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Abstract:  Many scholars argue that strong party organizations are a mechanism that can increase women’s descriptive representation in public office.  I test this expectation with original data from 2002 national mail surveys of state legislative and state party leaders.  I find that party leader efforts to influence the nomination are typically negatively related to women’s representation.  Where the party is more actively trying to act as a “gatekeeper” to the nomination, women are less well represented as candidates and legislators.  These results suggest that “stronger” political parties will not necessarily increase women’s representation.
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Scholars of American politics have theorized that the descriptive representation of women in public office would increase if political party organizations were strengthened.  Greater party involvement in candidate selection is believed to be a mechanism for facilitating women’s candidacies because women tend to have fewer personal resources than men.  Barbara Burrell, for example, argues:  “If parties are strengthened in the United States, then women’s candidacies for public office should be facilitated and perhaps enhanced.  Evidence from other countries and the transformation within our own parties indicate that party organizations are no longer the enemies of women politicians with ambition for public office” (1994:  191).  In addition, political parties can potentially bring new groups of candidates into electoral politics through the recruitment process.  Because women are relative newcomers to the electoral arena, and women potential candidates appear to need more encouragement than men, more party involvement in recruitment may lead to an increase in women’s representation.  


The setting of the American states affords a unique opportunity to investigate these expectations about how party activities are related to women’s representation because party practices vary widely across states.  If past theories are correct, women should be more likely to run for and hold state legislative office where parties are more actively engaged in the recruitment and nomination of candidates.  Such an analysis of how parties shape women’s candidacies is timely given that recent events point to the limitations of existing accounts.

To test the theory that stronger parties are associated with higher levels of women in office, I analyze original data from a national mail survey of state legislative and state party leaders.
  Although the party in the state legislature appears to be the leading agent of recruitment for state legislative candidates, few studies have examined the legislative party’s recruitment and nomination activities.  In addition, few studies of women’s election to office have investigated the assumptions undergirding theories about how parties and women’s candidacies intersect.  


In contrast to the expectations of much existing literature, I find that more party involvement at the nomination stage is negatively related to women’s representation:  where the legislative party and state party are more actively involved in seeking to influence the primary, fewer women run for and hold seats in the legislature.  Meanwhile, the extent to which the parties actively recruit candidates to run for the legislature is usually unrelated to the presence of women candidates and legislators.  Thus, I do not find support for the view that strengthening party organizations will necessarily enhance women’s representation.  However, I also discuss evidence that suggests that the involvement of women’s groups in the parties’ recruitment efforts may indeed further women’s representation. 


I begin the paper by considering how parties may shape women’s representation.  I then introduce the mail survey data of party leaders and analyze the effect of party practices on women’s representation.  I supplement the quantitative analysis of women’s representation with evidence from interviews I conducted with party leaders and state legislators in several states.  I argue that these results have important implications for understanding the relationship between gender and candidacy as well as the role of political parties in American politics today. 

Political Parties and Women’s Representation

Scholars typically posit a positive relationship between party involvement in the recruitment and nomination of candidates and women’s representation.
  These expectations about parties seem to depend on the view that party leaders are equally likely to support men and women candidates.  For example, Darcy, Welch, and Clark (1994) largely rule out the bias of voters and party leaders as explanations for women’s underrepresentation:  

One explanation for the small number of women candidates is that women who are potential candidates believe that voters and party elites will not support them because they are women.  This fear may have had some basis as recently as twenty-five years ago, but it is certainly no longer the case.  Nonetheless, if some potential women candidates believe this, they will be discouraged (178).  

Darcy, Welch, and Clark (1994) find that women typically win their races at the same rates as men.
  In addition, women are not disproportionately slated to run as sacrificial lambs, which seems to be evidence of party support for women candidates.  They claim that relying on party committees and conventions instead of primaries would make the level of women’s representation in the United States more similar to other countries:  “Women and sympathetic men party activists would be in a stronger position to support and sponsor potential women candidates” (189).  Similarly, Burrell (1993) reached optimistic conclusions about parties based on her analysis of congressional candidates:

Party organizations are no longer negative ‘gatekeepers’ for women candidates.  But neither do they control the nomination process which could facilitate the nomination of more women candidates.  Women who seek office have to compete in an entrepreneurial world of independent candidacies.  They have to operate in a weak party system.  Ironically one can see that as both a plus and a minus for women candidates.  But overall, stronger parties should advantage women candidates (308).  

In addition to the assistance parties could provide women candidates at the nomination stage, parties may bring women into the process and help them overcome barriers that might result from socialization, the historic underrepresentation of women in politics, or women’s lack of access to important social networks.  For example, Bledsoe and Herring (1990) argue:  “Parties provide a vital linkage mechanism for women and other traditional outsiders who do not have the business and social connections often associated with a successful campaign, personal connections that men are more likely to possess” (220).  

Although ambition theory typically treats the ambitious office seeker as given, party leaders may create ambitious politicians, encouraging candidates to run who might not have otherwise considered seeking public office (see Fowler 1993; Aldrich 1995).  Parties may shape who runs for office informally, by influencing the perceived probability of winning, or formally, by endorsing candidates.  Indeed, both the Democratic and Republican local and state parties report that they actively recruit candidates, and party organizations have grown stronger in recent years (Gibson et al. 1983; Gibson et al. 1985; Gibson, Frendreis, and Vertz 1989; Frendreis and Gitelson 1999; Aldrich 2000; Jewell and Morehouse 2001).  

Studying party activities in candidate recruitment may be particularly important to understanding the path to the state legislature because it is often an entry level office (Moncrief, Squire, and Jewell 2001).  In addition to studies of party organizations, surveys of state legislative candidates reveal that recruitment for state legislative office is common (Moncrief, Squire, and Jewell 2001).  Legislative campaign committees, which are present in almost all states, often assist legislative leaders with candidate recruitment (Gierzynski 1992; Shea 1995), and legislative leaders believe that recruitment is an important part of their job (Jewell 1999). 

