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Abstract
We explore the partisan gender gap among elected officials with an emphasis on female
candidates’ self-presentation in socially conservative parties. We examine a unique and rich
dataset of men and women’s speeches as they campaigned for precinct-level party offices in the
2014 Republican Party neighborhood caucus meetings in a conservative Republican-dominated
state. Our data are drawn from a larger field experiment that successfully encouraged caucus
attenders to elect more women as delegates. We find that men were more likely than women to
give a campaign speech, unless they were in a precinct assigned to an experimental treatment
emphasizing the importance of gender equality in representation. Further, as women candidates
for state delegate positions spoke, they were significantly more likely than men to discuss
gender, home, family, and education in their speeches regardless of treatment condition. In the
gender equality treatment condition, women got a boost for explicitly mentioning their sex as a
reason to elect them. At the same time, women faced significant penalties for discussing
implicitly gendered issues like home, family, and education policy. Discussing other, nongendered issues benefitted them. All of this is consistent with the claim that the double bind
remains relevant for women in the Republican Party and may help to explain the gender
disparities in the earliest stages of the candidate pipeline.
Presented at the annual meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, San Juan, Puerto
Rico, January 7-9, 2016
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Women are underrepresented in American politics at all levels of government and among
both Democratic and Republican officials.2 However, while the percentage of women among
Democratic officials has steadily increased over the last several decades, progress in the
Republican Party has stalled—and perhaps even reversed for some offices (Carroll and
Sanbonmatsu 2013; Elder 2014).
There are a wide variety of explanations for this partisan gender gap among elected
officials (Thomsen 2015; Elder 2014; Preece, Stoddard, and Fisher, n.d.), but in this paper we
explore one possible mechanism: female candidates’ challenges with self-presentation in socially
conservative parties. The “double bind,” which makes it difficult for female candidates to
simultaneously project strong political leadership and traditional femininity, has loosened in
recent years. Yet, we argue it is likely to remain relevant among partisans who value traditional
gender roles. In other words, politically ambitious Republican women must still deal with
competing expectations, and this is likely to have an effect on women’s representation in the
party.
To address this question, we examine a unique and rich dataset of men and women’s
speeches as they campaigned for precinct-level party offices in the 2014 Republican Party
neighborhood caucus meetings in a conservative state. While formal campaigns have
consultants to help candidates manage their self-presentation, these prospective party officers
must navigate the gender expectations of their co-partisans on their own. Consequently, our data
offer unique insights into on-the-ground gender dynamics within the Republican Party, and we
believe this has implications for the candidate pipeline.
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Specifically, we identify whether there are gender differences in self-presentation on two
dimensions related to the double bind: 1) whether candidates speak up in support of their
candidacy and what topics they discuss when they do so, and 2) what effect the content of their
speeches has on getting elected. Because our data collection took place as part of a larger field
experiment, we are also able to ascertain whether official Republican Party messages that set a
norm of gender egalitarianism shifted any of these results.
We find that men were more likely than women to give a campaign speech, unless they
were in a precinct assigned to the gender egalitarianism treatment. When they spoke up, women
were significantly more likely than men to discuss gender, home, family, and education in their
speeches regardless of treatment condition. This suggests that gender remains relevant for
patterns of speaking in Republican Party meetings.
Perhaps a more crucial question is whether self-presentation is related to electoral success
in gendered ways. The content of both men’s and women’s speeches was unrelated to their
electoral success in the control condition. By contrast, in the egalitarian treatment condition,
women got a boost for explicitly mentioning their sex as a reason to elect them. However, they
faced significant penalties for discussing implicitly gendered issues like home, family, and
education policy; discussing other, non-gendered issues benefitted them. All of this is consistent
with the claim that the double bind remains relevant for women in the Republican Party and may
help to explain the gender disparities in the earliest stages of the candidate pipeline.

