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Introduction


This essay seeks to examine the literature on women in state legislatures, a literature that has  grown in volume and complexity over the last 30 years, as both the number and diversity of women officeholders themselves have increased. Those who study women in politics have found the state legislatures a fruitful place for research, for several reasons. First, the absolute number of women in legislatures, while proportionally small compared to the number of men, is and always has been, much higher than the number of women in state-level executive positions or in Congress. Second, researchers find it easier to study 50 state legislatures than the thousands of local governments throughout the states. Third, the state legislatures are often a springboard for higher office, both at the state and national levels. Finally, the states are often seen as “laboratories of democracy,” and as the number of women in state legislatures increases, we may be able to see trends that will affect Congress as well, where the rate of growth of women  has been slower.


We divide the literature on women in state legislatures into three overlapping waves of study. Although not completely chronological, the waves represent changing emphases over time. Based on our assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of this extant research, we then make recommendations for a future, fourth wave of research on women in state legislatures.
 
The first wave literature examined women in state legislatures in terms of their personal characteristics. At a time when very few women served in legislatures, the initial questions were:  Who are these women? How do they differ from men in office? How  do they get to office in the first place? How do they handle the duality of roles as both woman and legislator (often translated into wife and politician)? The early literature examined women as “other,” different from male legislators, and there was an underlying assumption that the private sphere role of women would somehow hinder or at least be different from the public sphere role of politician. Of course, defining women as Other was in some ways necessary. Legislatures had been set up and populated by men and the women entering them were seen as outsiders. This first “wave” of research on women in politics continues today, as researchers still examine differences between male and female legislators. More current research enriches this literature in that it emphasizes both changes over time, and diversity among women as well as differences between women and men.  

The second wave of research moved beyond identifying and describing these women and examined how they integrated into legislatures. As more and different types of women entered into state legislatures, male and female legislators had to learn how to deal with each other as colleagues. Once women had moved from the private sphere into the public sphere, as documented in the first wave, would they adapt to masculine norms?  Would men accept them? How would women be incorporated into the committee and leadership structure? Would they be as successful and powerful as the men? Building on the first wave, the second wave also asked whether women’s different life experiences would help or hinder their political careers. Although this wave of research still assumed the “otherness” of women,  the focus turned away from women’s backgrounds and personal characteristics and towards their ability to ”make it” in male dominated legislatures. It was not long, however, before researchers began to ask the normative question of whether women should integrate into masculine institutions, or instead should try to transform them.

Building upon the first and second waves, the third wave ponders the possibility that differing paths to office and differing levels of integration in office may have an effect on what female legislators actually do in office. What kinds of legislation do they propose? How are their policy preferences and priorities different from those of men? Does having more women in legislatures increase the probability that legislation will better represent women’s political interests? Do increasing numbers of women in office mean that the legislative process  is changing to reflect women’s legislative style, generally seen as more consensual than conflictual? Is there a critical mass at which women legislators begin to have a greater impact?
 While the second wave addressed normative questions as to whether women should transform legislatures or adapt to them as they integrated into this previously all-male universe, the third stage asks whether and how such transformation and adaptation has occurred.


As the twenty-first century begins, it is time to examine the state of the literature on women in state legislatures.  First, times are changing, as always. The increasing number and diversity of women in state legislatures alone calls for an assessment of how political science literature has fared in its evaluations, and brings to light new questions and avenues for research. 
Feminist movements and counter-movements (most notably the Christian Right) have had profound effects on American life over the past few decades.  As younger men and women enter into public life, they are more likely to have had similar experiences and are more accustomed to dealing with each other in professional settings than previous generations. At the same time, so-called “women’s issues,” such as abortion, sexual harassment, domestic violence, healthcare, and social welfare, have taken center stage, galvanizing political forces of all kinds, from the most liberal to the most conservative. How are state legislators and legislatures responding to these changes? How are we as political scientists responding?

 Second, we are in the midst of an era of “devolution” of powers from the federal to state governments. Welfare reform is only one of the most dramatic examples. States are becoming increasingly important as the arenas where important and far-reaching policies are created and adopted. For this reason, the study of state legislatures has renewed importance in the current era. And insofar as state legislatures are “laboratories of democracy,” we may begin to see broad national changes in policy outcomes and processes that reflect women’s distinctive voices and changing attitudes regarding gender and power.  


Most importantly, we believe it is time for a fourth wave. This new wave would again build upon previous waves, but it would also shift the research agenda in two closely related ways. First, to understand women legislators more fully, we recommend further efforts among researchers to move beyond the women as “other” paradigm and to take full account of the diversity among women. A viewpoint that begins with the premise of diversity has the potential to transcend the male-defined role of politician (in theory and in practice) and move us to more inclusive definitions that take into account all the various experiences and perspectives of today’s legislators. It can also push us further away from the dualistic “sameness vs. difference” framework that has focused so much of our attention on sex differences in legislators’ personal characteristics, professional status, and behavior in office. The fourth wave, we hope, will explore more fully the complex and variable relationships between sex, gender, and legislative behavior. Some female legislators are more likely to pay attention to “women’s issues” than others. Why? Sex differences in legislative behavior are greater in some states than in others. Why? 

Recognizing and explaining such complexity and variability will require a second shift, one that focuses more attention to state- and institutional-level forces. The extant research is rich with information about individual characteristics and behaviors of women (and men) in state legislatures, but there is a need for more thorough study of the contexts that give meaning to such characteristics and shape such behaviors.  Acknowledging that state legislatures have been and continue to be male-dominated is necessary, but not sufficient. We need to explore more thoroughly the various aspects of state political cultures, legislative norms and structures, and the continuing process of legislative professionalization and their effects on legislative behaviors, outcomes, and processes. In other words, we need to examine more closely the 
interactions between institutions and individuals. Such a “neo-institutional” approach has taught us much about comparative politics and, more recently, American national politics. We believe it holds much promise for the study of women, gender, and politics at the state level.


First Wave: Characteristics

Demographics

One of the earliest questions regarding women in state legislatures was reminiscent of General Stockdale’s question in the 1992 vice presidential debate: “Who am I and why am I here?”  “Politician” was a male concept, and it  was not easy to see where women fit in. How do women entering the official realm of state politics differ from men who (as a group) inhabit it? The answer in the early years was that they came from a more indirect route, having raised their families and volunteered for civic or party work before making their way into office (Werner 1968; Kirkpatrick 1974; Johnson and Carroll 1978). A variety of studies have demonstrated that women enter political office at a later age than men, and come from different backgrounds, including education and social work (Kirkpatrick 1974; Stoper 1977; Diamond, 1977; Mezey 1978; Werner 1968; Dolan and Ford 1998). Although women legislators have always held previous political office at least in proportion to men legislators (Carroll and Strimling 1983; Diamond 1977; Thomas 1994), their experience was more likely to have been on the local school board (Diamond 1977; Dolan and Ford 1997
).  More recently, women have entered politics with professional backgrounds in non-traditional occupations for women; and, although they still are older than men entering office, women are now entering office at younger ages and with political experience substantially similar to that of men entering office (Thomas 1994; Dolan and Ford 1997, 1998; Dodson 1997).  



The family lives and backgrounds of men and women officeholders have also differed. Women continue to be more likely than men to be divorced or unmarried, although the large majority of women legislators are married (Stoper 1977; Diamond 1977; Thomas 1994; Dolan and Ford 1998). Women legislators also have fewer children than men, and their children are likely to be older by the time they enter political life. All of these factors are related to the private sphere role of women. “Presumably, it was more difficult for women to maintain a demanding professional career at the same time they fulfilled the role of wife. It was apparently even harder to maintain careers as well as the responsibilities for children” (Thomas 1994, p. 32).

Women’s levels of education, which once were behind those of men, have now caught up, although fewer women than men in legislatures have law degrees (Diamond 1977; Thomas 1994; Dolan and Ford 1997, 1998). This may be because more lucrative careers in law firms, and more prestigious careers on the bench have more recently opened up to women, siphoning off women lawyers from the pool of eligibles for legislatures (Gertzog 1995). Paralleling the trends in education of women legislators, women in the 1980s were more likely to come from a variety of professional backgrounds on their way to political life, including business and other occupations not traditionally associated with women (Thomas 1994; Dolan and Ford 1997; Rosenthal 1998; Reingold 2000).  

