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ABSTRACT 

Remarkably few women hold elective political office in the 

United States. Women constitute 51.3 percent of the population, but 

only 3.5 percent of the United States Congress, 4.5 percent of state 

senates, 9.3 percent of state houses, 1.5 percent of state judges, 

4.4 percent of mayors, and 2.7 percent of county officials. 

The question is: Why are so few women elected to public office? 

Very few women become candidates; and when they do run, they may be 

discriminated against by the voters. In 1974, 65 percent of the women, 

running for state-wide offices won, but only 38 percent of the female 

candidates for Congress won. A 1976 Gallup poll found 23 percent of 

the population saying they would not vote for a woman for President, 

even though she were qualified for the job. 

To determine the extent of voter discrimination against female 

candidates, a two-stage study was conducted. In the first stage, data 

from the 1974 Arizona State Legislative elections were analyzed. Six

teen percent of the candidates in the primaries, 17 percent of those 

in the generals, and 18 percent of the winners were women. Overall, 

the women were more likely to win than the men they ran against. 

Women did particularly well against their male opponents when they ran 

in the metropolitan areas, when they were Democrats, and when they were 

nonincumbents. 

It is difficult to determine whether the women were doing so 

well because of pro-female voter bias or because the women who ran 
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were better-qualified candidates. For this reason, the second stage 

of this study was conducted, in which respondents were asked to rank 

"candidates" on the basis of short, experimentally-controlled descrip

tions. Mail surveys were sent to a random sample of registered voters 

living in Tucson. The response rate was 57 percent, for a sample size 

of 321. The candidates' descriptions included sex, party, incumbency, 

age, occupation, major political concerns, and office sought (State 

House or State Senate). Party and political concerns were the most 

important factors determining ranking — Democrats and "conservatives" 

were ranked higher than Republicans and "liberals." Gender made very 

little difference; the tendency was for male candidates to be ranked 

slightly higher than female candidates. Incumbency was the only factor 

with a smaller effect than gender. 

Looking at the interactions, the strongest effect in the entire 

study was the tendency for Democrats to prefer Democratic candidates 

and for Republicans to prefer Republican candidates. The combination 

of candidate age and sex produced interesting, though nonsignificant, 

results. Male candidates were ranked higher the older they were. But 

female candidates were ranked the highest when they were thirty-five. 

After that, the older they were, the lower they were ranked. And 

women were ranked the lowest when they were twenty-nine. This may be 

due to expectations that women of this age should be home rearing 

children. The tendency to rank male candidates higher than female 

candidates was not as strong for younger respondents, for single people, 

for minority group members, and for those with some college education. 
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The results of both these studies indicate that in state-level 

elections in Arizona, female political candidates are unlikely to 

face much, if any, voter discrimination. Similar results would prob

ably be obtained in much of the rest of the country, with the South 

being a possible exception. If there is voter bias against women, 

it would most likely be demonstrated in elections for national level 

offices or for offices with exceptional authority, such as Governor 

or Mayor. 



CHAPTER 1 

WOMEN FOR THE STATE HOUSE BUT NOT THE PRESIDENCY: 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Remarkably few women hold elective political office in the 

United States. Women constitute 51.3 percent of the population (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 1976, p. 25), but at no office level do they 

occupy anywhere near 51 percent of the leadership positions. At the 

national level, no woman has ever been President or Vice President. 

Between 1789 and 1974, only 11 women have been Senators and 78 have 

been Representatives; women have never constituted more than 3.7 per

cent of the Congress (Gaeger, 1974, pp. 374-382). Many female 

Congresspersons were not even elected to these positions but were 

instead appointed to fill vacancies, usually created by the deaths of 

their husbands. Bullock and Heys (1972, p. 416) found that only 45 

percent of the women in Congress between 1917 and 1970 had been 

elected to office. Of the 11 female Senators, seven were appointed 

by their State Governors. 

When women do get into office, they are unlikely to attain the 

really powerful positions. Only five women have chaired a standing 

committee in Congress (Gaeger, 1974, pp. 374-382). And no woman has 

ever been elected to any of the party leadership positions, such as 

Speaker of the House or Majority Leader (Lynn, 1975, p. 379). Accord

ing to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1976, p. 463), there are 
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currently no female Senators and only 19 female Representatives, 

coming to a grand total of 4.4 percent representation in the House and 

3.5 percent representation in Congress. 

At the state and local levels women are not doing much better. 

Data published in 1976 (p. xvii) by the Center for the American Woman 

and Politics indicate that women make up 4.5 percent of the state 

senates, 9.3 percent of state houses, 1.5 percent of state judges, 

4.4 percent of mayors, and 2.7 percent of the county officials. 

The big question is: Why are so few women elected to public 

office? At the most general level there are logically only two answers 

to this question: first, not many women run for political office; 

second, when they do run they are not as likely as men to be elected. 

The question of possible sex discrimination by voters is the major 

issue of this paper and will be returned to after a discussion of the 

reasons why women do not become political candidates in very large 

numbers. 

Although it is difficult to find data documenting the low pro

portion of women running for public office, some statements of absolute 

numbers provide sufficient evidence. Alligood (1974, p. 542) states 

that throughout the United States "women ran in larger numbers in 1972 

than ever before: 6 women for U.S. Senate; 63 women for U.S. House of 

Representatives; 127 women for State senates; 790 women for State houses 

41 women for State-wide offices; and one woman for governor . . .." 

The newsletter Women Today (1974, p. 143) reports that in 1974 there 

were 1,121 women running for state legislatures. This number gains some 
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meaning when it is compared to the 7,561 state senate and house seats 

existing in 1974 (Citizens' Advisory Council on the Status of Women, 

1975, p. 24). 

Normative constraints are often suggested as one reason for the 

small number of female candidates, e.g., the beliefs that politics is a 

man's job, that it is "too dirty" a business for women, that women are 

incompetent in this sort of endeavor, and that most women never develop 

an interest in or a commitment to politics. The 1972 (pp. 15-16, 29) 

Harris poll found 50 percent of the respondents agreeing to the state

ment: "Women should take care of running their homes and leave running 

the country up to men." They found 35 percent of the women and 41 per

cent of the men polled agreeing that: "Politics is too dirty a 

business for women to become involved in." Looking at the question of 

female political competence, 63 percent of those sampled agreed that: 

"Most men are better suited emotionally for politics than are most 

women." However, 74 percent of the women and 71 percent of the men 

sampled agreed that: "Women in public office can be equally logical and 

rational as men." People are apparently ambivalent about how competent 

women can be in politics. 

' Although a large number of people express these normative con

straints in response to opinion surveys, it is not clear that these 

norms keep women from being interested in or committed to politics. 

In their classic book The American Voter Campbell et al. (1960, pp. 484-

490) report that the voter participation rate for women is consistently 

10 percent below that of men, that women are somewhat less likely to 

express a sense of involvement in the current political situation, and 
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that women are less likely to feel a high degree of political efficacy 

(the belief that their participation carries some weight in the politi

cal process). They found only marginal differences in sense of citizen 

duty and no differences in strength of identification with a political 

party. Those differences they did find were reduced greatly or 

obliterated for people living outside the South and among college-

educated and younger people. 

Krauts (1974, pp. 1710-1711) reports that by 1972 the difference 

between male and female voting rates was only 2 percent, and there was 

only a 10 percent sex difference in the rate of participation in 

campaign activities. Young women and highly-educated women were more 

active than their male peers. Milbrath (1965, p. 136) reports that in 

1956 men were more likely to wear a button or proselytize, but there 

were no significant differences in likelihood of giving money to a 

campaign, attending meetings, doing campaign work, or joining a political 

club. When the 1972 (p. 20) Harris poll asked people how active they 

are personally in politics, 26 percent of the men and 17 percent of the 

women said they were somewhat or very active, and 55 percent of the 

women and 39 percent of the men said they were "not at all active." 

It seems clear that though there are some sex differences in 

political interest and activity levels, these differences are hardly 

large enough to explain the great difference between male and female 

candidacy rates. The situation seems to be that women are politically 

active but do not hold power positions. As Kirkpatrick (1974, p. 3) 

puts it, women are numerous at the lowest level of politics — "in the 
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precincts, at the party picnics, getting out the vote, doing the 

telephoning, collecting the dollars" — but they are scarce at the 

decision-making level. 

Lee (1976, pp. 302-307) surveyed men and women who were active 

participants in local politics in the New York area. For this sample 

she found that the women devoted more- time to political activities 

than the men — 16 percent of the women and 9 percent of the men 

reported devoting more than 40 hours per month, while 55 percent of 

the men and only 37 percent of the women spent nine or less hours per 

month. This difference may be largly due to the higher full-time 

employment rate of men than women, leaving women more "free time" to 

devote to volunteer activities. But if women do have more time to 

devote to politics, they should also have more time to run for office. 

However in spite of all the time these women devoted to political 

activities, 35 percent of them did "not necessaril]f agree" that "more 

women should run for public office in the future;" 79 percent felt that 

"most men would prefer women to contribute to politics in ways other 

than running for office," and 48 percent felt similarly about women's 

approval of female candidates. As Mayor Moon Landrieu of New Orleans 

succinctly phrased it: "Women do the lickin' and the stickin' while 

men plan the strategy" (Tolchin and Tolchin, 1973, p. 13). 

Normative constraints are likely to play some part in keeping 

women "in their political place," but role constraints are probably a 

larger factor. The types of jobs that women typically do, including 

child-rearing, are not very conducive to political careers. In the 



/ labor force, women are over-represented in service and clerical jobs 

and under-represented in most professional and managerial jobs (Stoll, 

1974, p. 52). Lynn (1975, p. 373) points out that the legal profession 

contributes more officeholders than any other occupational category, 

but in the 1973-74 academic year, only 1j.6 percent of the nation's 

entering law students were women, and only 3.5 percent of the lawyers 

in the United States are women (Krauss, 1974, p. 1708). Romberg and 

Thomas (1965, p. 774) found that law school was a very important factor 

in the development of the political careers of Congressional leaders. 

Professional and business jobs in general are more likely to 

provide people with politically-useful tools such as contacts, prestige, 

high income, and fund-raising know-how, than are stereotypic women's 

jobs. Alligood (1974, p. 544) considers lack of money to be "by far 

the major reason so few women sought public office, and why the women 

who did run were often unable to wage the extensive campaigns necessary 

to win." 

Almost half the adult women in the United States make house-

wivery and childrearing their primary career, which is highly incompat

ible with political campaigning and office-holding. Even women with 

professional careers are likely to place them second in priority to 

their families (Poloma, 1972, pp. 190-194). The norms are very strong 

for women to assume the major childrearing responsibilities, while men 

become "good fathers" primarily by being "good providers." When fathers 

spend much of their time and energy on their careers, it is seen as 

their way of helping their families. When mothers pursue careers, it 

is seen as being done at the expense of the family (Prather, 1971, 
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pp. 180-181). Of those polled by the Harris group in 1972 (p. 15), 

55 percent of the women and 62 percent of the men agreed that: "To 

be really active in politics, women have to neglect their husbands and 

children.11 

These norms seem to have dramatic effects on the political 

activities of women with young children. Campbell et al. (1960, p. 

