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Introduction

A search for female political leaders across history results in a mere handful
of women. Throughout history women have been largely excluded from formal
leadership. To demonstrate this fact, Deborah Rhode (2003) begins her book The
Difference “Difference” Makes with a comprehensive review of encyclopedia entries.
She finds that there are only about 850 women deemed worth mentioning from the
past two thousand years (3). These women are classified, in rank order, as “queens,
politicians, mothers, mistresses, wives, beauties, religious figures and ‘women of
tragic fate’” (Rhode 2003, 3). Though these women are defined as notable, many of
their titles do not evoke images of leadership. In addition, many who were leaders did
not hold their powerful positions on their own, but instead had to exert their influence
“through relationships with men” (Rhode 2003, 3).
Thanks to centuries of progress by suffragists, feminists, and equal rights
advocates, women have steadily made their way into positions of authority and
prestige within the political arena. However, Rosalind Miles (1985) argues in her
book Women and Power, that this vision of equality is an illusion. She asserts that we
currently live in an age “wedded to the myth of democratic equality” where our
“tender democratic consciences” need to believe that power is naturally and fairly
distributed (61). She insists that the reality of power is that wherever it exists, some
individuals will have more of it than others (Miles 1985, 61). In addition, many
scholars maintain that the inequality between men and women is the model for all
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“dominance-submission roles” and that this relationship has scripted the basics of
power relations of all kinds (Deutchman 1996, 5).
Yet here we are today, with liberal and conservative commentators alike
asking this question on CNN and Fox News, in the New York Times and in the Wall
Street Journal: will America elect its first woman president? Hillary Clinton has
skyrocketed back into prominence in American politics and, willing or unwilling, has
become a political litmus test for the nation's readiness for a female leader. Ms.
Clinton's run for the Democratic nomination for president is not the only recent
milestone reached for women politicians. In January of 2007, Nancy Pelosi was
elected as the first woman Speaker of the United States House of Representatives.
Women in American politics are moving past the stage of “tokenism” and are taking
their place at the helm of political leadership. Does this mean that American politics
has transcended the persistent prejudice of gender? Or perhaps, does latent gender
preference remain hidden behind socially desirable responses?
It is important to try to understand the complex feelings that Americans have
about their female political leaders, especially at this pivotal point in history. Is there,
in fact, a difference in the way Americans view male and female politicians? Do
Americans like women leaders better in some roles than in others? Are there certain
leadership qualities that Americans think male politicians have that female politicians
lack, or vice versa? The goal of this study is to answer these questions.
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Research Questions
This paper reviews the findings of a study conducted at Wesleyan University
during the spring 2008 semester. The purpose of this study was to address 3 research
questions:
1. Will male and female participants rate a candidate differently on presidential
leadership qualities as a function of sex of the candidates, as a function of
policy experience, or as a function of both?
2. Will male and female participants describe whether they would vote for a
candidate differently as a function of sex of the candidates, asa function of
policy experience, or as a function of both?
3. Will male and female participants see a candidate differently as a potential
president as a function of sex of the candidates, as a function of policy
experience, or as a function of both?
Based on the existing literature, it was predicted that female participants
would be less gendered in their responses than male participants. Second, it was
predicted that all participants would rate female candidates higher when they were
active in traditionally feminine policy areas like health care and education and would
rate male candidates higher when they were active in traditionally masculine policy
areas. Third, it was predicted that all participants would find the candidates in
economic or foreign policy more politically viable than the candidates in education or
health care (i.e. participants would be more likely to vote for these candidates and
would be more likely to describe them as “presidential”).
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Thesis Overview
An overview of this thesis is as follows. The first chapter is a literature review.
It describes the current state of affairs for women in politics today, including the
predominance of men and the effect of women's “outsider” status. In addition, the
masculinization of leadership and of the presidency is discussed. Gender differences
in voting patterns and the incredible power of the media are also explored.
Chapter 2 details the methods of this experiment. It explains the creation of
the stimuli, including the candidate biographies and the leadership rating form.
Further, it explains how the participants' responses to the open response questions
were coded. Lastly, it explains the experimental procedure.
Chapters 3 and 4 summarize the findings of this study. Chapter 3 provides the
descriptive statistics and summarizes the computed analysis of variances (ANOVA)
for each dependent variable. Each statistically significant finding is explained and
graphed as appropriate. Chapter 4 is a discussion of these results. It begins with an
overview of the main findings with an attempt to understand their meaning and
broader application. The results are discussed in light of past research. It continues
with a closer look at some of the particular responses to the open response questions,
including those responses that acknowledged that the sex of the candidate made a
difference in decision making. Lastly, methodological limitations of the study are
discussed. This thesis concludes with an overview of the implications of this study, its
broader application, and recommendations for future study.
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Chapter 1: Gendered Politics in the Literature

The difficulty of analyzing the relevant research on the relationship between
gender and politics is that gender views are culturally influenced, and culture is not
static. There are transformations of gender views as a result of women's activism,
changing policies in education and in the workplace, and through the “cultural
experiences of Americans' daily lives” (Duerst-Lahti 2006, 23). Much of the gender
inequality today is less due to overt discrimination (as it was in the past), and more
due to a subtle blend of stereotyping, unconscious bias and unaccommodating
workplace structures (Rhode 2003, 17). What this means is that the world that female
political candidates faced in the past is not the same world they face today. This is not
to say that equal treatment has been achieved and that discrimination no longer exists.
Though women have made enormous progress, especially in the last few decades,
they remain “underrepresented at the top and overrepresented at the bottom in both
the public and private sectors” (Rhode 2003, 6). Teveia Barnes (2003) puts this
inequality in perspective:
Women now account for about half of managerial and professional positions
but only 12 percent of corporate officers, 4 percent of top corporate earners,
and two of the Fortune 500 CEOs. Almost 30 percent of lawyers are women,
but they represent only about 15 percent of federal judges and law firm
partners, and about 10 percent of law school deans and general counsel
positions at Fortune 500 companies. Women constitute over half of American
voters, but only 22 percent of their state legislators, 15 percent of their
Congressional representatives, and 10 percent of their state governors (181).
Thus women remain largely underrepresented in the upper echelons of leadership.
Though women's opportunities are limited by a multitude of factors, surveys of
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“senior executive women” find that the most frequently mentioned obstacle to
advancing is “male stereotyping and preconceptions” (Rhode 2003, 12).
This chapter will lay out the particular difficulties and obstacles that female
political leaders face today. It will look at the male domination of politics and at the
effect of labeling “woman” as “other.” It will explore the male definition of
leadership/power and the masculinization of the presidency. Finally, it will explore
the gendering of policy issues themselves.

Woman as “Other”
Famed scholar Simon de Beauvoir was the first to point out the incredible
social significance of marking “Woman” as “Other.” She argues persuasively in The
Second Sex that much of women's inferiority is due to the societal view of their
outsider and alien status (de Beauvior 1989). Societal views have an unquestionable
impact on the individual and collective behavior of men and women (Thomas 1994,
15). Sex-roles are learned from a variety of sources including parents, school and
peers, among others. It is well documented that boys and girls are socialized
differently about the appropriate cultural expectations and boundaries of behavior for
their gender. Many feminists have argued that we should “conceptualize gender as a
social structure” in order to better understand “the ways in which gender is embedded
in the individual, interactional, and institutional dimensions of our society” (Risman
2004, 429). In terms of the gender-based socialization of political behavior, Linda
Bennett and Stephen Bennett (1996) find that “a result of exposure to a number of
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socializing agents, many women and men grow up believing that politics is a “man's
world”” (34).
Men dominate leadership positions across disciplines, including the hallowed
ground of politics. Taking a historical view, there have been more than 11,500 male
representatives in the United States Congress compared with just 224 female
representatives (Fox 2006, 99). Only 33 women have ever served in the United States
Senate, and 18 of these women were appointed or won special elections (Fox 2006,
99). The sizable gains made in gender parity during the 1992 elections prompted
many to proclaim it “The Year of the Woman,” yet gains have been modest since then.
Today, 85 percent of the U.S. House is male and 86 percent of the U.S. Senate is male.
In terms of the proportion of women serving in national legislature, these percentages
put the United States in 57th place worldwide (Fox 2006, 99).
Other countries have gone to dramatic lengths to reach gender parity. France
is a good example. Under pressure from the European Union, the French Parity Law
was passed in June of 2000, much to the outrage of many political commentators.
This law requires French political parties to present equal numbers of male and
female candidates. Kim Campbell (2003), an American scholar who supported the
law, wrote that the “vehement opposition that this law inspires speaks volumes about
the continuing obstacles to women's political leadership” (21). Moreover, Campbell
argues that it is hypocritical for America to tolerate our “extremely unrepresentative,
and, therefore, undemocratic political system” while simultaneously finding the
French requirement that parties find credible female candidates “unacceptably
undemocratic” (Campbell 2003, 122).
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In addition to the national legislature, much of the arena surrounding politics
in America is also dominated by men. Carroll and Fox (2006) write in Gender and
Elections that most of the “behind-the-scenes campaign strategies and consultants –
the pollsters, media experts, fund raising advisors, and those who develop campaign
messages – are also men” (2). Moreover, the majority of the well-known network
reporters and anchors, the popular political talk radio hosts, and 75 percent of
political newspaper columnists and editorial writers are male (Carroll and Fox 2006,
2). In addition, the majority of those who contribute the largest sums of money to
political campaigns and parties are men (Carroll and Fox 2006, 2). All this male
dominance has the effect of making women seem like political outsiders, whether
they are or not. Women's outsider status is easily seen by the fact that female
politicians are unable to shake the “woman” label. New York Representative Ruth
Pratt once wrote:
A man enters public life and not the slightest attention is paid to the fact that
he is a man. A woman runs for office and there is more interest in the fact that
she is a woman than in her qualification for the job she seeks. It is then she
learns how tenacious the tag woman is—how palpably she is a woman, how
completely shackled by her sex... The woman label follows her around like a
faithful dog...she is a woman candidate, not merely a candidate, as a man is. If
elected, she becomes the woman this or that, not simply the title (Braden
1996, 31).
Though this was published in the Ladies Home Journal in 1928, women in politics
today are still plagued by the constant acknowledgment of their sex. Congresswoman
Dianne Feinstein (D-California) was once quoted as saying, “It doesn't matter how
good you are on the issues, you're still judged differently. And you can be absolutely
a person of incredible integrity and credibility, but it is still a harder sell” (Clift and
Brazaitis 2000, 20).
8

As outsiders who have been historically absent from high-level political office,
female politicians are often met with public skepticism. They lack the “presumption
of competence” that is freely given to male candidates and instead must prove their
capability and credibility (Rhode 2003 8). Female candidates are not seen as
frontrunners because of a very realistic assessment of their poor record of winning so
far. As Duerst-Lahti puts it, there is an assumption that “women won't win because
they haven't yet won” (2006, 27). However, the more the public has experienced
women in political positions, the more willing they have been to elect women (Norton
2003, 112). Norton writes that “The opportunity to demonstrate that women can lead
is inherent in obtaining public office and in performing official duties” (2003, 110).
Thus, women pioneers have begun to prove to a skeptical public that women can
perform effectively, and America is slowly rewarding their good performance with
votes.
The media plays an undeniable part in our culture's sex-role socialization and
in portraying women politicians as gendered candidates. Reporters describe women's
behavior in ways that either compare or contrast them to traditional female roles
(Braden 1996, 1). They often describe women with traditionally feminine
characteristics they would not use to describe a man. Reporters also more often make
mention of female politicians' appearance and personal life than they do of men, in
what is known as the “hair, husband, and hemline problem” (Duerst-Lahi 2006, 37).
Blanche Lincoln, a Democratic Senator from Arkansas, warned a group of women
politicians that “it doesn't matter what I say about an issue. If I have a run in my panty
hose, that's all anybody will talk about” (Clift and Brazaitis 2000, 19). In addition,
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journalists ask women politicians questions they do not ask men. Congresswoman Pat
Schroeder (D-Colorado) was asked so many questions about balancing her family life
and work life that she finally snapped that she had both “a brain and a uterus, and
they both work” (Rhode 2003, 10).
Thus, despite women's presence in politics, reporters continue to emphasize
their alien status. In this way editors and newsroom staff have a powerful effect on
the shaping of our political reality (Duke 1996, 231). The mass media plays an
enormous role in granting prestige, legitimacy and frontrunner status to candidates
and campaigns (Duerst-Lahti 2006, 24). Duerst-Lahti (2006) argues that if the media
simply mentioned women as potential presidential candidates, they could “change the
gendering of presidential election space” by presenting to the public the idea of a
woman president being possible and normal (20). In contrast, when the media
emphasizes the gender of a candidate at the expense of their issues and policies, they
set a tone and signal to voters that this is the quality of most importance (Braden 1996,
18). However, all too often, the media ignores the potential power it holds and
continues to report news about women in a way that confirms cultural norms and
reinforces stereotypes (Duke 1996, 229).