Broad societal changes led to changes in the types and numbers of women entering legislatures, and these changes also led to new directions in the political science literature. Several studies found evidence of  a “new breed” of women politicians, less constrained by traditional roles (Stoper 1977), more feminist, more activist, and more experienced than the previous generation of women in office (Johnson and Carroll 1978). By the 1990s, the new women in state legislatures, according to Dolan and Ford (1997), were younger, more likely to be married, less likely to have held appointed positions, and more likely to have had previous experience on city or county councils. Since the 1970s, these women have been more liberal and feminist than their male colleagues (Diamond 1977; Thomas 1994; Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998). Dolan and Ford (1995) posit that feminist identity influences a woman’s activities in office—and caution that there is a greater diversity in feminist identity among women legislators than has been acknowledged. Among their respondents, 42% never identify themselves as feminist while 31% do so frequently.


Given that women come to office by different routes and with different life experiences than men, it stands to reason that they will pursue their careers differently once in office. It also stands to reason that as their backgrounds become more like those of male politicians, they will begin to act more like men in office. Two measures of difference between men and women have been professionalism and political ambition.  Professionalism refers to whether or not a politician views politics as a career, has experience in politics and strategies for future political success. One component of professionalism is political ambition—whether or not the politician intends to not only run for reelection but contest for higher offices in the future. While early studies (Kirkpatrick 1974; Diamond 1977) found that women had less political ambition than men, more recently that difference has faded (Thomas 1994; Stanley and Blair 1991; Mueller 1984; Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998). The most recent research reveals a professionalism gap between men and women—but this time it is the women who show more professionalism. In a study of state legislators from all 50 states, Carey, Niemi and Powell (1998) found that women representatives were more likely than men to think of politics as a career, plan to run for reelection, and plan to run for state senate or other higher offices. According to Carey, Niemi and Powell, this increased professionalism of women solves the seeming paradox as to why women’s proportions in legislatures have been increasing at the same time that the professionalization of state legislatures has lowered turnover and increased the competitiveness of state legislative elections. 

Typologies and Comparisons Among Women

The two earliest studies created typologies of women as state legislators, in part as a response to existing typologies which favored the experiences, attitudes, and activities of men, at the expense of those associated with women. James David Barber’s (1965) classification of legislators, for example, was based on activity level within the legislature (high or low), and willingness to return to the legislatures (high or low). The four types included lawmaker (high activity, high willingness to return), advertiser (high activity, low willingness to return), spectator (low activity, high willingness to return) and reluctant (low activity, low willingness to return). Almost all women fit into the spectator role, which was characterized by low ambition and a need for approval, and none were in the advertiser category, where the primary goal was personal advancement. 

Kirkpatrick (1974) developed a typology of women legislators based on her interviews of women legislators in 1971. Her categories were based on values, goals and interpersonal style and were comprised of leader (who values power), moralizer (values rectitude), personalizer (values affection), and problem-solver (multi-value). More than half of the women in her study were problem solvers. The problem solver, like Barber’s lawmaker, “sees government as an instrument for serving the community” (p. 215), and is consistent with a woman’s traditional family and community role. Diamond’s (1977) classifications were based on women’s self image or confidence (positive or negative) and perceptions of women’s role in society (needs change or does not need change). Her four classifications are comprised of housewife/benchwarmer, traditional civic worker, women’s rights advocate, and passive women’s rights advocate. The housewife/benchwarmer, with a negative self-image and positive view of women’s role in society (it does not need change), was much more common in the citizen legislature of New Hampshire than in the professional legislature of Connecticut, in which the traditional civic worker (with a positive view of herself and women’s role in society) was prevalent.


Typologies and classifications of women legislators generally address two factors deemed important in studying women officeholders. The first is that there have historically been a number of women in legislatures who are not typical politicians, and thus may have difficulty integrating into the existing structure (the housewife-benchwarmer and the personalizer). The second is that feminism and/or a commitment to women’s issues was a motivating factor for many other women to get into politics (women’s rights advocate). Thomas (1997) classifies women in terms of how they deal with their dual status as women and legislators: the accepters (the largest group in her survey, who accept their dual status), the avoiders (who avoid addressing their dual status and insist that being a woman made no difference in their careers), and the resigned (who seemed to be somewhat hopeless about the problems their dual status creates). Kelly, Saint Germain, and Horn (1991) create a model of women officeholders based on issues (women’s or general humanistic interests) and political approaches (consensual or conflictual), creating four categories: traditional politician (consensual-humanistic), traditional liberal feminist (consensual-women’s interests), caring humanist (conflictual-humanistic) and change oriented feminist (conflictual-women’s interest). Although Kelly, Saint Germain, and Horn do not provide numbers of women in the various categories, they maintain that it is important to realize the increasing differences among women politicians. 

Jewell and Whicker (1994; Whicker and Jewell 1998) differ from the researchers mentioned above in that they have a typology applicable (and applied) to both women and men. They classify male and female legislative leaders based on leadership style (command, coordinating, and consensus) and legislative goals (power, policy, or process). Instead of asking whether women in leadership act like men, they wondered whether men in legislative leadership had been changed or influenced by the increasing numbers of women. The interesting result of their survey is not that women are more likely to have feminine leadership styles (which they are), but that men strongly favor such styles as well, with the most common leadership style among men being coordinating-process (Whicker and Jewell 1998, p. 171). 

Typologies can be used in a variety of ways. In the first instance, they can be used to explain who these unusual creatures—women politicians—are. By looking at their self-image and their attitude toward their roles as women and toward women’s issues we focus on the “otherness” of women, an otherness that was important and obvious.  However, when we use typologies to examine more generalized goals and styles that can apply to both men and women, we can transcend gender dichotomies, and make perhaps more useful comparisons, discovering not only differences among women, but also similarities between men and women. Such discoveries open up the field and bring us to new levels of understanding. The Jewell and Whicker typology is an example of this type. It is also an illustration of how the three waves of study overlap and build upon each other. Earlier typologies identified who women legislators were (first wave), while the Jewell and Whicker typology addresses not only how well women integrate into the leadership (second wave), but also the fact that the presence of women has changed the institution as well (third wave).

Second Wave: Integration or Transformation?

Women’s entry into legislatures raised some interesting questions. Could women fully participate in the “man’s world” of a legislature? Could they adapt to masculine styles of leadership and male norms of behavior? Would men accept them into the clubby atmosphere of political life? How well would women fit into the existing structure? To some degree these questions were based on the assumption that integration into the existing legislative life is and should be a goal of the new group entering legislative life. But feminist theory asked another set of questions. Given that the legislature was masculine in its orientation (Kenney 1996), could women change it? Would an influx of women change the men’s club atmosphere of legislatures? Would a new, perhaps more nurturing or more consensual legislative style emerge? Would this style impact men as well as women? Would women change the types of policies being considered and passed? These questions are often based on the assumption that women should be more interested in transforming legislative life than in adapting to it.


 There were additional questions about the assumptions underlying the two different approaches (integration vs. transformation) to women in legislatures. Should women attempt to adapt to the existing structure, or should they aim to transform politics with their own unique talents and styles?  According to Flammang (1997), feminist scholarship modified the study of politics and political science. The first wave of feminists, she says, challenged the exclusion of women from politics, and while the second wave challenged the male-dominated nature of politics. Flammang places those who study women in politics on a continuum, ranging from accomodationists, who believe that, with minor adjustments, political science can include the study of women, to transformationalists, who argue for fundamental change to the way political science is studied. Accomodation and transformation can thus be applied to both political science and politics. Thomas (1994) raises the question of whether women in legislatures should reform them or adapt to them. The terms accommodate, adapt, and integrate all point to the same idea: that women become a part of the existing legislative process and its norms.  The idea behind accommodation is that women should be included in rather than excluded from the study of politics. The terms reform and transform, on the other hand, refer to the ability of women to change existing institutions. Transformation goes beyond mere inclusion and moves to incorporate women’s ways of thinking and acting, thus creating a new way of practicing and studying politics. Transformation assumes a male bias in institutions and political science that must be overcome.