488) found these women less likely to vote, and Flora and Lynn (1974, 

p. 40) found that mothers feel less political efficacy than non-mothers 

of similar ages. In her sample of politically-active women, Lee (1976, 

pp. 304-306) found that women with children at home did not differ from 

women with no children at home in amount of time devoted to political 

activities or in whether they had served as party district leaders. 

However, 26 percent of those with no children at home had run for public 

office, compared with only 5 percent of those with children at home. 

The same difference also occurred among the men, but it was not as 

large (39 percent to 22 percent). She found that a low percentage of 

women in the childbearing and childrearing ages had run for office: 

6 percent of the women 40 and under, 7 percent of those between 41 and 

50, 27 percent in the 51-60 category, and 17 percent of those over 60. 

For men, age had less effect: 23 percent under 40 had run, 21 percent 

of those between 41 and 50, 27 percent in the 51-60 group, and 39 per

cent of the men over 60. The biggest structural factor freeing men for 

political office appears to be retirement. 

Statistics on the ages of women in public office support the 

idea that women usually wait till their children are older before 
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pursuing political careers. The median age group for women in all 

offices is the late forties and early fifties. The median age for women 

first entering state legislatures in 1974 was 44. "Past research 

suggests that women in office are older than male officials" (Johnson 

and Stanwick, 1976, pp. xxvi-xxvii). 

Once women have put off their political careers till their 

children are reared, it is difficult for them to compete with their 

male contemporaries. They fail to get the experience in their twenties, 

thirties, and early forties that men who aspire to political careers 

get. When they are finally free to pursue their careers, they may 

lack the political know-how and connections to compete effectively (Lee, 

1976, p. 306). 

In addition to normative and role constraints, fear of sex 

discrimination appears to restrain some women from running for public 

office. In the 1972 (p. 28) Harris poll, 49 percent of the women 

surveyed felt that they are discriminated against in attaining public 

office. When McGrath and Soule (1974, p. 143) interviewed a sample of 

the women at the 1972 Democratic National Convention, 83 percent of 

them agreed that women in politics face discrimination, and 61 percent 

reported personally experiencing discrimination. Among the politically-

active women in Lee's sample (1976, pp. 308-309), 57 percent felt that 

women "would have problems different from men if they were to seek 

public office." Eighteen percent of the women who disagreed with this 

statement had run for office, while only 9 percent of those who agreed 

had run. This could be an indication that fear of discrimination keeps 
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some women from running for office; or it could mean that women who do 

not run for office develop a belief in sex discrimination as one 

justification for their inactivity. Or maybe women who run find less 

sex discrimination than they had expected. 

If sex discrimination in politics does exist, it could come 

from a number of sources — the party leaders, news media, the voters, 

or from colleagues of women who do get into office. Data on the pres

ence or absence of these forms of discrimination are minimal or non

existent. Whether discrimination actually exists or not, fear of it 

apparently does exist; and this fear may keep some potential female 

candidates from running. But if discrimination were discovered to be 

less than women fear, educating people about this might encourage more 

women to seek political office. 

People who have studied women in political office agree that 

the men treat their female and male colleagues differently. Women are 

less likely to be accepted informally or in leadership positions 

(Foote, 1968, p. 1245-A). "The smoke-filled rooms . . . and all-night 

poker games exclude women from the fellowship and cronyism than seal 

the bonds of power" (Tolchin and Tolchin, 1973, p. 14). After study

ing members of the U.S. House of Representatives, Gehlen (1969, p. 39) 

concluded that no woman "can quite make it" in the House. The power 

structure is such that even the most able of women can never hope to 

get to "the inner circle where there is complete acceptance." Or as 

Bill Lawrence, and president of Washington's all-male Gridiron Club, 
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succinctly put it to President Kennedy: "Look, Mr. President, I might 

sleep with them, but I'll be damned if I'll eat lunch with them" 

(Tolchin and Tolchin, 1973, p. 21). 

Observers seem to agree that women who want to become candidates 

face similar problems in dealing with the party leaders (Krauss, 1974, 

p. 1711). Tolchin and Tolchin (1973, p. 62) and Lamson (1968, p. xxii) 

report that female officeholders find it less difficult to win elections 

than to get nominated. Many party leaders apparently regard women candi

dates as losers and therefore give them little support (Alligood, 1974, 

p. 544). Lamson (1968, p. xxiii) includes two quotes in her book which 

aptly illustrate this point. India Edwards, for many years the Vice 

Chairperson of the Democratic National Committee, said, "If the party 

backs a woman you can be pretty sure they do it because they think it's 

a lost cause but they know they have to have some candidate." John 

Baily, Chairperson of the Democratic National Party, said, "The only 

time to run a woman is when things look so bad that your only chance 

is to do something dramatic." 

The press also seems to discriminate against female candidates. 

Reporters often fail to take them seriously, forcing the women to run 

their campaigns virtually without coverage (Tolchin and Tolchin, 1973, 

p. 22) When Lenore Romney ran in Michigan for the U.S. Senate, she 

felt that she was "simply not accepted" by male reporters (Lynn, 1975, 

p. 372). 

Although there are no hard data on these issues, it seems clear 

that women face at least some degree of sex discrimination by party 
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leaders, by the news media, and by their colleagues after they are 

elected. Are they also discriminated against by the voters? There 

is less agreement on this question. It is likely that many women fear 

voter discrimination, and they may refrain from running for office 

partly on these grounds. It also is apparent that party leaders fear 

such.discrimination and are therefore reluctant to back women candi

dates. But are these fears justified? 

Some observers believe that voters are tougher on women, while 

others feel that female candidates have special advantages. Shirley 

Chisholm is among the most famous of the first group; she is quoted by 

Lynn (1975, p. 372) as saying, "When I decided to run for Congress I 

knew I would encounter both antiblack and antifeminist sentiments. 

What surprised me was the much greater virulence of the sex discrimina

tion. I was constantly bombarded by both men and women exclaiming that 

I should return to teaching, a woman's vocation, and leave politics to 

the men." Kirkpatrick (1974, pp. 13-14) points out that since men are 

currently most of the officeholders, people expect men to continue in 

this role. Women candidates seem odd and out-of-place, particularly 

young women, who are expected to be home having babies (p. 102). 

Prather (1971, p. 172) feels the woman candidate gets caught in a 

double bind — if she displays "masculine" characteristics, she is 

considered "unfeminine," "aggressive," etc. But if she does not 

behave this way, she may be considered inadequate for the job. 

The image of woman as a sex object in American society may 

cause many female candidates to be evaluated primarily on physical 



attractiveness rather than on intelligence, political position, 

beliefs, and ideas. It is difficult for the public to take women 

seriously when newspaper reporters are "more interested in their cloth

ing than in their ideas" (Prather, 1971, pp. 173-174). The normative 

constraints and the norms associated with the role constraints dis

cussed previously also explain why voters may be less likely to vote 

for women. 

On the other side of the issue, Tolchin and Tolchin (1973, pp. 

234-236) observe that women candidates are now finding their sex to be 

an advantage, with fewer drawbacks than in the past. They feel women's 

support has increased largely due to the Watergate scandals. The 

public is now demanding honesty in government, and women have higher 

credibility with the voters. Also since women are unusual as candi

dates, they are recognized more easily. This is especially helpful 

when a number of people are running for one position. Bird (1972, 

p. 27) points out a number of political advantages of the "feminine 

role." Women are expected to be: peace-makers, free from the limita

tions of membership in the ruling establishment, candid, and sympathetic 

to the underdog. A successful woman candidate "would strike people as 

so specially gifted that she would pack more weight than an especially 

well qualified man." In response to the 1972 (p. 15) Harris poll 

statement, "This country would be better off if women had more to say 

about politics," 51 percent of the men and 56 percent of the women 

agreed, while 40 percent of the men and 34 percent of the women dis

agreed. When the Gallup organization (1976, p. 10) asked the question, 
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"Do you think the country would be governed better or governed worse 

if more women held political office?11, 33 percent responded "Better" 

and only 18 percent answered "Worse." Thirty-eight percent felt there 

would be no difference. It is likely that the Women's Movement is 

also a factor in increasing the acceptability of women in political 

leadership positions. 

There are almost no data available on the actual success rates 

of women candidates. The WEAL Washington Report (1974, p. 1) found 

that of the 47 women candidates for Congress in 1974, only 18 (or 38 

percent) won. However, 24 of the 37 women running against men for 

state-wide offices won, for a 65 percent success rate. Looking at all 

the women who sought legislative state-wide, and congressional posts, 

just over half won. The Spokeswomen (1976, pp. 1-2) reports that 

Morag Fullilove compiled Illinois election statistics for Congressional 

and State legislative races from 1970-1976. She found that women and 

men were doing about equally well in both the primary and the general 

elections. Karnig and Walter (1976, p. 608) collected data from elec

tions in cities with populations of over 25,000. They found women 

winning 44.5 percent of the races they entered. This figure under

estimates the female success rate because women ran against women in 

some of the elections. According to these results, women were doing 

better than their male opponents at the state level, as well as or 

just slightly worse than men at the city level, and significantly 

worse than the men at the national level. 
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Both the Gallup and Harris polls have presented hypothetical 

election questions to their survey participants. Harris and Associates 

(1972, p. 35) asked, "If two people with equal qualifications were 

running for President of the United States, and one of them was a 

woman, would you be more likely to vote for the woman candidate, less 

likely to vote for her, or wouldn't it make any difference to you at 

all?" Seventeen percent of the women and 7 percent of the men responded 

"More Likely," about 38 percent of both sexes said it would make no 

difference, and 40 percent of the women and 49 percent of the men felt 

they would be less likely to vote for her. Gallup (1976, pp. 4-6) 

asked, "If your party nominated a woman for President, would you vote 

for her if she were qualified for the job?" Seventy-three percent of 

the respondents said "Yes," and 23 percent said "No." These results 

indicate that between one-quarter and one-half of the population might 

admittedly discriminate against a female Presidential candidate. 

When Harris and Associates (1972, p. 37) asked the likelihood 

of voting for a male Presidential candidate with a woman Vice President, 

25 percent of the women and 33 percent of the men said they were less 

likely to vote for him (compared with 21 percent of the women and 12 

percent of the men who felt more likely to vote for him). Only one in 

15 respondents felt that this country is ready to elect a woman as 

President now. Nine percent of Gallup's (1976, pp. 7-9) respondents 

said they would not vote for a qualified woman for Congress, 16 percent 

would not vote for a woman for Governor, and 14 percent would not vote 

for a woman for mayor or top city official. Although these prejudicial 
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responses have been decreasing over time, there still appears to be 

some anti-woman bias in the potential voting population. 