An analysis of how parties may shape the level of women’s representation is particularly important today given the limitations of existing research about women and elections.  For example, many scholars expected that term limits would lead to an increase in women’s representation through the creation of open seats (e.g., Burrell 1994; Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994).  However, women’s representation across the American states has seen a decline since term limits took effect (see Figure 1; data are from CAWP 2003).  Studies of state legislative elections in states with term limits have typically found either no change or a decrease in women’s representation (Carroll and Jenkins 2001; Bernstein and Chadha 2003).  Thus, term limits have not had the positive effects on women’s representation that many anticipated.  As Susan Carroll (2004) has argued regarding the recent plateau in women’s representation in the states:  “At a minimum, the leveling off is evidence that increases over time are not inevitable; there is no invisible hand at work to insure that more women will seek and be elected to office with each subsequent election.”  Indeed, women did not enter the primary of the outgoing incumbent’s party in a majority of the open House seats created by term limits in 1998 and 2000 (Carroll and Jenkins 2001).  
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While the leading barriers to women’s representation identified by past scholars—the social eligibility pool and incumbency—continue to be important, these factors do not appear to be necessary or sufficient conditions for understanding women’s underrepresentation.
  An investigation of the candidate emergence process and how parties shape the recruitment and nomination of candidates may help us understand why women continue to be so much less likely than men to seek elective office (Carroll 1993; Niven 1998).

Hypotheses

The first hypothesis I examine in the analyses is that recruitment is positively related to the presence of women candidates and legislators.  Consistent with past theories, I expect that recruitment by the party should facilitate women’s election to office.  Although it is common for ambition theories to take ambitious politicians as given, the party role in the recruitment of candidates may create ambitious politicians.  Such a dynamic may be critical to understanding how women decide to become candidates because they have historically been underrepresented in politics, continue to be much less likely than men to be candidates, and are less likely to be self-starters than men.
  

However, I expect that gatekeeping will be negatively related to women’s representation.  By gatekeeping, I mean party efforts to restrict entrance to the primary or to influence the outcome of the primary.  I therefore distinguish between party practices that entail encouraging candidates to run—which I label recruitment—from gatekeeping practices that involve seeking to influence the primary outcome.  Party leaders may choose among candidates formally or informally by supporting a candidate in the primary, or by helping a chosen candidate avoid a primary by discouraging other potential candidates from entering the race.  

Recruitment may imply gatekeeping if candidates seek the nomination only if they receive the “nod” from party leaders.  In that case, recruitment means party handpicking of candidates, and most likely, the parties would seek to discourage any primary competitors.  Elsewhere, in less professionalized legislatures, for example, recruitment may be necessary because there is insufficient interest in running for the legislature; absent party leaders actively seeking out candidates, the party might not contest state legislative elections.  Party recruitment of candidates does not necessarily imply gatekeeping, however.  Party leaders may encourage a candidate to run without supporting that candidate in the primary or discouraging others from running.  Therefore, recruitment may occur at the same time there is neutrality in the primary (Sanbonmatsu n.d.). 

I expect that greater efforts to restrict the nomination will be associated with fewer women running for and holding state legislative office.  Other factors being equal, I expect that strategic parties will choose a male candidate over a female candidate.
  Because women are so much less likely to be candidates than men, party leaders may be less certain about a woman’s chances of winning an election.  For example, if party leaders believe women are an electoral risk, they are unlikely to select a woman candidate for a single-member district where there is only one party nominee (see Norris 1993).  In short, where the supply of candidates is sufficient and party leaders can pick and choose among potential candidates, women should be less likely to be selected when other factors are equal (Diamond 1977).  When the party acts as a gatekeeper, I assume that the party has a sufficient supply of candidates.  

Data and Methods

In order to analyze the relationship between parties and women’s representation, I conducted two national mail surveys following the 2002 elections.  One survey was sent to legislative leaders from the lower houses of the legislatures, and the other to all state party leaders.  The State Legislative Leader Survey concerned the activities of the House caucus in recent state legislative elections with a focus on the candidate recruitment and nomination activities of the legislative leadership team.  The State Party Leader Survey was almost identical to the legislative leader survey, except that the survey questions concerned the activities of the state party in recent state legislative elections, rather than the House caucus.  Both surveys also included questions about the candidate recruitment activities of interest groups and other legislators, as well as beliefs about the electoral significance, if any, of candidate gender.  

The State Legislative Leader Survey was sent to a total of 429 respondents; of these 429 leaders, 149 completed the survey for an individual-level response rate of about 35%.  Due to resource limitations, I was not able to survey all legislative leaders or the leaders of both chambers.  I chose to survey the top five leaders in the lower chamber of each state with the goal of receiving a completed survey from at least one member of the leadership team.  Because the leadership structure varies across states, the number of leaders included in the sample from each state varied as well.

I use the leadership team as the unit of analysis because most of the survey questions concern the leadership team rather than the individual leader.  At least one respondent from 71 of 95 caucuses completed the survey, for a response rate at the caucus level of about 75%.   At least one member from 36 Republican House leadership teams and 35 Democratic House leadership teams completed the survey.  The sample includes a respondent from at least one of the legislative parties in 45 states.  A complete list of participating caucuses is included in the Appendix.  Factors such as legislative professionalism, majority party status, and party do not explain the likelihood that the caucus participated in the study.  However, caucuses from outside the South were more likely to participate.