The Definition of Leadership
Women leaders are battling against more than just male dominance in politics.
They are battling against the definition of leadership/power itself and the gender
stereotypes that go along with this definition. Miles (1985) writes that power has been
“defined by and on behalf of the masculine half of the human race” so it should not
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be “surprising that power is thought of as being male” (63). Since “power is male” the
model of being powerful becomes quintessential maleness/masculinity “even to an
absurd degree” (Miles 1985, 65). The ancient Egyptian queen Hatshepsut provides a
classic example, as she is often depicted with the Pharaoh's false beard when sitting
on her throne. The maleness of power is perpetuated when men and women are not
given the same “access to resources that are associated with power” and are
socialized to use what power they have differently (Deutchman 1996, 5). Thus, as
Deutchman (1996) writes, “gender becomes implicated in the conception and
construction of power itself” (5).
Many of the characteristics traditionally associated with leadership are
masculine qualities. In fact, research shows that people with “masculine styles” are
more likely to emerge as leaders than those with “feminine styles” (Rhode 2003, 8).
Carroll and Fox (2006) write that the public expectations for politicians are “highly
gendered” in that we want our leaders to be “tough, dominant, and assertive –
qualities much more associated with masculinity than femininity in American
culture” (3). Though many of the characteristics classically associated with women
could certainly be viewed as positive traits for a leader to possess (collaborative,
empathetic, caring) these are not the qualities that American voters desire. Polls have
shown that voters find men “tougher, more aggressive, and better in a crisis” while
women are perceived as “showing more honesty, compassion and commitment” (Fox
1997, 185). Yet the positive qualities usually ascribed to women are “less uniformly
beneficial to political candidacies, especially those for higher office” (Fox 1997, 185).
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Perhaps, then, women must simply attempt to fit into the masculinized
definition of leadership. Research is contradictory on this point. One study of female
candidates found that women are more likely to win national office when they
“convince voters that they possess masculine traits” and if they “act like men—or the
way men [are] supposed to be—tough and strong.” (Braden 1996, 90). Moreover, the
authors of the study found that the candidates prospered from avoiding any “actions
that might stereotype them as women” (Braden 1996, 90). However, these results
must be balanced against other studies which have found that when women adopt
traditionally masculine styles it can sometimes hurt their chances. An overview of
over a hundred studies looking at evaluations of leaders found that women were rated
lower when they adopted authoritative “masculine” styles, especially when the
evaluators were men or when the leadership role was one “typically occupied by
men” (Rhode 2003, 8). Congresswoman Nancy Kassebaum (R-Kansas) lamented this
difficulty and commented that it was much harder for women than men to project the
“right image” because a man can simply put on a suit while a woman's outfit could be
criticized for being too feminine or too masculine (Braden 1996, 15).
Some research suggests that it is not the amount of masculinity that women
should be concerned with, but rather it is the kind of masculinity that makes a
difference. According to psychologists, there are two modes of masculinity involved
in leadership. The first is “dominance masculinity,” which is “preoccupied with
domination, controlling, commanding, and otherwise bending others to one's will”
(Duerst-Lahti 2006, 28). The second is “expertise masculinity,” which “emerges from
capacity [in] intellectualized pursuits” (Duerst-Lahti 2006, 29). Studies have found
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that women are seen as capable and effective in leadership situations when they
express expertise but are less likely to be perceived as leaders when they try to
dominate (Duerst-Lahti 2006, 29).

Masculinity and the Presidency
Nowhere is traditional masculinity more entrenched than in the office of the
presidency. Carroll and Fox (2006) note that the two most common analogies used to
describe campaigning are war and sports, both heavily masculine arenas. Moreover,
Duerst-Lahti (2006) found through an analysis of media coverage that dominance
masculinity “drives the ethos of presidential campaigns” (30). She writes that
presidential elections are simply masculinity contests that appeal to public
perceptions of what makes a candidate “suited for this masculinized office and
institution” (Duerst-Lahti 2006, 15). The association between masculinity and the
presidency has become so powerful that an organization called The White House
Project was established with the sole purpose of shifting culture to the point that a
woman in the presidency seems normal. Their mission statement is as follows:
The White House Project is a nonpartisan, nonprofit, 501(c)(3) organization
that aims to advance women’s leadership in all communities and sectors—up
to the U.S. presidency—by filling the leadership pipeline with a richly
diverse, critical mass of women. (White House Project 2008).
In many ways, the presidency seems to be women's final frontier. The idea of women
in high level careers has lost much of its novelty, yet the idea of a woman president
still feels exceptional (Clift and Brazaitis 2000, 16). In fact, a Deloitte & Touche poll
conducted in 2000 found that “three-quarters of Americans don't expect a female
president in the next decade” (Clift and Brazaitis 2000, 23). This statistic supports the
13

view that there is lingering prejudice among American voters. However, Ms.
Clinton's viable candidacy for the Democratic Party's nomination for president
suggests otherwise.
Hillary Clinton is certainly breaking into this masculine realm. Yet, her
perceived “masculinity” has become one of her biggest campaign struggles. New York
Times opinion editorial columnist Maureen Dowd wrote that regardless of one's
feelings about Ms. Clinton, it's natural to “feel empathy for her, knowing that any
woman in a world dominated by men has to walk a tightrope between femininity and
masculinity, strength and vulnerability” (Dowd 2008). During a “PowerLunch” web
chat hosted by several female advisors on the Clinton team, one supporter mentioned
that many people she spoke with about voting for Clinton typically responded with:
“she's too aggressive, or she's too powerful.” The supporter asked for advice on how
to turn this “negative into a positive.” Patti Solis Doyle, a Clinton adviser, responded
with: “Hillary is a strong, experienced leader, and is the best equipped to lead this
country. That is the biggest positive there is!” (Healy 2008).
Whicker and Areson (1996) write that there are four main factors that have
historically blocked the way for a woman president. The first reason they name is the
presidential system itself (184). They suggest that the chances of a woman becoming
the chief executive are greater if she is elected from among fellow party members
(like in the parliamentary system) rather than by a more direct election. The second
explanation they offer is that women have not long had experience in the classical
“presidential launching roles” (Whicker and Areson 1996, 184). Traditionally,
presidents have come from one of four positions: governor, senator, vice president, or
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military hero (Duerst-Lahti 27). Due to the historical exclusion of women from these
roles, political parties have been able to draw women from these fields only recently.
Another major barrier that women have experienced is difficulty in securing the
necessary campaign funding, though this has been somewhat alleviated by
organizations like Emily's List (Whicker, Areson 184). Lastly, Whicker and Areson
cite “long-standing public perceptions that the traditional...roles of women conflict
with simultaneous participation in high-level elective politics” as the final reason
(Whicker, Areson 184).
These “public perceptions” that block women from full participation in
politics merit further discussion. Pollsters have asked voters since 1937 if they would
vote for a “qualified” woman for president. About one third said they would vote for
a woman in 1937. Today, that figure has climbed to about nine out of ten (Carroll
2006, 83). Though this shows significant progress, it demonstrates that even today,
some Americans explicitly acknowledge that they simply would not vote for a woman.
A 1999 Gallup poll phrased the question in a different way, putting the choice
between a qualified man and a qualified woman and asking, “everything else being
equal, whom do you think would make the better president?” Forty two percent of
Americans said a man, 31 percent said a woman, and just 22 percent said that the
gender of the president does not matter (McLean 2006, 66). Thus, a majority of
Americans believe that the gender of the president matters (and a plurality believe
that a man would be better!). In addition, many Americans think that there are
“general characteristics about women that make them less qualified” to be president
(McLean 2006, 66). A Roper Starch Worldwide Poll found in 1999 that one third of
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Americans (and an even higher percentage of Americans over the age of 55) agreed
with this statement. Despite these grim statistics, the authors of Running as a Woman:
Gender and Power in American Politics remain positive. They write that women like
“Richards, Roberts, Mikulski, Kassebaum, Kunin, Schroeder, Feinstein, [and] Boxer”
are part of “a growing parade of women” leading America “slowly but inexorably,
toward the presidency—the last threshold women must cross” (Witt, Paget, and
Matthews 1994, 124).
It is important to note that male and female voters have different political
viewpoints in the aggregate and view women candidates differently. This “gender
gap” is an acknowledged part of the politics today. Many scholars attribute the
“growing divergence between the attitudes of women and men” to “women's
changing role in American society” (Clark and Clark 1996, 79). Whatever the reason,
during the 1990s a variety of surveys found that female voters are more likely then
male voters to support female candidates (Carroll 2006, 83). In the 1999 Gallup poll
referenced above, male voters showed more of a bias against a woman president than
female voters (McLean 2006, 66).

The Gendering of Policy
It seems clear that female candidates face persistent prejudice when
confronting cultural gender norms, given their status as outsiders and the masculine
nature of politics. Yet, cultural gender norms have extended beyond scripting
politicians' leadership styles—they have infiltrated the very policy issues themselves.
There are two distinct bodies of research involving the gendering of policy issues.
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The first argues that voters use gender stereotypes as a kind of political short cut
when they evaluate candidates. This means that voters attribute certain political views
and interests to candidates based on their sex. McDermott (1998) writes that this
effect is particularly strong in “low-information elections” when voters have to
“compensate for the lack of information” (895). Voters stereotype candidates
ideologically, in general assuming that women and minority candidates have more
liberal viewpoints than white men. Koch (2002) studied this gender phenomenon in
the 1994, 1996, and 1998 House of Representatives elections. He found that voters
were much more likely to use candidate gender to infer ideological orientation when
the candidate was female. Thus, he concluded that “...citizens draw on stereotypes of
women to assign attributes to female candidates, not on stereotypes of men to infer
attributes of male candidates” (Koch 2002: 453).
The second body of research argues that voters use gender stereotypes when
judging politicians' competencies in certain policy areas. A number of organizations,
including the National Women's Political Caucus, have discovered that American
voters stereotype issues involving compassion as “feminine issues” and stereotype
issues involving national defense and economics as “masculine issues” (Braden 1996,
96). As one would predict, voters expect women to be more competent on feminine
issues, and men to be more competent on masculine issues (Huddy and Terkildsen
1993a). In this way, the issues themselves become gendered. For example, it was
found that in races for the United States House and Senate, women candidates are
more likely to emphasize the stereotyped feminine issues like “education, health and
environmental issues,” while men more often stress the stereotyped masculine issues
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like “the economy, foreign affairs... taxes, the deficit, and trade” (Kahn 2003, 179). In
addition, Kim Kahn and Edie Goldenberg looked at the media's coverage of 26
Senate races during the 1984 and 1986 elections and found that reporters covering
female candidates were more likely to report their stances on feminine issues even if
the candidates' platforms were more focused on more masculine issues (Braden 1996,
96).
There have been numerous studies on voter expectations of competency and
gendered policy issues. Huddy and Terkildsen (1993a) published an influential study
in 1993 investigating the origin of these gendered competency expectations. They had
two hypotheses: either voters assumed greater competency on certain policies because
of gender-trait stereotypes or because of gender-belief stereotypes. (In the first, voters
would be relying on a belief in gender-linked personality traits, while in the second,
candidates would be relying on a belief that male and female candidates have
different political agendas or outlooks). Participants were given a male or female
candidate with either typically masculine or typically feminine personality traits. The
authors found that “warm and expressive” candidates (feminine personality) were
rated as more competent at handling compassion issues while “instrumental”
candidates (masculine personality) were viewed as better able to handle the military
and economic issues. Thus it appears that voter expectancies of policy competence
are based on gender-trait stereotypes – that is, the belief that women's personalities
make them more competent on some issues and men's personalities make them more
competent on others. In addition, the study found that a masculine personality
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increased the candidate's perceived competence on a larger number of policy issues
than a feminine personality (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a).
Another study by Huddy and Terkildsen (1993b) investigated more fully the
claim that masculine traits increase perceived competence on a broader range of
policy issues. They examined the importance of typical male/female personality traits
and masculine/feminine policy areas at different levels of office. Overall, they found
a preference for male traits and policies at higher levels of office. This led them to
conclude that “voters' gender stereotypes have potentially negative implications for
women candidates, especially when running for national office” (Huddy and
Terkildsen 1993b, 503).
A 2004 study done by Lawless confirms these findings. Her study explores
the sharp drop in voter support for a woman presidential party nominee seen in the
two years following the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001. Lawless examined
how the atmosphere of war affected the electoral prospects of women candidates. She
found that citizens preferred masculine leadership characteristics, found men to be
more competent at “legislating around issues of national security and military crisis”
and deemed men superior to women at “addressing the new obstacles generated by
the events of September 11, 2001” (Lawless 2004, 479). Lawson writes that this study
has broad implications because it suggests that women fare as well as men only when
the political climate is concerned with the issues “that play to women's stereotypical
strengths,” but that voter support drops when “men's issues dominate the political
agenda” (Lawless 2004, 479).
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Clearly the public sees policy issues as gendered and has expectations for
candidate competency based on gender stereotypes. Moreover, the policy issues
classified as “male” are viewed as more important, especially for higher political
offices. Given the fact that voters see masculine policy issues as more important,
especially for higher level political positions, why do women candidates focus on
feminine “compassion issues” when campaigning? Khan (2003) asks this very
question in her chapter in Women and American Politics and implores other scholars
to explore the effectiveness of these “alternative strategies” for men and women (179).
Do women gain voter support when they stick to traditionally feminine issues
(education, health care) and avoid masculine issues (the economy, foreign policy)?
Does America reward women politicians for staying in their place, so to speak? Or,
does the tendency to stress feminine policy issues make female candidates appear less
viable as high level politicians? Are women punished by voters when they do
emphasize masculine policy issues? This study addresses these questions.
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Chapter 2: Method

