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In the past two decades, as the number of women in office has increased, scholarly work on the behavior and success of female elected officials has flourished.  It appears clear, for instance, that gender gaps in elite political behavior do exist, most markedly, perhaps, at the agenda-setting stage of the legislative process (Bratton and Haynie 1999; Thomas 1994).  Women are more likely than their male counterparts to focus on issues that are directly pertinent to women, as well as policies involving health, welfare, and education (Bratton and Haynie1999).  It likewise appears clear that increased diversity within legislatures has the potential, at least in some circumstances, to affect the day to day lives of women in the mass public (Bratton and Ray 2002).  As this research has evolved, much of the focus has been placed on the behavior of women, and demonstrating that gender gaps exist in political behavior.  This is not surprising – after all, this area of study in political science is often called “Women and Politics”.  Moreover, it makes sense that, when a new group gains influence in the political process, scholarly attention focuses on that group.  Yet this focus on the behavior of women leaves out an important part of the puzzle:  the behavior of men.   This study focuses on the likelihood that men will bring to the legislative agenda issues of particular interest to women.

A full understanding of the effects of the increased presence of women in legislatures demands an examination of the behavior of both men and women.  Presumably, our interest as political scientists focuses not only on individual behavior, but also on policy outcomes.  Whether policy outcomes change as legislatures become more diverse depends not only on the behavior of women, but also on the behavior of men.  If women bring new issues to the agenda, those issues have a greater chance of being enacted into policy if men – who still outnumber women in all U.S. legislatures –  also begin to share those interests.  If, as the number of women in the legislature grows, the role of focusing on women’s issues remains the province of women, there will be less potential for policy changes.  Given that men make up over half of each U.S. state legislature, understanding their behavior is key to understanding the potential that increased diversification of legislatures will bring about real policy changes.

Factors Influencing Legislative Behavior


What factors, aside from sex, might influence the likelihood that a legislator – whether male or female –  will focus on gender-related policy?  Drawing on previous research, we outline four broad categories of such factors:  constituency, partisanship, individual characteristics, and legislative diversity.

Constituency


The composition of a legislator’s constituency has long been considered a driving force in his or her behavior (Mayhew 1974), and the representation of group interests is no exception.  For instance, the composition of the constituency has been shown to be a factor in the sponsorship and support of black interest measures, above and beyond the influence of the race of the legislator (Bratton and Haynie 1999; Swain 1995).  The theoretical connection between constituency and a legislative focus on women’s interests is somewhat more tenuous, but studies have shown that representatives from racially diverse, urban districts are more likely to focus on women’s interests (Bratton and Haynie 1999).  The composition of the geographic district may, in these studies, be acting as a proxy for the liberalism of the district, and such districts may be relatively likely to elect liberal legislators who are more likely to focus on women’s interests.  Welch (1985) found that when controlling for the urbanness of the district, differences between the liberalism of male and female legislators shrank in magnitude.  Beyond geographic constituency, there is evidence that female legislators think of themselves as representing women, and think of women as an important part of their constituency (Reingold 1992).  Indeed, Dolan (1998) shows that women are more likely to vote for female candidates, suggesting that women make up a disproportionate share of the electoral constituencies of female legislators.  Drawing on this previous research, we expect that legislators who hail from urban, racially diverse districts will be relatively likely to focus on women’s issues.

Partisanship


Research indicates that Democrats are slightly more likely than Republicans to sponsor women’s interest measures in state legislatures (Bratton and Haynie 1999).  Research on the U.S. Congress has uncovered even more marked partisan effects in recent years (Wolbrecht 2000).  Research also shows that feminist legislators are substantially more likely to be Democrats (Dolan and Ford 1998), that gender gaps in the sponsorship of women’s interest measures are pronounced in both parties (Bratton 2002), and that Republicans may respond differently than Democrats to increasing diversity (Bratton 2002).  Therefore, it appears clear that partisanship affects the likelihood that a legislator will make women’s interests part of his or her agenda.  We expect that Democrats will be relatively likely to focus on women’s issues.  