Gender and Self-Presentation
Candidates for political office pay a great deal of attention to self-presentation (Fenno
1978; Druckman, Kifer, and Parkin 2009), frequently going so far as to hire professional
consultants to manage their image (Farrell, Kolodny, and Medvic 2001; Johnson 2001; Dulio
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2004). Female candidates have an added dimension to consider with regard to self-presentation.
Because proscriptive stereotypes for women and proscriptive stereotypes for political leaders
conflict in many ways, some have argued that women in politics face a no-win “double-bind.” If
they conform with stereotypes about what it means to be a good woman, female politicians can
be characterized as weak and ineffectual; if they conform with stereotypes about what it means
to be a good political leader, female politicians can be characterized as harsh and unladylike
(Jamieson 1995; Eagly and Karau 2002; Ritter and Yoder 2004).
Female candidates, therefore, must grapple with the question of whether to embrace,
eschew, or avoid gender stereotypes as they campaign (Bystrom et al. 2004). Most research
finds that women focus on the similar types of issues as their male colleagues (Dolan 2005;
Bystrom et al. 2004; Banwart and Winfrey 2013; Niven and Zilber 2001; Sapiro et al. 2011).
Perhaps not surprisingly, factors such as electoral context and party seem to matter much more
than gender during campaigns (Hayes 2011). Yet, some studies do find differences in selfpresentation (Evans and Clark 2015; Windett 2014; Schneider 2014). And, scholars have found
that there can be strategic advantages for women who play to stereotypes and run “as women”
(Herrnson, Lay, and Stokes 2003).
As American society has become more egalitarian, the double bind has loosened.
Expectations of what kinds of traits leaders should hold have expanded, as have expectations
surrounding women’s choices and behaviors (Eagly 2007). In fact, Brooks presents
experimental evidence that male and female politicians are judged quite equally when they
engage in stereotypically feminine or masculine behavior (Brooks 2013). Yet, there are reasons
to expect that the extent to which the double bind still operates might vary between the
Democratic and Republican parties.
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The Double Bind and the Republican Party
Why might women in the Republican Party still face challenges with self-presentation?
While the Democratic Party has embraced the women’s movement over the last several decades,
the Republican Party has been significantly less enthusiastic (Elder 2014; Wolbrecht 2002;
Wolbrecht 2000). Republican voters are less likely to support gender parity in government than
Democratic voters (Dolan and Sanbonmatsu 2008). And, because women are stereotyped to be
more liberal than men on a variety of issues (Koch 2002; Koch 2000), Republican voters can be
more hesitant to support female Republican candidates than male Republican candidates
(Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009; King and Matland 2003). Further, Winter provides compelling
evidence that since the 1980s, the image of the Republican Party itself has become masculinized,
both explicitly and implicitly (Winter 2010). Hence, “when people think about the Republican
Party, they are likely to draw on ideas about masculinity” (589).
Republican voters are simply more committed to traditional gender roles than Democratic
voters. A 2009 Pew study, for example, shows that while about three-quarters of both
Republicans and Democrats disagree that “women should return to their traditional roles in
society,” the percentage of Democrats that “completely disagree” with this statement is 14
percentage points higher than Republicans.3 These partisan differences have been brewing for
decades, perhaps most notably with the defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment and changes
among the Republican Party, at the behest of religious conservatives, to “drop its historic
platform support for governmental action that would increase opportunities for women” (Leege
et al. 2002, 209). This shift among Republicans on gender issues was countered by a movement
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by Democrats toward support of governmental protections for women, and all of this is part of a
growing cultural divide between the two parties where Republicans focus more on moral
traditionalism, including traditional gender roles (Leege et al. 2002; Layman 2001). This partisan
divide on traditional gender roles likely makes it more difficult for Republican women to simply
latch on to a more masculine self-presentation style.
If Republican politics are explicitly and implicitly tied to masculinity and Republican
voters have more traditional views on gender roles, female Republican politicians are likely to
have to navigate a double bind as they craft their self-presentation. At the elite level, candidates
have access to professional consultants and advisers who can steer them toward messages and
imaging that account for this. So, it is possible that it is not an important issue for women
contesting high-level offices. However, we argue that the double bind could have a profound
impact on the early stages of the political pipeline of Republican women. If Republican women
have to grapple with—or even just believe that they have to grapple with—competing norms of
appropriate behavior as they begin to enter party politics, these conflicting norms may limit their
political ambition. It may also limit their actual success at the earliest stages of party politics. If
Republican women at the grassroots candidate level are simply unaware of the perils of the
double bind, they could unwittingly engage in self presentation that is self defeating.
Lawless and Fox find few partisan differences in political ambition between male and
female professionals, but there are also many fewer conservative women than conservative men
in their dataset (Lawless and Fox 2010, 91–95). In other words, the winnowing out of
Republican women could have already happened by the time individuals are in the traditional
political eligibility pool. Conservative norms of gender-appropriate behavior likely limit both
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women’s professional and political ambitions, so researchers must look further “upstream” to
identify where conservative women leave the political pipeline.
Consequently, we turn to a rich dataset of speeches at Republican neighborhood caucus
meetings to explore whether male and female activists present themselves differently as they
seek party office. These caucus meetings occur every other spring to elect precinct-level party
officials and delegates to the state nominating convention. Men and women are almost equally
represented among caucus attendees. But historically, 75-80 percent of the state delegate
positions (the most influential and prestigious office elected at these neighborhood meetings)
were held by men, while the secretary and treasurer positions were overwhelmingly held by
women. We describe our data collection in more detail below.