Experiments have distinct advantages when exploring gender sensitivities.
When subjects are given relatively little information, they are more likely to fall back
on “conventional assumptions about appropriate masculine and feminine behavior”
(Rhode 2003, 20). In their book Experimental Foundations of Political Science,
Kinder and Palfrey lament the lack of experimentation in political science. They
argue that in its quest for specialization, political science has become
“methodologically isolated from is cognate social sciences” like psychology (1993,
16). They insist that experimentation “should be part of the political scientist's
everyday empirical repertoire” because of the unique ability it offers to test “causeand-effect relations” (Kinder and Palfrey 1993, 1, 11). Experiments differ from other
empirical methods “in the special measure of control they give to the investigator”
(Iyengar and Kinder 1987, 6). Instead of waiting for desirable conditions to occur
naturally, the investigator is able to create the desired conditions in an experiment.
Moreover, the experimenter can randomly assign participants to these conditions.
Finally, the experimenter is able to hold many factors constant in order to ensure that
the differences encountered by participants are limited to the experimental differences
(Iyengar and Kinder 1987, 6). Because of these measures of control, the results drawn
from an experiment can be interpreted as answers to causal questions. Kinder and
Palfrey’s influential work has led to a dramatic increase in the use of experimental
methods in political science research.
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In this study, multiple conditions are used in order to explore the interaction
effects among three sets of variables: the sex of the candidate, the sex of the
participant, and the candidate's specialized policy area. This remainder of this chapter
summarizes the experimental stimuli, the participant selection, how well the
participants represent Wesleyan's student body, and the procedures followed during
data collection.

Stimuli
The stimuli consisted of a pen and paper instrument to assess the interaction
between candidate sex, participant sex, and candidate policy area. All participants
received a consent form, a candidate biography, a leadership rating form, and a
demographic form. These are described below.
The consent form included a brief introduction to the study, a description of
the procedure, the risks and benefits associated with participating, a statement of
confidentiality, and an assurance that participation was voluntary. (See Appendix A).
The candidate biography was created to look like a piece of campaign
literature and was presented as such – for example, there were stars and red and blue
stripes. (See Appendix B). Great care was taken to create candidates who were not
overly partisan. The biographies drew language and content from conservative and
liberal websites, speeches, and Congressional profiles of current political leaders. For
example, a quote appears just below the candidate's name which was adapted from a
speech given by President George W. Bush: “I fight every day for America's families,
striving to make sure that the American dream touches every willing heart” (New

22

York Times 2008) while the Williams family background in public service was
adapted from the congressional biography of Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi
(House Profiles 2008). In addition to these measures, effort was made to avoid
mentioning highly politicized and divisive issues like the War on Terror, abortion
rights, and gay marriage. Moreover, when candidates' activity in their varying policy
areas was described, detailed information on the specific policies they supported was
omitted, again in order to avoid implying a political party. This also gave participants
the opportunity to potentially perceive the candidate as having a similar party
affiliation as their own.
During the various stages of candidate biography development, preliminary
versions of the candidate biographies were tested for content using students and
campus employees. These test participants included men and women with both liberal
and conservative views. Their feedback was highly valuable and, for the most part,
was incorporated in the the final versions of the candidate biographies.
A basic biography was created. This biography was then varied by gender
(male, female) and by policy (economy, education, foreign policy and education),
necessitating eight biographies. The candidate's names were chosen to be ethnically
nondescript and to be as similar as possible, while also clearly conveying gender: for
example, Jane C. Williams and John C. Williams. The candidate biography was
preceded by the following statement: “As we move toward the election season, we're
looking at what makes a good candidate. Please carefully read the following
campaign literature and answer the questions that follow.” Below is the basic
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biographies in the female/male form, without any policy conditions added. The
gendered words were of course changed to match the sex of the candidate.
Jane/John C. Williams
“I fight every day for America's families, striving to make sure that the
American dream touches every willing heart.”
Jane/John Williams was raised in a middle class family by parents
with strong work ethics and a commitment to bettering their
community. After graduating from college in 1972, Williams got
her/his law degree from Georgetown University. She/He started
her/his own law practice and soon established herself/himself as a
staunch advocate for human rights in America and around the world.
She/he and her/his husband/wife had five children and have recently
welcomed two grandchildren into the Williams family. In her/his later
life, Jane/John Williams has dedicated herself/himself to public service.
In 1992 she/he won a seat in the United States Senate and has served
ever since. INSERT CONDITION HERE. She/He is considering a run
for President.
In the experiment, one of four policy conditions was inserted where denoted
above. These policy conditions were phrased in a parallel way in order to keep the
biographies as consistent as possible. Kinder and Palfrey (1993) write that in the ideal
experiment, treatments must “differ from one another in systematic and specified
ways, so that the effect due to a particular causal factor can be separated from the
effects due to competing and naturally correlated factors” (7). The policy conditions
added to the candidate biographies are seen in Table 1.
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Table 1 Policy Conditions Added to the Basic Biography
Economy As the co-chair of the Senate Finance Committee, Williams oversees
international trade and America's economic development. In this
capacity she/he works hard to secure American jobs and plays a vital
role in shaping U.S. economic policy.
Education As the co-chair of the Senate Health, Education, Labor & Pensions
Committee, Williams oversees education and workforce development
from Head Start to Higher Education. In this capacity she/he works
hard to keep American schools at the forefront of education and plays a
vital role in shaping U.S. education policy.
Foreign
Policy

As the co-chair of the Senate Foreign Policy committee, Williams
oversees the State Department and the US Agency for International
Development. In this capacity she/he works hard to make America
safer and plays a vital role in shaping U.S. policy abroad.

Health
Care

As the co-chair of the Senate Health, Education, Labor, & Pensions
Committee, Williams oversees all public health statutes. In this
capacity she/he has worked hard to provide citizens with the health care
they deserve and plays a vital role in shaping U.S. health care policy.

The leadership rating form consisted of 14 leadership statements that were
rated on a five-point scale, as well as two open response questions. (See Appendix C).
The leadership statements were derived from a March 2007 Gallup poll. At that time,
Gallup polled 1,006 members of their nationally representative household panel to
discover what Americans were looking for in a president. The poll asked the open
question: “Now, thinking ahead to the 2008 presidential election -- can you tell me in
your own words what is the most important quality you are looking for in the next
president?” (Jones 2008). The top quality that emerged was a desire for a leader who
is honest and straightforward, with 33% of respondents naming this as the quality
they were looking for (Jones 2008). The other qualities that emerged continued on
this theme, with respondents naming integrity, trustworthiness and honor as other
traits they desired in a president (Jones 2008).
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For the purposes of this study, these leadership statements were used as a
measure of the perception of the presidential potential of the candidate. Participants
were instructed to rate on a 1 to 5 scale how well the statements applied to the
candidate, with 5 signifying that the statement represented the candidate very well
and 1 signifying that the statement did not represent the candidate well at all. Not all
of the desired qualities that emerged in the Gallup poll were included, because a few
were not relevant to this study (such as a desire for a president who would end the
war). Further, one statement directed toward each policy condition was added to see if
the participants would view their candidate as an effective policymaker. The
leadership statements can be seen below in Table 2.
Table 2 Leadership Statements
1. The candidate is honest and straightforward.
2. The candidate shows good leadership and strength
3. The candidate is competent and capable
4. The candidate has integrity
5. The candidate listens to and represents the people.
6. The candidate puts the Unites States first.
7. The candidate is intelligent.
8. The candidate has a good moral character.
9. The candidate has a vision for the country.
10. The candidate is trustworthy.
11. The candidate is honorable.
12. The candidate has experience.
13. The candidate has common sense
Economy: The candidate will improve the American economy.
Education: The candidate will improve the state of education in America.
14. Foreign Policy: The candidate will improve America's safety and foreign
relations.
Health Care: The candidate will improve the state of health care in America
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Because all of the leadership statements are positive traits, the sum of these ratings
was used to create a total favorability rating called “favorability score.”
In addition to the leadership statements 1 through 14, the leadership rating
form also included two open-ended questions. Question 15 asked: “Would you vote
for this candidate? Why or why not?” and Question 16 asked: “Do you find this
candidate presidential? Why or why not?” Five categories of responses for question
15 and 4 categories of responses for question 16 were developed after a review of the
responses (see Tables 3 and Table 4).
Table 3 Coding Responses to Question 15: “Would you vote for this candidate?
Why or why not?”
1

Yes, I would vote for him/her

2

I don't know/ I need more information

3

No, I need to compare with the other candidates running

4

No, the candidate does not have enough experience

5

No, I would not vote for him/her

Table 4 Coding Responses to Question 16: “Do you find this candidate
presidential? Why or why not?”
1

Yes, he/she is presidential

2

I Don't know/ I need more information

4

No, the candidate does not have enough experience

5

No, he/she is not presidential
The final page of the testing instrument was a demographic form. (See

Appendix D) This form asked for the participant's class year, sex, home state,
academic major, political party affiliation, race/ethnicity, family's yearly income, and
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whether they voted in the last presidential election. These data were collected in order
to analyze how well the participant sample represented the Wesleyan population as a
whole.