Moreover, we add to previous research by exploring the role of party leadership within state legislatures in bringing women’s interests to the legislative agenda.  Analyzing party platforms and Congressional voting behavior, Wolbrecht (2000) concluded that the national parties have become increasingly polarized with regard to women’s issues.  We therefore expect Democratic party leaders within the state legislatures to ‘take the lead’ and be relatively likely to focus on such issues.  Moreover, we expect that individual Democratic legislators will be most likely to sponsor women’s interests in a supportive environment, when the likelihood of passage of those measures is maximized – that is, in a Democratic-controlled legislature.

Individual Characteristics


Legislators balance multiple goals in decision-making, including constituency, intra-institutional ambition, and policy preferences (Fenno 1973; Kingdon 1981).  While a substantial amount of scholarly work has focused on the effect of constituency and party on agenda-setting in legislatures, less work has examined the role of individual characteristics in shaping agendas.  We know that, over time, legislators are more likely to develop expertise in particular policy areas (Hibbing 1991), and we know that individual demographic characteristics such as sex influence the likelihood that individuals will focus on women’s interest measures.  We therefore expect more senior legislators and women to be relatively likely to focus on women’s interest legislation.   The effect of seniority may be particularly pronounced for men, as seniority may bring not only the possibility of developing expertise in a particular issue area but also more exposure to policies of direct relevance to women.  It is also possible that the interests of minority groups in legislatures may overlap (Bratton and Haynie 1999) and we thus also expect black legislators to be relatively likely to focus on women’s issues.

We move beyond previous literature by examining several other individual characteristics.  Characteristics such as education and marital status may also shape personal preferences and influence a legislator’s agenda.   These factors may be particularly important for men.  Higher education, for instance, may bring men into contact with a diverse set of women and with women’s interests.  Age may also be an important factor, particularly for men.  Men who came of age during or after the 1960s may be less tied to traditional roles and interests – and more likely to see what are generally called “women’s issues” as relevant to their own lives.

Marital status may also encourage an attention to women’s issues.  Bratton and Haynie (1999) find, for instance, that gender differences in sponsorship of women’s interest measures in state legislatures is much less marked than racial differences in sponsorship of black interest measures.  They speculate that this difference across groups can be explained by the stronger economic and social connections between men and women.  Although occupational segregation and sharp socialization differences surely exist, men and women grow up together, work together, and often raise families together.  Women in legislatures have been shown to be “more active and involved than men in issues that flow from their different life experience” (Thomas 1998 p. 11); according to this logic, men who have somewhat similar experiences as women may also share their interests.   For these reasons, married men may be more likely to focus on women’s interests than their bachelor counterparts. 

Legislative Diversity

Much attention has been paid in the literature to the possibility that the behavior of individual women may be influenced by the proportion of women within the legislative setting.  This research dates to Kanter (1977), who argued that, in response to their minority status within a predominantly male organization, women may downplay gender differences, trying to “blend unnoticeably into the predominant male culture” (Kanter 1977, p. 973).  Applying this theory to the legislative setting, several scholars have argued that gender differences in legislative agendas will become more apparent as the number of women within in a legislature increases.  For instance, Saint-Germain (1989) found that significant gender differences in the introduction of traditional women’s interest measures (but not feminist measures) were evident once the percentage of women reached approximately 15% (that is, in the last three sessions studied).  Using a twelve-state survey of state legislators, Thomas (1994) concluded that gender differences in the prioritizing of legislation involving women, children, and families were most striking in relatively gender-diverse legislatures.


The evidence for such a relationship between diversity and individual behavior is mixed at best.  Other scholars who do not base their work on Kanter find little evidence that women avoid representing substantively in less diverse settings (Diamond 1977; Welch 1985; Wolbrecht 2000).  Indeed, Vega and Firestone (1995) find some evidence that gender differences actually become less evident as the legislature becomes more diverse.  And, as Yoder (1991, p. 184-185) notes, the tendency of women to downplay gender differences may stem not from their absolute numbers, but from the increase in their numbers.  That is, it is possible that increased numbers of women may meet with resistance, at least on the part of men (Kathlene 1994), a possibility that Kanter herself acknowledged in the afterward to the 1993 edition of Men and Women of the Corporation.  She writes, “tokenism is hard on the sole representative but poses no threat to the majority group” and “research shows that dissatisfaction and tension are greatest groups which there are several women or minorities, but not enough to fully balance the numbers.” (Kanter 1994, p. 316).


