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Abstract: In past decades, female candidates in the United States tended to receive less frequent and lower quality news media coverage than did male candidates. More recently, these differences in coverage have lessened, although they have not entirely disappeared. While past research allows for such an overtime comparison, much less attention has been placed on explaining variation in the coverage women receive at any one point in time. This research explores two possible sources of such variation – gender stereotypic expectations and novelty – for state executive office candidates. In contests for these offices between 2006 and 2008, both women’s and men’s coverage was influenced by whether they ran for offices that correspond more closely to stereotypes regarding men’s issue expertise (such as attorney general) or women’s expertise (superintendent of public instruction). Some differences in women’s coverage also emerged when comparing races for offices that had or had not been previously held by a woman. Men’s coverage was less influenced by their female opponent’s novelty status. 
Paper prepared for the New Research on Gender in Political Psychology Conference, March 2011.  Jamie Luguri provided valuable research assistance. This research has been supported by Union College and by a research fellowship awarded to Jamie Luguri (under National Science Foundation IIS CPATH Award #0722203).


The 2008 presidential election in the United States focused some popular attention on news media treatment of female candidates. Was Hillary Clinton’s coverage more negative than that of the male candidates who ran for the Democratic nomination? Was Sarah Palin covered fairly or scrutinized more carefully than other vice presidential candidates? Could any differential treatment of these women be attributed to blatant sexism? Questions such as this swirled in the media (traditional and new; mainstream and alternative) as well as in casual conversations around the nation.


Gender politics scholars have long been interested in whether women receive different coverage than men who run for elective office. In the past, differences did exist, with women receiving less frequent and lower quality coverage. While these gender differences have minimized, and even disappeared, for some offices, differential coverage patterns do still exist for others, notably the presidency. Much of what voters learn about candidates comes from the news media, thus reporters can and do influence voter’s evaluations of candidates. If a female candidate’s coverage differs significantly and systematically from her male peers, women will have a more difficult time winning elective office. Therefore, it is important that scholars continue to explore contemporary news coverage patterns for women and men, and expand their analyses to previously unexplored offices.

In this research, I investigate recent coverage of candidates for state executive offices. Nearly all existing research has examined media coverage of women running for president, U.S. Senate or governor. Thus, by analyzing media coverage for state executive offices other than the governor (attorney general, treasurer, secretary of state, etc.), we can determine whether the coverage patterns that exist in the previously studied offices generalize to other, lower prestige offices. Additionally, by studying state executive offices, we can explore variation in coverage across offices, in order to test some factors that might account for different coverage patterns. The two factors that I explore are gender belief stereotyping and novelty. Specifically, I examine whether women receive lower quality coverage when they run for an office that conforms to stereotypes about men or when they are trying to win election to an office never held by a woman before. 
Media Coverage of Female Candidates

After decades of much anecdotal evidence of women’s poor treatment by the news media, Kim Fridkin Kahn (1996) conducted the first large-scale, systematic analysis of media coverage of female candidates. More specifically, she analyzed newspaper coverage of candidates who ran for U.S. Senate or governor between 1983 and 1988. Her findings demonstrated that female candidates for the Senate received less coverage than did male candidates, whereas the quantity of coverage for gubernatorial candidates did not differ by candidate sex. As for the quality of this print coverage, women’s was worse than men’s for both offices. In the mid-1980s, newspaper coverage of women was more likely to focus on their viability (and much of this viability coverage suggested that women would not win), appearance, personal life, and personal traits than was coverage of men for these two offices. In contrast, the issue positions of men received more attention than did issue stances of women.

To account for these coverage differences, Kahn (1996) focuses squarely on gender stereotyping. For much of the United States’ history, traditional sex-role orientations dominated political life. Politics was assumed to be a man’s place, whereas women’s activities were to be reserved for the personal sphere. Clearly, such a rigid delineation of sex roles has softened over time. Yet, many (voters, reporters, party officials) continue to apply stereotypic expectations of women and men when evaluating female and male candidates. In other words, male and female candidates are often attributed with certain characteristics and areas of expertise that are consistent with the traditional roles of men and women. Leonie Huddy and Nayda Terkildsen (1993) argue that two types of stereotypes are especially relevant in the political sphere. Trait stereotypes are personal qualities that women and men are assumed to possess, such as compassion for women and assertiveness for men. Stereotyping also occurs around the ideologies or issue competencies that candidates are presumed to hold. Such belief stereotyping results in voters thinking that male candidates are more qualified to handle issues of war, fighting crime, and finance whereas women are deemed better suited for social welfare, education and consumer protection.

