extent to which gender as a social category is salient
      in the discussion. We agree that this is an important question, and in our content
      analysis, we looked for references to men and women and other related terms, specifically. We found few such
      references, meaning that neither women nor men tended to raise the issue of gender explicitly, nor did references
      to gender change substantially across the experimental conditions. Female subjects in more woman-friendly
      experimental settings did not talk more about “women,” “gender,” and so on than their counterparts assigned to
      less-friendly conditions.
    


    
      Why is gender as an explicit topic of discussion absent? One possibility is that the topic our experimental
      groups discussed – redistribution to the poor – is not explicitly gendered. None of our experimental instructions
      referenced gender in any way, nor was there any attempt to prime gender in any part of the experimental protocol.
      We learn from this that people do not talk about gender – even in discussions of an issue that could implicate
      gender – if it is not introduced externally. So a discussion of poverty is devoid of discussion of the
      feminization of poverty even though people do talk about “single moms.” In the USA, at least, citizens will not
      draw general conclusions about gender from gendered examples such as single moms – they need help to do this from
      social movements, interest groups, and other elites.
    


    
      Krook helpfully raises this theme as well when she urges us to focus on how men respond to growing numbers of
      women. What are the various forms of resistance men offer and how does such resistance undercut women’s ability
      to participate as equals? Krook advocates attending to both the importance of numbers and to the coordination
      strategies women might use to avoid backlash. Such coordination may require women to make gender salient – at the
      very least, behind the scenes as they prepare for authoritative participation during public deliberation.
    


    
      We strongly agree that additional attention to women’s strategies for pursuing empowerment and avoiding backlash
      is needed. This necessarily means, as both Krook and Huddy advocate, more careful attention to when women raise
      gender as a topic, whether before, during, or after the meeting. For example, a recent article highlighting our
      school board findings raised the possibility that even if women speak less in some board meetings, they may
      carefully coordinate their behavior both before and after the meeting to achieve their aims (Sparks 2014). Such
      coordination, both inside and outside the meeting, deserves considerable additional study.
    


    
      Men’s resistance to women’s empowerment is also an important topic for further exploration. Our experimental
      findings show that such resistance can be overt, as in sharply rising male talk time when men are outnumbered in
      groups using unanimous rule and in statements of disagreement when women advocate for more generous floor
      amounts. It can also be subtle, in the form of slight changes in the patterns of positive and negative
      interruptions men direct toward women. Whether blatant or understated, such responses can have large effects on
      the group dynamic. We also find that men do not always resist – for example, men sometimes respond to women’s
      rising frequency of care issues with additional discussion of those same issues. Still, we agree with all our
      respondents when they urge us to expand our view of the moderators – both individual and contextual – of men’s
      dominance behavior. Much more can be done to focus attention on how men respond, in both positive and negative
      ways, to changing group contexts.
    


    
      Have we privileged groups and ignored the individual?
    


    
      In partial contrast to Huddy’s urging to think harder about group identities, Winter pushes us to dig deeper at
      the individual level, to discover “how gender shapes the ways that participants perceive each other and how they
      perceive the conversational context.” For example, how are women who participate more (and less) than average
      rated by their fellow deliberators?
    


    
      With the additional space provided in the book, we explore several of these issues. In contrast to the
      group-level overviews we have provided in our review of findings, many of our analyses in the book are conducted
      at the individual level. For example, we explore individual post-discussion evaluations of
      the group’s functioning and of authority within the group. We also asked our experimental participants a variety
      of questions about their attitudes and opinions prior to group discussion. This allows us, for example, to show
      how pre-deliberation confidence shapes patterns of participation during the group discussion. Here again, we find
      that the interaction of individual and context matters a great deal. For example, women’s confidence was
      especially critical in settings where women’s power was lowest (such as majority-rule groups with few women),
      while in settings where women were more empowered, pre-discussion confidence had no significant effect on women’s
      participation in the group.
    


    
      Has our research failed to appreciate the complexity and meaning of group interaction?
    


    
      Hannagan (2015) takes the concern about ignoring individuals much further and, in contrast to the other
      respondents, ultimately sees little of use in our study. She argues that we commit two key errors: first, we have
      reduced social interaction to mere word counts, thus failing to capture the authentic meaning of words,
      oversimplifying the concept of authority, and overlooking the real people, embedded in social, linguistic and
      cultural contexts, who are at the heart of what we purport to explain. Second, she asserts that we have elevated
      rules to be the prime causal variable explaining differences across groups. This causal hierarchy, with rules at
      the top, again neglects the most important causal actors, who are human beings with agency. In the end, Hannagan
      concludes, we do little more than substitute our own interpretations and meanings for those of the participants
      in our study. In Hannagan’s eyes, our study fails twice over: it exemplifies a broader set of problems within
      social science and simultaneously yields little real insight into gendered interactions in group settings.
    


    
      Hannagan’s first worry is that our word count approach neglects “meaning.” We worried too. That is why with the
      additional space available in the book, we took pains to probe and validate the measure, including a
      comprehensive analysis of the meaning of the target words. For example, we found that when speakers mentioned the
      vulnerable or the needy, those mentions were unsympathetic only 5% of the time. Furthermore, the patterns of
      words correspond to the patterns we find with other measures of authority and status – talk time, negative
      interruptions, what policy outcomes participants argue for when they speak, and the content of what the group
      decides. For example, in the experimental conditions where women talk more about vulnerable populations (such as
      the needy, the poor, children, or families), they also take more floor time, receive fewer negative
      interruptions, advocate more generous support for the poor, and are far more likely to express public support for
      the redistributive principles they privately preferred prior to discussion. Multiple measures thus converge on a
      single conclusion about the meaning and function of the words we analyze.
    