Bratton (n.d.) describes three problems with the research that applies Kanter’s work to legislative behavior of women.  First, Kanter herself acknowledged that there were two possible responses by tokens to their status:  tokens might respond by promoting themselves and their achievements, or they may respond by minimizing differences with the dominant group.  Kanter’s assertion that the latter was the more common response (1977 p. 974) may be less valid in the legislative setting.  Many female legislators, as noted above, likely see themselves as elected in part to represent women.  Second, there is no evidence that sponsorship or even prioritizing of women’s interests is risky or costly behavior.  Evidence exists that these measures are as likely to pass as other measures (Bratton and Haynie 1999).   Indeed, women may actually be encouraged to focus on women’s interests.  Kanter (1977, p. 981-985) herself argues that token women will encounter ‘role entrapment’ – and this, in the legislative setting, may actually be entrapment in the role of expert on women’s issues.

And third – and most relevant to this paper –  as women increase their presence within legislatures, it is possible that they begin to influence men.  If, as the percentage of women in the institution increases, men become more likely to adopt and support women’s interests, then gender differences should actually narrow, not widen.  Thomas (1991, p. 962) to some degree acknowledges this when she hypothesizes that, as the number of women increases in the legislature, ‘the more likely it will be that women’s attitudes permeate the wider legislative atmosphere’ – at the same time that she presents the potentially contradictory hypothesis that gender differences will be more pronounced in more gender-diverse settings.

Moreover, unlike activity in the corporate setting that Kanter observed, there may be a limited set of women’s interest measures that need to be introduced in a legislature, and as the number of women in the legislature grows, it may be less necessary for individual women to sponsor measures.  Bratton (2002) finds some evidence of such a pattern of role sharing with respect to black legislators and black interests.  Carroll and Taylor (1989) find a negative relationship between the percentage of women within state houses (but not within state senates) and the likelihood that female legislators work on women’s interests.  Reingold (2000) likewise notes that an increase in the presence of women reduces the need for any individual woman to bring women’s interests to the agenda.  This, too, can be applied to behavior of men – if women find it less necessary to introduce women’s interests in the presence of other women, men may too.

Data and Methods


We analyze the sponsorship of women’s interest measures in 2001 in the upper and lower chambers of six state legislatures:  Arkansas, California, Florida, Illinois, North Carolina, and New Mexico.  These states were chosen to provide regional variance, variance in party control, and variance in the percentage of women within party caucuses.  The percentage of women in the Democratic party caucus ranges from 7.4 in the Arkansas Senate to 39.53 in the Florida House.  The percentage of women in the Republican party caucus ranges from 0 in the California Senate to 35.71 in the New Mexico House.  Four of the twelve chambers are controlled by Republicans (both chambers in Florida, and the Arkansas and Illinois Senates).


We coded each bill according to its substantive content.  We drew on Bratton and Haynie (1999) and Bratton (2002) in this coding, defining “women’s interests” measures as “those bills that may decrease gender discrimination or alleviate the effects of such discrimination and those that are intended to improve the socioeconomic status of women” (Bratton 2002 p. 123).  More information on the coding scheme can be found in the Appendix of this paper.

The dependent variable in all analyses is coded 1 if the legislator introduced a women’s interest measure, and 0 otherwise.  The unit of analysis is the legislator.  We perform six logistic regression analyses to examine the effect of various factors on the sponsorship of women’s interests.  First, two separate analyses are performed on the subsamples of men and of women.  To examine whether the effects of individual variables vary across parties, we also present four equivalent analyses of Democratic men, Democratic women, Republican men, and Republican women. 

In each analysis, several independent variables are included.  To measure the effect of constituency, we include measures for the percentage black in the district, whether the legislator was elected from a district in the largest city of the state, and the percentage of workers in agriculture or mining industries.  To measure the effect of partisanship, we include the party of the legislator, a dummy variable measuring whether the legislature is Republican-controlled, and two dummy variables measuring whether the legislator is a Democratic leader or a Republican leader.