Gender stereotyping influenced the coverage of female and male candidates during the 1980s in a variety of ways. Journalists “hold certain preconceptions about women candidates that lead them to consider those candidates less viable than their male counterparts” (Kahn 1996, 13). Kahn pointed to such preconceptions as the reasons why women tended to receive less coverage than men, but at the same time received more attention to their viability. Gender stereotyping also emerged in the coverage of which personal traits and issue stances of candidates appeared in the news. Male candidates for Senate and governor were more likely than women to be described as strong leaders, independent, and knowledgeable while the traits of compassion, gentleness, and dependence appeared more often in connection with female candidates. Furthermore, in contests for the Senate, the issue coverage of men more often focused on male issues (foreign policy, economy, etc.) than did the issue coverage for women. Kahn noted that this discrepancy was not due to differences in the candidates’ own issue agendas. In fact, reporters more faithfully represented the issue stances of male than female candidates for both Senate and gubernatorial elections. In Kahn’s (1996, 98) own words, “women candidates for governor demonstrate their competence for dealing with ‘male’ issues such as the economy in their political advertisements. However, reporters – and especially women reporters – focus more heavily on ‘female’ issues such as education and health care when covering these candidates.”
Have these gendered patterns of media coverage changed since the 1980s? Yes and no. The most striking difference has occurred for the quantity of coverage. A number of studies examining news stories of Senate and/or gubernatorial elections in the 1990s through the early 2000s conclude that male and female candidates received roughly the same amount of press coverage (Bystrom et al. 2004; Devitt 2002; Fowler and Lawless 2009; Smith 1997). These same studies also demonstrate that women are now not more likely to receive more attention to their viability than are men (Bystrom et al. 2004; Devitt 2002; Smith 1997).

For others measures of news quality, however, female candidates for Senate and governor are still at a disadvantage. Women’s coverage continues to be more likely than men’s to focus on personal matters, such as appearance and marital status (Bystrom et al. 2004; Devitt 2002; but see Fowler and Lawless 2009). Most stories do not cover these topics, but when they do, women are the ones covered. For example, in 2002 6% of news stories mentioned a female candidate’s appearance, 10% her sex and 8% her marital status compared to 1% of each for men (Bystrom et al. 2004). In contrast, men receive more issue coverage than women. Finally, the issue coverage of women and men does at times follow patterns of gender stereotyping, yet such gendered coverage of issue stances has not occurred for every election cycle (Bystrom et al. 2004).

While gender discrepancies in news coverage of women and men for governor and Senate have minimized (and even disappeared for some news characteristics), female candidates for president continue to receive worse coverage than men. This was certainly the case with Elizabeth Dole’s 1999 candidacy. Compared to her male counterparts, Dole received less media attention, especially given all candidates’ standing in the polls (Aday and Devitt 2001; Bystrom 2005; Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005). Dole’s coverage was also more likely to focus on her viability and personal matters whereas the men she ran against received more policy attention than she did (Aday and Devitt 2001; Heith 2001, 2003; Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005). Dole’s appearance, for example, was mentioned in 7.1% of news stories compared to 3.3% for George W. Bush and .8% for John McCain (Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005). 

Research conducted by Melissa Miller, Jeffrey Peake and Brittany Boulton (2010) uncovered some differences in media coverage of Hillary Clinton’s bid to be the 2008 Democratic presidential nominee compared to Dole’s coverage. First, Clinton actually received more coverage than her Democratic counterparts. Second, attention to Clinton’s appearance was lower (in 2.4% of articles) than were mention of Dole’s and not more common than most of her male opponents. Third, Clinton’s issue positions were featured in articles as often as or more often than her male competitors. 

On two other measures, however, Clinton’s and Dole’s coverage was similar. Compared to male presidential candidates, their coverage was more likely to be negative in tone and their sex was mentioned much more often (Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005; Miller, Peake and Boulton 2010). Mentions of a female candidate’s sex often crop up in “first woman” discussions (Anderson 2002; Heith 2001; Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005). The effect of “first woman” coverage is likely mixed (Heith 2001). Framing a candidate as potentially being the first female to win election to the presidency does highlight a potential achievement. Yet, it also suggests that a candidate’s sex is a relevant consideration for voters. And, when sex becomes a point of discussion only for women, the subtle (or not so subtle) message continues to be that women are political outsiders.