I only analyze the response of the highest ranking leader in the caucus if more than one leader completed the survey.  Thus although 149 respondents returned the survey, the “N” in the analyses is 71, which is the number of leadership teams in the study.  Higher ranked leaders should be more likely to be responsible for candidate recruitment than lower ranked leaders, and should be more knowledgeable about the activities of the leadership team.
   


The State Party Leader Survey was sent to the chair and executive director of both the Democratic and Republican party in all 50 states, or a total of 193 respondents.  Of these respondents, 68 completed the survey for an individual-level response rate of about 35%.  Twenty-eight Democratic parties and 28 Republican parties completed the survey, or 56% of all state parties.   Therefore, the two major parties participated at the same rate.  The participating parties are from 39 states.   If both the executive director and chair of the party completed the survey, I use the response of the chair.  Therefore, the N in the analyses of state parties is 56. 


Before turning to the key independent variables of interest—the parties’ recruitment and nomination practices—I consider the claim that women candidates are known to be equally viable with men.  The theory that stronger parties will be positively related to women’s representation rests on the belief that party leaders are indifferent to candidate gender and are equally likely to field men and women candidates.  

Party Leader Beliefs about Candidate Gender


Scholars have inferred the presence—or absence—of party leader support for women’s candidacies based on the slating or success rates of women candidates.  Arguably, lack of support from party leaders has not been an issue for women candidates for several decades (e.g., Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994).  However, according to my direct measures of party leader beliefs, whether women are viable for state legislative seats remains an unsettled question and depends very much on the state. 

It is not uncommon for party leaders to think that one gender has an electoral advantage.  Slightly more legislative leaders cite an advantage for men than women, whereas the opposite is true for state party leaders.  Thus beliefs about the relevance of candidate gender do not necessarily put female candidates at a disadvantage.  Party leaders were asked if one gender group had an electoral advantage in races for the House, other factors being equal (see Table 1).  Almost half of legislative leaders and nearly 40% of state party leaders report that neither gender has an advantage.  However, 21% of legislative leaders and 34% of state party leaders see an advantage for women, whereas 25% of legislative leaders and 29% of state party leaders see an advantage for men.

Table 1.  Party Leader Beliefs about Candidate Gender and Electoral Advantage

	
	State Legislative Leaders
	State Party Leaders

	Women have some advantage


	21%
	34%

	Men have some advantage


	25%
	29%

	Neither has an advantage


	46%
	38%

	Don’t know
	9%


	0%


Source:  State Legislative Leader Survey and State Party Leader Survey.  

Legislative Leader N = 68.  State Party Leader N = 56.

Question wording:  “In races for the House/Assembly, other factors being equal, do you think that women candidates usually have an electoral advantage over men candidates, that men have an electoral advantage over women, or that neither has an advantage?”


It is also common for party leaders to believe that women’s electability depends on the area of the state.  In response to the question, “Are there districts in your state where it might be hard for a woman to win election to the House/Assembly?” almost half of state party leaders and about 40% of legislative leaders say there are no districts where it might be hard for a woman to win election to the House (Table 2).  However, about 45% of both groups report there are a few districts where it might be hard for a woman to be elected, with about 10% of both groups saying there are many such districts.

Table 2.  Party Leader Beliefs about Women’s Electability

“Are there districts in your state where it might be hard for a woman to win election to the House/Assembly?”

	
	State Legislative Leaders
	State Party Leaders

	Yes, many


	10%
	9%

	Yes, a few


	46%
	45%

	No


	38%
	46%

	Don’t know
	6%


	0%


Source:   State Legislative Leader Survey and State Party Leader Survey.  

Legislative Leader N = 71.  State Party Leader N = 56.


To summarize, about half of party leaders believe one gender is advantaged with voters.  In addition, a majority of party leaders believe there are at least a few districts where it might be hard to elect a woman.  Only 10% of the sample believe there are many such districts, though this proportion is higher than one might expect.  To the extent that party leaders actively recruit candidates and influence the nomination, these beliefs about women’s electability and electoral advantage may have important implications for women’s representation.  However, contrary to the conventional wisdom, party leader beliefs about women’s electability depend on the district.  Because party leaders are not agreed on the electoral implications of recruiting women candidates, how parties shape women’s representation warrants further study.

The Parties’ Recruitment and Nomination Activities


Although it is common for scholars to treat candidacy in the United States as primarily about the decision calculus of the ambitious individual, I find that both the legislative party and state party report actively recruiting candidates for the House and seeking to influence the nomination, although some parties are more active than others.  I use three survey questions to measure recruitment.  The first question asked “In your view, how active was each group in recruiting House/Assembly candidates for your party in the last election, on a scale from 1 to 5?”  Legislative leaders rate their activity in candidate recruitment more highly than state party leaders rate the state party’s involvement (see Table 3).  About half of legislative leaders rated the legislative leadership at 5—the category for “very active” in candidate recruitment—compared to 39% of state party leaders who placed the state party in the same category.  Both legislative and state party leaders perceive legislative leaders to be more actively involved than the state or local parties in recruitment for the legislature.
 

Table 3.  State and Legislative Parties Place Themselves on Candidate Recruitment Scale

	
	Not at all active

1
	Not very active

2
	Somewhat active

3
	Fairly active

4
	Very active

5

	State Legislative Leaders


	3%
	4%
	11%
	32%
	49%

	State Party Leaders


	4%
	0%
	21%
	36%
	39%


Source:  State Legislative Leader Survey and State Party Leader Survey.

Legislative Leader N = 71.  State Party Leader N =56.

Note:  In this table, each group (legislative leaders, state party leaders) rated their own recruitment activity.