To measure the effect of the individual characteristics of race, education, age, and marital status, we include several independent variables.  Legislator race is measured by a dummy variable coded 1 if the legislator is black and 0 otherwise.  Education is measured by a variable coded 1 if a legislator has at least a college degree, and 0 otherwise.  We also include the age of the legislator as an independent variable, coded 1 if the legislator was born after 1960 and 0 otherwise.  Finally, we measure marital status with a variable coded 1 if the legislator is currently married (and 0 otherwise).  We include seniority, measured as the number of consecutive years served in the legislature.  Finally, Whitby (2002) found that electorally safe black legislators were more likely to sponsor black interest measures.  It may be that the same effect applies to women; women may be expected by their constituencies (who, as noted above, may be disproportionately female) to sponsor women’s interest measures.  Moreover, it is possible that electorally safe legislators have more freedom to focus on group interests without risking electoral penalty for attending to group interests.  We therefore include the electoral margin in the previous election in our model.


Given that our focus is on comparing not only men and women, but also Republicans and Democrats, we measure legislative diversity as the percentage of women in the legislator’s party caucus.  In all analyses, we control for the total number of bills introduced, as the likelihood of introducing bills in any particular subject category rises with the number of bills introduced.

The results of the analyses on all men and all women are presented in Table 1.

[ Table 1 About Here ]

Our expectations for the effect of constituency factors are upheld to some degree.  The estimates are generally in the expected direction, although only two reach the standard of statistical significance:  men who are elected from relatively rural districts (measured by the percentage of workers in the agricultural or mining sector) are less likely to introduce women’s interest measures, and women from urban districts are more likely than other legislators to introduce women’s interest measures.  The results generally reinforce what we’ve learned in previous literature, although more research should be done to examine why legislators from urban districts are more likely to focus on women’s interests.

Our results for partisanship factors are, not surprisingly, quite strong.  Democratic leaders, whether male or female, do seem to take the initiative in placing women’s interests on the legislative agenda.  And, men are much less likely to introduce women’s interests in a Republican controlled legislature.  Finally, the effect of personal characteristics also appear marked.  Several personal characteristics contribute to the sponsorship of women’s interests, and, as expected, these factors generally affect men more than women.  Black men, younger men, married men, and more senior men are all more likely than other men to sponsor women’s interest measures.

Perhaps most interesting, as the percentage of women increases in the party caucus, both men and women are less likely to sponsor women’s interests (though only the estimate of the effect on men is stable enough to reach statistical significance).  This suggests that increases in the percentage of women does not have the result expected by Thomas (1994) and others:  whether or not women feel more comfortable sponsoring women’s interests as the number of women grows, they are actually less likely to do so, perhaps because it is less necessary (Reingold 2000).  Men are also less likely to sponsor women’s interest measures as the party caucus becomes more sex-diverse.

Analyses within party, presented in Tables 2 and 3, shed more light on this relationship.  

[ Tables 2 and 3 About Here ]

The results for Democrats presented in Table 2 are substantively similar to the results presented in Table 1, with one important exception:  the significant negative effect of the percentage of women in the legislature on sponsorship of women’s interests bills by men disappears.  Though still negative, the effect is much smaller, and not statistically significant.   The results for Republicans presented in Table 3 suggest that as the number of women in the legislature increase, Republican men introduce substantially fewer women’s interest measures.  Figures 1 through 4 display these relationships in graphical form.

[ Figures 1 through 4 About Here ]

As the percentage of women in the Democratic caucus increases, male Democrats slightly decrease their likelihood of sponsoring women’s interest legislation.  Female Democrats substantially decrease that likelihood.  Approximately one in two women in relatively homogeneous caucuses (that is, 5% women) are predicted to introduce a women’s interest measure, whereas each female legislator in a relatively diverse caucus (that is, 40% women) has only a .28 chance of introducing such a measure.  That is, both men and women become less likely to sponsor a women’s interest measure, but because the likelihood drops much more sharply for women, the gender gap in sponsorship behavior narrows.  That said, women in relative non-diverse legislatures are substantially more likely to sponsor women’s interest measures than are their male colleagues, and, even as the legislature approaches balance, women remain over four times as likely as men to introduce a women’s measure.