This overtime analysis of existing literature demonstrates that women’s press coverage has improved over time. Yet, the nature of press coverage does still vary by type of office, in ways that make sense given gender stereotype expectations. The president is considered to be the most masculine of elected positions in the nation (Anderson 2002; Duerst-Lahti 2006, 2007). In terms of policies, the president is expected to have competence across a wide spectrum of issues, most notably the male domains of foreign and defense policy (Lawless 2004). Thus, the continuing disparities in media coverage of women versus men who run for president are likely influenced by trait and belief stereotyping, particularly the violation of stereotypic norms by women who run for this office. 
Alternatively, the differing nature of media coverage across offices could be due to the fact that a woman has never been elected to the White House before. Unlike for the Senate and many state governorships, a female president would be a novelty. It could be that this novelty status is contributing to the gendered nature of press coverage in contests for the president. When voters (and reporters) are not accustomed to women holding a specific office, they might be more likely to view her prospects for victory as well as her traits and competencies negatively.


This discussion suggests that gender disparities in media coverage might be especially likely in specific situations: when the office being contest favors male issue competencies, or when the office has never been held by a woman before. To examine whether either or both of these contribute to press treatment of female candidates, I analyze elections to a set of positions – state executive offices – that vary along both criteria. 
Hypotheses and Research Design
In every American state, voters elect at least one executive official: the governor. In most states, though, other executive officials are elected. The most commonly elected of these other executive positions are attorney general, treasurer, secretary of state, auditor, lieutenant governor and superintendent of education (or public instruction). While all of these officials are part of their state’s executive branch, their duties vary substantially. The attorney general is concerned with law enforcement, whereas the auditor is responsible for enforcing financial accountability. Some offices are responsible for many state government functions. Many secretaries of state, for example, oversee business licensing, elections, vehicle registration, campaign finance and notaries public.

Realizing that many of the duties of these offices correspond to stereotypically male and female issue competencies, in prior work Richard Fox and I (2003) categorized each office as being masculine, feminine or neutral. Masculine offices are those whose primary policy duties are in areas which voters assume are better suited to the competencies of men, such as attorney general, treasurer and auditor. Feminine offices, in contrast, correspond with women’s perceived issue strengths (e.g., superintendent of public instruction). Neutral officials are those with primary responsibility over issue(s) that voters consider to be neither particularly male nor female, including secretary of state and labor commissioner.

Given that these state executive offices appear to coincide with voters’ stereotypes regarding women’s and men’s issue competencies, it seems reasonable that media coverage of female and male candidates might vary by type of office. More specifically, I hypothesize that gender differences in media coverage of candidates should be greater for masculine offices, and least great for feminine offices. Stated another way, compared to men, female candidates should receive less coverage and worse coverage when they are contesting masculine offices. Such gender differences should be minimal, or perhaps favor female candidates, for feminine offices. 

Every year, women vie for election to some state executive offices that have always been held by men. This naturally occurring variation allows me to explore whether coverage of women will be related to novelty. There are many reasons to believe that women’s electoral experiences improve as more women hold office (notably that gender stereotyping becomes less prevalent). Thus, we might expect that a female candidate’s press coverage will be more frequent and of a higher quality if she is running for an office that has previously been held by a woman. When she would be the first woman to serve in that position if elected, her coverage should suffer. 
Election Contests Included in Analysis
To test these hypotheses, I intend to examine newspaper coverage of all non-gubernatorial state executive office elections between 2006 and 2009 where a woman ran against a man. Because states hold their state executive elections on different years, including only one or two years in the analysis would eliminate some states. Most states’ executive office elections occur every four years (on even-numbered years); those that do not are held on a two-year cycle. Thus, incorporating a four year period will allow all states to potentially be included. Once the four year window was selected, I perused the Center for American Women and Politics and state government websites to determine which electoral contests pitted a woman against a man. In total, there were 76 such contests, distributed as follows:

· 2006: 52 contests from 28 states

· 2007: 1 contest from 1 state

· 2008: 22 contests from 13 states

· 2009: 1 contest from 1 state
For reasons explained below, this paper reports findings from only 66 of these contests. Excluded are nine contests from 2006 and the one contest from 2009.