Question wording:  “In your view, how active was each group in recruiting House/Assembly candidates for your party in the last election, on a scale from 1 to 5?  (Please check one box per row).”
The other two measures concern the amount of seats for which party leaders recruited candidates.  Selecting a candidate for a targeted race and encouraging a candidate to run are engaged in by half or more legislative parties for at least “some seats” in the House, with some legislative parties reporting these activities for “many” or “all” seats (see Figure 2).  Most common is encouraging candidates to run—an activity that virtually all leaders report participating in for “some seats” or “many seats.”  Recruitment that implies gatekeeping—selecting a candidate for a targeted race—is also common, with 44% of leaders reporting they selected a candidate in some seats, and about 29% in many seats.  
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I use three measures to assess gatekeeping.  Discouraging a candidate from running is less common than encouraging candidates, with the majority of leaders reporting that they encouraged a candidate not to run in very few seats.  Some leadership teams do formally endorse candidates at least some of the time, with 23% reporting such endorsements in very few seats and 15% in some seats.  Most party leaders (59%) report that the leadership does not make formal endorsements in the primary.  Complete neutrality in the primary is not necessarily the rule, however.  A plurality of leaders report the leadership never takes sides (40%), but 39% of leaders report that the caucus leadership takes sides in very few seats and 17% in some seats.  Thus the leadership may support candidates in the primary short of making a formal endorsement.  


State party involvement in the recruitment and nomination of candidates is similar to that of the legislative party, although in several cases, state party leaders are less likely to report engaging in particular activities (see Figure 3).  For example, leaders from the state party were more likely than those from the legislative party to report discouraging candidates from running, with only 18% responding that they never discourage candidates.  Meanwhile, the state party is less likely than the legislative party to take sides in the primary or formally endorse in a primary.  State party leaders are more likely than legislative leaders to report selecting a candidate for a targeted race in many seats, and less likely to report that activity in some seats.  
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The survey measures capture two related dimensions of recruitment activity:  encouraging candidates to enter the primary, and seeking to influence the nomination.  Table 4 presents bivariate correlation coefficients of these measures for the state legislative leader sample.  In this table, the statistically significant relationships are all in the positive direction.  The highest correlations are of encouraging candidates to run, selecting a candidate for a targeted race, and the five-point scale of recruitment activity.  These items concern recruitment that involves encouraging candidates to enter the primary.  Measures of attempts to influence the nomination are also positively related to one another, including taking sides and making formal endorsements in the primary.  Selecting a candidate for a targeted race is also positively related to some of these gatekeeping activities; selecting a candidate implies both recruiting a candidate to enter the primary, as well as helping to prevent a primary or helping that handpicked candidate win the primary.

Table 4.  Bivariate Correlations, Legislative Party Recruitment and Nomination Activities

	
	Encourage
	Discourage
	Endorse
	Take sides
	Select

	Discourage
	-.11


	
	
	
	

	Endorse
	  .27*


	.26*
	
	
	

	Take sides
	-.004


	.21a
	   .40**
	
	

	Select
	   .42**


	.03
	 .28*
	  .27*
	

	Activity

(1-5)
	   .47**
	-.07
	.07
	-.10
	.45**


a p(.10, * p(.05, ** p(.01

Source:  State Legislative Leader Survey.  Minimum N =70, Maximum N = 71.


In short, it is common for both state party and legislative leaders to recruit candidates for House races.  Indeed, less than half of legislative and state party leaders said they had no staff assistance with candidate recruitment, with more than half citing a full-time or part-time staff person who assists with recruitment.
  Party recruitment of candidates is also thought to explain why many candidates decide to run for the legislature, although this varies by state.  Most party leaders believe that half of nonincumbent House candidates, if not more, run for the legislature because party leaders asked them to do so (see Table 5).  There is significant variation on this question, however, with under half of states and parties reporting that it is most common for candidates to come forward on their own.   

Table 5.  What Percentage of Nonincumbent Candidates are Self-Starters?

	
	0 - 25%
	25 – 50%
	50 – 75%
	75 – 100%

	State Legislative Leaders


	27%
	30%
	27%
	15%

	State Party Leaders


	20%
	34%
	30%
	16%


Source:  State Legislative Leader Survey and State Party Leader Survey.

Legislative Leader N = 66.  State Party Leader N =56.

Question wording:  “About what percentage of nonincumbent House/Assembly candidates come forward on their own to run without being asked by the party?” 


In addition, most leaders believe that party efforts to influence the nomination can be important to the outcome of the primary.  Over 40% of both sets of party leaders believe that if a House candidate is supported by most party leaders, his or her chances of winning the primary increase greatly; almost all remaining respondents think the candidate’s chances of winning increase somewhat. 


Thus not only do party leaders widely report involvement in candidate recruitment as well as efforts to influence the nomination, but party leaders believe this activity is effective.  Depending on the state, party recruitment of candidates is thought to explain why most House candidates run for the legislature in the first place.  Many party leaders also believe that a candidate with party backing is significantly advantaged in the primary. 

Analyses


I analyze the effects of these recruitment and nomination activities on two dependent variables:  the proportion of 2002 major party state representative candidates in the general election who were women and the proportion of 2003 state representatives who were women.
  The unit of analysis is each party in each state (e.g., Democratic women as a share of Democratic House candidates in the general election, and Democratic women as a share of Democratic state representatives).  Democratic women are better represented within their party caucuses than are Republican women, which represents a reversal of the past pattern (see Figure 4).  As expected, the measures of women candidates and women legislators are highly correlated (r=.90, p<.01).
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 Women Candidates

I investigate whether—and if so, how—political party activities are related to where women run for state legislative office by analyzing the proportion of major party nominees who were women in the 2002 elections.  Thus the unit of analysis is the Democratic or Republican party in a given state.  I use a least squares regression model because the dependent variable—the percentage of women of each party’s general election candidates—is a continuous variable bounded by 0 and 1.  I calculate robust standard errors clustering on state because the same state can appear in the dataset twice—once for each party—violating the assumption of independence across observations. 