The picture among Republicans is much different.  Male Republicans in homogeneous caucuses are quite similar to male Democrats – in each case, about one in ten men are predicted to introduce a women’s interest bill.  As the Republican caucus becomes more diverse, however, markedly fewer Republican men introduce women’s interest measures.  Indeed, if the Republican caucus is very diverse, virtually zero men are predicted by the model to sponsor women’s interest measures.  Republican women appear to be unresponsive to changes in gender diversity within their caucus.

Tables 2 and 3 indicate other marked party differences among men.  Not surprisingly, given party polarization on the issues, partisan factors affect Democrats much more than Republicans.  And, not surprisingly, personal characteristics affect Democrats more than Republicans.  That is, Democratic men have the potential to introduce women’s interest measures – but that potential is most likely to be realized by certain Democratic men, such as leaders, men serving in Democratic-controlled legislatures, black legislators, younger legislators, married legislators, and senior legislators.


To illustrate the potential for men to bring women’s interests to the legislative agenda, Table 4 presents four hypothetical cases of Democrats.  A relatively young, married, male Democrat serving in a leadership position in a Democratic-controlled institution has a greater than 50% chance of bringing a women’s interest to the agenda – compared to a less than 1% chance for an older, single male Democratic not serving in a leadership position but serving in a Republican-controlled agenda.  There is less variance among women, however – a relatively young, married female Democrat serving in a leadership position in a Democratic-controlled institution has about the same probability (.46) of sponsoring a women’s interest bill as an older, single female Democrat who is does not hold a leadership position, but is serving in a Republican-controlled institution (.41).  What these results demonstrate is that some men are more likely to bring women’s interests to the agenda than even some Democratic women. 

Discussion and Conclusions

Our results both reinforce and build upon prior research.  We find, like much prior research, that women are generally more likely than men to sponsor women’s interest measures.  No surprise there.  We build on previous research, however, by demonstrating that some men are quite likely to sponsor women’s interests:  Democratic men who are relatively young, have some experience within the legislature, are married, and serve in leadership positions in Democratic controlled legislatures.  African-American Democratic men are also particularly likely to sponsor women’s interest measures.  Put simply, although the category of measures is traditionally called ‘women’s interests’, it is clear that at least some men regard these interests as their own.  Indeed, the finding that younger Democratic men are relatively likely to sponsor women’s interest measures suggests that as time goes on, the line between what legislators consider ‘women’s interests’ and ‘men’s interests’ may become increasingly blurred.

We find that, among Democrats, more senior men are more likely to sponsor women’s interest measures.  Carmines and Stimson (1989) emphasize member replacement, rather than member change, as the vehicle by which partisan shifts on race-related issues arose in the U.S. Congress.  Brady and Sinclair (1984), on the other hand, argue that both member replacement and member change contribute to changes in policy outputs.  Agenda-setting behavior may be more vulnerable to career effects than voting behavior.  The effect of seniority on the behavior of Democratic men is at least suggestive that agenda-setting behavior can evolve while members are in office.  Democratic women, on the other hand, seem to enter into office with a predisposition toward the sponsorship of women’s interests, and the likelihood that women of either party will sponsor women’s interests does not seem particularly responsive to the accrual of legislative experience.

We also find that electoral margin is generally negatively related to the sponsorship of women’s interests, particularly for Democratic men and Republican women, and less so for Democratic men.  This pattern of results raises interesting questions of causality.  Future research should explore whether an association with support for women’s interests – particularly for Republican women, who are in a caucus that appears less friendly to women’s interests – encourages the emergence of more qualified challengers, thus contributing to lower electoral margins.

What do our results tell us about what is perhaps the bottom line:  the potential for policy changes that have real effects on the lives of women?  Of course, to some degree that potential depends upon the success of these measures.  Though we do not present an analysis of passage here, there is little evidence in previous research that women’s interest measures are less likely to pass (Bratton and Haynie 1999; Saint Germain 1989), and so we can make some observations based on the agenda-setting behavior of legislators.  

First, party-based differences in behavior were much more pronounced than sex-based differences.  The likelihood that women’s interests will be brought to the agenda depends on the party of the legislator, on whether the legislator serves a prominent role within his or her party caucus, and on party control of the legislature.  Indeed, it is likely that even when women’s interests are brought to the agenda in Republican-controlled legislatures, they are less likely to pass – not only because of their subject matter, but primarily because it is likely that the sponsor of the measure was a member of the minority party.