Data Collection
This paper is a part of a larger field experiment conducted with the full cooperation of a
state Republican Party in a state with low levels of women’s representation. The state is one of
15 in which women comprise less than 20 percent of the state legislature and one of 18 in which
women comprise less than 15 percent of Republican state legislators. This broader project
consisted of two data collection efforts during the 2014 Republican caucus meetings. First, a
statewide field experiment focused on the gender balance of caucus election outcomes. The
main findings from this portion of the data collection are fully reported elsewhere (Karpowitz,
Monson, and Preece, n.d.), but we briefly review them below to provide important context.
Second, we also conducted a structured observation of the caucus meeting dynamics. We sent
dozens of trained student observers to a random sample of locations within a four county
geographic area containing about 75 percent of the state’s population that was most proximate to
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the observers’ universities to gather information about who ran for delegate and other precinct
positions as well as what was said during those contests. This data is the focus of this paper.
Precinct caucus meetings are an ideal setting to learn more about how and why women
become politically active as candidates. The caucus meetings examined here are much like the
well-known Iowa presidential caucuses in structure and form. Redlawsk, Tolbert, and Donovan
(2011, 24) succinctly describe the Iowa caucuses as “lengthy local party meetings used to
conduct party business and select delegates.” The way they portray the purpose of the Iowa
caucus as both about candidate nominations and organizing the party at the precinct level is an
apt description of this state’s caucus system. Attendees from the same political precinct gather
as partisans to nominate and elect precinct leaders, collect funds for the local party organization,
discuss issues, and select delegates to county and state nominating conventions.
In this Republican-dominated state, state convention delegates have historically played an
important role in winnowing crowded fields for statewide and federal offices and also determine
the party platform. While the role they play is important, the barriers to election as a state
delegate or precinct level party officer are manageable, even for political novices. About 3,500
delegates are elected statewide every two years at more than 2,000 precinct caucus meetings that
are attended by as few as a dozen to as many as a couple of hundred voters per meeting. State
delegate positions are the most important and coveted position and more than 90 percent of the
delegate contests are contested, but getting nominated requires limited to no advance preparation
and campaigning is typically limited to a short speech of a minute or two. Hence, these caucuses
are an ideal setting to study and observe grassroots candidate emergence as well as political
discourse as it occurs on the ground at the earliest stages of the candidate pipeline. The historical
gender imbalance among the state convention delegates provides an opportunity to understand
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gender dynamics in a conservative ideological context that can provide clues about the halting
progress Republicans have made in electing more women at all levels of government.
The original field experiment consisted of a control group and three treatments designed
to elect more women as state delegates. A few days before the caucus meetings in March 2014
more than 2,000 precinct chairs were randomly assigned to receive one of the following four
letters printed on party letterhead and signed by the state party chair:
•

•

•

•

Placebo Control: Encouraged the precinct chair to foster good environment at the caucus
so individuals would feel comfortable running for positions. This condition included no
mention of gender at all.
Supply: After an introduction that reviewed the gender disparity among state delegates,
the precinct chair was encouraged “to reach out and encourage two or three women in
your precinct to run for positions as precinct leaders or delegates this year.”
Demand: After an introduction that reviewed the gender disparity among state delegates,
the precinct chair was encouraged to read a paragraph at beginning of caucus meeting
that reviewed the gender disparity and concluded with a plea to “consider this as you
nominate and vote for delegates. We would like to see more women at our state
convention.”
Supply+Demand: After an introduction that reviewed the gender disparity among state
delegates, the precinct chair was encouraged to reach out to two or three women and read
the paragraph.
Karpowitz, Monson, and Preece (n.d.) report that the combination of recruitment efforts

by the precinct chairs and a message from the state party chair had a potent effect on electoral
outcomes. While both the Supply and Demand treatments somewhat increased the number of
women elected as delegates, the Supply+Demand treatment had the largest and most statistically
powerful effect on the number of women elected. In the Supply+Demand treatment, the
percentage of precincts that elected at least one female delegate jumped from 37.5 percent in the
Control condition to 45.4 percent. Examined differently, in precincts assigned to control
conditions, women comprised about 24 percent of delegates, while under the Supply+Demand
condition women comprised close to 30 percent of delegates.
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In this paper, we are most interested in the gender dynamics during the caucus meetings
themselves, so we focus on the difference between the precincts assigned to read the demand
paragraph from the party and those who were not. The demand paragraph was designed to shift
party norms toward greater gender egalitarianism, and we expect that it will change the gender
dynamics in the caucus meetings. The caucus attendees would have only heard this plea from
party leadership to elect more women in the Demand and the Supply+Demand treatment
conditions. Thus, when we analyze by treatment groups in this paper, we sometimes focus on
the comparisons between those in conditions randomly assigned to receive the demand language
(Demand and Supply+Demand) and those not assigned to read the demand language (Control
and Supply).
To collect detailed qualitative data about the content and dynamics of the precinct
meetings, we sent trained observers who were blind to the purposes of the study to a convenience
sample (n=127) of the meetings. We trained the observers to keep systematic notes about the
proceedings and the candidates who ran for office, including which candidates gave speeches
and which did not, as well as the content of these speeches. This sample does not cover the
entire state; instead, it includes precincts within a reasonable driving distance of the student
obervers' campuses. Within this geographic constraint, however, we randomly selected precincts
to attend, block randomizing by experimental treatment. This means that the observed precincts
are representative of the treatments.
Students at three different university campuses in three different counties in the state
participated in the project and attended meetings in the four most populous counties in the state
that account for three-quarters of the state’s population. They attended the neighborhood
meetings in teams of two, and levels of agreement between the trained observers were very high.