Testing my hypotheses requires characterizing offices by the gender stereotypic expectations of their duties and determining whether the female candidate in each contest was a novelty. For the former, I used Fox and Oxley’s (2003) classification. Fourteen different offices are included in this analysis. Ten of these are masculine offices, three are gender neutral and one is feminine. The following lists specific offices within each category as well as the number of election contests for each.
· 42 Contests for Masculine Offices: Treasurer (12 contests), Attorney General (7), Public Service Commissioner (7), Auditor (6), Controller (4), Insurance Commissioner (2), Corporation Commissioner (1), Agriculture (1), Railroad Commissioner (1), and Commissioner of Public Lands (1)
· 19 Contests for Neutral Offices: Secretary of State (14), Lieutenant Governor (4), and Labor Commissioner (1)

· 5 Contests for Feminine Office: Superintendent of Public Instruction (5)
As for novelty, I determined whether a woman had ever held the specific statewide office being contested (using information available on the Center for American Women and Politics website). For those offices never held by a woman, the female candidate was labeled as a novelty (since, if elected, she would be the first woman to hold that office in her state). Of the 66 elections under study, 16 featured a female novelty candidate. 
Looking more thoroughly at these 66 contests, 17 featured a female incumbent running against a male challenger, 22 pitted a male incumbent versus a female challenger, while 27 were open seat contests. In terms of partisanship, 44 of the 66 female candidates were Democrats, 21 were Republicans and 1 ran for a nonpartisan office (the Superintendent of Public Instruction in Washington). Table 1 presents the breakdown of candidate status and partisanship for the two key characteristics currently under study: gender stereotype of the office and female novelty status. Importantly, for most categories of these two characteristics, there is variation both for the status and the partisanship of the female candidates. In other words, very few zeroes appear in the table. Among the contests for masculine and neutral offices, for example, some female candidates were incumbents, some challengers, and some vied for open seats. There were, however, no female challengers among the candidates for feminine offices. Of the 16 contests for offices never held by a woman before, 11 featured a female challenger and five were open seat contests. By the definition of novelty, none of these races can feature a female incumbent. Turning to candidate party, among the partisan contests, there is variation in the party of the female candidate for all categories of office gender and novelty status. 
[Table 1 about here.]

Finally, it is worth noting that women were quite successful in these state executive offices, winning 37 of the 66 (56%). Given past research (Fox and Oxley 2003), this is somewhat surprising. Yet, upon closer inspection, differences across years emerge. Whereas women won exactly half of the 44 contests in 2006 and 2007, women won 15 of the 22 contests (68%) in 2008. It is possible, of course, that 2008 was the “year of the woman” for state executive office elections. Yet, it is perhaps more likely that female candidates for these offices benefitted from the broader political climate. Election Day 2008 was a very good one for Democratic candidates across the nation, and the state executive office elections were no exception. Of the 21 partisan contests from 2008 in this analysis, 15 (71%) were won by Democrats. In contrast, Democratic candidates won only 61% of the 44 partisan contests in 2006 and 2007. Furthermore, while a majority of the women in the 65 partisan contests were Democratic (44 versus 21 Republicans; see Table 2), female Democrats were especially common in 2008. Just over 80% of the 2008 contests featured female Democrats in 2008 compared to 61% for 2006-07. It thus seems that a good electoral cycle for Democrats contributed to women’s successful candidacies for state executive offices in 2008.
Coding of Newspaper Articles