There are consistent trends across all the questions asked in 

these two polls indicating that anti-woman prejudice is expressed most 

often by people over 50 years old, by those whose education stopped at 

the grade school level, by Republicans, by persons living in the South 

and in rural areas, and by married or widowed people. Those groups 

who are most supportive of women are nonwhites, the young, single or 

divorced people, Democrats, residents of big cities and of the West and 

Northeast, and those at the upper ends of the occupational and educa

tional scales. Differences between women and men respondents are small 

and inconsistent. Harris and Associates, however, indicate that the 

group most supportive of women is "an essentially urban coalition of 

young women, well-educated women, and black women;" the Gallup data 

also support this finding (Harris, 1972, p. 1-46; Gallup, 1976, pp. 4-

10). 

In short, most of the evidence indicates that there is probably 

more anti-woman than pro-woman bias among the voting population, 

particularly if the woman is running for a national office or one with 

executive authority, such as Governor. However, at the state and 

local levels there may be little or no discrimination against female 

candidates. 

To determine the extent of voter discrimination against female 

candidates, the two-stage study described in the following chapters 

was designed. In the first stage (Chapter 2), data from an actual 
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election were analyzed. In the second stage (Chapter 3), respondents 

were asked to "vote" for candidates on the basis of short, experimen

tally controlled descriptions. 



CHAPTER 2 

WOMEN MAKE GAINS AT THE POLLS: 
ANALYSIS OF THE 1974 ARIZONA LEGISLATIVE ELECTIONS 

The analysis of election data is the first of two methods of 

testing whether voters discriminate against female candidates. When 

data indicating the gender of all candidates in an election are avail

able, election rates of women and men in opposite-sex contests can be 

compared. If either sex has an election rate of more than 50 percent, 

it can be interpreted as an indication of voter bias in favor of that 

sex. Of course, this interpretation is based on the rather large 

assumption that the female and male candidates are equal in all other 

respects. This is unlikely to be the case. 

There are no available data comparing female and male candi

dates. But there are data on delegates to Democratic and Republican 

National Conventions and on elected officials. A number of sex 

differences are found in these studies, and it is probably fair to 

assume that some of the same differences exist between female and male 

candidates in general. Jennings and Thomas (1968, p. 476) studied 

Michigan delegates to the 1964 National Conventions. About half the 

women in their sample were housewives. When they compared the employed 

men and women, they found that three times as many men as women were 

attorneys and other professionals. Fifty-four percent of the men and 

only 29 percent of the working women were self-employed. Constantini 
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and Cralk (1972, p. 220) surveyed a variety of party leaders in 

California — state and federal legislators, delegates to the 1960 

and 1964 National Party Conventions, and county committee chairpeople. 

They found that the men had higher incomes and higher educational 

levels than the women. (For example, 72 percent of the men and 51 per

cent of the women had graduated from college, and men came from families 

with higher incomes than the women's families.) Jennings and Thomas 

(1968, p. 477) found similar differences. Constantini and Craik (1972, 

p. 221) found the somewhat lower class position of the women in their 

sample to be partly balanced by other social attributes. Women were 

less likely than the men to be Catholic or Jewish and more likely to be 

from "old-American stock." Women also had more highly-educated parents. 

Kirkpatrick (1974, p. 29) intensively studied 46 women state 

legislators. She concluded that, while there is a great variety of 

women in this position, the average is a college-educated mother and 

housewife who is financially supported by a reasonably successful 

husband. Spousal support seems to be a big factor for the women in the 

Jennings and Thomas (1968, pp. 476-481) study also — 9 percent of the 

men had politically prominent spouses compared to 12 percent of the 

employed women and 44 percent of the housewives. They also found that 

the women were older than the men, less experienced in holding elective 

or appointive office, and more experienced in behind-the-scenes politics. 

Most of Kirkpatrick's (1974, p. 29) sample had done volunteer work in 

the community for many years. 



There are apparently a number of sex differences in attitudes 

also. Constantini and Craik (1972, pp. 233-235) found some differences 

in motives for entering politics. The two most important motives for 

both sexes were the same — "concern for public issues" and "a sense of 

community obligation." But among the other motives listed, men appeared 

to be in politics for personal enhancement and career advancement (e.g., 

"a search for power and influence," "being close to influential people," 

"making social contacts and friends"), while women were more motivated 

by furthering the cause of a leader or of their party (e.g., "strong 

party loyalty," "the appeal of a particular national leader"). When 

Jennings and Thomas (1968, p. 487) asked the national convention dele

gates how they felt they should make decisions, 79 percent of the men 

and 45 percent of the women felt each delegate should "use his best 

individual judgment." They termed this the "trustee role orientation." 

The women delegates were more oriented towards reliance on party leaders 

and public opinion. Much of this is consistent with Jacquette's (1974, 

p. xxvii) statement that compared to their male colleagues, women state 

legislators "tend to perceive themselves as more honest, less corrupt

ible, less willing to compromise, more concerned with public interest, 

nicer to the legislative staff, less interested in personal gain, more 

accessible to constituents, more oriented to issues and less fulfilling 

their own egos, and more independent of party demands." 

There seem to be few sex differences in issue orientations, and 

these vary with party affiliation. Jennings and Thomas (1968, pp. 488-

489) found Democratic men more willing than Democratic women to expand 



foreign economic and military aid programs. They found Republican 

women more willing than Republican men to support a positive Federal 

role towards racial equality. On tests measuring liberalism and con

servatism, Constantini and Craik (1972, p. 234) found no significant 

sex differences among Republicans; but among Democrats the women were 

significantly more liberal. In their study of delegates to the 1972 

Democratic National Convention, McGrath and Soule (1974, pp. 145-146) 

found female delegates to be "signficantly and consistently more 

liberal" than male delegates. They also found female delegates to be 

more sympathetic to the goals of the Women's Liberation Movement than 

male delegates. 

It is difficult to summarize these sex differences into a 

concluding statement as to which sex would be perceived by the voters 

as more desirable political leaders. The evidence is confused by the 

time factor — women were starting to unite on "women's issues" in the 

1970's but not in the 1960's, when most of these data were gathered. 

In short, candidate selection factors probably vary a lot from election 

to election and from locale to locale, and voters' perceptions of the 

desirability of candidate sex differences probably vary a lot also. 

Predicting the degree or direction of the influence of these selection 

factors is virtually impossible without specific information about the 

candidates and the electorate in any particular election. In any 

election, however, there are likely to be some sex-related differences 

among the candidates, and this should be kept in mind when interpreting 

election results. 
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Method 

The 1974 Arizona Legislative elections were selected for the 

first stage of the study. Bill Turnbow's Arizona Political Almanac has 

published systematic data on Arizona legislative elections since 1962. 

The Almanac includes the names of all the candidates in both primary 

and general elections, the political party affiliation of each candi

date, the office for which she/he was running, the district in which 

the candidate was running, and the total number of votes received by 

each candidate. Each edition of the Almanac also contains a list of 

the current officeholders, so incumbency of the candidates can be 

determined. 

Use of the Arizona legislative elections seemed reasonable, 

considering the fact that the experimental part of this study was to 

be conducted with a sample of Tucson residents. Using an Arizona 

sample for both stages of the research should facilitate a comparison 

of the results of the first and second stages. Since the Almanac 

specifies the candidate's district, voting in Tucson can be compared 

with voting in the rest of the state, and the extent to which "voting" 

in the sample can legitimately be generalized to that in the state can 

be evaluated. Legislative elections were used rather than elections 

to other state offices (such as Attorney General and State Treasurer) 

because almost no women ran for state-wide offices in Arizona in 1974. 

Voter bias against female candidates should be weaker in 

Arizona than in the United States as a whole. Both the Harris (1972) 

and Gallup (1976) polls found more support for women in politics in the 

West and in the Northeast, and Werner (1968, p. 43) found that states 
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with small populations were the most likely to have a large percentage 

of women in their state legislatures. With 20 percent women, Arizona's 

legislature has the second highest proportion of women of any state 

in the country (Johnson and Stanwick, 1976, p. xxiii). It is hypoth

esized that in the 1974 Arizona legislative elections, there was 

little, if any voter discrimination against female candidates. 

Previous research indicates that women do better against male 

candidates in primaries than in generals. Jennings and Thomas (1968, 

p. 482) state that "among primary election voters, many of whom are 

fellow partisans and have some knowledge of the contestants, the sex 

of a candidate is not as strongly negative as it is for the electorate 

in the general contest," 

It is also hypothesized that Democratic female candidates will 

do better against male opponents than Republican female candidates. 

The Democratic Party has made more of an effort at getting women into 

political office than the Republican Party has, particularly at the 

national level (Alligood, 1974, p. 541; Johnson and Stanwick, 1976, 

pp. xxxviii-xxxix). 

Although there is much in the literature suggesting that female 

candidates do worse the higher the office level they are contesting 

(e.g., Krauss, 1974, p. 1711), the difference in level between the 

State House and the State Senate is probably too small to make any 

difference. Therefore the election rate of female candidates running 

for the House is expected to be similar to that of women running for 

the Senate. 
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A final hypothesis is that female candidates will do better 

against their male opponents in urban areas than in rural districts. 

This is based on a number of findings in the literature showing that 

residents of rural areas are less supportive of women's issues and of 

women participating in politics than urban residents (e.g., Harris and 

Associates, 1972; Gallup Opinion Index, 1976). 

Although the literature yields no reason to expect an inter

action effect of candidate sex with incumbency, incumbency is controlled 

in the following analysis as a possible selection factor (i.e., male 

candidates are more likely to be incumbents than female candidates). 

Data were tabulated on each candidate for the primary and 

general elections to the State Legislature in 1974 (Turnbow, 1975-76, 

pp. 50-55, 59-63). The candidate's gender was determined in most cases 

from the person's first name. Candidates with conventional male names, 

such as William, Jim, John, and Steve, were coded as male; in the same 

manner candidates with conventional female names, such as Polly, 

Dorothy, Sue, and Lucy, were coded as female. Ten candidates whose 

gender could not easily be determined were listed separately, including 

those who used their initials instead of first names, and those whose 

first names do not clearly indicate gender, such as Marcelyn, Timona, 

and Shane. Newspapers from the approximate time of the elections were 

consulted to determine gender. Either a picture of the candidate or 

an article referring to the candidate as "he" or "she," "Mr.," or "a 

mother of two," for example, was considered sufficient evidence to code 

the candidate as male or female. In this manner the list of candidates 
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of unidentified gender was reduced to three persons — all of whom ran 

in the primary, and two of whom ran in the general election. These 

candidates were excluded from most of the analysis. 

For each candidate coding was done for type of election (primary 

or general), district, office level (Senate or House), political party 

(Democrat, Republican, or other), and the total number of votes re

ceived. The 30 districts throughout the state were collapsed into three 

districts — the Tucson area, the Phoenix area, and the rest of the 

state (mainly rural and small-town areas). Since there were only two 

candidates not affiliated with either the Democratic or Republican 

parties, and they both lost in the primary elections, they were elimi

nated from most of the analysis. 