Participants
Recruiting Participants. The data for the study were collected at Wesleyan University
during the months of January and February 2008. In order to elicit thoughtful and
serious responses, the experimental stimuli were provided to participants in a
classroom setting. This also provided a fairly consistent setting for data collection. It
was important to attempt consistency in every way possible in order to avoid the
effect of outside factors that could interfere with the study (Kinder and Palfrey 7).
This method of data collection minimized the response bias that might have occurred
if students had participated across a variety of settings.
To get a full range of students across disciplines, an attempt was made to
administer the stimuli to students in classes across departments. Professors teaching
introductory level classes and professors teaching first-year initiative classes were
contacted and asked if they would to allow their students to participate during class
time. This procedure helped to remove experimental bias in terms of class selection.
However, in order to add to the total participants, the two classes taught by the
author's thesis advisor during the spring 2008 semester (both were upper level
Government classes rather than introductory level classes) were included. A total of
45 professors were contacted, using the following letter:
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Dear Professor,
I am writing a Senior Honors Thesis in the Government Department with
Professor Price on leadership in American Politics. I am looking for
participants to take a brief survey for my thesis project. I am hoping to come
into your Spring 2008 introductory level or first-year initiative class to ask
your students to participate. I would only take up about 10 minutes of class
time and I could come at the beginning or end of your class. Please let me
know if there is any date that this would be possible.
Eleven professors agreed to allow their classes to participate (See Appendix E
for a complete list of the classes asked to participate, the professors' responses, and
the dates on which each class was surveyed). The average favorable response rate
from professors was 24.4%. In the Humanities and Arts, 15.6% (n=19) of the
professor responses were favorable; in the Social and Behavioral Sciences 25% (n=16)
were favorable; and in the Natural Sciences and Mathematics 30% (n=10) were
favorable. When grouped by General Education Classification, one can see that of the
11 classes surveyed, 3 were Humanities and the Arts classes, 4 were Social and
Behavioral Sciences classes, and 3 were Natural Sciences and Mathematics classes.
Therefore, the distribution across disciplines was fairly even. However, a closer look
reveals that there is nonetheless an overrepresentation of Government and
Mathematics classes in the data collected. The breakdown of the departments of the
professors contacted can be seen in Table 5.
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Table 5 Departments Contacted and Participating
General Education Classification Department # of Professors
Abbreviation
contacted

Humanities and the Arts

Social and Behavioral Sciences

Natural Sciences and
Mathematics

# of Classes
Participating

AFAM

1

1

ARST

2

0

COL

4

0

DANC

2

0

ENG

3

1

FGSS

1

0

GRST

1

0

MUSC

2

0

RUSS

1

1

THEA

2

0

HA Total

19

3

ANTH

3

0

ECON

3

0

GOVT

4

3

PHIL

1

1

PSYCH

1

0

REL

2

1

SOC

2

0

SBS Total

16

4

BIOL

3

0

COMP

2

0

E&ES

1

0

MATH

4

3

NSM Total

10

3

45

11

TOTAL

30

In total, the study had 248 participants with 123 participants receiving a John
C. Williams condition and 125 participants receiving a Jane C. Williams condition.
Table 6 shows that the number of participants in each condition ranged from 30 to 32.
The surveys were handed out such that all eight conditions would be distributed
within all classes, and so that students were sorted into the different conditions
randomly.
Table 6 Participant Numbers by Condition
John C. Williams
Jane C. Williams
# of participants
# of participants
Economy

30

32

Education

32

31

Foreign Policy

31

31

Health Care

30

31

Total

123

125

Participant Demographics. Of the 219 participants who reported their race/ethnicity,
76.7% self-identified as White, 7.3% self-identified as Black/African American, 5%
self-identified as Hispanic/Latino/Chicano, 10% self-identified as Asian/Asian
American, and 0.9% self-identified as “other.” It should be noted that some
participants who checked “other” were re-coded by the author. For example, one
participant checked “other” and wrote “German American,” and his response was recoded as White. These race/ethnicity statistics are a reasonable approximation of the
Wesleyan student body. At Wesleyan, 26% of the members of the classes of 2008
through 2011 are students of color. In this study, 23.1% of the participants were
students of color. The study was within one percentage point of accurately
representing Black/African American and Asian/Asian American students. However,
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the population of Latino students at Wesleyan is 8% while only 5% of the participants
in this study were Latino. (Wesleyan at a Glance 2008)
In terms of gender, the breakdown among participants was fairly even. There
were 245 participants who answered the gender question, and 125 (51.0%) were
female while 120 (49.0%) were male. At Wesleyan, male and female students are
equally represented in the student body. Of the 222 participants who reported their
family's yearly income, 6.3% checked $0-$25,000, 12.6% checked $26,000-$50,000,
10.8% checked $51,000-$75,000, 17.1% checked $76,000-100,000, 25.7% checked
$101,000-$200,000, 13.1% checked $201,000-$300,000, and 14.4% checked
$301,000 or more. Thus, 46.8% of the participants' families earn less than $100,000 a
year, while 53.2% earn more than $100,000 a year.
Of the 245 students who reported their class year, 55.1% were first year
students, 19.2% were sophomores, 12.7% were juniors, and 13.1% were seniors.
Clearly, an unintended effect of surveying mainly introductory level and first year
initiative classes is that the sample was biased toward younger students who are still
taking these classes. This uneven sample had further effects on the data collected. At
the end of the demographic form, participants were asked whether they had voted in
the last presidential election. Of the 245 students who responded to this question,
16.3% said they had voted, 11.4% said they did not, and a full 72.2% said they had
been underage at the time.
Of the 228 who reported their political party affiliation, 72.4% were
Democrats, 7.0% were Republicans, 18.0% were Independents, and 2.6% checked
“other.” Although there is no way to know the exact partisan divide of the campus, it
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is well known that Wesleyan students tend to lean heavily toward the liberal end of
the spectrum. In fact, many Wesleyan students have complained of the lack of
political diversity on campus. One Argus article published during the 2004 election is
written as a humorous investigative journal article searching for the “elusive
Wesleyan Republicans” (Bobkoff 2008). Regardless of Wesleyan's political
orientation as a whole, with 72.4% of the participants identifying as Democrats, the
sample for this study is clearly disproportionately comprised of students with liberal
positions.

Procedure
The experiment began when I was introduced by the professor to the class. In
order to keep the procedure constant, a script was read to briefly introduce the study
and to give directions:
You are being asked to take part in a senior thesis study conducted by myself
under the supervision of Professor Price. The purpose of the project is to
explore the leadership potential of several candidates. I'm going to hand you
each a packet consisting of 4 pages. The first page is a consent form that you
must sign saying its okay that I use your responses. When I collect your
packets, I will immediately detach this form from your responses and your
name will never be used. The second page is a candidate profile for you to
read. The third and forth pages are for you to fill out. If for some reason you
do not want to participate, that's okay too. You'll have about 10 minutes, but
that should be more then enough time. I'll collect your packets when you are
finished and then I will read a short debriefing and answer any questions.
When eight minutes had passed, I reminded the class that they needed finish
because the ten minutes were almost over. However, the participants were not held to
a strict ten minute cut off. I simply asked that they finish as quickly as they could
once the ten minutes had passed. If the survey was given at the beginning of class, I
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read a debriefing statement out loud after all surveys had been completed and passed
in. However, if the survey was given at the end of class, I handed out printed versions
of the debriefing text so that participants could leave for their next class as soon as
they had finished their survey. The debriefing text is as follows:
Thank you for your participation in this study. The purpose of this study is to
assess the role that gender plays in the public perception of leadership
abilities. Another student will be given the same biography that you just read
and asked to rate the candidate in the same way. However, I will switch the
sex of the candidate to see if this change will shift any of the candidate's
ratings. I am looking at the responses to the candidate biographies based both
on the sex of the respondent (that's you) and the supposed sex of the
candidate. I am also studying whether the policy area that the candidate is
involved in has any effect on perceptions of their leadership abilities. If you
have any questions, please e-mail me at kstrovink@wesleyan.edu. Thank you
again for participating.
Occasionally there were questions from the participants. Most often, these questions
were directed towards understanding what effects I expected or what effects I had
already found. I received no e-mails from participants. Once all the surveys were
collected, the data were coded as previously explained, then analyzed using SPSS.
This chapter has summarized the method of this experiment, including the
creation of the stimuli, the collection of participants, and the data collecting procedure.
To review, the design of the study was a 2 (participant sex) by 2 (candidate sex) by 4
(policy area).
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Chapter 3: Results
This chapter describes the results of the study. First, descriptive statistics are
presented for each variable. Next, the significant findings in the leadership statements
and in the open response questions are discussed.

Descriptives
Descriptive statistics for the 14 leadership statements and the favorability
score are presented in Table 7. The number of respondents for each statement
remained relatively constant across statements, with 239 as the minimum number of
responses and 247 as the maximum number of responses. There was a full range of
scores for each leadership statement, from 1 (meaning the statement did not represent
the candidate well at all) to 5 (meaning that the statement did represent the candidate
well). The means ranged from 3.16 to 4.12, while the standard deviations ranged
from .81 to 1.10. The favorability score ranged from 16 to 70. In general, the
distribution of responses across variables appeared to be normally distributed.
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Table 7 Descriptives for Leadership Statements and Favorability Score
#
Leadership Statement
N
Mean
Standard
Deviation
1

Honest and Straightforward

243

3.21

.89

2

Leadership and Strength

245

3.80

.88

3

Competent and Capable

246

3.88

.86

4

Integrity

243

3.52

.99

5

Represents the People

244

3.26

1.03

6

Puts the US first

243

3.33

1.01

7

Intelligent

247

3.95

.92

8

Good Moral Character

242

3.70

.93

9

Vision for the Country

246

3.28

1.06

10

Trustworthy

241

3.16

.92

11

Honorable

239

3.41

.96

12

Experienced

247

4.12

.81

13

Common Sense

243

3.30

.96

14

Condition Statement

240

3.51

1.10

248

48.56

9.47

total Favorability Score
score

Inter-correlations were computed for the 14 leadership statements and the
favorability score. (See Table 8 on the following page). Every correlation was
statistically significant at the .01 level. This suggests that the score on one leadership
statement is significantly related to the scores given on the other leadership
statements. Further, the high inter-correlations of the leadership scores indicate that
total score is a reliable measure of the participants' overall views on the candidate's
presidential potential.
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Table 8 Inter-correlation Matrix of Leadership Statements and Favorability Score
v1
v2
v3
v4
v5
v6
v7
v8
v9
v10

v11

v12

v13

v14

v1

--

.

v2

.43**

--

v3

.43**

.53**

--

v4

.60**

.39**

.44**

--

v5

.57**

.39**

.44**

.64**

--

v6

.21**

.18**

.25**

.19**

.35**

--

v7

.42**

.36**

.61**

.47**

.47**

.32**

--

v8

.54**

.29**

.35**

.65**

.60**

.25**

.46**

--

v9

.20**

.37**

.33**

.21**

.39**

.31**

.28**

.30**

--

v10

.57**

.40**

.48**

.60**

.67**

.30**

.44**

.57**

.41**

--

v11

.54**

.43**

.43**

.61**

.55**

.16**

.43**

.58**

.38**

.72**

--

v12

.10**

.25**

.34**

.16**

.22**

.24**

.32**

.25**

.32**

.26**

.30**

--

v13

.39**

.30**

.36**

.40**

.46**

.30**

.46**

.37**

.45**

.47**

.46**

.23**

--

v14

.37**

.36**

.37**

.42**

.43**

.29**

.36**

.37**

.43**

.52**

.47**

.25**

.43**

--

Total .67** .58** .58** .73** .78**
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level

.46**

.61**

.70**

.53**

.79**

.75**

.37**

.61**

.67**
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Total

--

Participants' responses to question 15 (Would you vote for this candidate?
Why or why not?) were coded using 5 coding categories. The percent per category is
displayed in Table 9. Note that nearly half the participants responded “I don't know / I
need more information” to the question of whether they would vote for the candidate.
It is not surprising that participants needed more information than the provided
biography paragraph in order to make this judgment.
Table 9 Descriptives on Open Response Question 15: “Would you vote for this
candidate? Why or why not?”
Response Code
N
Percentage
(1) Yes, I would vote for him/her

52

20.8

(2) I don't know/ I need more information

117

46.8

(3) No, I need to compare with the other candidates running

27

10.8

(4) No, the candidate does not have enough experience

17

6.8

(5) No, I would not vote for him/her

27

10.8

Participants' responses to question 16 (Do you find this candidate presidential?
Why or why not?) were coded using 4 categories. The percent per category is
displayed in Table 10. Note that more than half of the participants found the
candidate to be presidential. This statistic is interesting in comparison to the
percentage of participants who said they would vote for the candidate in question 15
(just 20.8%). It means that participants were able to distinguish between wanting to
vote for a candidate and finding a candidate presidential. Also interesting is that
participants felt more able to judge whether a candidate was presidential than they felt
able to judge whether they would vote for the candidate.
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Table 10 Descriptives on Open Response Question 16: “Do you find this
candidate presidential? Why or why not?”
Response Code
N
Percentage
(1) Yes, he/she is presidential

126

50.4

(2) I don't know/ I need more information

49

19.6

(4) No, the candidate does not have enough experience

28

11.2

(5) No, he/she is not presidential

29

11.6

Significant Findings
Leadership Statement Results. A series of two (sex of candidate) by two (sex of
participant) by four (policy condition) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were
computed for each of the 14 ratings of leadership characteristics. An ANOVA was
also computed for the favorability score. There were two levels of sex of the
candidate (male, female), two levels of sex of the participant (male, female) and four
levels of policy experience (economics, education, foreign policy and health care).
Thus each analysis yielded a main effect for policy condition, a main effect for
candidate sex (c-sex), a main effect for participant sex (p-sex), an interaction of
policy by c-sex, an interaction of policy by p-sex, an interaction of c-sex by p-sex,
and lastly, a three-way interaction of policy condition by c-sex by p-sex. Table 11 (on
the following page) shows the results of these 15 analyses of variance.
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Table 11 ANOVA Summary Leadership Statements and Favorability Score
Policy
Condition