10

For example, the observers agreed on the gender of the candidates in 99 percent of cases and
they agreed on whether or not the candidate made a speech 95.5 percent of the time. The state
party only keeps records of the eventual winners, so the data from the student observers is the
only precinct-level record we have of the speeches and the gender of candidates.
Prior to attending the caucuses, student observers were trained and given a guided notes sheet
(see Appendix) on which they were ask to record notes about what occurred at the meeting
including the following items:
•
•
•
•

Whether or not the precinct official followed certain party protocol and rules
Candidate name and gender for each office nomination period (including the names and
genders of individuals who were nominated but did not accept)
Notes about candidate speeches discussion for each office nomination period
Overall notes for each office nomination period as well as the entire meeting
To ensure that the observers were blind to the purposes of the original field experiment,

they were told that this was a study on caucus proceedings generally and the instructions for
observation and note taking included much beyond gender dynamics. If they were asked to
explain their note-taking at the caucus meeting, they were able to accurately reply that they were
taking notes on the caucus meeting for a school project. Each observer had a letter from the state
party chair to present to the precinct chair upon arrival. The letter explained that consistent with
party rules, non-participating observers were allowed to attend and take notes. None of our
student observers reported any negative reactions by caucus attendees, and most reports
suggested that they were easily able to blend in and observe unobtrusively. After they attended
the caucus meetings, observers entered their notes into an online form that mirrored their
instructions for observation and note taking. They were given 24 hours to enter the data, with
most of them entering data the night of the caucus meeting.
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After student observers entered their observations of each caucus meeting as well as their
notes on each candidate’s speeches, we developed a protocol for content coding the notes to
analyze the self-presentation of the various candidates at each caucus meeting. In particular we
were most interested whether or not candidates chose to make speeches, and if so, how
candidates described themselves in terms of their past experience and qualifications for office as
well as what, if any, issues were mentioned.
Using the coding protocol, two coders were trained to read and code the observers’ notes.
Like the observers, the coders were also blind to the overall purpose of the study as well as the
details of the field experiment. The observer’s notes on speeches are not extensive. On the other
hand, the norm for these speeches is that they are quite short. Thus, while coding for the content
of speeches is a blunt instrument for identifying patterns because of their brevity, it is also likely
that student observers could accurately capture the gist of what was said.
We had observers present at a random selection of 127 locations, but because some of the
observers were also registered Republicans from the area, they wanted to both participate in the
observation exercise but also attend and participate in their own precinct caucus meeting. We
allowed these students to participate in the observation experience at their own caucus meetings,
but because their locations were not part of the random sample and because we were not
confident that they could faithfully participate in in the meeting and provide careful and
objective notes, we have excluded these precincts from the final data. An additional benefit of
doing so is that we had 20 additional precincts that while not usable for our analysis, were
perfectly suitable as a training data set for for the coders. We had each trained coder first code
the entire training data and then we carefully review their initial coding efforts for Inter-Coder
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Reliability. We identified differences and resolved questions before proceeding to the random
data set.
Overall, 10 percent of the 127 randomly selected precincts were double coded. Table 1
presents the Inter-Coder Reliability (ICR) results for the main topic areas included in this
analysis – whether the speaker mentioned his or her qualifications, ideology, political issues, the
party platform, gender, the neighborhood, or home and family. As Table 1 indicates, levels of
agreement between the coders was quite high, and Krippendorff’s alpha for each of these main
topic areas meets or exceeds standard thresholds for reliability. Alpha reliability results of above
0.7 are typically considered good or very good and results above 0.8 are excellent.
[Table 1 about here]