Each candidate was coded according to whether she/he won or 

lost the election. For each candidate the coder also recorded the 

number of candidates in that particular election (e.g., whether one 

winner was chosen out of two candidates, or two winners out of five 

candidates); the candidate's running group (all candidates running 

against each other received the same code); and whether or not the 

candidate was running against a member of the opposite sex. 

Whether or not each candidate was an incumbent legislator was 

determined by referring to th". list of officeholders in the 1973-74 

Almanac (pp. 21-23). Candidates were coded as non-incumbents, incum

bents of the same legislative body, or incumbents of the other 

legislative body. All candidates in the latter category were currently 

holding a House seat but running for the Senate. There were only 12 



such individuals in both the primary and general elections combined, 

all men, and they won in nearly the same proportion as the other 

incumbents. For these reasons the two categories of incumbents were 

combined into one category for most of the analysis. 

Data were collected on a total of 232 candidates in Primary 

elections (192 men, 37 women, and 3 of unidentified gender) and 156 

candidates in General elections (127 men, 27 women, and 2 of uniden

tified gender). Thus, 16 percent of candidates in the primaries, and 

17 percent of those in the generals, were women. 

Results 

To determine whether the electorate discriminated against 

female candidates, it is necessary to know whether, and how, the 

female candidates differed systematically from the male candidates. 

Unfortunately much of the information that would be relevant here was 

not available (e.g., age, campaign experience and publicity, education, 

speaking ability, values and beliefs, and socioeconomic status). With 

the available data (see Table 1) it could be determined that, compared 

2 with men, women were less likely to be incumbents (x significant at 

2 the .05 level), less likely to run in the rural areas (x significant 

at the .01 level), less likely to run for the Senate (not significant), 

more likely to be affiliated with the Democratic Party (not signifi

cant), and more likely to face opposition in their elections, particu-

2 larly from the opposite sex (X significant at the .01 level). 

Only the elections in which candidates were opposed by members 

of the opposite sex are relevant to the issue of whether gender was a 
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factor for the voters. A total of 81 candidates in the primaries (53 

men and 28 women) and 69 in the generals (45 men and 24 women) ran in 

opposite-sex elections. Differences between male and female candidates 

in these elections were similar to those in the full sample (Table 1). 

Men were slightly more likely to be Republican than in the full sample; 

men were less represented in the rural elections than in the full 

sample; and the female-male incumbency differential was reduced somewhat 

2 (X no longer significant). The only reversal of the gender difference 

was for office level: a higher proportion of women than men ran for 

the Senate in opposite-sex contests. This is due to the fact that there 

were only eight opposite-sex Senatorial elections, with one man and one 

woman running in each. 

The largest potentially-biasing selection factors seem to be 
s. 

incumbency status and party affiliation. Men were more often incumbents 

than women, and incumbency is an advantage in most elections. The male 

candidates were also more often affiliated with the Republican Party 

than the female candidates. Being Republican gives one an advantage with 

Arizona voters, particularly in the Phoenix area, where more than 60 

percent of the candidates were running. [The majority of Arizona voters 

has voted for Republican Presidents every year since 1952 (U.S. Bureau 

of the Census, 1976, pp. 453-455).] Thus, even if voters did not dis

criminate against them, women would be expected to lose slightly more 

often than men. 

Testing for a sex effect was done in two ways, using opposite-

sex contests only. With both methods only the results for women were 
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TABLE 1 

Distribution of Female and Male Candidates 
in the 1974 State Legislative Elections 

OPPOSITE SEX 
FULL SAMPLE CONTESTANTS 

% of Male % of Female % of Male % of Female 
Candidate Variables Candidates Candidates Candidates Candidates 

(N=319) (N=64) (N=98) (N-52) 

Incumbency: Yes 42 28 34 27 
No 58 72 66 73 

Party: Democrat 58 67 55 67 
Republican 41 33 45 33 

Region: Phoenix 50 66 60 67 
Tucson 16 22 29 23 
Rural areas 34 13 11 10 

Office Level: Senate 30 22 8 15 
House 70 78 92 85 

Type of Election: Primary 60 58 54 54 
General 40 42 46 46 

Election Opposition: Yes 72 88 100 100 
No 28 13 0 0 

Opposite Sex Contest: Yes 31 
No 69 

81 
19 

100 
0 

100 
0 
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analyzed. (Since success rates were calculated in terms of one sex 

against the other, the success rates of the men are inversely related 

to the success rates of the women.) 

First, the Female Success Rate was calculated by dividing the 

number of women elected by the number of women expected to win if there 

were no sex bias, as expressed by the formula: 

Number of Women Number of Women 
_ , „ _  ̂ elected elected Female Success Rate = -—r 7-7; = —? „ 

Number of Women E|_e W (F/N)j 
expected to win 
if no sex bias 

where e = number of elections, W = number of winners for that election, 

F = number of female candidates, and N = total number of candidates. 

For example, if one woman and man were running against each other for 

one Senate seat, the probability that the woman would win is 1 (1/2) or 

.5 for that election. If one woman was running running against two men 

for two House seats, the probability that a woman would win one seat is 

2 (1/3) or .66. General elections were summed separately, since many 

of the candidates were in both generals and primaries. 

The Female Success Rate was found to be 1.32 for the primaries 

and 1.28 for the generals. If sex were not a factor, these ratios would 

both equal 1.00. Thus, not only were women not discriminated against 

by Arizona voters in 1974, but they may have been favored by the 

electorate. There was also a slight tendency for the women to do 

better in the primaries than in the generals. Although this difference 

is small, it is in the hypothesized direction. 
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The second method used to test for a sex effect was to calculate 

the percent of women among those elected divided by the percent of women 

among the candidates. This is the Women's Candidate Election Rate, used 

by Karnig and Walter (1976, p. 606) in their analysis of the election of 

women to City Councils. It can be expressed by the formula: 

Women's Candidate Election Rate = 

% of those elected 
who are women 

% of candidates who 
are women 

This rate is not quite as precise as the Female Success Rate: however 

it gives very similar results when only opposite-sex elections are used. 

Because it is much more simple to calculate than the Female Success 

Rate, the Women's Candidate Election Rate is used for most of the 

analysis. 

The Women's Candidate Election Rate for the primaries was 1.37; 

for the generals it was 1.28. Again, women won at a higher rate than 

would be expected by chance, with a slight tendency for women to do 

better in the primaries than in the generals. 

To determine whether any of the other variables measured had 

any effect on how well women did in the elections, Women's Candidate 

Election Rates were calculated for primaries and generals within cate

gories of party, office, incumbency, and district. Rates were also 

calculated with three-variable controls. The results of these calcula

tions are shown in Tables 2 to 7, along with the numbers used to 

calculate the election rates. When looking over these tables, the most 



TABLE 2 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, Party, and Office Sought 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

Variables 
N of 
Men 

Candidates 
Women(%) 

% Women 
Elected 

W.C.E. 
Rate 

N of 
Men 

Candidates 
Women(%) 

% Women 
Elected 

W.C.E. 
Rate 

All Elections 53 28(34.6) 47.5 1.37 45 24 (34.8) 44.4 1.28 

Democrats: 
House 
Senate 

32 
3 

15(31.9) 
3(50.0) 

45.5 
100.0 

1.43 
2.00 

19 
0 

13 (40.6) 
4(100.0) 

50.0 
100.0 

1.23 
1.00 

All 35 18(34.0) 52.0 1.53 19 17 (47.2) 62.5 1.32 

Republicans: 
House 
Senate 

17 
1 

9(34.6) 
1(50.0) 

42.9 
0.0 

1.24 
0.0 

22 
4 

7 (24.1) 
0 (0.0) 

30.0 
0.0 

1.24 

All 18 10(35.7) 40.0 1.12 26 7 (21.2) 30.0 1.42 



TABLE 3 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, Party and Incumbency 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. 
Variables Men Women(%) Elected Rate Men Women(%) Elected Rate 

Democrats: 
Incumbents 6 2(25.0) 25.0 1.00 4 2(33.3) 33.3 1.00 
Nonincumbents 29 16(35.6) 64.7 1.82 15 15(50.0) 80.0 1.60 
All 35 18(34.0) 52.0 1.53 19 17(47.2) 62.5 1.32 

Republicans: 
Incumbents 6 5(45.5) 45.5 1.00 17 5(22.7) 31.3 1.38 
Nonincumbents 12 5(29.4) 25.0 0.85 9 2(18.2) 25.0 1.37 
All 18 10(35.7) 40.0 1.12 26 7(21.2) 30.0 1.42 



TABLE 4 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, Party, and District 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. 
Variables Men Women(%) Elected Rate Men Women(%) Elected Rate 

Democrats: 
Rural 6 3(33.3) 25.0 0.75 2 2(50.0) 50.0 1.00 
Tucson 15 6(28.6) 40.0 1.40 4 6(60.0) 75.0 1.25 
Phoenix 14 9(39.1) 72.7 1.86 13 9(40.9) 50.0 1.22 
All 35 18(34.0) 52.0 1.53 19 17(47.2) 62.5 1.32 

Republicans: 
Rural 0 0( 0.0) 0.0 - 3 0( 0.0) 0.0 -

Tucson 0 0( 0.0) 0.0 - 9 0( 0.0) 0.0 -

Phoenix 18 10(35.7) 40.0 1.12 14 7(33.3) 37.5 1.13 
All 18 10(35.7) 40.0 1.12 26 7(21.2) 30.0 1.42 



TABLE 5 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, Office, and Incumbency 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. 
Variables Men Women(%) Elected Rate Men Women(%) Elected Rate 

Senate: 
Incumbents 1 0( 0.0) 0.0 - 4 0 ( 0.0) 0.0 -

Nonincumbents 3 4(57.1) 100.0 1.75 0 4(100.0) 100.0 1.00 
All 4 4(50.0) 75.0 1.50 4 4 (50.0) 100.0 2.00 

House: 
Incumbents 11 7(38.9) 1.00 1.00 17 7 (29.2) 31.8 1.09 
Nonincumbents 38 17(30.9) 50.0 1.62 24 13 (35.1) 50.0 1.42 
All 49 24(32,9) 44.4 1.35 41 20 (32.8) 37.5 1.14 



TABLE 6 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, District, and Office Sought 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. 
Variables Men Women(%) Elected Rate Men Women(%) Elected Rate 

Rural: 
Senate 0 0( 0.0) 0.0 - 0 0( 0.0) 0.0 -

House 6 3(33.3) 25.0 0.75 5 2(28.6) 25.0 0.87 
All 6 3(33.3) 25.0 0.75 5 2(28.6) 25.0 0.87 