I begin with the legislative parties’ recruitment and nomination practices:  whether the party encourages candidates to run, selects candidates for targeted races, discourages candidates from running, endorses in the primary, or takes sides in the primary.  I also examine the general level of candidate recruitment activity (the five-point candidate recruitment activity scale).  Because the response options for all of these survey questions are discrete categories, I recode each of these measures into dichotomous variables by splitting the sample at the median response.  Thus, the variable equals 1 if the response is equal to the sample median or above, and 0 otherwise.  I also create an unweighted, additive index of the three recruitment variables—the recruitment scale, encouraging candidates to run, and selecting candidates for a targeted race—and the three gatekeeping variables—discouraging candidates from running, endorsing in the primary, and taking sides in the primary.  These indices range from 0 to 3.   

By controlling for the level of women’s representation last time, I am essentially estimating the effect of the parties’ practices in the last election cycle on any change in where women are seeking state legislative office.  Because most incumbent state legislators seek reelection, the pattern of where women held office prior to the election should be correlated with where women are currently seeking office.  Controlling for women’s representation last time also enables me to take into account the level of women’s representation and the state contextual factors that have been found to be related to the pattern of women’s representation.   

I control for turnover in the chamber because women are more likely to increase their presence in legislatures where there are more open seats.  As many scholars have argued, incumbency is a significant structural barrier to increasing women’s representation, and women are expected to increase their numbers by running for open seats.  Differences across states in the extent of turnover may explain any change in where we see women running for the legislature.

I also add a control for region (South) because legislative leaders from outside the South were more likely to participate in the mail survey.  I include a dummy variable for party (Democrat) in case there is a net difference in women’s presence as candidates by party.   

I had hypothesized that where the parties are more engaged in candidate recruitment, more women would run for the state legislature.  However, the recruitment activities of the legislative leadership are not systematically related to women’s presence as candidates (see Table 6).  In the first column, the key independent variables of interest are the additive indices of party practices—the index for recruitment and the index for gatekeeping.  Thus while I hypothesized that more recruitment would be positively related to women’s presence as candidates, I find no such relationship. 

[Table 6 about here]


Importantly, however, the legislative party’s attempts to influence the nomination are negatively related to women’s presence as state legislative candidates:  where legislative leaders are seeking to influence the nomination, women are a smaller share of the party’s candidates for the House.  The gatekeeping index has a negative and statistically significant effect.  Thus, where the parties are more actively seeking to influence the nomination, women constitute a smaller share of the party’s nominees—an effect in the opposite direction than that predicted by the view that stronger parties are a solution to women’s underrepresentation.
 


Turning to the state party, neither recruitment nor gatekeeping by the state party is related to where women run for the legislature (see Table 6, column 2).  Here, I use the same model as in the previous analyses but the data come from the activities of the state parties rather than the legislative parties.  None of the practices of the state parties are systematically related to women’s presence as candidates.  Thus, while I find that the more the legislative party seeks to influence the nomination, the less likely women are to be among the party’s nominees, I do not find that state party activities explain where women run. 


Meanwhile, women are a greater share of Democratic than Republican general election candidates.  Turnover is not related to women’s presence as candidates.  Finally, women are less likely to be candidates in the South, although this effect is only statistically significant for the legislative party model.

Women State Representatives


The negative impact of party activities persists when I examine the presence of women as legislators rather than their presence as candidates:  more party activity in seeking to influence the outcome of the primary is associated with fewer women in the legislature.  In this analysis, the dependent variable is the percentage of women as a share of the House caucus in 2003 for each state and party.  The model is similar to the models used above for women candidates, and I again control for women’s representation prior to the election. 


The conclusions of Table 7 are similar to the results of the analyses of women candidates:  while recruitment fails to matter to where women hold state legislative office, gatekeeping continues to be negatively related to women’s representation.  The index of legislative party gatekeeping activities is negatively related to where women held state legislative office after the election.  Meanwhile, the effect of gatekeeping by the state party is negative and marginally statistically significant (p = .106).  Recruitment by the state party continues to be unrelated to the pattern of women’s representation.  Thus, whether one examines the presence of women candidates or legislators, where the party is more actively involved in shaping the nomination, fewer women are present.  These results run contrary to the argument that more party involvement in the nomination process should facilitate women’s representation.  However, these findings are consistent with several recent studies that have found that stronger parties are negatively related to women’s representation (Werner 1993; Sanbonmatsu 2002). 

[Table 7 about here]

The results generally hold when legislative and state party activities are analyzed within the same model.  In 41 cases, the state party and state legislative leaders from the same state and party participated in their respective surveys.  In this analysis, legislative party attempts to influence the nomination continue to be negatively related to both the proportion of women candidates and women legislators (see Table 8).  State party gatekeeping activity declines in statistical significance in the model of women legislators once legislative party activities are introduced as controls.  However, in this model of women legislators, the gatekeeping practices of legislative and state parties are jointly significant.  

[Table 8 about here]

Interest Group Activity


Before concluding that recruitment is unrelated to women’s representation, information on the participation of women’s groups in the recruitment process suggests a possible mechanism that may make women’s candidacies more likely.  Party leaders were asked in the survey to report on the interest groups that assist the parties with candidate recruitment.  The most commonly cited groups by legislative leaders were business, local/community groups, labor/union, and teachers.  About 28% of legislative leaders cited women’s groups as helpful to the party in recruiting candidates; meanwhile, state parties were much more likely than the legislative parties to view women’s groups as helpful to the party in recruiting candidates, with nearly half of state parties listing women’s groups.  About half of Democratic leaders list women’s groups, whereas less than 10% of Republican leaders do so.  This difference is even greater in the state party leader sample, where 79% of Democratic leaders and only 18% of Republican leaders cite women’s groups.  