Results
The 127 neighborhood caucus meetings we visited included races for several different
offices, and in what follows, we analyze candidate speechmaking in two races: the state delegate
positions and the precinct “service” positions – secretary and treasurer, which are sometimes
elected separately but in many precincts are combined into one position with one election. We
chose these two offices because they are different in many ways. State delegates are the most
important and competitive races held at the caucus meetings. In the state Republican Party,
delegates wield real power because they control the nominating process. In 2010, for example,
state delegates voted against the incumbent U.S. Senator, denying him the party’s nomination.
The service positions, on the other hand, operate only at the precinct level and primarily behind
the scenes. Those who hold service positions do not conduct meetings or play an overtly visible
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role, though they do facilitate the party’s work within the precinct. Perhaps for these reasons,
election to service positions tends to be far less competitive.
The differences between state delegate and service offices have gendered implications.
For example, at the previous set of neighborhood caucus meetings held in 2012, approximately
60 percent of the precincts in the sample to which we sent observers elected no women as state
delegates at all, and in only 12 percent of the precincts did women comprise a majority of the
elected state delegates. In the service positions, these numbers were essentially reversed –
approximately 70 percent of elected precinct secretaries were women as were well over half of
the precinct treasurers. These patterns are typical of the results statewide in recent years.
Traditionally, then, the service offices tended to be “women’s work,” while the more prestigious
state delegate positions were held by men.
These gendered tendencies can be seen in the sample of caucus meetings our observers
attended in 2014. First, state delegate races tended to be far more competitive – approximately
97 percent of state delegate contests included more than one candidate, but with the service
offices, two-thirds of the candidates ran unopposed and only one-third of the contests were
competitive. In competitive elections (those with more than one candidate), nearly three-quarters
(74 percent) of candidates for state delegate were male, while men comprised only one-third of
the candidates in competitive elections for the service offices. Overall attendance at the
meetings, however, came close to gender balance (45 percent of attendees at the meetings in our
sample were women), so whatever gender differences we find among the candidates is not the
result of a stark gender imbalance among the set of caucus-goers in the room.
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Who Speaks at Meetings?
With these basic features of the elections in mind, we turn first to the question of which
candidates made speeches at the meetings. Our focus is on competitive elections, because in
elections where candidates are unopposed, speeches rarely occur – in such elections, candidates
do not need to say anything in order to be elected. This means that in the vast majority of races
for the service offices, no speeches were given, while speeches were a frequent occurrence in the
state delegate races.
Figure 1 shows the patterns of speechmaking in both state delegate and service office
races by gender and experimental condition. In state delegate races (Panel A), it is clear that the
vast majority of candidates gave speeches. Our experimental manipulations did however, appear
to make some difference in the gender balance of speeches given. In the control condition, about
98 percent of men made speeches, compared to 93 percent of women. In the absence of our
experimental interventions, men were, therefore, slightly more likely to speak up in support of
their candidacies, though this difference is not statistically significant. In the Supply condition
(precincts where we asked the precinct chair to recruit more women to run), male and female
candidates gave speeches at approximately equal rates. In the Demand and Supply + Demand
conditions (precincts where we asked the precinct chair to read a letter encouraging attendees to
vote for women), women were slightly more likely than men to give a speech (95 percent of
women, compared to 85 percent of men, in the Demand precincts and 95 percent of women,
compared to 91 percent of men in the Supply + Demand conditions). These gender gaps in the
tendency to speak are not large, but they do approach statistical significance in the Demand
condition (p=0.09). Thus, it appears that our experimental interventions encouraged women to
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speak up more often and may have even discouraged some men from speaking, compared to the
control condition.
[Figure 1 about here.]
In the service position contests, we find a similar pattern, though more variability in the
overall number of speeches given. This variability is in part a result of the fact that our statistical
power to disaggregate by experimental condition is limited due to the small number of
competitive elections. Even so, Panel B of Figure 1 shows that women were equally or more
likely than men to give speeches in the precincts randomly assigned to the Demand condition –
and this despite the fact that our experimental manipulations were focused only on the state
delegate races. The paragraph encouraging caucus-goers to vote for women mentioned the need
for more women at the state nominating convention and did not highlight a gender gap in any
other position. Still, women spoke up at rates that equaled or exceed men’s even in the downballot service races.
On balance, then, it appears that candidate speeches were a frequent occurrence in
competitive state delegate elections and somewhat less so in the service position contests. In
addition, our experimental manipulations appeared to change the gender balance of
speechmaking in places where the precinct chair was asked to transmit a message from the state
party chair about the importance of gender equality. It is important to remember, of course, that
many more men than women ran for state delegate positions, so in the typical precinct, the vast
majority of speeches were still given by men (and the opposite is true for the service positions).
What we have shown here is simply how the within-gender propensity to give a speech varies
across experimental conditions.
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When Men and Women Give Speeches, What Do They Say?
Beyond the question of who says anything at all is the arguably more important question
of what they say when they speak. Our coders, blind to the purposes of the study, coded many
different aspects of the observers’ notes about the content of each speech. Table 2 captures the
gender differences in the general topic areas mentioned by the candidates. This table thus offers
a rough idea of how the candidates made the case for their neighbors to elect them. Table 2
shows that large percentages of both male and female candidates talked about their qualifications
for office, made reference to ideology, and raised important political issues. In this sense, these
speeches are similar to stump speeches candidates at higher electoral levels might give. On these
broad topic areas, there are few gender differences, though when we look closer at the
ideological references, we find that men were more likely than women to label themselves as
conservative. Still, as might be expected at a Republican caucus meeting, both genders did so
frequently. About 95 percent of men said they were conservative, compared to 85 percent of
women (p=0.04, two-tailed difference-of proportions test).
[Table 2 about here.]
Less frequently referenced were appeals to the party platform (which was read in most
precincts at the beginning of the meeting), gender, the local neighborhood, and family. Both
men and women talked about their local neighborhood at similar rates, but with respect to the
party platform, gender, and family, meaningful gender differences were present. Men were
somewhat more likely than women to talk about the party platform, while women were
substantially more likely than men to talk about gender and to reference family in some way.
Family references included discussion of the candidate’s role in the family (father, mother,
parent, grandparent, provider, homemaker, etc.). References to gender included an appeal to
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gender as a reason for election or a discussion of the gender imbalance in state or national
politics. It might also include reference to gendered associations, such as the Republican
Women’s Association, or overt references to self as a man or woman. Though neither topic
dominated the speeches, gender and family were much more likely to be raised by women than
by men – 10 times more likely in the case of gender and about 3 times more likely for family.
The statistically significant differences shown Table 2 are generated from difference-ofproportions tests, but these results are all robust to additional tests, including regression analyses
that control for the experimental conditions and other features of the precinct meetings, including
the number of delegate positions available, the number of attendees at the neighborhood meeting,
the average age of attendees, the proportion of attendees who were women, and the distance
from the precinct to the site of the state nominating convention.4 If anything, adding such
controls only sharpens the gender differences. In addition, we find no consistent evidence that
the pattern of mentions varied dramatically across the experimental conditions. For example,
women did not mention gender more often in the conditions where the precinct chair was asked
to read a message encouraging voters to elect female candidates. In other words, the
experimental conditions changed women’s likelihood of making a speech, but they did not
appear to alter the types of appeals women made.
Table 2 also reveals that the pattern of topics for service position speeches was different
than in speeches in competitive state delegate elections. In speeches from candidates for service
offices, the most common topic category was qualifications – ideology and issues played a much
smaller role than in the state delegate positions for both men and women. These different
emphases make sense because the state delegate position is about choosing the party’s nominees,
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Results available from the authors.
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a task where issues, the party platform, and ideology are likely to be critically important, while
the service positions are primarily about administrative duties, not issues or ideology. In their
speeches, both male and female candidates for service positions focused on their qualifications –
if anything, women did so more than men, though the differences do not reach statistical
significance. Overall, we find that mentions of ideology, issues, or the party platform were less
frequent among both men and women alike.
As with the state delegate positions, though, women were far more likely than men to
mention gender and family. Women were more than five times as likely to mention family than
men, and literally no men talked about gender at all, compared to 13 percent of women. In
addition, and in contrast to the state delegate races, women also mentioned their neighborhoods
more than men. All of these differences exceed or come close to standard levels of statistical
significance, despite the relatively low statistical power. In addition, the differences in the
likelihood of mentioning gender and family are robust to regression analyses with controls,
though the gender differences in mentions of neighborhood are not.
The work of the observers and coders also allowed us to explore more specifically what
sorts of qualifications and issues the candidates mentioned. Table 3 presents the types of
qualifications men and women highlighted in their speeches, with results limited to the subset of
candidates who mentioned any qualifications at all. Among this group, healthy percentages of
candidates talked about their professional backgrounds (work as lawyers, doctors, engineers,
nurses, or teachers, for example), their previous experience as a state delegate, or previous
experience in other party offices.5 For these qualifications, we find no meaningful gender
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Following the Bureau of Labor Statistics occupation categories, we coded for other types of occupations as well,
including service occupations, sales, office and administrative support, farming, fishing, and forestry, construction,
maintenance and repair, transportation, and several others. Very few candidates mentioned these sorts of
occupations, and there were no gender differences for these categories either.
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differences. Slightly more women than men mentioned previous campaign experiences, but these
differences, too, are not statistically significant.
[Table 3 about here.]
Gender differences were, however, present with respect to other sorts of qualifications.
Men were substantially more likely than women to reference executive or business experience
(work as business managers, small business owners, and other similar management positions)
and past military service. Women, again, were substantially more likely than men to describe
themselves as parents or homemakers.6 In a socially conservative place like the state where these
neighborhood meetings occurred, this gender difference could be the result of the fact that
female candidates were more likely to be stay-at-home parents than their male counterparts.
Nonetheless, this difference parallels the result in Table 2 – in these local meetings, women were
substantially more likely than men to invoke their familial responsibilities and to define
themselves, their social roles, and their interests as being focused around home and family.
In the service position races, we find no statistically significant gender differences. This
is partly because our statistical power is significantly limited, with only 34 total candidates in our
subset of those who talked about qualifications (33 percent of men and 45 percent of women). In
these races, women were more likely to mention being a homemaker or stay-at-home parent and
were more likely to talk about previous experience in a service office. The latter result is
unsurprising given that these offices were often held by women in the past. Men were
comparatively more likely to invoke their professional backgrounds and campaign experience,
though again, none of these differences reaches conventional levels of significance.