Candidate Sex Participant Sex Condition by
(C-sex)
(P-sex)
C-sex

Condition by C-sex by P-sex Condition by
P-sex
C-sex by P-sex

Leadership Statements

F

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

1. Honest, Straightforward

.569

>.05

.026

>.05

.009

>.05

.534

>.05

.414

>.05

.050

>.05

1.960

>.05

2. Leadership and Strength

.644

>.05

.084

>.05

3.371

>.05 + 1.436

>.05

.551

>.05

.000

>.05

.667

>.05

3. Competent and Capable

1.105

>.05

.289

>.05

.011

>.05

.070

>.05

.983

>.05

.028

>.05

3.144

<.05 *

4. Integrity

.589

>.05

.069

>.05

.002

>.05

.534

>.05

.698

>.05

.362

>.05

2.678

<.05 *

5. Represents the People

1.135

>.05

.054

>.05

.107

>.05

.085

>.05

.741

>.05

.003

>.05

3.208

<.05 *

6. Puts the U.S. First

1.166

>.05

1.512

>.05

.466

>.05

.289

>.05

1.192

>.05

.214

>.05

4.372

<.05 *

7. Intelligent

1.776

>.05

.025

>.05

.803

>.05

.724

>.05

1.558

>.05

.436

>.05

1.879

>.05

8. Good Moral Character

.963

>.05

.032

>.05

2.100

>.05

1.035

>.05

.557

>.05

.043

>.05

3.193

<.05 *

9. Vision for the Country

.501

>.05

1.481

>.05

.107

>.05

1.218

>.05

1.001

>.05

.001

>.05

2.592

<.05 *

10. Trustworthy

.581

>.05

.321

>.05

1.986

>.05

4.334

<.05 * .342

>.05

.222

>.05

1.983

>.05

11. Honorable

1.427

>.05

.075

>.05

1.393

>.05

1.360

>.05

1.110

>.05

1.706

>.05

1.404

>.05

12. Experienced

2.413

>.05 + .001

>.05

.055

>.05

.171

>.05

1.231

>.05

.025

>.05

.495

>.05

13. Common Sense

.644

>.05

5.235

<.05 * 1.166

>.05

.648

>.05

.663

>.05

.022

>.05

1.710

>.05

14. Condition Statement

2.358

>.05

1.097

>.05

.079

>.05

1.045

>.05

.805

>.05

2.910

>.05

2.326

>.05 +

Favorability Score

.221

>.05

.263

>.05

.005

>.05

.782

>.05

2.502

>.05 + .699

>.05

3.457

<.05 *

**F is significant at the .01 level
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* F is significant at the .05 level

+ F is significant at the .10 level

I will begin with a discussion of the significant findings for the 14 leadership
statements and the favorability score. In total, there were 9 significant findings. Seven
of these 9 were three-way interactions between candidate sex, participant sex and
policy condition. These three-way interactions surfaced in the ratings on the
favorability score, statement 3 (“competent and capable”), statement 4 (“integrity”),
statement 5 (“represents the people”), statement 6 (“puts the U.S. first”), statement 8
(“good moral character”), and statement 9 (“vision for the country”). In addition,
there was one significant main effect found in candidate sex in statement 13
(“common sense”), and one significant two-way effect found in the interaction
between policy condition and candidate sex in statement 10 (“trustworthy”). However,
the seven significant three-way interactions found demonstrate that in general, the
effect of candidate sex, participant sex, and policy condition vary as a function of one
another. I will begin by discussing these three way interaction effects, starting with
the favorability score.
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Figure 1: Favorability Score
Sum of ratings 1 through 14
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Inspection of the favorability score means reveals several patterns. See Figure
1. First, female participants rated female candidates higher when they were active in
traditionally feminine policy areas (health care and education). In parallel, female
participants rated male candidates higher when they were active in traditionally
masculine policy areas (economic policy and foreign policy). Thus, female
participants rated candidates higher when they adhered to traditional gender roles. A
preference among female participants for candidates in traditional gender roles is a
pattern that continues throughout these results. Male participant ratings did not follow
this pattern. They rated the male and female candidates quite evenly in the education
and foreign policy conditions, and fairly evenly in the economy condition. Only in the
health care condition did the male participants' ratings differ considerably, with
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higher ratings given to the male candidate and quite low ratings given to the female
candidate. Interestingly, the female candidate in health care generated the greatest
spread between male and female participants with male participants giving the this
candidate a very low mean favorability score of 46.36 and female participants giving
the woman in health care a very high mean favorability rating of 55.79. The
variability of scores in response to the health care candidates is an effect that occurs
in several of the individual leadership statements as well.

Figure 2: Statement 3
The candidate is competent and capable.
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Statement 3 reads, “The candidate is competent and capable.” Figure 2
displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait. Female participants' ratings
again reflected the traditional gender role pattern: They rated female candidates
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higher when active in feminine policy areas and rated male candidates higher when
active in masculine policy areas. Thus, female participants found the females to be
more “competent and capable” at dealing with education and health care policy
conditions and they found males to be more “competent and capable” at dealing with
economic and foreign policy. Again, male participants' ratings did not follow the
traditional gender role pattern. In fact, they rated the female candidates higher when
active in masculine policy areas. Thus male participants found female candidates to
be more “competent and capable” at dealing with economic and foreign policy. Male
participants rated the education candidates about the same. The health care effect
surfaced again as well, with male participants rating the woman in health care very
low and female participants rating the woman in health care very high.
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Figure 3: Statement 4
The candidate has integrity.
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Statement 4 reads, “The candidate has integrity.” Figure 3 displays the mean
ratings given for this leadership trait. Female participants rated male candidates
higher in “integrity” in the masculine policies and gave the female candidate in health
care a high rating, but departed slightly from the traditional gender role pattern by
giving higher ratings to the male candidate in education. Male participants rated the
candidates in the economy and in foreign policy fairly evenly and rated females in
education higher. However, most of the differences found in the mean scores in the
economy, foreign policy and education conditions pale in comparison to the
impressive rating spread in the health care. Once again, we see the health care effect
surface. Female participants gave the female health care candidate incredibly high
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“integrity” ratings while male candidates gave this candidate the lowest “integrity”
ratings.

Figure 4: Statement 5
The candidate listens to and represents the people.
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Statement 5 reads, “The candidate listens to and represents the people.” Figure
4 displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait. Female participants gave
roughly equal ratings to the male and female candidates in the economy condition and
to candidates in the education condition. However, the traditional gender role pattern
held in the health care and foreign policy conditions, with the female participants
rating the female health care candidate high in “listening to and representing the
people” and the male candidate in foreign policy high in “listening to and
representing the people.” Male participants also gave roughly equal ratings to the
candidates in the economy condition and to the candidates in the education condition.
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Their ratings in the foreign policy and health care conditions again reflected an
opposite pattern from the female participants' ratings. The health care effect surfaced
in this leadership statement as well, with female participants rating the female health
care candidate higher and male participants rating the female in health care low.
Figure 5: Statement 6
The candidate puts the United States first.
4

3.8

Male Participant / Male
Candidate

Mean Rating

3.6

Male Participant / Female
Candidate

3.4

Female Participant / Male
Candidate
Female Participant /
Female Candidate

3.2

3

2.8
Economy

Education

Health Care

Foreign Policy

Condition by C-sex by P-sex

Statement 6 reads, “The candidate puts the United States first.” Figure 5
displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait. The female participants
ratings followed the traditional gender role pattern exactly here. Again, female
participants rated female candidates higher on the feminine policy issues while rating
the male candidates on the masculine policy issues. Again, male participants' ratings
did not show the traditional gender role pattern. They rated the male candidates
higher in education and health care. In addition, they rated the woman in the economy
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higher and rated the man in foreign policy higher. The statement “putting the United
States” did not bring out a strong health care effect.

Figure 6: Statement 8
The candidate has good moral character.
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Statement 8 reads, “The candidate has good moral character.” Figure 6
displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait. Female participants followed
the traditional gender role pattern here, though they rated the education candidates
approximately evenly. They rated the female candidates in economy and foreign
policy very low for “good moral character” and again rated the female in health care
very high for “good moral character.” The male participants' ratings were fairly even
across condition and gender. However, there was a small health care effect here.
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Figure 7 Statement 9
The candidate has a vision for the country.
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Statement 9 reads, “The candidate has a vision for the country.” Figure 6
displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait. The traditional gender role
pattern found among female participants continued to an extent here, with high
ratings on “vision for the country” given to female candidates in health care and
education and low ratings given to the male candidates in these policy areas. They
rated the male candidate in economic policy higher than the female candidate, as well,
but rated the male and female candidates in foreign policy evenly. The male
participants rated the male and female candidates in health care and foreign policy
fairly evenly. However, they rated female candidates in education and in the economy
higher than the male candidates in these policy areas. This concludes the three-way
interaction results.
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Figure 8: Statement 10
The Candidate is trustworthy
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Statement 10 read, “The candidate is trustworthy” and revealed a condition by
candidate sex effect. Figure 6 displays the mean ratings given for this leadership trait.
The rating differences in the economy and education conditions were minimal.
However, the male in foreign policy was rated as much more trustworthy, as was the
woman in health care. Health care again brought out the greatest rating variability.
Another significant effect was found in the responses to statement 13 “The
candidate has common sense.” The main effect here was by sex of the candidate, with
female candidates rated higher regardless of condition with a mean of 3.43 compared
to the male candidates' mean of 3.15.
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Question 15 Results. Question 15 asked the participants if they would vote for the
candidate. A series of two (sex of candidate) by two (sex of participant) by four
(policy condition) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were computed for the 6
categories of responses for question 15. Thus each analysis yielded a main effect for
policy condition, a main effect for candidate sex (c-sex), a main effect for participant
sex (p-sex), an interaction of policy by c-sex, an interaction of policy by p-sex, an
interaction of c-sex by p-sex, and lastly, a three-way interaction of policy condition
by c-sex by p-sex. Table 12 (on the following page) reveals the results of these 6
analyses of variance.
There was one significant three-way interaction, two significant two-way
effects of condition by candidate sex, and one significant two-way effect of condition
by participant sex. I'll begin with the three-way interaction.
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Table 12 ANOVA Summary Question 15: “Would you vote for this candidate? Why or why not?”
Policy
Condition
F

p

Candidate Sex
(C-sex)
F

p

Participant
Sex (P-sex)
F

p

Condition by
C-sex
F

p

Condition by
P-sex
F

p

C-sex by
P-sex

Condition by
C-sex by
P-sex

F

p

F

.700

p

(1) Yes, I would vote for him/her

1.901 >.05

1.254 >.05

2.640 >.05

1.793 >.05

1.987 >.05

>.05

1.780 >.05

(2) I Don't know/ I need more
information

1.614 >.05

.352

>.05

1.206 >.05

1.501 >.05

2.829 <.05 * 2.277 >.05

1.186 >.05

(3) No, I need to compare with
the other candidates running

1.162 >.05

.081

>.05

1.602 >.05

3.638 <.05 * .672

>.05

.294

(4) No, the candidate does not
have enough experience

4.341 <.05 * 1.310 >.05

.578

.374

.297

>.05

1.926 >.05

3.636 <.05 *

(5) No, I would not vote for
him/her

1.302 >.05

2.422 >.05

3.347 <.05 * .800

>.05

.558

1.343 >.05

**F is significant at the .01 level
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.478

>.05

* F is significant at the .05 level

>.05

>.05

+ F is significant at the .10 level

>.05

>.05

1.135 >.05

Figure 9: Question 15, Response 4
"No, candidate does not have enough experience"
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One of the responses that many participants gave was that they would not vote
for the candidate because he/she didn't have enough experience. This was coded as
response 4. There was a significant three-way interaction found for this response (see
Figure 9). The results for the female participants are hard to generalize. They did not
label either foreign policy candidate lacking in experience, but a small percentage did
find the economy candidates lacking in experience. What was particularly striking is
that 20% of the female participants wrote that the woman in health care did not have
enough experience, even after consistently rating this candidate very high on the
leadership statements. The male participants had a clearer pattern. They found the
candidates active in the feminine policy areas lacking in experience but did not find
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any of the candidates active in masculine policy areas lacking in experience.
Interestingly, the health care effect seems to be reversed here, with many female
participants describing the woman in health care as inexperienced compared to zero
male participants having this negative view. In addition, the male participants were
instead biased toward the male candidate in health care, with more than 30% writing
that this candidate did not have enough experience.