I analyze the effect of women’s group involvement in helping the party recruit candidates.  These results provide some support for the view that more recruitment can facilitate women’s representation (see Table 9).
  The involvement of women’s groups in legislative party recruitment activities is positively related to women’s presence as candidates and legislators and marginally statistically significant, although the result is not significant for state party leaders.  This measure of women’s groups may reflect the strength of women’s groups in the state, or it may indicate the party’s receptivity to working with women’s groups.  Regardless, a relationship between the party and women’s groups in the state in terms of recruitment is positively related to where women run and hold office.


[Table 9 about here]

Conclusion


I find that where parties are more active in seeking to influence candidate selection, the worse represented are women—as both candidates and state legislators.  Where the legislative and state party leadership are involved in selecting a candidate for a targeted race or are formally or informally supporting candidates in the primary, there are fewer women in the party caucus.  These results suggest that greater party influence in nominations may not facilitate women’s representation as many scholars have anticipated.  It may be the case that women are less likely to be the nominee where the party seeks to influence the primary outcome because women are less successful in winning the support of party leaders at the primary stage.  

I also find that greater party activity in candidate recruitment is usually unrelated to women’s representation.  Though I posited that party leaders recruit candidates without attention to gender, perhaps the lack of an effect for recruitment indicates that party leaders are more likely to recruit women in some states than others.  My measures of the parties’ candidate recruitment and nomination practices are not gender-specific.  However, I found in personal interviews with party leaders in six states that the perceived electoral significance of candidate gender depends on the state, as does party leader interest in recruiting women candidates (Sanbonmatsu n.d.).  

The view that more party influence over the nomination can facilitate women’s representation rests on the idea that the bias of party leaders is obsolete.  Surveys of party leaders reveal, however, that there is no consensus on women’s viability.  Whether women are perceived to be electable appears to depend on the district under consideration.  Thus, perhaps it is not surprising that increased party leader activity in the selection of the nominee, and presumably increased concern about the choice of that nominee, does not yield additional women candidates.  Other recent studies, as well, suggest that party leaders may be less likely to recruit women than men (Niven 1998).


Though candidate recruitment did not have the effect on women’s representation that I hypothesized, an alliance between the parties and women’s groups appears to increase women’s representation.  This finding echoes past research about the important link between women’s candidacies and women’s organizations (Carroll and Strimling 1983; Carroll 1993).  Because Democratic leaders were much more likely to report the assistance of women’s groups in recruitment than Republican leaders, this result may explain why Democratic women are better represented in their caucus than are Republican women.  As Baer and Bositis (1988) have argued, the women’s movement has helped to diversify the party leadership by promoting a new group of elites.


Past studies have often neglected the role that parties play in candidate selection prior to the primary (Carroll 1993).  The results presented here demonstrate that the recruitment and nomination practices of the parties can help explain the pattern of where women seek and hold state legislative office.  That these activities usually have a negative effect on women’s representation suggests that recent evidence of growing party organizational strength may not bode well for women’s representation. 
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Appendix

Mail Survey Methodology


I conducted a mail survey of state legislative leaders in 2002.  The survey was conducted by the Ohio State University Center for Survey Research.  Shortly after the November 2002 elections, respondents received an advance letter about the study.  About one week later, respondents received a cover letter with the questionnaire and a self-addressed, stamped, return envelope.  This mailing was followed by a reminder postcard.  Nonrespondents were sent another complete mailing with cover letter, questionnaire, and self-addressed stamped envelope the first week of December.  About two weeks after this mailing, nonrespondents received a reminder telephone call from the OSU Center for Survey Research.


The cover letter explained that the purpose of the study was to research party activities in state legislative elections and that the questions concerned the most recent elections for the House or Assembly in their state.  The letter stated that the survey had been sent to members of the Democratic and Republican House/Assembly leadership teams in all states.  Respondents were promised confidentiality.  The four-page survey consisted almost entirely of closed-ended questions. 


The legislative leader sample consists of members of the Democratic and Republican House (or Assembly) leadership teams in 49 states.  I had resources to survey approximately five leaders from each party in each state.  Because the leadership structure varies across state legislatures and by majority party status, the total number of leaders I surveyed from each caucus varied.  The maximum number of leaders surveyed in a single caucus was 10, the minimum 1, with an average of 4.5 leaders per caucus.  The sample includes the following top leadership positions in each state:  Speaker, Speaker Pro Tempore, Majority Leader, and Minority Leader.  I supplemented these top positions as needed with up to two additional leadership positions in the majority party and up to four additional leadership positions in the minority party, with the goal of surveying a total of five individuals.  For example, if there were three people serving as Speaker Pro Tempore, then the top three positions yielded five individuals, and I did not continue down the leadership ladder in that case.  If there was more than one person in one of the top positions, I surveyed all individuals holding that position (e.g., all assistant minority leaders).  In no case did I contact individuals from more than five leadership positions in each caucus.  In a few cases, I contacted more than five individuals because there were more than five people holding the top leadership positions.    


At least one member from a total of 36 Republican House leadership teams and 35 Democratic House leadership teams completed the survey.  The following legislative parties participated in the study:  AK (R), AL (D), AR (D), AZ (R), CA (R), CO (D, R), CT (D, R), DE (R), FL (D, R), GA (R), HI (D, R), IA (D, R), ID (D, R), IL (D, R), IN (D, R), KS (D, R), KS (D, R), KY (D, R), MA (D, R), MD (D, R), ME (D), MI (D, R), MN (D), MO (D, R), MS (D), MT (D, R), ND (D, R), NH (D, R), NJ (D, R), NM (D, R), NV (D, R), NY (R), OH (R), OK (D, R), OR (D), PA (D), SC (R), SD (D, R), TN (D, R), UT (D, R), VA (R), VT (R), WA (D), WI (D, R), WV (D), WY (D, R).  