Second-wave studies of women in state legislatures tended to be more interested in accommodation, both in politics and political science. Questions of how well women adapted to legislatures were given importance, as was the idea that women should be included in politics and in the study of political science. “This compensatory political science documented women’s political activities while simultaneously calling into question women’s exclusion from political life” (Kenney 1996, p. 445). Kirkpatrick’s (1974) Political Woman, the first major study of women in state legislatures, is a good example. Kirkpatrick asks why women are rarely visible in politics, how the few women in politics are treated, and how they differ from men. She rejects “male conspiracy” as a constraint against women in politics, and posits that culture and socialization are the biggest constraints. Kirkpatrick’s typology of women legislators (discussed above) points out the differences between male and female legislators.


Kirkpatrick’s three conclusions are a clarion call for accommodation. First, she argues there is a political woman; second, the woman is not deviant from other women (she is feminine and “well-groomed”); and third, she resembles male politicians. Kirkpatrick is not suggesting a transformation of the study of politics. She is instead implicitly arguing for the inclusion of women. She rejects the old-fashioned notion that women are so different from men that they are incapable of being politicians, by acknowledging that women politicians exist, and that they are not deviant from the norm of what it means to be a woman. Kirkpatrick argues that a woman can be feminine and a politician. While that argument itself seems an old-fashioned notion today, it was in fact a remarkable and somewhat unexpected conclusion at the time. A woman’s role, which was being dramatically redefined in the1970s, had been carefully proscribed to the “private sphere” of home and hearth. As such, woman’s nurturing, family role was in stark contrast to the competitive and very public role of male politicians. (See also Stoper 1977.)


Reflecting developments in society at large, the literature on women in legislatures eventually abandoned its emphasis on the conflict between public and private roles. Instead, political scientists moved toward an examination of how women acted—and were treated—once in the legislature. Were the institutions themselves “gendered,” making it difficult for women to be accepted? How did men act toward women legislators? Did women fully participate in institutional processes? Were they on the full range of committees? Did they have a choice in the matter? Did they introduce bills, speak in committee, and bargain to the same extent that men did? The conflict within women themselves became less important to researchers than their ability to adapt to (or perhaps transform) legislative life.


As these questions suggest, problems of integration might not be solely attributable to individuals (women legislators) but also to the institutions themselves.  Because legislatures have been dominated by males, Kenney (1996) observes that they are “gendered institutions.”  By this she means that gender matters, both because legislators fall into categories of male and female, and because gender has an impact on the experiences and attitudes that individuals bring to legislative life. Institutions such as legislatures that have historically been inhabited by males are likely to be masculinist in their orientations. Masculinist institutions are “imbedded with vestiges of societal gender roles that implicitly (and sometimes explicitly) assume that men, not women, hold institutional roles and power” (Rosenthal 1998, p. 14). This assumption has implications for the ability of women to integrate into the life of an institution. Considine and Deutchman (1996) observe that women (or any new group) may be socialized into a legislature in one of two ways. Either they are “normalized,” in which case they are accepted and treated as legislators; or they are “specified,” in which case they are treated as different and outside the norm. Male legislators could and did confine women to traditional “women’s issues,” prevent women from holding leadership or power positions, or simply act rude and patronizing to women (Darcy 1996).


Researchers have documented all of these behaviors. Women have generally  been more likely to serve on committees dealing with social policies such as education, welfare and health, and less likely to serve on powerful or prestigious committees (Diamond 1977; Welch and Thomas 1991; Thomas 1994; Dolan and Ford 1998). Is this evidence of unfair treatment or simply a reflection of women’s true interests? While researchers in the 1970s found evidence that female lawmakers were forced into low-status committees or kept away from high-status committees (Diamond 1977; Githens 1977), more recent studies have provided reassurance that this is no longer the case. Carroll and Taylor (1989a) find that women’s committee requests were more likely to be refused than men’s. Yet they also find that most of the women (and men) on committees dealing with traditionally or stereotypically female concerns were happy to be there. However, “the committees that show the greatest difference in dissatisfaction between women and men,” they report, “are finance and revenue committees and appropriation and budget committees in state senates” (p. 15). If anything, Carroll and Taylor conclude, women, perhaps as tokens, were being forced onto high-status, traditionally masculine committees. Reingold (2000) also concludes that whatever sex segregation in policy activity and committee assignments there was in the 1990 Arizona and California legislatures was most likely voluntary.


Kirkpatrick (1974), Diamond (1977), and Thomas (1994) document the difficulty that women have had obtaining leadership positions. Women legislators have had to fight to get appointed to prestigious committees and positions of power, and their seniority was often overlooked in making those appointments. By the 1990s, however, women in state legislatures were chairing committees in proportion to their presence in the legislature (Darcy 1996; Rosenthal 1998), and they were moving into leadership positions, both on prestigious committees and as part of the leadership structure within the legislature (Dolan and Ford 1997). 

Norms of behavior meant that women were often treated to stereotypical and sexist behavior, including comments about their appearance and assumptions about their incompetence. In a chapter entitled “Woman in a Man’s World,” Kirkpatrick (1974) itemizes four ways women are treated by male legislators: exclusion, killing with kindness, emphasizing differences, and putting women in their place.  However, women learned to adjust to the norms, and although they perceived themselves as having to work harder than men to get recognition within the legislature, many had relatively little problem adapting. “Altogether the legislative norms governing interpersonal contact pose few problems for them [women legislators]. They do not see the informal rules of behavior as ‘masculine,’ nor make special demands that the rules be altered to meet ‘feminine’ requirements.  Instead, they adapt to the conventional requirements of legislative behavior, ‘asking no quarter, giving none’” (p.134).


Nonetheless, in the 1970s and earlier, women acted differently from men in legislatures: their participation was more limited, and they were less likely to speak up, introduce bills, bargain, and meet with lobbyists (Thomas 1994; Diamond 1977). They also were (and still are) more likely to engage in constituency service; women report devoting more time than men to constituent activities and coalition building (Thomas 1992; Carey, Neimi and Powell 1998). By the 1980s, women state legislators participated much more fully in the range of legislative activities including speaking on the floor and in committees and meeting with lobbyists (Thomas 1994), although there is some evidence that male legislators may react with verbal aggression to the presence of increased numbers of women legislators in committee hearings, causing women to become less vocal (Kathlene 1994).

Third Wave: Transformation

 The shift away from accommodation and towards a more transformative view of women in state legislatures had a feminist role model of sorts. Carol Gilligan’s In a Different Voice (1982)  posited that women’s ethical decision making, viewed by male psychologists as immature, actually had a different moral basis from men’s. While men subscribed to an “ethic of justice,” women adhered to an “ethic of care,” in which decisions were made in favor of community over individual rights and in a contextual rather than abstract framework. These concepts eventually made their way into political science literature (see especially Kathlene’s work), and the questions moved from whether and how to include women in politics and political science to whether and how women could and should  make a difference in politics and political science. 
What difference does women’s election and integration into state legislatures make, after all is said and done? More specifically, political scientists were (and still are) most interested in what difference it would make in terms of women’s political representation. Drawing upon Pitkin’s (1967) theoretical insights regarding the various concepts of representation, we asked: Do the increasing numbers of women in public office (women’s descriptive representation) mean that women’s political interests, concerns, needs, preferences, and perspectives are better represented (substantive representation)? Empirically, most researchers have examined, simply, whether female and male state legislators behave differently in office. Much less attention has been paid to systematic state-level comparisons of legislative gender dynamics; even less attention has been focused on the actual impact of women in state legislative outcomes and processes.
Policy Preferences

Investigations of sex differences in state legislative behavior began where studies of representation and legislative behavior at the national level often began: with policy preferences and roll call voting. Most of these studies reveal that female legislators are more likely than their male colleagues to represent women’s interests in two ways. First, state legislators’ policy preferences and roll call votes tend to match gender gaps in public opinion; thus, female legislators are more likely to take liberal positions on a wide array of issues such as gun control, social welfare, civil rights, environmental protection, and public health and safety (Diamond 1977; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Barrett 1995; Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998). Second, even though public opinion on many women’s rights issues (e.g., abortion and the ERA) is not split along gender lines, women in state legislatures are more likely to lend their support to such feminist proposals (Diamond 1977; Leader 1977; Lili, Handberg, and Lowrey 1982; Hill 1983; Thomas 1989; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Day 1994; Barrett 1995). Together, these studies cover every state and, in almost every instance, the sex differences they report withstand controls for party and district-level factors.