6

As in Table 2, the statistically significant differences in Table 3 are robust to regression models with controls, with
the exception of military service, which falls somewhat short of statistical significance in the full model (p=0.15).
Full results available from the authors.
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Table 4 shows the gender differences in specific issues raised among the subset of
candidates for state delegate offices who mentioned any issues at all.7 The most common issues
referenced by candidates were education, the Constitution, marriage and marriage equality,
government spending and the deficit, and the neighborhood caucus system – a list that is not
unsurprising for a conservative gathering. The caucus system itself had been the subject of
debate in the months leading up to the meetings, with some prominent Republicans preferring to
move to primaries and thus alter or abolish the caucus meetings.
[Table 4 about here.]
With respect to most issues, gender differences are small. For example, both men and
women invoked the Constitution at relatively similar rates. Men were somewhat more likely
than women to talk about the economy, government spending and the deficit, taxes, and health
care (including Obamacare)8 more than women, though these differences do not reach statistical
significance in a difference-of-proportions test. In a regression model with controls, however,
male candidates’ increased likelihood of mentioning government spending and the deficit
(p=0.09) and taxes (p=0.09) come closer to standard levels of statistical significance. Overall,
then, these results are largely consistent with previous work (Karpowitz and Mendelberg 2014;
Crowder-Meyer 2007; Burns, Schlozman, and Brady 2001), which finds that men tend to be
more active on financial issues like taxes, government spending, and the economy, while women
often pursue “care issues” like education or the needs of children.