    
      Though we acknowledge the limits of word counts, we do not believe that our approach substitutes a contrived
      notion of social interaction for a more “authentic” version, especially if authenticity can only be found in
      non-replicable hermeneutic deconstruction. Far from stripping away any real notion of social interaction, we
      believe that in our careful attention to both the content of speech and the other forms of communication
      behavior, we have indicated how these are interwoven into the complex concept of authority.
    


    
      And what about the hearer who is embedded in the group and, on Hannagan’s telling, has the most direct access to
      meaning? Has he or she been left out of our analysis? Here again, our response is an emphatic no. For example,
      Hannagan worries that we have been far too quick to equate status and authority with speaking turns proportional
      to women’s presence. However, that relationship is not an assumption; rather, it is an empirical result. Such
      empirical testing is needed because we recognize the possibility, to quote Hannagan, that
    


    


    
      sometimes not speaking is a profound expression of authority. Sometimes people refrain from speaking to show
      dissent or solidarity. Sometimes the official decisions have been made prior to the public meeting in closed-door
      sessions. Sometimes people allow like-minded individuals to speak for them.
    


    


    
      All of those outcomes are possible, no doubt. But they cannot explain the results. The findings show that silent
      authority is the exception. We know this because we asked each member of the group about his or her impressions
      of influence and authority after the discussion was complete.2 We
      also asked each individual whether he or she felt a sense of efficacy during the discussion and a host of other
      questions explored in greater detail in the book. With those data in hand, the answer to the question of whether
      authority is correlated with speaking time practically jumps out of the analysis: those who spoke more were more
      likely to be seen by themselves and by other members of their groups as more efficacious and influential. The
      effect is huge, carrying the person from virtually no perceived influence to the highest level of influence.
      Numbers and rule exercise especially powerful quieting effects on lower-confidence women, again telling us that
      the analysis does not misattribute powerlessness to the powerful. These conclusions are not assumptions we
      imposed on the speaking time result: they are, rather, evidence for whether speaking time is correlated with
      influence in the judgment of other members of the group and of the participants themselves.
    


    
      We have, in other words, done just as Hannagan and Harré recommend: “measure mental states and behavioral
      outcomes in response to conditions as set up by the experimenter.” In this sense, we have not neglected the
      individuals who comprise the groups. Individuals and their behavior are the heart of our analysis – their
      behaviors and interactions during the group deliberation and their attitudes and answers to our post-deliberation
      questions are the key dependent variables in every chapter of our book. Moreover, even when we focus entirely on
      group-level analysis, as we do for the sake of brevity and convenience in our summary article, such a choice does
      not imply that we do not care about individuals. It simply means that we are analyzing how certain features of
      the context affect other behavioral trends, on average. We agree with all the discussants that additional
      mediators and moderators are possible and must be explored going forward. But the need for such critical next
      steps should not imply that we have ignored the relationship between individuals and contexts here. Winter
      describes our approach well when he writes that one of our key theoretical and methodological starting points is
      an effort to “bring together the individual and the context.”
    


    
      Hannagan’s second major criticism is that we have wrongly assumed that rules are unproblematic “causes” of
      behavior. She notes that people may interpret, selectively apply, modify, bend, or ignore formal rules. While the
      random assignment of our experimental approach allows us to argue that rules (as moderated by women’s numbers)
      cause individual behavior, we do not argue that they are deterministic or that they prevent agency.3 Rules can be ignored, modified, or changed because human beings have control
      over them. In fact, in our book’s conclusion, we recommend just such a course of designing group settings based
      on the “match” (or lack thereof) between rules and gender composition. For us, rules and numbers work together to
      shape the expectations for participation, interaction, and the use of power in groups. Such expectations –
      sometimes subtle, sometimes overt – are what we mean by norms, and they are not disembodied, impersonal features
      of the group. Whether consciously or subconsciously, they exist in the minds of the group members themselves.
      They include the worries, hopes, judgments, suspicions, and beliefs of individuals about how they can and should
      act.
    


    
      To be sure, it is normatively troubling that group structures and their downstream norms affect individuals so
      powerfully and consistently. Rather than denying that this occurs, we aim to document these effects and locate
      their source. One key source in our story – rules – is eminently malleable. As Krook rightly urges us to explore
      further, women and their allies can mobilize effectively to change the rules and thus
      create norms that support women’s authority. Our story is thus empowering to women in the final analysis.
    


    
      Our study has been but one step in the effort to understand the interaction between individuals and group
      contexts. In the spirit of the many productive ideas for further research that our respondents have rightly
      identified, what is needed, we believe, is not a retreat from our approach but rather more of it – more careful,
      systematic, replicable attempts to understand dynamic, discursive interaction in all of its contexts.
    


    
      Notes
    


    
      1.   Huddy also worries that in our experiment, we have
      unwittingly ended up with groups of men and women who differ more starkly from each other than the population as
      a whole, though it is not exactly clear what aspect of our experimental design might have produced such an
      outcome.
    


    
      2.   In other words, we do exactly what Hannagan says in her
      first footnote that we have failed to do: when it comes to understanding how individuals responded to the
      discursive conditions, we “ask people and/or observe them acting in context.” Both asking and observing
      are important because self-reports are not always unbiased guides to motivation or causal explanations of
      behavior.
    


    
      3.   Technically, Hannagan’s charge that we elevate rules over
      everything else is incorrect. We conceive of rules and gender composition as an interactive relationship, meaning
      that each moderates the effect of the other, with neither variable taking the dominant position. Every
      interaction can always be examined from the perspective of both variables.
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Table 1. Gender gaps on issue preferences and ideological self-identification.
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