Figure 10: Question 15, Response 5
"No I would not vote for him/her"
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Response 5 was an outright rejection of the candidate, with participants
simply writing that they would not vote for the candidate without any qualifier. Here
there was a candidate sex by policy condition effect (see Figure 10). As Figure 10
shows, female candidates in economic policy were by far the most likely to elicit this
response, with almost 30% of participants refusing to vote for this candidate. The
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other big difference occurred in the foreign policy condition, with 13.79% of
participants saying they simply would not vote for the male foreign policy candidate
while not a single participant gave this response for the female foreign policy
candidate.
Figure 11: Question 15, Response 3
"I need to compare with other candidates"
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Response 3 indicated that participants needed to compare their candidate with
the other candidates running before they could decide their vote (see Figure 11).
Again, the significant interaction was between the candidate sex and the policy
condition. It is difficult to find a pattern in these responses. The economy candidates
received this response about equally. Female candidates received this response more
than male candidates in the education condition, while male candidates received this
response more than female candidates in the health care and foreign policy condition.
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Figure 12: Question 15, Response 2
"I don't konw/ I need more information"
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Finally, there was a significant interaction found between condition and
participant sex in response 2 to question 15. This response was “I don't know” or “I
need more information before I decide.” As Figure 12 shows, the female participants
rarely gave this response to the female candidate in health care, gave it about equally
for candidates in the economy or education, and said “I don't know/ I need more
information” over 70% of the time to the candidates in foreign policy. The male
participants were more equally unsure about the candidates, but said “I don't know/ I
need more information” most often to the education candidates.

Question 16 Results. Question 16 asked the participants if they found the candidate to
be presidential. A series of two (sex of candidate) by two (sex of participant) by four
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(policy condition) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were computed for the 5
categories of responses for question 16. Thus, each analysis yielded a main effect for
policy condition, a main effect for candidate sex (c-sex), a main effect for participant
sex (p-sex), an interaction of policy by c-sex, an interaction of policy by p-sex, an
interaction of c-sex by p-sex, and lastly, a three-way interaction of policy condition
by c-sex by p-sex. Table 13 (on the following page) reveals the results of these 5
analyses of variance.
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Table 13 ANOVA Summary Question 16: “Do you find this candidate presidential? Why or why not?”
Policy
Condition
F

p

Candidate Sex
(C-sex)
F

p

Participant
Sex (P-sex)
F

Condition by
C-sex

Condition by
P-sex

C-sex by
P-sex

Condition by
C-sex by
P-sex

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

F

p

>.05

.552

>.05

1.034 >.05

(1) Yes, he/she is presidential

2.973 <.05 * 2.865 >.05 + .146

>.05

.509

>.05

.343

(2) I Don't know/ I need more
information

.773

>.05

.129

>.05

.511

>.05

1.276 >.05

1.030 >.05

1.080 >.05

(4) No, the candidate does not
have enough experience

5.771 <.05 * 1.742 >.05

.368

>.05

.995

>.05

.608

>.05

.002

>.05

.063

>.05

(5) No, he/she is not presidential

1.863 >.05

.076

>.05

.899

>.05

.406

>.05

2.673 >.05

.134

>.05

**F is significant at the .01 level
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>.05

.339

.015

>.05

* F is significant at the .05 level

+ F is significant at the .10 level

There were just two significant effects found in question 16 and both were main
effects of policy condition. Response 1 was, “Yes, I find the candidate presidential.”
Foreign policy candidates received this response most often (63.79%), followed by the
economy candidates (55.74%), and then health care candidates (54.39%). Education
candidates were the least likely to be found presidential (37.10%). In summary, foreign
policy and economic policy candidates were more often seen as presidential while health
care and education candidates were less often viewed as presidential. There was also a
main effect of policy condition found in response 4, “The candidate does not have
enough experience.” Candidates in education and health care were much more often
found to be lacking in experience (20.97% and 17.54% respectively) than candidates in
economic or foreign policy (4.92% and 1.72% respectively).

Support for Predictions
There was no support for the prediction that female participants would be less
gendered in their responses than male participants. In fact, the female participants were
highly gendered in their responses. It was also predicted that participants would rate
female candidates higher when they were active in traditionally feminine policy areas like
health care and education and would rate male candidates higher when they were active
in traditionally masculine policy areas. This was true for the female participants, as
discussed above. Lastly, it was predicted that participants would find candidates in
economic or foreign policy more politically viable and therefore would be more likely to
vote for them and to find them presidential. Foreign policy and economy candidates on
the whole were viewed as more politically viable and were much more likely to be found
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presidential. The broad patterns of these results and their significance will explored in
depth in the following chapter.

60

Chapter 4: Discussion
Political pundits, campaign advisors, and researchers alike continue to question
whether there is persistent gender prejudice in American politics. Over the last century,
women have chipped away at the many inequalities in our society, yet the political arena
remains stronghold of male domination. How do we reconcile this with the fact that very
few Americans today would acknowledge a bias against female candidates? The answer
is that sometimes prejudice is unconscious. The purpose of this study was to assess
whether latent prejudice against women in politics still exists.

Main Findings
There were 9 significant effects found in the 14 leadership statements and the
favorability score. Moreover, 7 of these effects were three-way interactions of participant
sex, candidate sex and policy condition. This means that, in general, male and female
participants felt differently about the male and female candidates in the different policy
areas. It is quite interesting that none of the three variables stood out as a dominant factor,
but rather that these variables varied as a function of one another. In addition, there were
significant effects found in 6 of the 11 dependent variables in the open response questions.
In all, there were four broad patterns that surfaced from these data.
First, there was the traditional gender role pattern. Female participants often rated
female candidates higher when they were involved in the traditionally feminine policy
areas (the education and health care conditions), and rated the male candidates higher
when they were involved in the traditionally masculine policy areas (the economy and
foreign policy conditions). This was true for the total score, statement 3 (“competent and
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capable”) and statement 6 (“puts the United States first”). The pattern held to some extent
for statement 8 (“good moral character”), except that the candidates in education were
given fairly equal scores. In statement 9 (“vision for the country”), again the pattern held
except that candidates in foreign policy were given fairly equal scores. In statements 4
(“integrity”) and 5 (“represents the people”), the female participants gave male
candidates higher scores in all conditions but health care. Thus it appears that, in general,
female participants feel more positively about women candidates when the candidates are
active in traditionally feminine policy areas and feel more positively about male
candidates when the candidates are active in traditionally masculine policy areas. In
contrast, there was no discernible traditional gender role pattern found in the male
participants' leadership ratings. Overall they were less influenced by gender than the
female participants and they did not reward politicians for emphasizing genderappropriate policies. In fact, they occasionally gave candidates higher ratings when they
emphasized the gender-inappropriate policies (favorability score and statement 3
“competent and capable”).
The highly gendered response of female participants is particularly striking. They
clearly rewarded politicians for remaining in their traditional gender roles. Though I did
hypothesize that the traditional gender role pattern would occur, I did not expect female
participants to be driving this effect. I also did not predict that the male candidates would
be punished as severely as the female candidates would be when they stepped out of their
proscribed gender roles. Yet female participants consistently gave male candidates in
feminine policy areas low ratings. Based on these results, it appears that in order to gain
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female voter support, women candidates should focus on feminine policy issues and male
candidates should focus on masculine policy issues.
A second pattern discovered in the open responses is that both male and female
participants found the foreign policy and economy candidates to be more viable
politicians than the candidates stressing health care or education. Candidates in health
care and education were more often described as lacking in experience than the economy
and foreign policy candidates (question 16, response 4 and question 15, response 4). In
addition, participants wanted to compare health care and education candidates with “the
other candidates running” more often than they wanted to compare economy and foreign
policy candidates with others (question 15, response 3). Moreover, health care and
education candidates were less likely to be found presidential than economy and foreign
policy candidates (question 16, response 1). Based on these results, it appears that the
masculine policy issues are valued more than the feminine policy issues.
This of course has implications for female candidates. If female voters want
female candidates to emphasize feminine policy areas, yet value masculine policy areas
more, they effectively penalize female candidates no matter which path they take. It is
ironic that persistent prejudice against women candidates is reflected more in the female
participant ratings than the male ratings. It is especially compelling that these gendered
views were found on a liberal campus like Wesleyan.
The third pattern found was the strikingly different participant responses to the
female health care candidate. This health care effect emerged throughout the leadership
statement ratings and in the open responses. Female participants rated this candidate
extraordinarily high while male participants consistently gave this candidate the lowest
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scores. I suspect that Hillary Clinton's impressive link to health care policy could be
behind the extreme ratings of the female health care candidate. Though Clinton’s
candidacy was mentioned briefly at the beginning of this paper, the effect that she has
had on the public view of female politicians should not be understated. As mentioned in
Chapter 2, women candidates have often had to fight the public perception that they are
not viable or cannot win and Clinton's success thus far has done much to alleviate these
assumptions. The mere possibility that she will be the Democratic nominee has had an
important effect. I do wonder if the results of this study would have been different had I
collected the data before she declared her intention to run. Whether or not Ms. Clinton is
behind the polarizing views of the woman health care candidates, her presence as a viable
female presidential candidate likely reduced the gendered responses in this study.
It is also important to look at which leadership statements drew out the significant
differences from the participants and which did not. There were no significant effects
found in the rating differences in “honest and straightforward,” “leadership and strength,”
“intelligent,” “honorable,” “has experience,” or in the policy condition statement. Thus
male and female participants did not systematically rate the candidates differently by
policy condition or by sex on these items. I am particularly surprised that there was no
effect found in the “experience” statement, since there were significant effects found
involving the candidates' experience level in both open response questions.

Consistencies with Past Research
The clearest effect replicated in this study is the preference for candidates running
for higher office to be involved in masculine policy issues. As Huddy and Terkildsen
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(1993) found, voters prefer candidates to emphasize masculine policy issues, especially
when running for high levels of office. Participants in this study were far more likely to
deem a candidate “presidential” when the candidate was involved in the masculine policy
areas. In addition, participants demonstrated in a variety of ways that they found
candidates in masculine policy areas to be more viable candidates (for example, these
candidates were less likely to be described as lacking in experience and participants were
less likely to express a desire to compare these candidates to the others running). Thus,
this study confirms that involvement in masculine policy areas is beneficial for
candidates running for president.
Another finding replicated here is the voter belief that women are more competent
on feminine policy issues and men are more competent on masculine policy issues. The
female participants demonstrated this belief quite clearly in their leadership statement
ratings. They quite consistently gave female candidates higher scores when they were
active in feminine policy areas and gave male candidates higher scores when they were
active in masculine policy areas. Interestingly, the male participant responses did not
support this past research.
There were several research findings that this study contradicted. Most clearly
was the finding that the female participants were more gendered in their ratings than men.
Polls, surveys and studies often show that men have a greater reluctance to accept female
leadership than women. Yet in my study, male participants often rated female candidates
higher than they rated the male candidates in the same policy area. In addition, Koch
(2002) found that voters more often draw on stereotypes to assign attributes to female
candidates than they do for male candidates. This effect did not surface in this study.
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Female participants gave male candidates low ratings when they stepped out of their
proscribed gender role in the same way they gave female candidates low ratings. Thus,
female participants drew on stereotypes to infer competency for both male and female
candidates.
Another common research finding that was not replicated here was a bias against
a woman president. Though the percentage of Americans who acknowledge that they
simply would not vote for a woman for president is small, this belief does still exist
(Carroll 2006, 83). However, in this study, there were no significant candidate-sex effects
in the open response question: “Do you find this candidate presidential? Why or why
not?” Moreover, the claim that a third of Americans believe there are characteristics
about women that make them less qualified as political leaders is not supported here
(McLean 2003). That is, there were no significant main effects of candidate sex for the
leadership measures used in this study. Participants may have been inhibited from
acknowledging their gender bias in the open response questions by the knowledge that it
is socially undesirable to voice sexist views.
Thus, some of the results of this study support previous research. Yet this study
has also introduced new scholarship to the field—it begins to answer why female
politicians emphasize feminine policy issues in their campaigns. These results show that
women voters reward female candidates with higher leadership ratings and higher
favorability ratings when they remain within their culturally proscribed gender role and
emphasize feminine policy issues. However, these results also demonstrate that
masculine policy issues are valued more by both men and women. Thus, once again
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women politicians are pulled in opposite directions. If they want to be successful they
must strike a balance between these two competing forces.