The survey of state party leaders was nearly identical to the survey of legislative party leaders and was conducted at the same time.  The state party leader sample consists of the state party chair and executive director from the Democratic and Republican parties in all states (N=193).  (The N is short of 200 because there were some vacancies.  In addition, the state party chair was also serving as the executive director in a few cases.)  A total of 68 respondents completed the survey for a response rate of about 35%.  28 Democratic parties and 28 Republican parties participated in the study, or about 56% of all state parties.  39 of the 50 states are included in the sample.  In this paper, I analyze the response of the chair if both the chair and executive director completed the survey. 

Question Wording

State Legislative Leader Survey

Activity in Recruiting

“In your view, how active was each group in recruiting House/Assembly candidates for your party in the last election, on a scale from 1 to 5?  (Please check one box per row).  Most local party leaders; The state party; The legislative leadership.”  

(1) Not at all active (2) Not very active (3) Somewhat active (4) Fairly active (5) Very active

Encourage Candidates

“In House/Assembly elections in recent years, in how many districts has the caucus leadership… Encouraged a candidate to run.”  

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats

Discourage Candidates

“In House/Assembly elections in recent years, in how many districts has the caucus leadership… Encouraged a candidate not to run.”  

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats

Endorse Candidates

“In House/Assembly elections in recent years, in how many districts has the caucus leadership… Formally endorsed a candidate in a primary.”  

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats

Take Sides

“In House/Assembly elections in recent years, in how many districts has the caucus leadership… Taken sides in a primary.”  

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats

Select Candidates (targeted race)

“In House/Assembly elections in recent years, in how many districts has the caucus leadership… Selected a candidate for a targeted race.”  

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats

Candidate Gender and Electoral Advantage

“In races for the House/Assembly, other factors being equal, do you think that women candidates usually have an electoral advantage over men candidates, that men have an electoral advantage over women, or that neither has an advantage?”

women have some advantage/ men have some advantage/ neither has an advantage/ don’t know

Women’s Electability and Districts

“Are there districts in your state where it might be hard for a woman to win election to the House/Assembly?”

Yes, many/ Yes, a few/ No/ Don’t know

Recruitment by Interest Groups
“How often do interest groups recruit candidates for the House/Assembly?”

Never/ Very few seats/ Some seats/ Many seats/ All seats/ Don’t know

Interest Groups Help Party with Recruitment
“Which interest groups are helpful to your party in recruiting candidates for the House/Assembly?  (Please check all that apply). …Women’s Groups.”

Table 6.  The Effect of Party Practices on Women’s Presence as 2002 Candidates.

	
	Legislative Party
	State Party

	Recruitment activities


	.0003

(.005)
	.004

(.009)



	Gatekeeping activities
	-.013*

(.005)


	.008

(.008)



	Democrat


	.050**

(.014)


	.067**

(.021)

	Women’s representation(t-1)
	.611**

(.070)


	.520**

(.096)

	Turnover


	.060

(.045)


	.030

(.072)

	South
	-.030**

(.010)


	-.024

(.017)

	Intercept
	.072**

(.020)


	.048a
(.028)

	N = 
	70
	53

	R2
	.78
	.67


a p(.10, * p(.05, ** p(.01

Cell entries are parameter estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  The dependent variable is the percentage of all general election candidates for state representative who were women, by party.

Table 7.  The Effect of Party Practices on Women’s Presence as 2003 State Representatives.

	
	Legislative Party
	State Party

	Recruitment activities   


	-.002

(.005)
	.005

(.007)



	Gatekeeping activities  


	-.013*

(.006)


	-.009a
(.006)



	Democrat


	.029*

(.014)


	.030*

(.014)

	Women’s representation(t-1)
	.893**

(.086)


	.879**

(.073)

	Turnover


	-.031

(.046)


	-.076

(.065)

	South
	-.009

(.011)


	.004

(.012)

	Intercept
	.045a
(.025)


	.041

(.020)

	N = 
	70
	53

	R2
	.83
	.84


a p(.10, * p(.05, ** p(.01

Cell entries are parameter estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  The dependent variable is the percentage of all general election candidates for state representative who were women, by party.

Table 8.  The Effect of Legislative and State Party Practices on Women’s Presence as 2002 Candidates and 2003 State Representatives.

	
	Women Candidates
	Women Legislators

	Legislative party recruitment activities


	-.005

(.007)
	-.006

(.005)



	State party recruitment activities


	-.006

(.010)
	.001

(.008)



	Legislative party gatekeeping activities
	-.019*

(.009)


	-.017*

(.008)



	State party gatekeeping activities
	.007

(.005)


	-.006

(.006)



	Democrat


	.048*

(.020)


	.041*

(.016)

	Women’s representation(t-1)
	.688**

(.114)


	.873**

(.097)

	Turnover


	.076

(.063)


	-.008

(.061)

	South
	-.027

(.017)


	-.008

(.011)

	Intercept
	.083*

(.032)


	.066*

(.025)

	N = 
	40
	40

	R2
	.80
	.87


a p(.10, * p(.05, ** p(.01

Cell entries are parameter estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  The dependent variable is in column 1 is the percentage of all general election candidates for state representative who were women, by party; the dependent variable in column 2 is the percentage of all state representatives who were women, by party.

Table 9.  Women’s Representation and Women’s Groups.