Second, even though the legislators who were most likely to introduce women’s interest measures (that is, Democrats) actually decreased that likelihood as the number of women grew, it is still fairly likely that an increase in diversity within the Democratic caucus is associated with an increase in women’s interest measures sponsored by Democrats.  Imagine a hypothetical legislature with 60 Democratic members, 3 of whom are women.  Our results suggest that approximately 60% of those women introduce a women’s interest measure and  – if each woman introduces just one measure, this results in a total of just 2 women’s interest measures introduced.
  Approximately 10% of the 57 men introduce a women’s interest measure, a total of about 6 measures.  Contrast this with a legislature with 60 Democratic members, 24 (40%) of whom are women.  Our results suggest that ‘only’ about 30% of these women introduce a women’s interest measure – but if each woman introduces just one measure, this will be a total of about 7 measures, more than three times the total number sponsored by women in the less diverse caucus.  Approximately 7% of the 60 men will sponsor a women’s interest measure – if each sponsors only one measure, this will produce a total of 4 measures.  In the less diverse caucus, then, about 9 measures are sponsored by Democrats; in the more diverse caucus, about 11 measures are sponsored by Democrats.  Put simply, our results suggest that the increased presence of women’s interests on the legislative agenda is attenuated by the reduced likelihood on the part of each member to sponsor such a measure.  Nonetheless, depending on the partisan balance within the legislature, an increase in legislative diversity is potentially associated with an increase in attention to women’s interests.
Table 1.  Effects on the Likelihood of Sponsoring a Women’s Interest Measure, Men and Women

	
	Men
	Women

	
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error

	Constituency Factors
	
	
	
	

	% Farming
	-.075*
	.055
	.101
	.080

	Largest City
	.341
	.399
	1.228***
	.513

	Percentage Black
	.015
	.013
	.014
	.018

	
	
	
	
	

	Partisan Factors
	
	
	
	

	Republican Legislator
	.455
	.520
	-.709
	.676

	Democratic Leader
	1.024***
	.428
	1.031**
	.526

	Republican Leader
	-.222
	.637
	.417
	.882

	Republican-Controlled Legislature
	-.949**
	.429
	.173
	.508

	
	
	
	
	

	Personal Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Black Legislator
	.946*
	.640
	-.439
	.913

	Younger (Born after 1960)
	.974***
	.406
	-.284
	.812

	Currently Married
	1.348***
	.460
	-.111
	.727

	College Degree
	.385
	.396
	.692*
	.527

	Seniority
	.068***
	.026
	.035
	.463

	
	
	
	
	

	Gender Diversity Within Legislature
	-.033**
	.016
	-.030
	.201

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls
	
	
	
	

	Electoral Margin
	-1.248**
	.754
	-2.224**
	.053

	Total Number of Bills Introduced
	.024***
	.009
	.017*
	.183

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-3.702***
	1.024
	-.630
	1.312

	Sample Size
	601
	
	174
	


***:  significant at the .01 level, one-tail test 

** :  significant at the .05 level, one-tail test

*   :  significant at the .10 level, one-tail test

Table 2.  Effects on the Likelihood of Sponsoring a Women’s Interest Measure, Democratic Men and Women
	
	Men
	Women

	
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error

	Constituency Factors
	
	
	
	

	% Farming
	-.088*
	.063
	.116*
	.090

	Largest City
	-.342
	.498
	1.385***
	.561

	Percentage Black
	.013
	.015
	<.001
	.020

	
	
	
	
	

	Partisan Factors
	
	
	
	

	Democratic Leader
	1.176***
	.450
	1.256**
	.556

	Republican-Controlled Legislature
	-1.038**
	.614
	.208
	.624

	
	
	
	
	

	Personal Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Black Legislator
	1.376**
	.700
	-.047
	.933

	Younger (Born after 1960)
	1.755***
	.539
	-.725
	1.056

	Currently Married
	1.542***
	.558
	-.099
	.466

	College Degree
	.067
	.487
	.500
	.587

	Seniority
	.101***
	.033
	.026
	.053

	
	
	
	
	

	Gender Diversity Within Legislature
	-.010
	.020
	-.033
	.026

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls
	
	
	