There are several important exceptions and caveats, however. First, other studies have found few, if any, sex differences in state legislators’ policy preferences and roll call votes. Barnello (1999), for example, finds that female members of the New York State Assembly were no more likely than their male colleagues to vote in support of “pro-woman/feminist” (p. 83) measures such as health care access, sexual harassment, and child support. (See also Reingold 2000). 
Second, in few studies do male and female legislators differ on all issues or votes examined. For example, while Thomas (1989) found sex differences in support for women’s rights issues among California Assemblymembers, she did not find any evidence of women taking more liberal positions on other issues. (See also Barrett 1995.) 
Third, the sex differences that are revealed are not wide chasms. Rarely is a majority of women pitted against a majority of men. The gender gaps reported in the CAWP study range from 12 percentage points on privatization to 18 percentage points on the ERA (Dodson and Carroll 1991: 15). In Barrett’s analysis of support for “women-targeted” policies, female legislators scored on average only 1.5 points higher than male legislators on a scale ranging from 1 to 20 (1995: 228). Diamond describes the policy positions of the women in her study as only “slightly more ‘liberal’” (1977: 49). Of course, when it comes to roll call votes, a gender gap of even ten percentage points could make the difference between passage or not. Yet, Reingold’s (2000) is the only study that actually examines whether or not women’s votes made the difference between a bill passing or not. She found only 5 (out of 100+) such instances, and in every case, the men were shy of a winning majority by only one or two votes (pp. 146-48).


A related point is that, while many of the sex differences reported above withstand controls for political party (that is, sex differences usually occur even among members of the same party), such sex differences usually pale in comparison to party differences. Leader, for example, notes “we also have strong evidence that Democrats are more supportive than Republicans, regardless of sex, at least on this one issue” (1977: 275). “Party, rather than sex,” she concludes, “is a stronger predictor of voting behavior” (282). Both Barnello (1999) and Reingold (2000) stress the overwhelming influence of partisanship in structuring roll call voting -- overwhelming in the sense that in all three states, partisan divisions were so strong that little room was left for anything else to have an impact. 

Policy Leadership


Among students of legislative behavior (in the American context, at least), those interested in the impact of women and gender were among the first to recognize the importance of policy leadership and agenda-setting. “Voting,” Leader pointed out in 1977, “is only one kind of political activity and possibly not the most important. It tells us nothing about who initiates the introduction of feminist legislation and who leads floor fights and mobilizes support” (284). 
It is within this realm of policy leadership  that female officials are most often expected to make a difference for women, as women (Reingold 2000). In particular, women in public office are expected -- by voters, activists, and researchers alike -- to care more about, know more about, and do more about “women’s” issues. These issues include but are not limited to those concerned strictly with women’s rights, economic status, health and safety. Also included (sometimes) are issues often characterized as “soft” or compassionate: anything having to do with children, education, health, social welfare, and the environment. Sometimes, women’s issues are defined strictly in feminist terms; at other times, they are defined more broadly as those related to women’s traditional, domestic roles as wife and mother, caretaker and housekeeper.


To a remarkable  extent the research confirms these popular expectations. Leader herself found that “the initiators [of feminist legislation] are invariably women. The essential leadership role played by individual women legislators is not revealed by voting data....It is in this role that the impact of women far exceeds that of their sympathetic male colleagues” (1977: 284). Almost all subsequent research on state legislators finds women, more often than men, take the lead on women’s issues, no matter how broadly or narrowly such issues are defined. They are more likely to express concern about such issues and take an active interest in them, often to the point where they consider themselves experts (Diamond 1977; Reingold 2000). They are more likely to serve on committees relevant to women’s issues (Diamond 1977; Carroll and Taylor 1989a; Thomas 1994; Reingold 2000). They are more likely to craft, propose, and shepherd legislation addressing such issues (Saint Germain 1989; Thomas 1991, 1994; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Bratton and Haynie 1999; Reingold 2000).
 




A few studies have examined whether women’s issue bills sponsored by women are more successful than those sponsored by men. The results, however, have been mixed. Saint Germain’s (1989) study of the Arizona state legislature and Thomas’s (1994) survey of twelve state legislatures both find that passage of such bills is more likely when they are sponsored by women. Yet, in their studies of women’s issue legislation in multiple state legislatures, neither Bratton and Haynie (1999) nor Reingold and Schneider (2001) find that the sex of the sponsor(s) has any significant effect on the likelihood of passage.
Legislative and Leadership Styles


In searching for sex differences in state legislative behavior, researchers have also examined the more procedural aspects of the policy-making process. In the very first study of female state legislators sponsored by the Center for the American Woman and Politics, Kirkpatrick posed a set of research questions that, while ignored for many years, has captured the attention of a new generation of scholars:
What is effective performance? More specifically, what constitutes effective performance in the view of these women legislators? What do they believe to be the requirements for success? Are there special rules for women? Do they have an outsider’s perspective on the life of the legislature? Is there a “feminine” perception of a legislature? Do they see the “rules of the game” as male legislators see them? Are these “male” rules, devised by and for men, and uncomfortable for women? (1974: 112-13)
Although Kirkpatrick herself found women’s approach to the policy making process no different from what previous research had shown to be men’s approach (1974: 110, 134), many politicians, political activists, and political scientists have expected women and men in public office to practice politics differently. 
Women’s approach to policy making and legislative leadership is expected to emphasize: empowering, egalitarian, mutually beneficial, reciprocal relationships; compromise, consensus-building, and cooperation; and interpersonal skills such as honesty, openness, mutual respect, and personal/moral integrity. Men’s legislative and leadership styles, in contrast, are often described in terms of: formal, hierarchical, authoritative relationships; win-lose, zero-sum competition and conflict; and interpersonal dynamics such as coercion, control, dominance, and manipulation.
 Much research has confirmed these gender differentiated expectations about legislative and/or leadership styles. In her study of Colorado state legislators, Kathlene adopts Gilligan’s theoretical framework to contrast women’s “contextual” approach and men’s “instrumental” approach to policy making and to uncover a variety of ways in which “women are changing the policy process” (1998: 189). Examining the number and variety of sources the legislators use to keep informed (1989) and the ways they assess policy problems and formulate solutions (1995), she finds that women act on a broader, more inclusive, community-oriented basis. In an innovative analysis of conversational dynamics in committee hearings, Kathlene (1994) also finds that female committee chairs use their positions of power to facilitate open discussions among committee members, sponsors, and witnesses while their male counterparts use their positions to control the hearings.


Studies of larger samples of both legislative leaders and rank-and-file members confirm and reinforce Kathlene’s arguments. 
In their nationwide study of state legislative leaders, Whicker and Jewell (1998; Jewell and Whicker 1994) find women more likely to adopt egalitarian “consensus” styles and institution-building “process” oriented goals, and men more likely to adopt controlling “command” styles and self-centered “power” oriented goals. 
Rosenthal’s (1998) national survey of state legislative committee chairs finds that this growing cohort of female leaders is introducing a more “integrative” alternative to the paradigmatic “transactional” and “aggregative” leadership styles of men. “This integrative style,” she explains, “emphasizes collaboration and consensus and sees politics as something more than satisfying particular interests” (1998, p. 4). It is a reflection of age, family experience, and community activism -- factors that distinguish the careers of female committee chairs from those of their male counterparts; and it is manifested in their (self-reported) leadership motivations/goals, traits, and conflict management styles. (See also: Dodson and Carroll 1991; Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998.)