7

As we indicated above, issues were mentioned far less often by service position candidates, so we do not have
enough statistical power for meaningful analysis.
8
At the time of the neighborhood meetings, the state was in the midst of discussions about whether to expand
Medicaid, with most Republican state lawmakers opposed to it. In this context, then, health care was thus largely
framed as a fiscal issue, with questions raised about the cost of expanding Medicaid and the size of the federal
government.

21

At the caucus meetings, the most commonly invoked issue by both men and women was
education, but women mentioned it considerably more often the men, with more than 40 percent
of women talking about it compared to about a quarter of men. This gender difference is
statistically robust (p=0.008) in the difference-of-proportions test and remains so in regression
models with controls (p=0.005).9 The state of the school system and the need for funding for
education is a consistently important issue in the state and often the subject of considerable
discussion among both citizens and lawmakers. Later in 2014, the state’s Republican governor
proposed the largest increase in student funding in more than two decades, and the 2014 caucus
meetings also occurred in the context of ongoing debates (especially in conservative circles)
about the relative merits of the Common Core program. For these reasons, it is not surprising that
education was a key part of these local meetings, and though both men and women cared about
the issue, the gender differences are substantial.
Taken as a whole, our content analysis of the speeches reveals meaningful differences
between men and women that reinforce stereotypically male and female identities and concerns.
While candidates of both genders constructed their speeches in broadly similar ways – discussing
their qualifications, claiming ideological labels, and talking about relevant issues – men and
women emphasized different sorts of social roles, personal experiences, and political issues.
There are, therefore, important gender differences in self-presentation in these local forums for
political discourse. More often than women, men highlighted their executive experience and
military service, labeled themselves as conservatives, and emphasized concerns about
government spending and taxes. Compared to men, women were more likely to invoke the role

9

These differences are not driven by the experimental conditions. Women’s propensity to talk about education is
not a function of the experimental treatments, nor do we find consistent evidence that any other issue was strongly
influenced by the treatments.
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of homemaker or stay-at-home parent, to describe themselves in terms of their familial
relationships, to raise the issue of education, and to make gender-based appeals to the voters. In
many of the precincts we studied, such gender-based appeals were directly supported by an
experimental intervention in the form of a letter from the state party chair emphasizing gender as
a key consideration for voters.

How Does Speech Content Affect Prospects for Winning?
Having shown that the content of men’s and women’s speeches varied in meaningful
ways, we turn finally to the question of how the appeals in these speeches affected the likelihood
of winning the election. Table 5 presents probit regression coefficients for a model predicting
whether or not the candidate was elected as a state delegate.10 The independent variables include
dichotomous indicators of the same main topic areas that were included in Table 2, and the
model also includes a measure of whether the candidate declined to make any speech at all.
Controls for the characteristics of the precinct and precinct meeting are also included in the
model but are not shown. In addition, we explore the predictors of electoral victory separately
for men and women and separately for precincts randomly assigned to the demand treatment,
where the precinct chair was asked to read a statement emphasizing the importance of gender
equality.11 We focus on the demand conditions because the appeal from the state party chair
may have changed the considerations voters had in mind when they cast their ballots.

10

We focus on the state delegate positions because the speeches were likely to make more of a difference in these
more competitive electoral settings. In addition, given the smaller number of competitive elections for the service
offices, we are not able to disaggregate by gender and experimental condition as we do for the state delegate
positions. When we combine the experimental conditions, we find no evidence that the content of speeches made
much difference in the likelihood of either men or women being elected to a service position. The only variable that
comes close to statistical significance is not making a speech at all. Full results available from the authors.
11
The limited number of female candidates means that we do not have the statistical power to reliably run these
analyses in each of the four experimental conditions separately. For that reason, we compare the two conditions in
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[Table 5 about here.]
As Table 5 shows, in precincts where the precinct chair was asked to encourage gender
equality, women who made appeals to gender were more likely to be elected. This result is not
found in the “no demand” conditions, nor is it present for men in either condition. Women’s
increased electoral success when they mention gender in the demand condition is evidence that
the experimental treatments altered the norms of the meeting, giving an added boost to the
women who appealed to the need for gender equality or in other ways put forward their gender
as a reason to vote for them. In addition, women who talked about issues were also more likely
to win in the demand condition, whereas issues made no difference for women’s electoral
success in the absence of the party chair’s reminder of the importance of electing women. In the
no demand condition, none of the features of candidate speeches were reliably related to the
likelihood of a female candidate winning, with the possible exception of the negative effect of
deciding to make no speech at all, though even there, the result is not statistically robust
(p=0.19). This, too, is evidence that voters’ judgments of female candidates and the appeals they
made changed in the presence of the message from the state party chair.
For men, we find few strong relationships between the content of their speeches and
electoral victory. Notably, men who did not make a speech in the demand conditions were
punished for this decision. These were also the conditions where an increased percentage of men
chose not to make a speech. Thus, while the state party chair’s message encouraged more
women to speak, it hurt the electoral prospects of the few men who chose not to speak up in
favor of their candidacies. In the no demand conditions, however, fewer men chose not to give a
speech and their electoral prospects were not hurt by the decision.