	

	Electoral Margin
	-2.116**
	.988
	-1.522
	1.348

	Total Number of Bills Introduced
	.023**
	.012
	.011
	.015

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-3.797***
	1.156
	-.727
	1.454

	Sample Size
	324
	
	
	


***:  significant at the .01 level, one-tail test 

** :  significant at the .05 level, one-tail test

*   :  significant at the .10 level, one-tail test

Table 3.  Effects on the Likelihood of Sponsoring a Women’s Interest Measure, Republican Men and Women
	
	Men
	Women

	
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error
	Parameter

Estimate
	Standard

Error

	Constituency Factors
	
	
	
	

	% Farming
	-.065
	.115
	.133
	.237

	Largest City
	1.880***
	.710
	Omitted a
	

	Percentage Black
	.099**
	.043
	.067
	.060

	
	
	
	
	

	Partisan Factors
	
	
	
	

	Republican Leader
	-.409
	.628
	1.002
	1.199

	Republican-Controlled Legislature
	-.507
	.701
	-.536
	1.124

	
	
	
	
	

	Personal Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Younger (Born after 1960)
	-.078
	.768
	.214
	1.971

	Currently Married
	1.387
	1.115
	.119
	1.068

	College Degree
	1.110
	.881
	1.367
	1.350

	Seniority
	.004
	.070
	.116
	.132

	
	
	
	
	

	Gender Diversity Within Legislature
	-.083**
	.038
	.002
	.070

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls
	
	
	
	

	Electoral Margin
	.526
	1.392
	-5.471**
	3.297

	Total Number of Bills Introduced
	.024
	.020
	.043*
	.033

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-4.877***
	2.035
	-2.085
	2.793

	Sample Size
	275
	
	65
	


***:  significant at the .01 level, one-tail test 

** :  significant at the .05 level, one-tail test

*   :  significant at the .10 level, one-tail test

a:  Dropped due to multicollinearity (full model failed convergence)

Table 4.  Predicted Probabilities of Sponsorship of Women’s Interest Measures, Democrats

	Men
	Probability of Sponsoring a Women’s Interest Measure

	Married, relatively young, leader in Democratic-controlled legislature
	.55

	Single, older, non-leader in Republican-controlled legislature
	<.01

	Women
	

	Married, relatively young, leader in Democratic-controlled legislature
	.46

	Single, older, non-leader in Republican-controlled legislature
	.41
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Appendix


According to Gelb and Palley, (1982, p. 2), feminism is “a movement seeking to operationalize self-determination for women in political, economic, and social roles.”  In this paper, women’s interest legislation is defined as legislation which would decrease discrimination or counter the effects of discrimination, or would improve the social, economic, or political status of women.  These generally involved three overlapping categories:  measures that addressed the health concerns of women; measures that addressed the social, educational, and economic status of women; and measures that addressed the political and personal freedom of women.  Some examples of measures that addressed the health concerns of women are:  those focusing on pregnancy, childbirth, breast cancer, osteoporosis, etc.  Some examples of measures that addressed the social, educational, and economic status of women are:  those encouraging women’s participation in male-dominated sports and academic programs, those establishing education programs in women’s prisons, measures protecting property rights and pensions for divorcees or widows, measures establishing displaced homemaker programs, measures providing quality child care, and affirmative action measures.  Some examples of measures addressing the political and personal freedom of women are:  measures supporting reproductive rights, measures addressing violence against women, and measures addressing sexual harassment.
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* This paper appears in the conference program with the title Gender-Based Political Behavior in State Legislatures:  How Critical Is Critical Mass?


� Defined as speaker, floor leader, assistant floor leader, whip / assistant whip, or committee chair.


� Constituency information is taken from Lilley, DeFranco, and Dierfenderfer (1994).  All other information is gathered from the various legislative websites and manuals, Project Vote-Smart, and newspaper searches.


� This is a fairly realistic hypothetical example.   Among the 128 legislators who sponsor a women’s interest measure, the average number of such measures sponsored is 1.32, and the number of such measures ranges from 1 to 4.  A large majority (101) of these 128 legislators introduced only one women’s interest measure, and there appeared to be no relationship between the number of women’s interest measures introduced and the percentage women in the party caucus.
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