	
	Women Candidates
	Women Legislators

	
	Legislative Party
	State Party
	Legislative Party
	State Party

	Women’s groups
	.025a
(.013)


	.009

(.022)
	.020a
(.012)
	.015

(.010)

	Recruitment activities   


	-.0002

(.005)
	.005

(.009)


	-.002

(.005)
	.007

(.007)



	Gatekeeping activities  


	-.010*

(.005)


	.008

(.008)


	-.011*

(.006)


	-.009

(.006)



	Democrat


	.041**

(.015)


	.062*

(.026)
	.022

(.014)


	.022a
(.014)

	Women’s representation(t-1)
	.603**

(.069)


	.520**

(.096)
	.885**

(.089)


	.879**

(.073)

	Turnover


	.045

(.045)


	.024

(.074)
	-.043

(.045)


	-.085

(.064)

	South
	-.027**

(.009)


	-.022

(.017)
	-.007

(.010)


	.007

(.012)

	Intercept
	.071**

(.020)


	.045a
(.026)
	.044a
(.025)


	.035 a
(.021)

	N = 
	70
	53
	70
	53

	R2
	.79
	.67
	.83
	.84


a p(.10, * p(.05, ** p(.01

Cell entries are parameter estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  The dependent variable in the first two columns is the percentage of all general election candidates for state representative who were women, by party; the dependent variable in the last two columns is the percentage of all state representatives who were women, by party.

� This paper is part of a larger project that includes case studies of six states.  I conducted 226 interview with state legislators, party officials, and other elected officials and activists in 2001 and 2002 in Alabama, Colorado, Iowa, Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Ohio (Sanbonmatsu n.d.).


�  For important critiques of this literature, see Niven (1998) and Werner (1993).


� Many studies confirm that men and women tend to win their races at similar rates, including Darcy and Schramm (1977); Burrell (1994); and Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton (1997).


�  See Burrell (1994) and Darcy, Welch, and Clark (1994) on the structural barriers to increasing women’s representation.


�  Women nonincumbent state legislative candidates are less likely than men to report being “self-starters” who did not need external encouragement to run (Moncrief, Squire, and Jewell 2001).  I found similar results in a 2002 survey of Ohio candidates (Sanbonmatsu n.d.).


� This hypothesis borrows from Diamond’s (1977) theory about gender and legislative professionalism.  In areas with high political competition for office, which is more likely to occur in professional legislatures than nonprofessional legislatures, Diamond argues that recruiters can be selective:  “In this high-demand—and typically professional—situation, the political recruiter can select prospective candidates by eliminating those contestants who do not meet a set of specific criteria:  sex, occupational background, and political experience become relevant” (Diamond 1977:  5).


�  For example, if the Speaker or Minority Leader completed the survey, I used that respondent as the spokesperson for the caucus and dropped the lower ranking leaders from the dataset.  If the Speaker did not respond to the survey, I used the response of the Majority Leader.  In about half the leadership teams, the Speaker, Majority Leader, or the Minority Leader responded to the survey.  These leaders are usually responsible for candidate recruitment (Jewell and Whicker 1994).  For the caucuses where these leaders did not respond to the survey, I used the next highest ranking leader who responded.  In 43 caucuses, more than one leader responded to the survey.  I verified that there is intra-caucus agreement on the key variables of interest in several ways.  For example, on the five-point activity scale, members of the same caucus placed the leadership team more than one neighboring category apart in 13 cases.  In 9 cases, members of the same caucus placed the leadership team more than one category apart on the measure of selecting candidates for a targeted race.  On encouraging a candidate to run, this occurred in 6 cases, discouraging a candidate 6 cases, taking sides 10 cases, and endorsing 13 cases.  The data from Table 3 and Figure 2 are quite similar if I exclude those cases where leaders from the same caucus were more than one category apart.  For example, the distribution of responses in Table 3 on the five-point activity scale is as follows:  not at all active, 2%; not very active, 3%; somewhat active, 10%; fairly active, 33%; and very active, 52% (N=58).  I also compared the responses of the top ranked leader with the mean of the lower ranked leaders from the same leadership team, finding no statistically significant differences in means for the variables in the analyses.  The response of the top ranked leader and the mean of the lower ranked leaders are correlated on several of the measures of interest, including the five-point activity scale (r=.51, p<.01), as well as encouraging a candidate to run and taking sides in the primary.  Meanwhile, the correlation on selecting a candidate for a targeted race is not statistically significant (r=.21, p=.19, N=42).  Endorsing candidates is also not statistically significant.


� The survey also asked party leaders to place the other aspects of the party on this five-point scale.  Both state party and legislative leaders perceive the legislative party to be more active in recruitment than the state or local party.


� Note, however, that recruitment is not limited to legislative campaign committees.  About 80% of legislative leaders report that one or more members of the leadership team recruit candidates for the caucus, compared to about 35% of leaders who report that a caucus or reelection campaign committee or fund recruits candidates.  Also, as Shea (1995) notes, the LCCs are primarily controlled by party leaders.


�  For the candidate measure, I use the year of the last election if state legislative elections were not held in 2002.


�  Data on women state legislators and candidates are from CAWP (2003) and CAWP’s 2002 candidate list <www.cawp.rutgers.edu/Facts.html>.  Data on the total number of candidates are from each state’s Office of the Secretary of State.  Data on partisan composition of the legislatures are from the National Conference of State Legislatures <www.ncsl.org>.


� The results are similar with alternative specifications of the model, including controlling for other factors that may predict women’s representation, such as ideology, multimember districts, professionalism, term limits, political culture and women’s labor force participation, as well as party leader beliefs about women’s electability.  The results are also the same if I model the net change in women’s representation in the House rather than controlling for the effect of women’s representation last time.


� Note that when the women’s group variable is added to the model, the effect of state party gatekeeping on women’s representation in the legislature declines in statistical significance (p=.11).
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