Tucson: 
Senate 0 0( 0.0) 0.0 - 2 2(50.0) 100.0 2.00 
House 15 6(28.6) 40.0 1.40 11 4(26.7) 50.0 1.87 
AH 15 6(28.6) 40.0 1.40 13 6(31.6) 60.0 1.90 

Phoenix: 
Senate 4 4(50.0) 75.0 1.50 2 2(50.0) 100.0 2.00 
House 28 15(34.9) 50.0 1.43 25 14(35.9) 35.0 0.97 
All 32 19(37.3) 53.8 1.44 27 16(37.2) 40.9 1.10 



TABLE 7 

Women's Candidate Election Rate by 
Type of Election, Incumbency, and District 

PRIMARIES GENERALS 

N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. N of Candidates % Women W.C.E. 
Variables Men Women(%) Elected Rate Ken Women(%) Elected Rate 

Incumbents: 
Rural 3 1(25.0) 25.0 1.00 3 1(25.0) 25.0 1.00 
Tucson 3 1(25.0) 25.0 1.00 6 1(14.3) 25.0 1.75 
Phoenix 6 5(45.5) 45.5 1.00 12 5(29.4) 35.7 1.21 
All 12 7(36.8) 36.8 1.00 21 7(25.0) 31.8 1.27 

Nonincumbents: 
Rural 3 2(40.0) 0.0 0.00 2 1(33.3) 0.0 0.00 
Tucson 12 5(29.4) 50.0 1.70 7 5(41.7) 83.3 2.00 
Phoenix 26 14(35.0) 60.0 1.71 15 11(42.3) 50.0 1.18 
All 41 21(33.9) 57.1 1.68 24 17(41.5) 64.3 1.55 
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striking finding is that in almost every category, the Women's 

Candidate Election Rate is equal to or greater than 1.00. Apparently 

the tendency for the female candidates to do as well as or better than 

the men they ran against is quite consistent for these elections. 

Another consistent finding was that female candidates did 

better against their male opponents when they were running in the 

Tucson or Phoenix areas rather than in rural districts. There were 

very few women candidates in the rural areas, and when they did run 

there they were more likely than the men to lose. This finding sup

ports the hypothesis that women get more support in the urban areas. 

The Women's Candidate Election Rate was much higher for 

Democratic women than for Republican women in the primaries (1.53 to 

1.12), but this was reversed somewhat in the generals (1.32 to 1.&2). 

The general trend was for the election rates for the Democratic women 

to be higher than those for Republican women in most of the three-way 

categories. The most notable exception to this occurs among incumbents 

running in the generals — there the Republican women did particularly 

well. Overall the data indicate a general tendency for female candi

dates to receive more support against men when they are affiliated with 

the Democratic Party; this is consistent with the hypothesis. 

Although women had higher election rates when running for the 

Senate than when running for the House, these rates are based on only 

four primary and four general elections for the Senate. No conclusion 

can be drawn from such a small number. 
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In most cases, the Women's Candidate Election Rate was higher 

when female and male opponents were nonincunibents than when they were 

incumbents. It may be that male incumbents are very difficult to 

defeat, and women have a better chance when they are running against 

nonincumbents. 

The tendency for the women to do better against men in the 

primaries than in the generals was not very large, and the effect was 

reversed in many categories, yielding only weak support for the hypo

thesis . 

Discussion of Results 

Overall these results indicate that, contrary to the expecta

tion of women losing elections to the Arizona legislature slightly more 

often than men, female candidates did consistently better than their 

male opponents. There are several reasons why this finding may not 

indicate pro-female voter bias. No significance tests were run, so the 

likelihood of these results being due to chance is unknown. At the same 

time, female candidates were consistently more likely to win than their 

male opponents, regardless of party, incumbency, and type of election. 

The unbalanced numbers of women and men running in many of 

these elections may have given women an advantage. For example, in 

some elections there were two men running against one woman. If gender 

is a factor for some voters, those who preferred men had to split their 

votes between two men; while those who preferred women had only one 

woman to vote for. To check whether this factor confounded the results, 

those elections where there was just one female and one male candidate 
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were examined. For primaries of this type, the Women's Candidate 

Election Rate was 1.33; for generals it was 1.62. Apparently un

balanced numbers of women and men in the elections was not a factor 

biasing the results in favor of women. 

Unfortunately many factors may be associated with candidate 

sex which could not be measured or controlled in this study. On those 

factors which could be measured, men seemed to have the advantage. 

But, given the number of constraints against women in general running 

for office, it is probably more difficult for a woman to become a 

candidate than it is for a man — it may take a "super" woman to run 

for office. The voters may have been responding to a perceived higher 

quality of female candidates rather than to femaleness per se. Or 

maybe a pro-female bias among these voters was counteracted by selection 

factors working to the women's disadvantage. In order to eliminate 

possible selection factors, an experimental survey was designed where 

female and male "candidates" were created essentially equal. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE IMPORTANCE OF CANDIDATE GENDER QUESTIONED: 
AN EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS OF VOTER BIAS 

Using election data to determine whether voters discriminate on 

the basis of sex is difficult due to the possibility of confounding 

selection factors and due to the small numbers of women running in most 

elections. In an attempt to overcome these difficulties, an experi

mental survey was designed to simulate an election. Equal numbers of 

female and male "candidates" with controlled descriptions were presented 

to the "voters." 

Method 

Respondents were asked to help with a mail survey about Tucson 

voters and what kind of political candidates they prefer (see Appendix). 

They were presented with descriptions of four hypothetical candidates 

and asked to rank order them according to how likely they would be to 

vote for them. Of the four candidates described for each respondent, 

two had women's names (Mary Anderson and Karen Miller) and two had men's 

names (John Stevens and Michael King), two were Democrats and two were 

Republicans, and one was an incumbent and three were nonincumbents. 

The values of these three variables — sex, party, and incumbency — 

were combined in different ways to make up eight questionnaire forms 

(one form for each possible combination of the values of these vari-
/ 

ables). Candidates were arranged in random order. Office level was 

39 
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also varied and balanced — for eight questionnaire forms the candidates 

were presented as running for the Arizona State House, and for an other

wise identical eight forms they were presented as running for the 

Arizona State Senate (see Table 8). 

To give respondents more realistic descriptions on which to 

base their choices, age (29, 36, 43, and 57), occupation (psychologist, 

lawyer, social worker, and elementary teacher), and "major political 

concerns" were added to the candidates' descriptions in random order. 

"Major political concerns" were kept brief and relatively vague in an 

attempt to keep this factor from completely overpowering the variables 

of major theoretical interest in this design. The four political con

cerns described were: reducing taxes and making the government more 

accessible to the people; improved environmental quality and reducing 

unemployment; environmental protection and a fairer distribution of the 

tax dollar; and keeping inflation down and increasing governmental 

efficiency. The first and fourth statements were intended to appear 

more politically conservative than the second and third concerns. The 

candidate descriptions were realistic in that Tucson newspapers fre

quently give similar information on state and local candidates. Al

though this is not very much information on which to base voting 

decisions, often this is all that is available to most voters. 

In addition to ranking the four candidates, respondents were 

also asked to answer questions about their political party affiliation, 

educational level, ethnic group identification, age, sex, and marital 

status; in this way the relation between these factors and voting be

havior could be assessed. They were also asked if they had voted in 
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TABLE 8 

Candidate Factor Assignment, Number of 
Respondents and Treatment Cell Numbers 

Q Form Candidate Incum , Office Occu Political N of Treatment 

Number Number Sex Party bency Level Age pation Concerns Respondents Cell Number 

1 1 M D N H 1 A 3 27 2 
2 P D N H A 2 1 6 
3 M R I H 2 1 A 3 
A F R N H 3 3 2 8 

2 1 M D N H 2 A 3 20 2 
2 F R I H 3 2 2 7 
3 M R H H 1 3 A A 
A F D N U A 1 1 6 

3 1 F R N H 2 3 1 16 8 
2 11 R U H 3 A 2 A 
3 F D I H A 2 3 5 
A M D N H 1 1 A 2 

A 1 F R N U 3 3 1 1A 8 
2 M R N H 2 2 3 A 
3 M D I H A 1 2 1 
A F D N H 1 A A 6 

5 1 F R N H 1 2 A 26 8 
2 F R N a 2 1 1 8 
3 M D I H A 3 2 1 
A M D N H 3 A 3 2 

6 1 M 0 N . H A 2 2 15 2 
2 M D N H 1 3 1 2 
3 F R N H 3 1 3 8 
A F R I H 2 A A 7 

7 1 F D N H 2 A A 21 6 
2 M R I H 1 1 2 3 
3 M R N H A 2 1 A 
A F D N H 3 3 3 6 

8 1 M R N H 3 2 3 22 A 
2 F D I H 2 1 2 5 
3 M R N H 1 A 1 A 
A F 0 N H A 3 A 6 

9 1 M D H S 1 A 3 18 10 
2 F D N S A 2 1 1A 
3 M R I S 2 1 A 11 
A F R N S 3 3 2 16 

10 1 M D N . S 2 A 3 18 10 
2 F R I s 3 2 2 15 
3 M R N s 1 3 A 12 
A F D N s A 1 1 1A 

11 1 P R N s 2 3 1 16 16 
2 M R N s 3 A 2 12 
3 F D I s A 2 3 13 
A H D N s 1 1 A 10 

12 1 F R N 5 3 3 1 20 16 
2 M R N s 2 2 3 12 
3 M D I s A 1 2 9 
A F D N s 1 A A 1A 
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Q Form Candidate Incum Office Occu Political N of Treatment 

Number Number Sex Party bency Level Age pation Concerns Respondents Cell Number 

13 1 F R N S 1 2 4 24 16 
2 F R N S 2 1 1 16 

3 M D I s 4 3 2 9 
4 M D N s 3 4 3 10 

14 i M D N s 4 2 2 23 10 
2 M D N s 1 3 1 10 

3 F R N s 3 1 3 16 
4 F R I s 2 4 4 15 

15 1 F D N s 2 4 4 19 14 
2 M R I s 1 1 2 11 
3 M R N s 4 2 1 12 
4 F D N s 3 3 3 14 

16 1 M R ;j s 3 2 3 22 '2 
2 F D I s 2 1 2 13 
3 M R N s 1 4 1 12 
4 F D N s 4 3 4 14 

Sex: M • male 
p m female 

Party: D - Democrat 
E - Republican 

Incumbency: I • Incumbent 

N * nonincumbent 

Office Level: H « State House 

S • State Senate 

Age: 1 « 29 

2 - 3 6  

3 - A3 
6-57 

Occupation: 1 - Psychologist 

2 " Eleaentary**Teacber 
3 " Social Worker 
4 * Lawyer 

Political Concerns: 1 • Improved environmental quality and reducing 
unemployment 

2 - Keeping Inflation dovn and Increasing govern
mental efficiency 

3 • Reducing taxes and making the government more 
accessible to the people 

4 • Environmental protection and a fairer dis
tribution of the tax dollar 
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the 1974 general election, so this sample could be compared with the 

1974 state legislative election sample. 