On the other hand, Kirkpatrick is not alone in finding few if any sex differences in the ways in which state legislators approach the policy making process. Although the national survey of state legislators conducting by the Center for the American Woman and Politics (CAWP) reveals a few significant sex differences in legislative leaders’ conceptions of good political leadership, it shows almost no sex differences in the conceptions of rank-and-file lawmakers (Dodson and Carroll 1991: 83). Majorities of both sexes considered all leadership traits listed very important and preferred more inclusive, cooperative, and democratic alternatives for exercising committee leadership. 
Blair and Stanley’s interviews with members of the Arkansas and Texas legislatures also find widespread agreement between the sexes on the personality traits, skills, and abilities a legislator needs in order to be effective: “popularity, issue expertise, knowledge of rules and process, hard work and dedication, credibility, sensitivity to others’ political base, the ability to compromise and to forge coalitions” (1991: 497).
  
Similarly, Reingold’s (1996, 2000) interviews with Arizona and California legislators show remarkable consensus in responses to questions about strategies for legislative success and conceptions of personal power. Male and female legislators alike stressed the importance and value of honesty, good personal relationships, hard work, compromise, and consensus-building and placed sanctions, or at least strict limits, on manipulation, coercion, and intimidation. Reingold also finds that, while there were quite a few legislators who were willing to cross these boundaries of acceptable, normative behavior and engage in “hard-ball” politics, the men were no more likely than the women to do so.


There is disagreement in the research literature not only about the extent to which sex differences in legislative style exist, but also about what sorts of styles are dominant and, thus, normative. Kathlene and Rosenthal are quite sure that masculinist, instrumental, aggregative, and transactional approaches to policy making and legislative leadership are well-established, entrenched norms in state legislative institutions. (See also Thomas 1994, 1997.) The findings of Blair and Stanley, Dodson and Carroll, and Reingold all suggest the opposite, however: the rules of the legislative game (upon which most legislators agree) appear more cooperative, collective, open, deliberative -- in effect, feminine and feminist. Whicker and Jewell also note that while women were more likely than men to adopt “consensus” styles and “process” goals, men and women alike found these “female” leadership types more appealing than the “male” ones. Indeed, Whicker and Jewell conclude that legislative leadership has been “feminized.” The “command” styles and “power” goals that were once the norm are now considered old, tired, and no longer functional given the new demands of increasingly professional legislators and legislatures. Kirkpatrick and Reingold suggest, however, that cooperative norms are nothing new. Both note that classic texts on American legislative politics, “whose evidence was based chiefly on males” (Kirkpatrick 1974: 134), attest to the widespread adherence to ideals of professional courtesy, collegiality, and reciprocity among legislators. 

Constituent Responsiveness


In the search for sex differences in legislative behavior, almost all attention has been focused on the more legislative aspects of state legislative life. Some research, however, has paid attention to more constituent-oriented matters. Here, the expectations and assumptions are similar to those guiding research on legislative and leadership styles. If women are more people-oriented, other-directed, caring, and connected than men, then female representatives should pay more attention to their constituents, care more about them and their needs, and, spend more time on constituent-related activities than their male colleagues do.


“The female legislator is perceived as being ever available by her constituents,” writes Diamond (1977: 86). There was “definite consensus” among those she interviewed “that women legislators received considerably more calls than their male colleagues.” Apparently, little has changed. Richardson and Freeman’s (1995) survey of Colorado, Maryland, North Carolina, and Ohio state legislators found twice as many female officials than male believed they “put more emphasis on constituency service than the typical legislator in my state” (p. 171). More importantly, the study confirms these suspicions. The women, on average, reported receiving significantly more requests for constituency casework than did similarly-situated men. 
Carey, Niemi, and Powell (1998) also found that, nationwide, female state legislators devote more time keeping in touch with constituents and helping constituents with problems than their male counterparts do -- even controlling for a variety of district and state level factors likely to affect how legislators spend their time (e.g., professionalization and size of legislature, seniority). Reingold’s (2000) analysis of constituent responsiveness among Arizona and California legislators incorporates very similar measures, but uncovers very few significant sex differences. Women and men in this study spent equivalent amounts of time on constituent casework and meeting with constituents and were in agreement regarding the importance of such activities. 

The expectation that female legislators will be more responsive to their constituents than male legislators could easily extend to the classic delegate-trustee dilemma. When faced with a conflict between their constituents’ desires and their own preferences, what do they do? Women would be expected to go the delegate route and carry out their districts’ wishes, while men -- who presumably care less about their relationships with constituents -- would be expected to take the more independent, trustee alternative. Yet, no study of state legislators thus far has confirmed such expectations. The women in Diamond’s (1977) study were “somewhat more likely” than the men to “adopt a ‘trustee’ or Burkean stance with respect to constituents, a difference Diamond attributes to the lower levels of political ambition among the former. Githens concludes that the delegate role “does not fully or adequately convey the role perceptions” of the Maryland female legislators she interviewed: “There does not appear to be an overwhelming concern on the part of the women to consult with their constituents in order to take action on legislation, or any clearly and sharply focused commitment to mirror accurately the sentiments of the electors, or even to be bound by popular mandate” (Githens 1977, 206-7). Reingold (2000) too finds that the delegate role appealed to relatively few Arizona and California legislators, male or female. 
Both Githens and Reingold suggest that the delegate role is more often rejected than embraced because it is associated with passiveness, subservience to the will of others, and lack of (or lack of confidence in one’s) leadership, judgment, and conviction – all stereotypically feminine traits. Reingold also notes that it is legislative accomplishments, not constituents or constituent service, that most Arizona and California legislators associated with institutional power and prestige. Thus, the research showing female legislators devoting more time and effort to constituent service must be analyzed in light of these masculinist norms and assumptions about legislative life. This aspect of gender difference may be a particularly stark illustration of the “other-ness” of female state legislators.


While all of the research on constituent responsiveness discussed thus far has approached the idea of constituency as a single, undifferentiated whole, a few studies have explored the possibility that female state legislators may be more likely than their male colleagues to “see,” appreciate, understand, and respond to their female constituents in particular. Mueller’s (1987) study of the women attending CAWP’s first National Forum for State Legislators in 1983 reveals a strong consensus among the attendees that “women are a special constituency,” and that “women legislators have a special responsibility to women” (p. 230). Reingold (1992, 2000) finds that “women as a constituency group were more significant, more important for female lawmakers than to male lawmakers” (2000, 130). Female legislators in both Arizona and California were more likely to perceive women as one of their most supportive constituency groups; more confident in their ability or responsibility to advocate what they perceived to be issues of particular concern to their female constituents; and much more likely to see themselves as representatives of women, women’s groups, or women’s issues. 
Barrett (1997) uncovers some very interesting dynamics between gender and race in her study of Democratic state legislators’ beliefs about their roles and responsibilities vis-a-vis issues of concern to women and minorities. Black and white female legislators, as well as black male legislators, were more likely than white male legislators to agree that “Women legislators should pay attention foremost to women’s issues,” and that “It is necessary to have women in state legislatures to ensure that women’s concerns get addressed” (pp. 135-36). Black lawmakers, female and male, were more likely than their white counterparts to agree that minority legislators should pay attention to minority issues and that such issues would not be addressed without the presence of minorities in state legislatures. Among white legislators, however, the women were more likely to agree with these sentiments than were the men. Unfortunately, Barrett’s theoretical and empirical examination of the interactions between gender and race is rarely found in this literature on women in state legislatures; Bratton and Haynie’s (1999) work is one other notable exception.
State-level Variations


While the most of the research on the impact of women in state legislatures emphasizes the extent to which and the ways in which female and male legislators behave differently, our meta-analysis of this research reveals some very interesting and important caveats to the “women make a difference” consensus. We call attention to these “caveats” not because they are exceptions to the rule, but because they highlight the possibility that state-level factors – structural or contextual forces within and outside legislative institutions – may be producing systematic variations in the relationships between sex, gender, and legislative behavior. Some theories and hypotheses regarding such state-level variation are explored in the extant research. Yet, perhaps because this trajectory in the study of “transformation” is still in its infancy, it raises more questions than it answers.