Open Responses – A Closer Look
The response to questions 15 and 16 that occurred most frequently was “I don't
know” accompanied by a desire to have more information. This was already discussed
above. However, an interesting parallel to the desire to know more about the candidates'
policies, was a desire to know less about the candidates' family lives. In fact, some
participants were negatively influenced by the inclusion of family information. They felt
that there was too much about the candidate's family and not enough about the
candidate's politics. One woman wrote she would not vote for the candidate because an
“Emphasis on family is saccharine and irritating and irrelevant!” Others expressed a fear
that the candidate's family life would take away from his/her ability to be president. A
female participant wrote, “No, I don't find this candidate presidential because she seems
too involved in her family life.” Another wrote that she didn't find the candidate
presidential because “she [is a] mother of five and I would assume she has a lot going on
in her life and so she just doesn't seem presidential.”
Few participants explicitly mentioned the candidate's sex in their open responses.
However, the few that did are representative of one of the patterns found from the data:
the perceived “unelectability” of female candidates. One participant responded to the
question “Do you find this candidate presidential? Why or why not?” with “No. I don't
think she would be taken seriously even though she is qualified.” Another participant
drew an “unhappy face” after she wrote, “No...would be harder to get elected b/c
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female...would need more to compensate.” One participant expressed her approval of the
candidate, but her doubt that she could win an election: “I would hope she would
win...but I don't know if she could win.” Thus it appears that at least a few participants
were concerned with the electability of female candidates to such an extent that they
mentioned it in their open responses. This worry could have influenced many
participants' ratings and decisions about whether they could vote for Jane C. Williams. In
addition, there were a few responses that mentioned the candidate's sex as a reason for
not voting for them, but did not link this opinion to the difficulties facing female
candidates. For example, one male participant wrote, “I would have trouble voting for a
female candidate. She might become pregnant.”
Another interesting and unexpected response that occurred several times was
participants responding to the term “presidential” negatively. One student put it
succinctly as “Presidential seems to me to be a negative quality.” Participants who held
this view, often responded to question 16 that the candidate did seem presidential because
they sounded “like a cookie-cutter view of the U.S.'s current leadership.” One woman
wrote, “Yes. Sounds like a typical presidential candidacy schpiel [sic].” One man said
that the candidate seemed presidential because his “campaign is empty rhetoric.”
Finally, it appears that some participants assumed a political affiliation for the
candidates. One participant responded he would not vote for John C. Williams because
“He sounds too liberal.” Another participant wrote that he would not vote for the
candidate because she seemed like “an advocate of highly intrusive Government, and her
desire to improve education via the public sector demonstrates her naivete quite sharply.”
The candidate biographies were created to be as politically neutral as possible. However,
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if many participants assumed the candidates to be liberal democrats, it could certainly
have affected the results.

Methodological Limitations
There were several methodological limitations on this study. First, I must
acknowledge the limits of this experiment. As Kinder and Palfrey write, an ideal
experiment puts the investigator in a place to observe that the differences found between
the different treatments are caused by the differences in the treatments themselves (25).
Yet, though a powerful causal inference can be drawn from experiments, they do not
always extend beyond the treatment. This means that an investigator can say “with
special authority that the treatment did it, but what, exactly, is the treatment?” (Kinder
and Palfrey, 25).
It seems possible that there was at least one major flaw in the treatment. As
described in Chapter 2, the intent was to create candidates who were not partisan, yet it
seems that the candidate biographies may have been unintentionally politicized. Very few
participant responded to question “Would you vote for this candidate? Why or why not?”
with “I would need to know what party he/she belongs to.” This suggests that participants
perhaps assumed a party affiliation, and the data support this hypothesis. Students who
identified as Democrats gave the candidates much higher ratings across the board than
students identifying as Republicans or Independents. Thus, despite attempts to create
neutral politicians, it appears that the majority of participants assumed that the candidates
had liberal viewpoints. One reason this may have occurred is that conservative politicians
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often do mention the polarizing issues that were pointedly missing from these candidates'
rhetoric and biographies.
Second, it is also possible that participants surmised the purpose of the study,
since it was a fairly simple design. In addition, because all the eight conditions were
distributed in each class, the participants were often sitting next to someone who had a
different condition from their own. Potentially, participants could have seen the nearly
identical “John C. Williams” biography next to their own “Jane C. Williams” biography,
and inferred the unstated purpose of the study. One participant did come forward with his
survey and told me that he had seen his neighbor's survey and had “figured out” my study
and therefore did not think he should participate. Further, it is possible that the professors
unintentionally clued in their students to the purpose of the study, as many professors
required a detailed explanation of my thesis before they would agree to ask their students
to participate. Finally, since the data were gathered gradually over a three week period, it
is conceivable that some students had heard about the study from participants in other
classes. In fact, I did overhear a conversation between two participants telling their
friends about my study several days after they had completed the survey. Further, the
knowledge that they were participating in a study undoubtedly had an effect on the
participants' responses. Kinder and Palfrey assert that “this knowledge alone may induce
alterations in their behavior...They might defer to the experimenter's authority or they
might react against it” (27).
Perhaps the most important methodological limitation of this study is the sample.
Only Wesleyan University undergraduate students were studied. Though the participant
sample was a fairly accurate representation of the Wesleyan population with respect to
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race and gender, it is of course not an accurate example of America's population as a
whole. It is important to note that the significant effects found in this study are not
broadly applicable, but perhaps should be extended only to other small liberal arts
colleges. Kinder and Palfrey write that effects found using the “samples of convenience”
found in most social sciences studies today cannot be applied to the population at large
(27). They also note that several social scientists, most notably Hoovland (1959) and
Sears (1986), have found that “the typical college sophomore is a peculiar creature”
(Kinder and Palfrey 27).
In addition, the values upheld by Wesleyan University undoubtedly had an effect
on the study outcomes. Wesleyan has historically been a leader in liberal politics and is
particularly concerned with gender equality. Wesleyan was a pioneer in coeducation,
admitting women to the university in September of 1872. The four women admitted
graduated in 1876 and were all elected to Phi Beta Kappa. Though three other colleges in
New England admitted women at this time, only at Wesleyan did more than one woman
continue beyond her first term. However, Wesleyan closed its doors to women under the
pressure from some alumni who felt the presence of women diminished Wesleyan's
prestige. In response, some of Wesleyan's alumnae founded the Connecticut College for
Women in 1911 in order to serve the women who could no longer attend Wesleyan
(Wesleyan Facts 2008). Another striking example of Wesleyan's commitment to social
justice surfaces in the 1960's when Wesleyan began actively recruiting students of color.
Many faculty and students were active in the civil rights movement and the Reverend
Doctor Martin Luther King Jr. visited campus several times, even delivering the
baccalaureate sermon in 1964 (Wesleyan Facts 2008). In 1968, women were readmitted
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to study at Wesleyan first as transfer students and then later in the general admission
process in 1970. The response was enthusiastic: the size of the student body expanded
dramatically and gender parity was reached quickly. Wesleyan's long standing
commitment to equality, diversity and tolerance of course continues today and gender is
certainly a contemporary hot topic.
In conclusion, this study uncovered significant gender biases among Wesleyan
students. This is especially surprising considering that the Wesleyan student body prides
itself on its liberal views, tolerance, and gender equality. Moreover, these participants are
all highly educated and quite young. One might guess that a sample like this one would
be the least likely place to find gender bias. I would therefore expect even greater effects
to surface if the experiment had been run, for example, in downtown Hartford. What does
it say about America and the American political arena that these kind of significant
gender effects still exist, even in a place like Wesleyan?
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Conclusion

America is a gendered country. Though most overt forms of discrimination
against women have disappeared, gender role stereotypes clearly have not. Culturallysanctioned gender stereotypes affect politics to such an extent that the policy issues
themselves have become gendered. This study has shown that women politicians must
consider their campaign issues carefully, in ways that men do not. They must strike a
balance between emphasizing masculine policies in order to seem viable and experienced,
and emphasizing feminine policies in order to uphold traditional gender role expectations.
What's more, the results show that it is women voters who penalize female candidates
when they deviate from their traditional gender role. Thus, gender perceptions are a
persistent prejudice in our society.
This study and the results found would of course be stronger and more broadly
applicable if the participants had been a better representation of the country. In this way,
one could asses how gender bias varies across age, race, and region, to name a few. It is
important not to over generalize experimental results, especially when the sample is
limited. However, in this case, the sample used is arguably the sample from which one
would expect to find the least gender biased responses. Therefore, the existence of gender
prejudice among these young, educated, liberal-minded participants suggests that
gendered perceptions of male and female candidates must be widespread indeed.
There are many areas of future research that could build on this study. As stated
above, it would be enlightening to explore gender bias across a wide range of
demographic groups. It would also be interesting to test a wider variety of policy issues in
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order to discover which issues bring out the most gender bias. Varying the political office
that the candidates are campaigning for would also be worthwhile. Would participants be
more or less accepting of candidates acting contrary to traditional gender roles depending
on which level of office they aspire to? Moreover, this study did not find a clear rating
pattern among the male participants. Their views on gender and politics should be
explored further, especially in light of the fact that polls often describe men as more
gender biased in their views than women.
Lastly, I would like to conclude by repeating Kinder and Palfrey's 15 year old call
for political scientists to employ the experimental method. Polling and surveys alone do
not uncover unconscious biases in the same way that experiments can. The knowledge of
socially desirable responses often leads to self-censoring among participants in methods
that involve direct questioning. I am not sure that students on campus would declare that
economic and foreign policy are more important to them than education or health care
policy; I doubt that women at Wesleyan would freely acknowledge that they view male
and female politicians differently; and I certainly doubt that Wesleyan women would
report that they prefer candidates to focus on policies that emphasize their traditional
gender roles. Yet all these effects surfaced through this experiment. This study found that
there is most definitely a difference in the way that Americans view male and female
political leaders.

74

References

Alexander, Deborah and Kristi Anderson. 1993. “Gender as a Factor in the Attribution
of Leadership Traits.” Political Research Quarterly 46 (3).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/448946> (February 10, 2008).
Barnes, Teveia R. 2003. “Strategies for Developing White Men as Change Agents for
Women Leaders.” In The Difference “Difference” Makes, ed. Deborah L. Rhode.
Stanford: Stanford Law and Politics, 181-184.
Braden, Maria. 1996. Women Politicians and the Media. Lexington: The University
Press of Kentucky.
Bennett, Linda L. M. and Bennett, Stephen. 1996. “Changing Views about Gender
Equality in Politics: Gradual Change and Lingering Doubts.” In Women in
Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace Duke. Upper Saddle River:
Prentice Hall, 33-44.
Bobkoff, Dan, “Searching for the Elusive Republican,”
<http://www.wesleyan.edu/argus/archives/2004.10.05/dateyear/f2.html>
February 8, 2008.
Burrell, Barbara. 2006. “Political Parties and Women's Organizations: Bringing Women
into the Electoral Arena” In Gender and Elections: Shaping the Future of
American Politics, ed. Susan J. Carroll and Richard L. Fox. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 143-168.
Burrell, Barbara C. 1994. A Woman’s Place Is in the House: Campaigning for
Congress in the Feminist Era. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.
Campbell, Kim. 2003.“Different Rulers—Different Rules.” In The Difference
“Difference” Makes, ed. Deborah L. Rhode. Stanford: Stanford Law and
Politics, 121-128.
Carroll, Susan J. 1994. Women as Candidates in American Politics. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press.
Carroll, Susan J. 2003. Women and American Politics: New Questions, New
Directions. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Carroll, Susan J. and Richard L. Fox, ed. 2006. Gender and Elections: Shaping the
Future of American Politics, ed. Susan J. Carroll and Richard L. Fox.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
75

Carroll, Susan J. 2006. “Voting Choices: Meet You at the Gender Gap” Gender and
Elections: Shaping the Future of American Politics, ed. Susan J. Carroll and
Richard L. Fox. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 74-96.
Clark, Cal and Janet Clark. 1996. “Whither the Gender Gap? Converging and
Conflicting Attitudes among Women.” In Women in Politics: Outsiders or
Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace Duke. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 78-99.
Clift, Eleanor and Tom Brazaitis. 2000. Madam President: Shattering the Last Glass
Ceiling. New York: Scribner.
“Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi San Fransisco California – 8th District”
<http://www.house.gov/pelosi/biography/bio.html> December 6, 2008.
Deutchman, Iva Ellen.1996. “Feminist Theory and the Politics of Empowerment.” In
Women in Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace Duke. Upper Saddle
River: Prentice Hall, 4-16.
Dowd, Marueen, “A Flawed Feminist Test.” New York Times,
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/13/opinion/13dowd.html?scp=5&sq=
%22woman+president%22&st=nyt> March 2, 2008.
du Beauvoir, Simone. 1989. Trans. H.M. Parshley. The Second Sex. New York: Vintage
Books.
Duerst-Lahti, Georgia. 2006. “Presidential Elections: Gendered Space and the Case of
2004.” In Gender and Elections: Shaping the Future of American Politics, ed.
Susan J. Carroll and Richard L. Fox. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1-42.
Duke, Lois Lovelace.1996. “Women and Sex Stereotypes: Cultural Reflections in the
Mass Media.” In Women in Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace
Duke. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 229-239.
Foschi, Martha. 1996. “Double Standards in the Evaluation of Men and Women.”
American Sociological Association 59 (3).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/2787021> (February 10, 2008).
Fox, Richard L. 2006. “Congressional Elections: Where Are We on the Road to Gender
Parity?” In Gender and Elections: Shaping the Future of American Politics, ed.
Susan J. Carroll and Richard L. Fox. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 97116.
Fox, Richard L. 1997. Gender Dynamics in Congressional Elections. Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publications, Inc.