Because gender of the experimenter is likely to effect the 

results, the cover letters were all signed with the name "Lynn A. Mohr." 

Since Lynn is both a woman's and a man's name, it was hoped that respon

dents would be unsure about the gender of the experimenter, thereby 

reducing any sex-of-experimenter effects. 

The questionnaires were sent to a random sample of registered 

voters with Tucson addresses. Two follow-up procedures were used to 

increase the response rate. This is a modified version of the technique 

developed by Dillman et al. (1974), who obtained a mail questionnaire 

response rate of 70-75 percent mainly through the use of three follow-

up procedures. 

The voting behavior surveys were mailed on June 4, 1976 to 720 

Tucson registered voters, all living at different addresses. One-

hundred fifty-seven of these were returned unopened due to people mov

ing and leaving no forwarding address. Of the 563 people contacted, 

213 or 38 percent returned the completed questionnaire without any 

additional encouragement. Two weeks after the original mailing, a 

postcard reminder was sent to those people who had not responded. This 

resulted in an additional 76 completed questionnaires and raised the 

response rate to 51 percent. Three weeks after the postcard mailing, 

the experimenter made personal phone calls to those people whose phone 

numbers could be found. This procedure added 32 more people to the 

sample and raised the total number of respondents to 321 — an overall 

response rate of 57 percent. 
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Eighty-eight percent of the respondents indicated that they had 

voted in the 1974 general election; thus most of this sample was also 

included in the 1974 state election data. The distribution of back

ground characteristics of the sample of registered voters is compared 

with the distributions for the populations of Tucson and of Arizona in 

Table 9. The sampled voters tended to be slightly older than residents 

of both Tucson and Arizona. Democrat and Republican party registration 

rates were quite similar for the sample and Pima County; however the 

state as a whole has proportionately more registered Republicans and 

fewer Democrats than Pima County. The biggest difference is in educa

tional level, with the sample being much more highly-educated than 

Tucson or Arizona residents. Minority group members were under-

represented in the sample, especially Mexican Americans. The sex 

distributions were fairly similar, with slightly more women represented 

in the sample. The sample also contains a higher proportion of married 

persons and fewer single people than the Tucson or Arizona populations. 

Many of these differences are due to differences between the general 

populations of Tucson and Arizona and the population of registered 

voters from which the sample was drawn. The distribution discrepancies 

are probably due to a combination of this factor and sampling bias. 

Due to their above-average level of education and the preponder

ance of Democrats (56 percent), this sample could be expected to be more 

politically liberal than Arizona voters as a whole, and the 1974 

legislative data also indicate a tendency for women to fare better than 

their male opponents in the Tucson and Phoenix areas. Therefore women 

candidates might be expected to do better with this sample than they 
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TABLE 9 

Background Characteristics of Respondents 
Compared with Tucson and Arizona Populations 

AGE 

Mean Years 

Sample 46 
Tucson k 44 
Arizona 44 

PARTY REGISTRATION 

Party 
Sample 
(%) 

c County 
(%) 

Arizonâ  
(%) 

Democrat 56 56 52 
Republican 36 34 42 
Independent 8 5 -

Other 0 0.7 6 
None 0.3 4 -

Tucson3 Arizona*3 

Sample (persons 25 & over) (persons 25 & over) 
Education (%) (%) (%) 

8th grade or less 4 21 25 
1-3 yrs. High School 7 16 17 
High School graduate 31 34 32 
1-3 yrs. College 32 14 14 
College graduate 12 15 13 
Graduate work 15 

Sample Tucson3 Arizona*3 
Ethnic Group (%) (%) (%) 

Black 2 4 3 
White 84 71 72 
Mexican-American 10 24 19 
Asian-American 0.6 - 0.4 
Native American 2 - 5 
Other 1 - 0.6 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

Sample Tucson3 Arizona** 
Gender (%) (%) (%) 

Female 53 52 51 
Hale 47 48 49 

Tucsona Arizona*1 
Sample (persons 14 & over) (persons 14 & over) 

Marital Status (%) (%) (%) 

Single 16 26 24 
Married 71 61 64 
Separated 1 1 1 
Divorced 5 4 4 
Widowed 7 7 6 

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970a. 

b. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970b. 

c. Telephone contact with Pima County Recorder's Office, 1977 (1976 
general election). 

d. Turnbow, 1975-76 (1974 general election). 



would in the State of Arizona. If selection factors were the reason 

why women did better than men in Tucson, controlling for these factors 

in this experiment should eliminate the women's advantage. Therefore 

it is hypothesized that there will be no difference in the ranking of 

female and male candidates. 

The literature review and the 1974 election data also lead to 

the hypothesis 'chat Democratic women will do better against Democratic 

men than Republican women will do against Republican men (e.g., 

Johnson and Stanwick, 1976, pp. xxxviii-xxxix). Due to the small 

variation in office level, no sex-by-office level interaction is ex

pected. In the 1974 election data, nonincumbent women did better 

against nonincumbent men than incumbent women did against incumbent 

men. Because the reason for this is not understood and there is 

nothing in the literature leading to an expectation of this relation

ship, no sex-by-incumbency interaction is hypothesized. Considering 

the background characteristics of the research participants, it is 

hypothesized that support for female candidates will be stronger among 

Democrats, those with a higher level of education, minority group 

members, younger people, and single and divorced people (Harris and 

Associates, 1972; Gallup, 1976). 

Results 

This experimental design was intended to create male and female 

candidates who wer2 equal in all other respects. Because the factors 

of candidate party, incumbency, and office level were completely 

crossed and balanced with candidate sex, male and female candidates 
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were equal across all treatment groups on these factors. The additional 

variables of age, occupation, and political concerns were added to the 

candidate descriptions in random order, on the assumption that they 

would be unrelated to any of the four balanced factors. Unfortunately, 

this procedure did not yield an equal representation of all possible 

combinations of the additional variables and the major variables. 

Consequently, the randomization procedure did not result in a perfectly 

balanced design. Political concerns are related to candidate sex, 

party, and incumbency; and age and occupation are related to candidate 

sex. For example, female candidates were more often described with the 

two liberal political concerns, while male candidates were more often 

associated with the two conservative concerns. 

This problem with the randomization process caused most of the 

confounding of the independent variables in the data. In addition, 

though equal numbers of each questionnaire form were mailed, response 

rates were not equal for each form (see Table 8). Therefore some 

candidate descriptions are represented more frequently in the data than 

others. The resulting interrelationships among factors made the data 

more difficult to interpret than they would have been otherwise. Post 

hoc analyses are offered at the end of the chapter in an attempt to 

sort out the results. 

Each of the 321 respondents ranked four candidates, for a total 

of 1284 observations. These data were analyzed in two ways. First, 

cross-tabulations of the independent variables with dependent vari

able of candidate ranking were examined to determine general trends. 
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This was done with all 1284 observations. To determine which 

relationships were statistically significant, analyses of variance 

were computed for a subsample of the observations. For these computa

tions, observations were sorted into 16 treatment cells, each cell 

representing a different combination of the values of the four major 

factors (see Table 8 and Figure 1). The smallest cell contained 35 

observations; to create equal cell sizes for the analysis, the other 

15 cells were randomly reduced to a size of 35. This resulted in a 

sample size of 560 observations for the statistical testing. As a 

check on how well the random selection procedure worked, the distribu

tion of respondent background variables for this subsample was compared 

with that for the entire sample. The mean age was 46 years for both 

groups, and on no value of any categorical variable was there more 

than a 1 percent difference between the groups. Therefore it seems 

reasonable to assume that this smaller sample is representative of the 

larger group. All results obtained with the analyses of variance were 

also checked for consistency with the trends for the entire sample. 

Although care was taken that there be no two observations by 

the same person in any one cell, some respondents are represented 

several times across cells. Because the resulting interdependencies 

can inflate the results, the most conservative techniques for computing 

F ratios were used. Treating respondents as a factor nested within sex, 

party, and incumbency, and treating these factors as nested within 

office level often results in a small F ratio. In all calculations the 

smallest F ratio was used; this lowered the chance of obtaining statisti

cally significant results. 
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OFFICE LEVEL 

House Senate 

INCUMBENCY INCUMBENCY 

Incumbent Nonincumbent Incumbent Nonincumbent 

Democrat 

E* 

Republican 

§ Ph 

Democrat 5 6 

Republican 7 8 

9 10 

11 12 

13 14 

15 16 

Figure 1. Treatment Cell Design for Analysis of Variance 
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Among the main effects of the four major independent variables 

on candidate ranking, only that of the candidate's party was statisti-

9 
cally significant [F(l,68) = 20.53; p < .01; w = .04]. Democratic 

candidates were ranked higher than Republican candidates. There was a 

small sex effect [F(l,68) = 3.08; N.S.], and an even smaller incumbency 

effect [F(1,68) = 2.13; N.S.]. The tendencies were for respondents to 

rank men and incumbents higher. None of the interactions was statisti

cally significant; however the general directions of the interactions 

with candidate sex are of theoretical interest (see Table 10). There 

was a weak tendency for male candidates to do better against women when 

they were incumbents than when they were nonincumbents (consistent with 

the 1974 state data), a stronger tendency for men to be ranked higher 

than women when they were Democratic candidates than when they were 

Republican candidates (contrary to the hypothesis), and a tendency for 

men to do better against women in the Senate "elections" than in the 

House. This latter result is the only one that is inconsistent with 

the trend for the entire sample. In the whole sample women running for 

the Senate did better against their male opponents than those running 

for the House, though the interaction is quite small. 

When looking at the trends for the entire sample, it was noted 

that the tendency to rank men higher was stronger among whites and 

among married respondents (consistent with the hypotheses). Since 84 

percent of the sample identified themselves as white, and 71 percent 

are married, separate analyses were run with these subgroups. Looking 

at the sample of whites only (27 respondents per cell), the party 



TABLE 10 

Mean Candidate Rankings: Sex by Incumbency; 
Sex by Party; and Sex by Office Level (N=140 per cell)* 

CANDIDATE CANDIDATE CANDIDATE 
INCUMBENCY PARTY OFFICE LEVEL 

Nonin-
Incumbent cumbent Democrat Republican House Senate 

CANDIDATE Male 2'17 2,34 1,98 2-53 2,31 2-19 

cpv 

Female 2.37 2.49 2.24 2.62 2.39 2.46 

*Candidate rankings varied from 1 (highest) to 4 (lowest). 
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effect decreased somewhat compared to the larger subsample [F(l,52) = 

2 6.38; p < .025; o> = .01], while the incumbency effect increased 

[F(1,52) = 4.19; p < .05], and the sex effect increased slightly 

[F(1,52) = 3.72; N.S.]. So for whites in this sample, the favoritism 

towards Democrats was not as strong as for the rest of the sample, 

while being an incumbent and a male were somewhat more favorable for 

the candidate. 