So-called “critical mass” theory has thus far received the most attention. Applying Kanter’s (1977) work on the effects of sex ratios on group behavior in corporate settings, political scientists studying state legislators (most notably Thomas 1994) have theorized that the degree to which women “make a difference” depends upon their numbers or proportions within these legislative institutions. When women constitute a very small “token” minority (usually thought to be around 15% or less), the pressures to conform to male norms are too great, and the collective will and power to resist are too weak. But as more and more women are elected, and as the numbers and proportions of women serving in state legislatures increase (either across states or over time), such pressures will be overcome more easily. Transformation of state politics by women, for women will be more likely to occur, according to this “critical mass” theory, when women constitute at least a substantial minority (20-30%) of state legislators.


Two of the earliest and most often cited tests of critical mass theory produced very encouraging results. In her longitudinal study of bill introduction and passage in the Arizona legislature, Saint Germain (1989) finds that as the percentage of women increased so too did their legislative activity on behalf of “women’s traditional interests.” (No consistent pattern emerged with regard to “feminist” bills.) The increasing numbers of female colleagues, however, had no such effect on the activities of male Arizona legislators; the percentage of their bills devoted to women’s traditional interests remained constant over the years. As more and more women entered the legislature, more and more legislation concerning women’s interests was introduced, and it became increasingly likely that the sponsors of such bills were women. Thomas’s cross-sectional research on policy priorities (1991 and 1994) also uncovers a positive relationship between the percentage of women in the legislature and the likelihood that they will be more likely than their male colleagues to take the lead on legislation concerning women, children, and families.
 


Nonetheless, both these studies, and several subsequent ones, raise serious questions about the empirical validity and/or generalizability of critical mass theory. First, it is important to note that neither Saint Germain nor Thomas find any significant or consistent relationship between the percentage of women in the legislatures and the likelihood that women’s bills would be enacted. (See, however, Reingold and Schneider 2001.) Second, as Saint Germain herself realizes, her study of a single state cannot establish a causal relationship between the percentage of women in the legislature and legislative activity on behalf of women. The changes she observes over time could be due to other factors, such as increasing professionalization, the general impact of the women’s movement, and the changing characteristics and experiences of female legislators themselves. For example, the Arizona female legislators may have been more and more willing to introduce legislation related to women’s traditional interests because they gained more and more seniority and institutional power, not because their numbers increased.



In addition to examining the relationship between the sex differences in policy priorities and the percentage of women in the legislature, Thomas (1994) also looks at the relationship between the overall amount of attention devoted to women’s issues (by female and male legislators) and the percentage of women in the state legislatures. In this respect, her findings lend little support for a critical mass effect. The legislatures with the highest percentages of women were not those with highest levels of legislative activity on behalf of women, children, and families. The two states with the lowest percentages of women (less than 10%) did, however, have the lowest levels of activity devoted to women’s issues. At most, Thomas concludes, this suggests “that at least 10 percent female representation is necessary for women’s distinctive interests to emerge” (1994, 99). Putting Thomas’s findings regarding sex differences in and overall amount of legislative activity together, we are left with the somewhat confusing impression that state legislatures with relatively high percentages of women do not actually pay more attention to women's issues than other state legislatures; they simply possess more capacity to relegate (voluntarily or involuntarily) such tasks to female legislators.  Moreover, we are left wondering what other variables might account for the differences between the states.  If the percentage of women serving in the state legislature does not explain why some states devote more attention to women's issues than others, what does?


Other studies have found little or no evidence confirming critical mass hypotheses (Diamond 1977, 172; Ford and Dolan 1995; Barrett 1997; Considine and Deutchman, 1996; Tolbert and Steuernagel 2001). Carroll and Taylor (1989b), for example, find that in state houses (not senates), the proportion of women is negatively related to the likelihood that female legislators work on legislation to help women. A closer look reveals that the drop-off in legislative activity on behalf of women does not begin until the proportion of women hits 25%. This suggests to the authors “the possibility that there may be a critical point somewhere near the 25% mark where women become such a sizable minority that individual women legislators no longer feel as strong a personal responsibility to represent women as they do when women are a smaller minority” (pp. 19-20). Reingold (2000, 246) makes a similar argument to explain why what few differences she observes between Arizona female officials (who constituted 30% of their legislature) and California female officials (who constituted 16% of their legislature) suggest the latter were more willing and able to “act for” women. Challenging the central logic of critical mass theory, she argues: “Having many other female colleagues may in theory make it easier for women in state legislatures to organize and act for women; but…having so many other women around may also make it less likely that the female politicians will want to or feel the need to act for women themselves” (p. 133, emphasis in original).


Kathlene’s (1994) work also presents a theoretical and empirical challenge to critical mass theory. Increasing numbers of women may have the opposite effect, she argues; it may result in a sort of backlash among the men who feel their power or status increasingly threatened, thereby increasing rather than decreasing pressures and constraints on women. Comparing the conversational dynamics across committee hearings in the Colorado legislature, Kathlene finds that as the proportion of women participating increases, the men become more verbally aggressive and conversationally dominant. “Contrary to some scholarly expectations,” she concludes, “the more women on a committee, the more silenced women became” (p. 573). 
Rosenthal’s (1998) study of state legislative committee chairs suggests, however, that both critical mass and backlash theories may be correct if we distinguish the effects of women’s increasing numbers from those of women’s increasing power within legislative institutions.
   Congruent with critical mass theory, she finds that when serving with larger numbers of female colleagues, female and male chairs tend to adapt some of the more “integrative” leadership styles, although there is not a strong, consistent pattern across all or most measures. Women’s institutional power (i.e., the percentage of female chairs and leaders), on the other hand, tends to have much more pronounced and interesting effects on leadership styles, according to Rosenthal. “[A]s women’s share of institutional power increases, male committee chairs become less inclined toward such integrative behaviors of leadership as collaboration, inclusiveness, and accommodation, whereas women committee chairs become more likely to embrace these integrative strategies” (p. 90). In other words, women’s institutional power promotes both the sort of positive, transformative effects among women that the critical mass theory predicts and the negative, resistant effects among men that the backlash theory predicts.
Thomas (1994) calls attention to another important aspect of women’s institutional power in state legislatures: women’s caucuses.  She finds women’s issue bills were most likely to pass in the five states (out of the twelve she studied) that had formal women’s caucuses. Her conclusions are worth noting at length:

A certain amount of support could be counted on from female colleagues, but this in itself would not be enough to ensure bill passage, since women were not (and still are not) a majority in any state. Thus, legitimacy within the wider legislative environment had to be a prerequisite. Higher percentages of women in the legislature are one way to achieve visibility and power. Another is the presence of a formal caucus. When a caucus bands together, it represents political clout – a weapon with the potential to overcome skewed groups (Thomas 1994, 100).


The contradictory findings regarding critical mass theory coupled with Rosenthal’s (1998) and Thomas’s (1994) analyses of women’s institutional power suggest that we need to look beyond sex ratios and numbers and examine interactions between individuals (state lawmakers) and institutions (legislative norms and structures, state political culture, etc.) more closely and thoroughly. “[T]he nexus of sex, gender, and political power within any given state is bound to be more complex and multifaceted; a quick look at numbers and proportions of men and women in the state legislature cannot do it justice” (Reingold 2000, 55-56). Yet relatively few studies thus far have considered seriously the possibility that contextual forces other than “critical mass” affect the willingness and ability of female state legislators to make a difference. It is particularly striking how little attention has been paid by those working within this “third wave” of research on women in state legislatures to what Rosenthal refers to as “women’s institutional power,” for that is exactly what the “second wave” of research is all about. It would seem the different “waves” have much to learn from each other.


Some attention has been paid to professional vs. citizen legislatures and to differences in state political cultures. More often than not, however, professionalization and culture are incorporated as control variables, there only to ensure that whatever sex differences are uncovered are not spurious (e.g., Ford and Dolan 1995; Richardson and Freeman 1995; Thomas 1994). Rarely have researchers investigated the possibility that these contextual or state level forces have a gendered effect on legislative behavior, like that posited by critical mass theory, which makes some states more or less conducive to women-led transformations. There are a few notable exceptions, however.