which the message from the state party chair was assigned to be read (Demand and Supply+Demand) with the two
experimental conditions that did not receive the message (Control and Supply).
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Importantly, in both the demand and no demand conditions, women who mentioned
family received no electoral benefit and, if anything, were harmed by their talk of family roles
and relationships. Men appear to receive no such penalty, and in fact the coefficients for the
“mention family” measure are positive (though, again, not statistically significant). These results
offer suggestive evidence in favor of the lingering presence of the double-bind. Women appear
to be somewhat less likely to win a politically important leadership position when they appeal to
stereotypically female considerations.
To investigate this possibility further, we constructed a dichotomous measure of whether
or not the candidate made any of the appeals for which we found a significant gender difference
favoring women in the preceding analysis – mention of their roles as homemakers or stay-athome parents, mention of family and family responsibilities, or mention of the issue of
education, specifically.12 Table 6 shows that when women talked of the issues and concerns that
were disproportionately those of women, their electoral chances were harmed. The size of the
effect is large: women’s predicted probability of being elected drops from 69 percent when they
did not mention stereotypically female issues and roles to 33 percent when they did. In the no
demand condition, the effect of talking about women’s preferred issues is still negative, but
somewhat smaller and not statistically significant. Men, by contrast, received no such penalty –
the coefficients for men’s mention of women’s preferred issues are tiny (and even positive in the
no demand condition) and nowhere close to statistical significance.13
[Table 6 about here.]

12

For this analysis, we composed a single measure of whether the candidate mentioned any of those stereotypically
female concerns. When we include each measure separately, they all have negative and moderate to large
coefficient sizes, but each falls somewhat short of standard levels of statistical significance.
13
In the demand condition, b=-0.11and p=0.76, and in the no demand condition, b=0.04 and p=0.87. Full results
available from the authors.
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The extent of the double bind is further underscored by the positive and large coefficient
attached to the “mention issues” variable. In the model, this variable captures all political issues
other than a concern for education. In essence, this means that in the demand condition at least,
women could achieve electoral success, but only when they talked about issues other than the
one that was of most interest to women. In this conservative setting, women could achieve
authority and leadership by winning elective office, but they had to avoid mentioning their
stereotypically female roles and interests to do it. In some sense, this result is all the more
challenging for women in light of the fact that socially conservative Republicans claim to prize
family values and traditional family arrangements. The women who talked about such
arrangements and backgrounds in the neighborhood caucuses, however, faced added obstacles to
their electoral success. Only when they avoided such talk and focused on other sorts of issues
(including taxes, the size of government, fiscal discipline, and other issues that are often the
preferred concerns of men) did the women succeed.
One interpretation of this set of findings is that our experimental treatments emphasizing
the importance of gender equality had mixed effects. Without question, they increased the
likelihood of women winning election and also gave an electoral boost to women who appealed
to gender and gender equality as a reason to elect them. But they also failed to lift the prospects
of women who appealed in their speeches to the distinctive issue concerns of women and the
familial roles traditionally filled by women. In this neighborhood setting, women’s path to
political authority was easiest when their electoral appeals avoided “women’s issues” and
focused instead on other conservative concerns.
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Discussion and Conclusion
While many scholars have shown that public attitudes about both leadership and gender
roles have liberalized in recent decades, there are parts of American society that remain quite
traditional. In particular, social conservatives, who are concentrated and influential in the
Republican Party, are less likely to be supportive of women’s changing roles in society.
Republicans are also more likely to view politics—especially Republican politics—as masculine.
This sets up the possibility that politically ambitious Republican women may continue to face
dilemmas as they craft their presentation of self. In other words, the double bind may remain
relevant in conservative circles.
We analyze data collected from Republican neighborhood caucus meetings in a
conservative state to ascertain whether women and men have different styles of self-presentation
and whether this influences their likelihood of election to party offices. While the broad outlines
of men’s and women’s speeches are similar—they both generally discuss qualifications,
ideology, and issues—the specifics are quite different. Men are more likely to discuss business
and military experience, identify themselves as conservative, and focus on tax and spending
issues. Women are more likely to discuss their gender, their home and family relationships, and
education. In other words, we find evidence of traditionally gendered self-presentation.
In places where the precinct chair was not asked to read a paragraph from the state party
leadership encouraging women to run and attendees to elect them, self-presentation appears to be
largely irrelevant for electoral success, though the choice of whether or not to give a speech is
likely to be important. However, in precincts assigned to read the paragraph, women’s selfpresentation matters a great deal. Women who explicitly reference gender as a reason to vote for
them are significantly more likely to get elected. This suggests that conservative parties have the
ability to change norms around descriptive representation. However, women who mention
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home, family, children or education—in other words, women who address the roles and issues
that women disproportionately care about—are heavily penalized.
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