The results are more striking for the married respondents (22 

per cell). The party effect is still the strongest [F(l,42) = 15.42; 

2 p < .01; a) = .04]. However for the first time the sex effect is 
o 

significant [F(l,42) = 7.60; p < .01; oj = .02], with the male candi

dates being ranked higher than the iranen. The incumbency effect is 

also significant [F(l,42) = 5.12; p < .025; w2 = .0l], with incumbents 

ranked higher. The biggest change with this subsample was the increase 

in the importance of sex in ranking of candidates. A cross-tabulation 

check indicated that this preference for male candidates was similar 

for female and male married respondents in the entire sample. The 

interaction of marital status and candidate sex remained after control

ling for age of respondent. 

Records were kept on whether the respondents sent back the 

questionnaires after the initial mailing, after the postcard, or after 

the phone call. An analysis of variance was run for the subsample with 

the third group removed (28 respondents per cell); this analysis yielded 

a significant party [F(1,54) = 17.25; p < .01; ID2 = .05] and sex effect 

2 [F(l,54) = 5.17; p < .05; a) = .008]. When the second group was also 



removed (leaving 16 respondents per cell), analysis of variance 
r\ 

indicated a sex effect [F(l,30) = 7.68; p < .01; OJ = .02] almost as 

large as the party effect [F(1,30) = 9.89; p < .01; u? = .03]. That 

is, those who responded with no follow-up procedure favored male 

candidates significantly more than the overall sample did. Incumbency 

had almost no effect at all. 

This strong sex and party effect for the first group of 

respondents is rather complex to explain. One clue can be obtained 

by comparing the distributions of background variables for these respon

dents with those for the entire sample. Persons who responded soon 

after the questionnaire was mailed were more likely to be white than 

the entire sample (87 percent to 84 percent), slightly older (mean of 

47 years compared to 46 years), and slightly more likely to be married 

(72 percent to 71 percent). This adds up to a pattern of these 

respondents tending to be more traditional than the sample as a whole; 

therefore they would be expected to prefer men more than women for 

political office. This would also explain the reduced preference for 

Democratic candidates in this group. It is unclear why incumbency was 

not more important for this group. 

For the three background variables of respondent's sex, party, 

and educational level, the sample could be divided evenly enough to 

perform analyses of variance using these variables as additional 

factors. Each of these factors was included one at a time with the 

four main independent variables, and in all three of these analyses the 

cell size was nine. When subject sex was included as the fifth factor, 
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a 
candidate party [F(l,32) = 11.13; p < .01; u = .03] and the candidate 

party-by-candidate sex interaction [F(l,32) = 5.91; p < .025; u? = .02] 

were the only statistically significant results. The relationships 

were in the same direction as in the previous analyses. The respondent 

sex-by-candidate sex interaction was extremely low [F(1,32) = .07; 

N.S.], with a very slight tendency for women to be not as biased against 

women candidates as the men were. This tendency was also very small 

and in the same direction for the entire sample. 

To use educational level as a fifth factor, respondents were 

divided into two groups — those who had not gone beyond high school 

and those who had had at least some college. Again candidate party had 

the strongest effect [F(l,32) = 5.75; p < .025; o? = .03]. Table 11 

shows that an interesting (though nonsignificant) interaction occurred 

between educational level and candidate sex [F(l,32) = 1.80; N.S.]. 

The tendency was for the less highly-educated group to favor men more 

than women, and for the more highly-educated group to favor women 

slightly more than men. This is the first reversal of the sex effect 

seen in the data. In the cross-tabulation check with the entire sample, 

this tendency was supported, although it was not strong enough to 

reverse the sex effect for the more highly-educated group. These 

findings are consistent with the hypothesis. 

When respondent party was included as the fifth factor, candi-
o 

date party was again significant [F(l,32) = 20.59; p < .01; a> = .05], 

but the respondent party-by-candidate party interaction emerged as the 

strongest effect of the entire study [F(l,32) =49.84; p < .01; oi =.12]. 



TABLE 11 

Mean Candidate Rankings: Candidate Sex 
by Educational Level of Respondent (N=72 per cell) 

RESPONDENT EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

CANDIDATE 
SEX 

No College Some College 

Male 2.01 2.39 

Female 2.39 2.31 
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Republicans preferred Republican candidates, and Democrats preferred 

Democratic candidates. This same-party preference was stronger for the 

Democrats than for the Republicans (see Table 12). The interaction 

between respondent party and candidate sex yielded interesting but not 

significant results [F(l,32) = 2.38; N.S.]. Sex of candidate had no 

effect on the Republican respondents, but the democrats tended to 

prefer male candidates (see Table 12). This interaction was found for 

the entire sample also, and controlling for educational level did not 

eliminate this relationship. This finding counteracts the hypothesis 

that Democrats are more willing than Republicans to accept women as 

political candidates, but it is consistent with the finding that sex 

was more of a hinderance to female Democratic candidates than to 

female Republican candidates. 

In an attempt to clarify the various relationships among these 

variables, the three-way interaction between candidate sex, candidate 

party, and respondent party was examined (see Table 13). Although this 

interaction is not statistically significant [F(l,32) = .68; N.S.], the 

data display some interesting tendencies. There is a reversal of the 

sex effect for Republican respondents voting for Republican candidates — 

in these cases the respondents tended somewhat to favor the women. This 

tendency balanced the tendency for Republican respondents voting for 

Democratic candidates and Democratic respondents voting for Republican 

candidates to favor men. This reversal gave the appearance in the two-

way interactions that sex was not an issue for Republican candidates or 

for Republican respondents. Sex apparently was an issue, though a weak 



TABLE 12 

Mean Candidate Rankings: Respondent Party by Candidate 
Party; and Respondent Party by Candidate Sex (N=72 per cell) 

CANDIDATE PARTY CANDIDATE SEX 

Democrat Republican Male Female 

RESPONDENT Democrat 1-5Q 2-57 2'07 2'38 

Republican 2.86 2.29 2.43 2.43 
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TABLE 13 

Mean Candidate Rankings: Respondent Party by 
Candidate Party by Candidate Sex (N=36 per cell) 

RESPONDENT PARTY 

Democrat Republican 

Candidate Party Candidate Party 

Democrat Republican Democrat Republican 

CANDIDATE Male 1.47 2.67 2.50 2.36 

SEX Female 1.69 3.06 2.64 2.22 
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one, in all these cases. It is unclear why Republican respondents 

preferred Republican women over Republican men. In any case, the 

effect is so small that it may be due to chance. 

The interaction of age of respondent by candidate sex was 

examined by means of cross-tabulations for the entire data set (see 

Table 14). No statistical analysis of this relationship was performed. 

To determine over-all trends, age was broken down into four categories: 

19-24, 25-34, 35-50, and 51-86. The tendency was for older respondents 

to prefer men more and women less — the preference for male candidates 

increased with age of the respondent. This is consistent with the 

hypothesis. 

The interactions between candidate sex and the three candidate 

descriptive variables of age, occupation, and political concerns are 

also theoretically relevant. These relationships were examined by 

cross-tabulations, and no statistical analyses were performed. The 

candidate age-by-sex interaction is extremely interesting (see Table 

15). The older the male candidate, the higher he is ranked. However 

female candidates are ranked highest at age 36; from that point the 

older they get, the lower they are ranked. The worst age of the four 

for a female candidate is 29. Because 29 is a prime childrearing age 

for women, this effect could be due to the expectation that women of 

this age should be tending to matters in the home rather than running 

for office. At all four ages the male candidates are preferred over 

the women. 
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TABLE 14 

Mean Candidate Rankings: 
Respondent Age by Candidate Sex 

RESPONDENT AGE 

19-24 25-34 35-50 51-86 
(N=72/cell) (N=114/cell) (N=172/cell) (N=264/cell) 

CANDIDATE Male 2'47 2'45 2'37 2'36 

SEX Female 2.49 2.49 2.56 2.58 
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TABLE 15 

Mean Candidate Rankings: 
Candidate Age by Candidate Sex 

CANDIDATE AGE 

29 36 43 57 

Male 2.61 2.39 2.21 2.20 

CANDIDATE 
(N=236) (N=117) (N=126) (N=162) 

SEX Female 2.82 2.41 2.51 2.64 
(N=84) (N=204) (N=195) (N=159) 
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Examining the relationship between candidate occupation and sex 

(see Table 16), a reversal of the sex effect occurs when the candidate 

is a psychologist. Female psychologists appear to be preferred over 

every other sex-by-occupation combination. Among the male candidates, 

lawyers are ranked the highest. There are few other occupational 

effects, and the preference for male candidates occurs in three of the 

four occupational categories. 

Looking at the interaction of candidate sex and political con

cerns (see Table 17), a reversal of the sex effect occurs when the 

major political concern is "improved environmental quality and reducing 

unemployment." In the other three categories male candidates are 

preferred over female candidates. This sex difference is the greatest 

for the two most politically conservative categories: keeping inflation 

down and increasing governmental efficiency, and reducing taxes and 

making the government more accessible to the people. The tendency seems 

to be for women candidates to be ranked higher than men when they are 

expressing more liberal views. 

Post Hoc Analysis 

In an attempt to determine how much the interrelationships 

between the three candidate descriptive variables (age, occupation, and 

political concerns) and three of the main independent variables (sex, 

party, and incumbency) affected the results, analyses of variance were 

run on these three independent variables holding each descriptive vari

able constant. When political concerns were held constant, the candi

date party effect was still statistically significant two out of four 
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TABLE 16 

Mean Candidate Rankings: 
Candidate Occupation by Candidate Sex 

CANDIDATE OCCUPATION 

Elementary Social 
Psychologist Teacher Worker Lawyer 

Male 2.40 2.40 2.44 2.33 

CANDIDATE 
(N=151) (N=156) (N=126) (N=209) 

SEX _ . Female 2.29 2.65 2.65 2.61 
(N=170) (N=165) (N=195) (N=.ll2) 



TABLE 17 

Mean Candidate Rankings: 
Candidate Political Concerns by Candidate Sex 

CANDIDATE POLITICAL CONCERNS 

Improved env. 
quality, reduc
ing unemploy

ment 

Keep infla
tion down, 
increase govt, 
efficiency 

Reduce tax, 
make govt, 
accessible 
to people 

Env. protec., 
fairer distri
bution taxes 

Male 

CANDIDATE 
SEX Female 

2.80 
(N=122) 

2.59 
(N=199) 

2.10 
(N=194) 

2.23 
(N=211) 

2.27 
(N=127) 

2.40 
(N=110) 

2.71 
(N=115) 

2.76 
(N=206) 
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times, and the effect was in the expected direction the other two times. 

The candidate sex effect was small in all cases, with men being ranked 

higher than women in all but one category (improved environmental 

quality and reducing unemployment). The incumbency effect was almost 

nonexistent or reversed when political concerns were held constant. 