Rosenthal (1997 and 1998) argues that professionalism is deeply gendered, privileging traditional forms of masculinity both in its conception and its effects on legislative behavior. “[T]he very model of a professional, modern legislature,” she argues, “embraces images of masculinity” such as autonomy, objective expertise, and rationality (1998, 95). Indeed, she finds that male and female committee chairs in professional legislatures were much less likely than those in “citizen” or “hybrid” legislatures to adapt the “integrative” model of leadership. Furthermore, sex differences in leadership styles disappeared in professional legislatures.


Other studies, however, have found that professionalism can create a more conducive atmosphere for women who want to transform legislation and legislative life. Controlling for a variety of individual and state level variables, Carroll and Taylor (1989b) find that women in more professional state houses are more likely to cite a women’s issue as their top legislative priority and more likely work on legislation to help women than are their less professional counterparts. Stanley and Blair (1991) argue that the increasing professionalization taking place in both Arkansas and Texas works to the advantage of women. It creates a more “businesslike” working environment, one less reliant on informal “good ‘ole boy” networks and more reliant on professional, “information-oriented” (p. 118) lobbyists and legislative staff (many more of whom are now women).  It is largely for these reasons that the legislators Stanley and Blair interviewed believed their female colleagues were more effective than they used to be.

Complicating the picture even more, Diamond (1977) proposes a curvilinear relationship between professionalism (defined in terms of intensified electoral competition) and sex differences in legislative behavior. When recruitment is open to just about anyone, she argues, then all candidates – male and female – will be equally inexperienced and unambitious. As competition begins to increase, more “traditional [male] politicians” will emerge, but “concerned female citizens” will still be able to compete; thus sex differences will increase at this stage. Finally, when competition becomes really intense – a scenario not realized in the New England states Diamond studied – both male and female candidates must be seasoned politicians and subsequent sex differences in legislative behavior will disappear. Finally, Ellickson and Whistler (2000) raise the possibility of no relationship between professionalization and gender. They find that, regardless of how professionalized the state legislature, female lawmakers were slightly more likely than their male counterparts to get their bills passed.

The research examining state political culture (as anything other than a control variable) is even more sparse and no less confusing. This is somewhat surprising and disconcerting, considering that “The best predictors of the percentage of women in state legislatures are various measures of political culture…” (Norrander and Wilcox 1998, 116; see also Hill 1981). Stressing the need to study and appreciate the differences among women, Ford and Dolan (1995) compare the careers, experiences, and behavior of southern and non-southern female state legislators. Given the fact that all southern legislatures examined have only “token” numbers of women, it is impossible to separate the effects of skewed sex ratios from those of political culture in this study. Nonetheless, the findings and their potential implications are worth noting. The southern women, Ford and Dolan find, have more political experience, are much less likely to identify themselves as feminists, but at the same time are more likely to list women, children, and family issues as legislative priorities. 
Southern women’s willingness to take on women’s issues runs contrary to both critical mass and political culture hypotheses; most would expect the small numbers of women and the traditionalistic culture characteristic of southern legislatures to produce a particularly hostile environment for such gendered advocacy. Yet, as Ford and Dolan point out, such expectations are usually based on the assumption that leadership on women, children, and family issues is feminist and transformational. If leadership on such issues is instead seen as congruent with women’s traditional roles “as guardians of domesticity and the sanctity of the family,” then the higher levels of such activity among southern women may make more sense (p. 345). This further suggests that legislators’ conceptions of “women’s issues” and women’s political interests may also vary across states, individuals, and time (Reingold 2000). 

Rosenthal (1998), who finds no significant effects of political culture on leadership styles, is one of the very few who recognize that legislative behavior, especially potentially gendered forms of legislative behavior, is “quite variable given the demands of place, institution, and time” (p. 94). Moreover, her analysis demonstrates that such state-level or contextual “demands” are numerous and their effects complex. Those of us studying the impact of women and gender in state legislatures can take this lesson to heart in several ways. 

First, we simply need to focus much more attention to contextual and institutional forces. As the preceding paragraphs suggest, no definitive conclusions can be drawn about the forces that have been examined: sex ratios, women’s institutional power, professionalization, and political culture. Plus, there are other forces that we have not even begun to examine: partisan competition and control; state-federal relations; fiscal and budgetary constraints; electoral structures; legislative procedures and rules; committee structures – to name a few off the tops of our heads. Tolbert and Steuernagel’s recent (2001) study of state legislative mandates regarding women’s health provides a promising start. To gauge the impact of women across state legislatures, they employ a wide variety of indicators of “women’s institutional strength” (p. 15): the percentage of women in the legislature; the presence of a women’s caucus; the proportion of legislative leadership positions held by women; the number of women leading key health care committees (as chair or vice-chair); and the state’s history of electing women to its legislatures (see Norrander and Wilcox 1998). Tolbert and Steuernagel also control for: partisan control of the legislature; whether or not the state allows ballot initiatives; and three policy-specific indicators of state-level demand.
 
More generally, our subfield might benefit from adapting the “political opportunity structure” framework introduced by McAdam (1982) in the study of social movements. As the name suggests, this framework recognizes that such state-level, contextual forces are important theoretically from the perspective of those who advocate change and the changes they advocate. Thus, it both expands and focuses our search for relevant variables. It begs the much-needed questions: Opportunity for what/whom? What sorts of political, social, and economic factors make some states more “opportunistic” than others? How do these “structures” contain, constrain, and channel legislative behavior?

Second, our models must take into account the possible ways in which these state-level variables may interact. At the very least, we need more large-N studies that are able to control and account for multiple state-level factors simultaneously so that we can gauge the independent effects of each. More large-N and small-N studies are needed also to explore the ways in which multiple state-level forces may act in concert; the effects of one may accentuate or attenuate the effects of another. For example, the effects of women’s institutional power may matter a lot more in professionalized institutions than in “citizens’” legislatures.

Finally, we need to take more sophisticated approaches to conceptualizing and operationalizing these state-level variables. The verdict is still out about what exactly constitutes a “critical mass.” Professionalization has been and can be measured in many different ways. Which methods are more valid, both theoretically and empirically speaking? State political culture suffers from the opposite problem. Most studies have relied on Elazar’s (1972) original formulation of “traditionalistic,” “moralistic,” and “individualistic” subcultures. This is an excellent place to begin, but we must realize that (a) much has changed since Elazar classified the states according to these criteria
; and (b) there is much, much more to the concept of state political culture. Elazar himself cautioned that the political subcultures he identified “are not substitutes for the terms ‘conservative’ and ‘liberal’ and should not be taken as such” (1972, 126). Numerous measures of state level ideological climate have been developed in recent years, but this subfield has yet to take advantage of them. 

Conclusion


The literature on women in state legislatures is a richly developed field that has entered into a mature phase. The literature began as a response to an omission in the field of political science. Women voters and officeholders (not to mention political scientists) were excluded and ignored by the field, and, when they were noticed at all, their differences from men were seen as or explained by flaws in the women themselves (Kenney 1996). Since the 1970s, the subject of women in state legislatures has been the focus of extensive research, research that has asked and answered not only questions of who these women are and how they differ from men, but also how well they integrate into institutions, what types of policies they favor and propose, how they vote, and what type of success they have had. Increasingly, the research has examined the interplay of institutions and gender, a direction that should be continued.


Who are women legislators today? They are different from each other, different from men, and different also from the women who came before them. The research has focused most specifically on the differences between men and women: their career paths and ambition, their family backgrounds, and their legislative activities. Even when research has examined the differences among women, it often has done this in the context of the “other-ness” of women. For example, Kirkpatrick’s typology of women legislators was in response to the inadequacies of typologies of men legislators. The emphasis on sex differences has sometimes been at the expense of attention to the diversity among women. Women legislators today are from a variety of ethnic or racial backgrounds, have experienced a variety of career paths, and represent both parties and a full range of political ideologies and social values. While the literature has begun to address this diversity, more needs to be done in this area. Researchers need to pay more attention to the variations among women and their behavioral effects. 