76

“Excerpts from Bush's Campaign Speech,” New York Times
<http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.htmlres=9F02E2DC143BF932A35752
C1A96F958260> December 10, 2008.
Healy, Patrick, “Team Clinton's Web Chat: Woman to Woman,” New York Times,
<http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2007/03/28/team-clintons-web-chatwoman-to-woman/?scp=1-b&sq=bedtime+hours+clinton&st=nyt> March 2,
2008.
Huddy, Leonie and Nayda Terkildsen. 1993. “Gender Stereotypes and the Perception
of Male and Female Candidates.” American Journal of Political Science 37.
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111526> (February 10, 2008).
Huddy, Leonie and Nayda Terkildsen. 1993. “The Consequences of Gender
Stereotypes for Women Candidates at Different Levels and Types of Office.”
Political Research Quarterly 46 (3). <http://www.jstor.org/stable/448945>
(February 10, 2008).
Iyengar, Shanto and Donald R. Kinder. 1987. News That Matters. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Jones, Jeffrey M., “Wanted in the Next President: Honesty, Strong Leadership,”
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/27085/Wanted-Next-President-Honesty-StrongLeadership.aspx> November 3, 2008.
Kahn, Kim Fridkin. 2003. “Assessing the Media's Impact on the Political Fortunes of
Women.” In Women and American Politics: New Questions, New Directions,
ed. Susan J. Carroll. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 173-189.
Kellerman, Barbara. 2003. “You’ve Come a Long Way, Baby—and You’ve Got Miles
to Go.” In The Difference “Difference” Makes, ed. Deborah L. Rhode.
Stanford: Stanford Law and Politics, 53-58.
Kinder, Donald R. and Thomas R. Palfrey.1993. Experimental Foundations of
Political Science. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Koch, Jeffrey W. 2002. “Gender Stereotypes and Citizens' Impressions of House
Candidates' Ideological Orientations.” American Journal of Political Science
46 (2). <http://www.jstor.org/stable/3088388> (February 9, 2008).
Lawless, Jennifer L. 2004. “Women, War, and Winning Elections: Gender
Stereotyping in the Post-September 11th Era.” Political Research Quarterly
57 (3). <http://www.jstor.org/stable/3219857> (March 11, 2008).
Lyons, Michael. “Presidential Character Revisited.” Political Psychology 18 (4).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/3792210> (February 10, 2008).
77

Madel, Ruth B. 2003. “A Question About Women and the Leadership Option.” In The
Difference “Difference” Makes. Ed. Deborah L. Rhode. Stanford: Stanford
Law and Politics, 66-75.
McDermott, Monika L. 1998. “Race and Gender Cues in Low-Information
Elections.” Political Research Quarterly 51 (4).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/449110> (February 10, 2008).
McLean, Joan E. 2003. “Campaign Strategy.” In Women and American Politics: New
Questions, New Directions, ed. Susan J. Carroll. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. 53-71.
Miles, Rosalind. 1985. Women and Power. London: Macdonald & Co Ltd.
Norton, Eleanor Holmes. 2003. “Elected to Lead: A Challenge to Women in Public
Office.” In The Difference “Difference” Makes, ed. Deborah L. Rhode.
Stanford: Stanford Law and Politics, 109-120.
Rhode, Deborah L. 2003. “The Difference “Difference” Makes.” In The Difference
“Difference” Makes, ed. Deborah L. Rhode. Stanford: Stanford Law and
Politics,3-52.
Reskin, Barbara. 2003. “What’s the Difference? A Comment on Deborah Rhode’s
“The Difference ‘Difference’ Makes.”” In The Difference “Difference” Makes,
ed. Deborah L. Rhode. Stanford: Stanford Law and Politics, 59-65.
Risman, Barbara J. 2004. “Gender as a Social Structure: Theory Wrestling with
Activism.” Gender and Society 18 (4). <http://www.jstor.org/stable/4149444>
(February 10, 2008).
Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2006. Where Women Run: Gender & Party in the American States.
Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.
Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2006. “State Elections: Where Do Women Run? Where Do
Women Win?” In Gender and Elections: Shaping the Future of American
Politics, ed. Susan J. Carroll and Richard L. Fox. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2003. “Gender-Related Political Knowledge and the Descriptive
Representation of Women.” Political Behavior 25 (4).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/3657309> (February 10, 2008).
Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2002. “Gender Stereotypes and Vote Choice.” American Journal
of Political Science 46 (1). <http://www.jstor.org/stable/3088412> (February
9, 2008).
78

Steuernagel, Gertrude A., Thomas A. Yantek, and Irene J. Barnett. 1996. “More than
Pink and Blue: Gender, Occupational Stratification, and Political Attitudes.”
In Women in Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace Duke. Upper
Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 55-64.
Thomas, Sue. 1994. How Women Legislate. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Walker, Henry A., Barbara C. Ilardi, Anne M. McMahohn, and Mary L. Fennell. 1996.
“Gender, Interaction, and Leadership.” Social Psychology Quarterly 59 (3).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/2787022> (February 9, 2008).
“Wesleyan at a Glance,” <http://www.wesleyan.edu/about/profile.html> January 10,
2008.
“Wesleyan Facts,” <http://www.wesleyan.edu/admission/facts/trivia.html> January
10, 2008.
Whicker, Marcia Lynn, Malcolm Jewell, and Lois Lovelace Duke. 1996. “Women in
Congress” In Women in Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace
Duke. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 127-143.
Whicker, Marcia Lynn and Todd W. Areson. 1996. “The Maleness of the American
Presidency.” In Women in Politics: Outsiders or Insiders? ed. Lois Lovelace
Duke. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 175-186.
“White House Project” <http://www.thewhitehouseproject.org/> April 2, 2008.
Williams, Susan L. 2002. “Trying on Gender, Gender Regimes, and the Process of
Becoming Women.” Gender and Society 16 (1).
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/3081875> (March 11, 2008).
Witt, Linda, Karen M. Paget, and Glenna Matthews. 1994. Running As A Woman:
Gender and Power in American Politics. New York: The Free Press.

79

Appendix A: Consent Form

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Project Title: Candidate Reviews
Researcher: Kimberly Strovink
Faculty Advisor: Melanye Price
Introduction: You are being asked to take part in a research study conducted by Kimberly
Strovink for a thesis under the supervision of Melanye Price in the Department of
Government at Wesleyan University in Middletown, Connecticut. You have been
approached as a member of the Wesleyan student community.
Purpose: The goal of this project is to explore the presidential potential of several
candidates.
Procedures: The process will take approximately 15 minutes. You will be asked to read a
given candidate biography and answer the following questions.
Risks/Benefits: The risks associated with participation in this study are minimal. There
are no direct benefits to you, but your willingness to participate will contribute to
scholarly pursuits.
Confidentiality: Your name will not be used, but the other identifying information you
provide (i.e. class year) will be used in this study.
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary. Even if you decide
to participate, you may withdraw without penalty at any point. You may also choose not
to answer specific questions or discuss certain subjects.
Contacts and Questions: If you have any questions about this research project, feel free to
contact Kimberly Strovink at kstrovink@wesleyan.edu or Professor Price at
mprice@wesleyan.edu.

Statement of Consent:
I agree to participate in this study and to the use of this study as described above.
________________________________
Participant’s Signature

_____________
Date

________________________________
Researcher's Signature

_____________
Date

Research #: _________
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Appendix C: Leadership Rating Form

Please rate how the following statements apply to this candidate on a scale
of 1 to 5. Here, 5 signifies that the statement represents the candidate very
well and 1 signifies that the statement does not represent the candidate well
at all.
1.

The candidate is honest and straightforward.

1

2

3

4

5

2.

The candidate shows good leadership and strength.

1

2

3

4

5

3.

The candidate is competent and capable.

1

2

3

4

5

4.

The candidate has integrity.

1

2

3

4

5

5.

The candidate listens to and represents the people.

1

2

3

4

5

6.

The candidate puts the United States first.

1

2

3 4

5

7.

The candidate is intelligent.

1

2

3

4

5

8.

The candidate has a good moral character.

1

2

3

4

5

9.

The candidate has a vision for the country.

1

2

3

4

5

10.

The candidate is trustworthy.

1

2

3

4

5

11.

The candidate is honorable.

1

2

3

4

5

12.

The candidate has experience.

1

2

3

4

5

13.

The candidate has common sense.

1

2

3

4

5

14.

INSERT CONDITION STATEMENT HERE

1

2

3

4

5

15.

Would you vote for this candidate? Why or why not?

16.

Do you find this candidate presidential? Why or why not?
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Appendix D: Demographic Form

Please fill out the following information:
Class Year:
 First-year
 Sophomore
 Junior
 Senior
Sex:
 Female
 Male
Home State: ________________________________________
Academic Major: ___________________________________
Political Party Affiliation:
 Democrat
 Republican
 Independent
 Other (please specify)_______________________________
Race/Ethnicity:
 White
 Black/African American
 Hispanic/Latino/Chicano
 Asian/Asian American
 Native American
 Other (please specify) _______________________________
Family's Yearly Income:
 $0 - $25,000
 $26,000-$50,000
 $51,000-$75,000
 $76,000-100,000
 $101,000-$200,000
 $201,000-$300,000
 $301,000 or more

Did you vote in the last presidential election?
Yes
 No
 I was underage
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Appendix E
Participating Classes

Classes Chosen:

Professor
Response

Date of Data
Collection

AFAM129 Resisting the Romance in Black and White
and Technicolor

Yes

January 30,
2008

ANTH101 Being and Becoming Human

No

ANTH102 Fundamentals of Cultural Anthropology

No

ARST131 Drawing I

No

BIOL107 Perspectives in Genetics

No

BIOL109 Feet to the Fire: The Art and Science of
Climate Change

No

BIOL116 Aging and the Elderly

No

COL112 The Essay

No

COL115 The Great Separation: Politics, Religion and
the Modern West

No

COL117 Conceptual Metaphor and Modern Spanish
Culture

No

COL130 Thinking Animals: An Introduction to
Animal Studies

No

COMP112 Introduction to Programming

No

COMP134 Human and Machine Inference

No

DANC111 Introduction to Dance

No

E&ES199 Introduction to Environmental Science

No

ECON101 Introduction to Economics

No

ECON122 Schooling and Scarcity

No

ECON129 Selected Problems in American Criminal
Law

No

ENGL201 The Study of Literature

Yes

FGSS207 Gender in a Transnational Perspective

No

GOVT151 American Government and Politics

No

GOVT155 International Politics

No

GOVT157 Democracy and Dictatorship

Yes
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February 12,
2008

February 4,

2008
GOVT159 The Moral Basis of Politics

No

GOVT257 Everyday Forms of Resistance

Yes

February 6,
2008

GOVT269 The Politics of Minority Coalitions

Yes

January 29,
2008

MATH111 Introduction to Mathematical Thought

Yes

January 30,
2008

MATH122 Calculus I, Part II

Yes

February 5,
2008

MATH132 Introduction to Statistics

Yes

January 28,
2008

MATH163 An Invitation to Numbers

No

MUSC120 Orpheus and Eurydice: The Power of
Music

No

MUSC243 Music of the 19th Century

No

PHIL110 Beginning Philosophy

Yes

PSYC105 Foundations of Contemporary Psychology

No

REL101 Introduction to Religion

Yes

RELI203 Judaism and Story

No

RUSS222 Doubles in Literature

Yes

SOC151 Introductory Sociology

No

THEA245 Acting I

No
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February 12,
2008
January 31,
2008
January 28,
2008