When candidate age was held constant, the party effect was 

always in the expected direction, and it was significant three out of 

four times (for all but age 43). The sex effect was always in the 

expected direction, and it was significant when the candidate age was 

57 [F(l,316) = 15.78; p < .01]. The incumbency effect was significant 

in the expected direction when the candidate age was 29. In the other 

three conditions the incumbency effect was extremely low or reversed. 

When candidate occupation was held constant, the party effect 

was again in the expected direction every time, and it was statisti

cally significant for all occupational categories except social worker. 

The sex effect was significant [F(1,317) - 6.69; p < .0l] and reversed 

for the psychologist occupation. It was significant in the expected 

direction for the candidate as elementary teacher [F(l,315) = 6.58; 

p < .01] and as lawyer [F(l,317) = 4.12; p < .05]. And the sex effect 

was very small but still in the expected direction for the candidate 

as social worker. The incumbency effect was low and reversed for two 

occupations (elementary teacher and lawyer) and statistically signifi

cant in the expected direction for two occupations — psychologist and 

social worker. 
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The general pattern that emerges from these results is that the 

tendency for respondents to choose Democratic candidates over Republican 

candidates is strong and consistent throughout all the data. The pref

erence for male candidates over women is much weaker but almost com

pletely consistent throughout all the analyses. The preference for 

incumbents over nonincumbents is the weakest and least consistent of 

all the main effects. This tendency is so inconsistent that it could 

be due to the confounding descriptive variables. 

Discussion of Results 

The results of this experiment suggest that candidate party was 

a much stronger factor in determining respondents' voting behavior than 

sex of the candidate. Even though political concerns of the candidates 

were purposely kept vague, they also seemed to have a larger effect on 

respondents' ranking than candidate sex did. Although the tendency to 

rank male candidates higher was fairly consistent throughout the data, 

there were few analyses where this relationship reached statistical 

significance. It seems that male candidates did have an advantage over 

female candidates, but it was not a very large advantage. The prefer

ence for incumbents over nonincumbents was weaker than the sex effect. 

Part of the reason for the small effect of candidate sex and 

incumbency on ranking scores may be that these variables could be 

manipulated only to a very limited extent. Reading that a candidate's 

name is female probably is not as effective as seeing a picture or a 

television news clip of a woman candidate. Reading the word "incumbent" 

in a candidate description is unlikely to have the impact of being 



exposed to the candidate for at least two years before the election. 

Demand characteristics may also have reduced the sex effect, in that 

voters are not used to seeing ballots with equal numbers of female and 

male candidates. This may have cued them that sex was an important 

factor in this study. Also the high educational level of the sample 

may have weakened the effects of candidate sex in this experiment. 

Looking at the other hypotheses, the expectation that there would 

be no interactions of candidate sex with incumbency or with office level 

was generally supported. Considering the weakness of the incumbency 

main effects and the small difference between office levels as manipu

lated, these results are not surprising. The hypothesis that female 

candidates will do better against their male opponents when they are 

Democrats than when they are Republicans was contradicted by the data. 

This finding will be discussed along with the general results of this 

study. 

Examining the circumstances under which the male candidates did 

best aids in conceptualizing the many results of this experiment. The 

male advantage over female opponents was stronger when the candidates 

were Democrats, when they were 43 or 57 years old, when they were 

lawyers, and when their political concerns were conservative. The male 

advantage was also stronger when the respondents were white, married, 

older, less well-educated, and Democrats, and for those who responded 

to the questionnaire without follow-up procedures. Much of this adds 

up to an image of the more "traditional" respondent who prefers men to 

women for political office. But the fact that Democratic respondents 



preferred men more storngly than did Republican respondents does not 

fit this image. 

Interactions of candidate sex with the other factors in the 

candidate description are more complex to explain. Men were preferred 

more strongly when they were 43 or 57 years old, an indication of the 

tendency in this society to view older men as competent, potentially 

successful people and older women as worthless and incompetent outside 

the home. The male lawyer is the most frequently-observed political 

personage for most people, so it is not surprising that men were ranked 

somewhat higher in this category. It is difficult to explain why men 

were ranked higher when they were designated as Democrats and when 

they were described as having conservative political concerns. Since 

Democratic candidates are supposed to be progressive, this pattern is 

inconsistent with the overall conclusion that the preference for men 

is part of a "traditional" ideology. 

In an attempt to interpret these findings, the interactions of 

political concerns with candidate party and with respondent party were 

examined. Table 18 shows that Democratic respondents ranked the candi

dates with conservative political views just about as highly as the 

Republican respondents did. Furthermore, candidates expressing con

servative political views were ranked the highest, when they were 

Democrats as well as when they were Republicans. So the reason more 

support for female candidates among Democratic respondents and Democra

tic candidates was not found is that the Democrats in this sample voted 



TABLE 18 

Mean Candidate Rankings: Political Concerns 
by Candidate Party; and Political Concerns by Respondent Party 

CANDIDATE POLITICAL CONCERNS 

Improved env. Keep infla Reduce tax, 
quality, reduc- tion down, make govt. Env. protec., 
ing unemploy increase govt. accessible fairer distri

ment efficiency to people bution taxes 

Democrat 2.51 1.91 2.25 2.66 

CANDIDATE 
(N=121) (N=166) (N=205) (N=150) 

PARTY Republican 2.77 2.44 2.36 2.81 
(N=200) (N=155) (N=llo) (N=171) 

Democrat 2.61 2.17 2.28 2.77 

RESPONDENT 
(N=179) (N=179) (N=179) (N=179) 

PARTY Republican 2.75 2.11 2.32 2.72 
(N=114) (N=114) (N=114) (N=114) 



about as conservatively as the Republicans, and the conservative 

Democratic candidates seemed to be the most popular. "Democrat" 

apparently did not mean "liberal" for this sample. 

Examining the conditions in which women did best completes the 

conceptualization of the results. Women candidates were most likely 

to be ranked higher than similar men when they were 36 years old, when 

they were psychologists, and when their political concerns were liberal. 

Respondents who ranked women the highest were not married, they had at 

least some college education, and they were in the youngest age groups 

(19 to 24, and 25 to 34); minority group respondents were also more 

supportive of women. College-educated women were a particularly 

supportive group. The pattern emerging here is one of young, educated 

"outsiders" demonstrating less bias against women than the more tradi

tional respondents. The liberal "up-and-coming" woman candidate (ex

emplified by the image of the 36-year-old female psychologist) was 

ranked particularly highly. 



CHAPTER 4 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The results of both these studies indicate that in state-level 

elections in Arizona, female political candidates are unlikely to face 

much, if any, voter discrimination. In some cases they may even be 

slightly favored by the voters. This is particularly true in urban 

areas, where the majority of the population lives. The literature 

review leads to the expectation that similar results would probably be 

obtained in much of the rest of the country, with the South being a 

notable exception (WEAL Washington Report, 1974; Gallup Opinion Index, 

1976). Lynn (1975, p. 374) feels that women's greatest political 

strength is in the state legislatures, for this is the area of govern

ment where women have been increasing their representation most rapidly. 

If there is voter bias against women, it seems that it would be 

most likely to be demonstrated against women running for national-level 

offices or those with exceptional authority (Harris and Associates, 

1972; Gallup, 1976). It would be interesting to do another experimental 

survey (with truly equal female and male candidates), varying office 

level to a much greater degree. 

The results of this research and the literature review indicate 

that, on the state level and probably also on the local level, fear of 

voter discrimination against female candidates is probably unjustified. 

And there are a number of indications that support for female candidates 
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may be on the rise in this country. For example, younger people are 

more supportive of women in politics than older people; if this find

ing is a cohort- rather than an age-effect, then this support group 

should be increasing steadily in size. Also urban and college-educated 

people are more supportive of female candidates, and the population is 

becoming increasingly urban and highly-educated. It seems that any 

well-qualified woman should have a good chance of being elected to 

office, provided that she can get support from her party. As more 

women become political leaders, the norm of politics as "man's business" 

will decline, encouraging more women to run for office. The structural 

constraints of childrearing and "female" occupations will probably con

tinue to be the biggest obstacle to women entering positions of politi

cal leadership. 



APPENDIX 

LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY May 31, 1976 

Dear Vw, 

I am conducting research for my doctoral dissertation in the Soci
ology Department at the University of Arizona. I am gathering informa
tion about Tucson voters and what kind of political candidates they 
prefer. Your name has been randomly selected from the list of registered 
voters in the Tucson area; for this reason your opinions are very impor
tant to me. 

Enclosed are two pages of questions which I would like you to answer -
it should take no longer than 10 minutes of your time. Please answer all 
the questions and mail the two pages back to me. I have enclosed a 
stamped, self-addressed envelope for your convenience. Feel free to add 
any suggestions, comments, or opinions that you would like to express. 
All replies will be kept strictly confidential. 

In order for me to assess the preferences of the Tucson voting public 
accurately, it is extremely important that you complete these two pages 
of questions and mail them back to me. If you do not want to participate 
in this study, please write that on the questionnaire and return it to 
me anyway. If you would like to find out the results of this research, 
please indicate this on the second page of the questionnaire. 

Thank-you very much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn A. Mohr 
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Imagine that the following four people are candidates running for 
the Arizona State House of Representatives, which convenes in Phoenix. 
You are asked to think of yourself as getting ready to vote for someone 
for the office of State Representative. Please rank these candidates 
according to what your preference would be in this election. Write a 
"1" beside the candidate you think you would be the most likely to vote 
for. Write a "2" beside the candidate you would be the second most 
likely to vote for. Write a "3" beside the candidate you would be the 
third most likely to vote for. And write a "4" beside that candidate 
you would be the least likely to vote for. 

Karen Miller: Republican; Age - 29; Occupation - elementary teacher; 
Major political concerns - environmental protection and a fairer 
distribution of the tax dollar 

Mary Anderson: Republican; Age - 36; Occupation - psychologist; 
Major political concerns - improved environmental quality and redu
cing unemployment 

John Stevens: Democrat, Incumbent; Age - 57; Occupation - social 
worker; Major political concerns - keeping inflation down and in
creasing governmental efficiency 

Michael King: Democrat; Age - 43; Occupation - lawyer; Major po
litical concerns - reducing taxes and making the government more 
accessible to the people 

Please go on to the next page. 
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Please provide the following background information about yourself: 

Political Party affiliation: Republican 
Democrat 
Independent 
other ( 

Did you vote in the General election of 1974 (when Raul Castro ran against 
Russ Williams for Governor)? 

yes 
no 
don't remember 

Highest level of education completed: 
8th grade or less 1-3 years of college 
1-3 years of high school college graduate 
high school graduate graduate work or advanced degree 

Ethnic group identification: 
Black Asian-American 
White (Anglo) Native American (American Indian) 
Mexican-American other ( ) 

What is your age? 

Sex: male 
female 

Martial status: single divorced 
married widowed 
separated other ( 

Thank-you for helping with this research project. The results should be 
available sometime in the early fall. If you would like a summary of the 
results sent to you, please write your name and address here: 
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