Research on women in politics has rested on two assumptions both of which imply an exaggerated degree of commonality among women (and among men). First, women are defined as “other” than men, who are in some way the default definition of what it means to be a politician. Obviously, in studying women or any other group as a category, one must assume that differences are important. In what way those differences are important is another question. Past research has been hindered both by placing the male politician as the standard by which women are judged and by reactions against that standard. Calls for a transformation of politics by the presence of women, while laudatory, also have a tendency to place much importance on women’s “other-ness” from men. In this case, women legislators may become the standard by which men are judged.  We propose that differences be examined in a more neutral context. Differences between men and women need to be addressed, yes, but these differences should be considered as part of  a continuum rather than as falling into two discrete categories. And those differences should be addressed along with other differences: party, ideology, racial or ethnic background, geographical districts, etc. Women are not either different from or the same as men. They are both different from and similar to men. The literature has begun to and needs to continue to transcend the difference-versus-sameness dichotomy.


Second, the study of women in state legislatures has rested on an assumption that women have—indeed, should have—a liberal feminist orientation. While this may have been true when women were breaking into state legislatures in increasing numbers, the fact is that women legislators and women voters have a variety of political ideologies.  When researchers first began examining women legislators, the second wave of the women’s movement was seen as at least partly responsible for the entry of these women into political life. The assumption of  a feminist orientation was logical. In fact, many—perhaps most—women legislators today still consider themselves feminist and feel that they have an obligation to pursue a liberal feminist agenda. But “most” is not all.  
As women enter legislatures in increasing numbers, more of them are likely to shy away from feminist labels or ideology. Some may consider themselves feminist, but not feel that it is the overarching feature of their politics or personalities. Some may believe that the feminist label is a political liability and thus avoid any initiatives on behalf of women’s rights, regardless of their own personal preferences (Carroll 1984, 1994). Some may be opposed to the term feminism altogether, either because they find the term too confining or outdated, or because they reject liberal feminism outright. New research needs to examine empirically the nature, causes, and effects of such differences among women legislators. By the same token, more attention needs to given to the similarities between men and women. Men and women of the same party often act more alike then men or women as a group (Leader 1977; Barnello 1999; Reingold 2000). We need to consider more thoroughly not only the empirical frequency with which such cross-gender similarities occur, but also the theoretical explanations for their existence and variation across time and place.

Related to the concept of otherness, much past research emphasized women’s legislative behavior, in part to explain who women legislators were and how they differed from men. Because of this research emphasis, we have a large body of knowledge on how women (and men) behave in office as individuals. On the other hand, there has been less emphasis on political processes and actual outcomes, an oversight that has been noted in the state politics subfield more generally (Stonecash 1996). How do the presence and leadership of women affect state legislative processes and outcomes? How often and under what circumstances does a “gender gap” in legislative voting make a difference for the ultimate fate of legislation? How often and under what circumstances do women’s legislative initiatives on women’s issues or women’s rights bills result in state policy more attentive to women’s interests? When and under what circumstances do women’s leadership styles become institutional norms? 

In a similar vein, we also need renewed attention on the institutions themselves and on women’s and men’s place in them. How do state-level politics and state political culture interact to create differing environments for women in legislatures? There has been some attention to the difference between professional and citizen legislatures, state political culture, “critical mass,” and women's caucuses, but few in-depth case studies, and even fewer systematic, comparative analyses across states. Thomas’s (1994), Rosenthal’s (1998), and Reingold’s (2000) comparative case studies are important exceptions. We need more studies like these to take advantage of the variations across states, to explore the effects of institutions and contexts on political behavior, processes, and outcomes. There is also a need for more single state case studies. Individual case studies can examine in-depth the interaction of state politics and culture with gender and thus illuminate descriptive nuances and causal complexities. As more such case studies are conducted, they can build on one another and evolve into a valuable literature that is comparative in its emphases. “Although it is much more feasible to study a single state legislature in depth, relatively few such studies have been done in recent years.  . . . The shortage of such work handicaps . . . comparative research” (Jewell 1997, 266).  

Emphasizing more comparative research has several advantages. First, such research would fit into the overall agenda of the state politics subfield, and would thus integrate the study of women and gender more fully into the subfield, and consequently into the American politics field as well. Several review essayists call for more comparative research in the state politics subfield (Brace and Jewett 1995, Stonecash 1996, Jewell 1997). Second, comparative research could draw attention not only to gender issues but also to the notion of gendered institutions (Kenney 1996). Are state legislatures in fact “masculinist?”  If so, what conditions lead to more or less masculinized institutions? How do women adapt to or change such institutions?  Comparative research can begin to answer these questions. Third, comparative research could broaden the research questions and move us beyond the sameness-versus-difference dichotomy. Rather than emphasizing how men and women are similar or different, comparative research should draw our attention to a full range of gender-related trends across states and over time.
Finally, there should be more diversity of methods, and a less exclusive reliance on survey research, although such research has made a considerable contribution to the field. Survey research has answered the significant question of who women legislators are and how they differ from men. Insomuch as the answer to that question may change over time, such research is still necessary. But if we are to explore the gender dynamics of institutions, processes, and outcomes more thoroughly and theoretically, we need to take advantage of many other types of data and methods of data collection and analysis. 




Just as women can both adapt to and transform state legislatures, so too can the study of women (as state legislators) add to and transform the study of state politics and policy (and political science more generally). Too often, it seems the two subfields, gender politics and state politics, have proceeded as if the other did not exist. Most fundamentally, this review essay calls for more frequent and more sophisticated, interdisciplinary-like attempts to synthesize the two. But this must be a two-say street. Women as a group are no longer ignored by the state politics field, but the tendency to treat women as Other has meant that neither they nor the concept of gender is truly central to the empirical and theoretical concerns of the subfield. At the same time, those of us who study women (and gender) in politics must appreciate more fully that the state politics subfield has more to offer than just numbers and access. The women we study are not simply women, or gendered individuals. They also are Democrats and Republicans, conservatives and liberals, feminists and anti-feminists, white and black, Anglo and Latina, legislative leaders and followers, professionals and amateurs, southerners and northerners, Californians and Texans. They are members of particular political institutions. We cannot truly understand women, gender, and politics at the state level without acknowledging and exploring all these variations and interactions. The state politics field has a wealth of empirical and theoretical tools with which we may do so. 
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� In addition to examining policy leadership on women’s issues, a few researchers have looked at legislative activity dealing with “men’s” issues such as state fiscal affairs, business and commerce (Diamond 1977; Dodson and Carroll 1991; Thomas 1991, 1994; Reingold 2000). Each study shows that, to some degree, male legislators are more actively involved in such legislation than are female legislators.


� Interestingly, the only set of traits mentioned more frequently by women than by men were those dealing with the projection of strength, force, assertiveness, and aggressiveness -- traits commonly associated with masculine leadership styles.


� More recently, Reingold and Schneider (2001) also find positive evidence for critical mass effects. In their study of the fate of women’s issue legislation in ten state legislatures, the percentage of women present had a significant, positive effect on the probability of passage.


� Both Kathlene (1994) and Rosenthal (1998) rely on Yoder’s (1991) work and her “intrusiveness” hypothesis: dominant group members resist intruders and react “with defensive strategies aimed at containing the advances make by the intrusive minority” (1991, 188; cited in Rosenthal 1998, 81).


� Contrary to the findings of Rosenthal (1998) and Thomas (1994), however, Tolbert and Steuernagel (2001) find that passage of women’s health legislation in the late 1990s was not related to any measure of women’s institutional power. Democratic Party control, however, proved very important – and beneficial to women’s health legislation.


� Reingold (2000), for example, questions whether much of a moralistic subculture still exists in either California or Arizona.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��I’m going to have to cut this section out—because I can’t find any evidence (other than gut feeling or comparisons to Congress) to support it.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Since we more or less debunk this research later, why highlight it now?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��It seems to me that while we acknowledge that institutions may be gendered, we are trying to incorporate non-gendered effects into the research. . .


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��While Thomas implies that women are less likely to have served on the school board, Dolan and Ford, outright say “there was no significant difference in these women’s service in the more traditional office of school board” p. 143.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� This section has been edited and moved to the 2nd wave section above.





PAGE  
48