To select newspaper articles for coding, I relied on the Lexis/Nexis database. For each contest, all articles archived in this database that were dated between September 1 and the day before Election Day each year and that contained the name of at least one of the candidates were examined. Most stories focused on the election, but those that did not were excluded. In nearly all cases, the eliminated articles focused on the incumbent candidate’s duties in his or her official capacity. Using these criteria, 900 articles remained and were subsequently coded. The number of articles per contest ranges from one to 52, with an average of 13.6. For 10 of the 76 contests initially identified for inclusion in this study, the volume of relevant election articles on Lexis/Nexis was significantly larger than the other 66 (i.e., more than 100 articles per contest). While my original goal had been to code all articles in the database for each election contest, it became apparent that this would not be possible. Thus, a sample of articles for each of the final 10 contests is being drawn. Once the sampling is complete, these articles will be coded and added to the 900 already coded.
As for the coding of articles, my procedures largely followed past research (e.g., Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005; Kahn 1996). More specifically, the stories were coded for both quantity and quality, separately for the male and the female candidate. Quantity of coverage was measured in two ways: by noting whether the candidate’s name appeared in the article headline and recording how many paragraphs of the news story mentioned the candidate.
The quality of the news coverage was assessed in a variety of ways. First, news stories were examined for whether they contained mentions of a candidate’s qualifications or past experiences (whether political or not). Second, because prior research has found that coverage of women is more likely to focus on personal matters, I coded for many of these. Mentions of a candidate’s martial status were recorded along with the number of paragraphs that discussed a candidate’s spouse. Discussion of children, extended family, personal appearance and mentions of the candidate’s sex were also noted.
Third, the number of paragraphs containing horse race coverage of a candidate was tallied for each story. To determine whether coverage qualified as horse race, I used Heldman, Carroll and Olson’s (2005, 333) definition: “any discussion of candidates’ chances of winning, including their standing in the polls, the strength of their campaign organizations, and general observations about their relative standing in the race.” The nature of this horse race coverage was also coded, to capture whether the candidate was portrayed as the likely winner, the likely loser, or in the midst of a competitive race. Fourth, other aspects of candidate viability were assessed. A few stories contained discussions of a candidate’s fundraising, other campaign resources or campaign management. When these did appear, the coding captured whether the discussion reflected positively or negatively on the candidate, or whether the assessment was mixed. A positive discussion of a candidates’ fundraising, for example, would demonstrate that she or he had raised more funds than the opponent. 
Trait and issue coverage was also analyzed. The initial coding captured which specific personal traits were mentioned in the news articles (and the number of times each appeared in an article). As will be discussed below, personal traits rarely appeared in these newspaper stories. Examples that did occur include attentive, experienced and sincere. 
Specific issues that were discussed were also noted on the coding sheet. For issues, though, I counted the number of paragraphs mentioning a specific issue, since it was difficult to discern individual mentions of issues (see also Kahn 1996). Some paragraphs, for example, might mention the same issue multiple times in an extended discussion of that issue. Issue coverage was much more common than trait coverage, as we might expect. In total, over three dozen issues were mentioned across the newspaper articles. After coding was completed, the specific issues that were mentioned were categorized as female or male, based on the gender belief stereotyping and gender and media literatures (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Kahn 1996; Lawless 2004; Rosenwasser and Dean 1989). Male issues (those that voters believe men are best able to address) include business, crime, the economy, and taxes. Included in the list of women’s issues are education, health care, the environment, and social welfare.

Finally, I assessed the tone of each article as well as the tone of the article headline. If a candidate was mentioned in the headline or in the article, I assessed whether the tone of either was positive, negative, a mix of positivity and negativity, or neutral. Positive coverage presents a candidate favorably, either by suggesting some reasons why a citizen would want to vote for the candidate or suggesting that the candidate is likely to win. In contrast, negative coverage is critical of the candidate or implies that the candidate will lose (for similar coding criteria, see Heldman, Carroll and Olson 2005). Some articles contain a relatively balanced mix of positive and negative information about a candidate, while the tone for others is neutral. An example of the latter would be a story that merely describes which candidates are running without providing much detailed information about them.
Results


For the first step in this analysis, I compared the newspaper coverage of male versus female candidates for all offices, then by the gender of the office and by whether the female candidate was a novelty. Table 2 presents the results for features of press coverage where significant differences emerged. For all analyses in the table, statistical significance was determined by paired samples t-tests comparing women’s and men’s means. Since a single article could contain coverage of both the male and the female candidate, coverage of women and coverage of men cannot be considered independent. Thus, I used paired samples rather than independent samples t-tests. 
[Table 2 about here.]


Among all contests, significant differences in media coverage emerged for five features of the newspaper stories. Personal traits were more commonly used to describe women than men, although the overall number of traits included in the news stories was quite low. For women, traits were mentioned, on average, .13 times per article. For men, the average was .09. Candidate sex was also more likely to be mentioned for women than men, albeit in only 2% of articles (versus 0% for men). Furthermore, nearly all of the mentions of candidate sex for women were in “first women” discussions, such as the following sentence about the contest for treasurer in North Carolina: “Democrat Elaine Marshall, 62, the first woman to win statewide office, in 1996, is seeking a fourth term. She is opposed by Jack Sawyer, 36, an Alamance County real-estate lawyer and businessman.”
 Counter to expectations, references to a candidate’s extended family were more common for men than women, although attention to this topic was also uncommon (4% of articles for men, 2% for women). 

Finally, for two evaluative news characteristics, significant sex differences were apparent. Article tone was a bit more positive for men than women (2.08 versus 2 on a three-point scale). When horse race coverage was included, men were more commonly described as the likely winner. On a three-point scale with two indicating a competitive contest, the average horse race assessment for men was 2.16 compared to 1.84 for women. In light of the fact that female candidates won 56% of the contests, this finding is noteworthy.

Before moving on, it is important to note for which news characteristics no significant differences emerged in the overall coverage of women versus men. Beginning with characteristics that are included in Table 2, the quantity of coverage (measured in terms of the number of paragraphs mentioning the candidate) did not differ significantly by candidate sex, nor did references to a candidate’s qualifications, attention to issue stances (overall, male issues, or female issues), mentions of the candidate’s children, or assessments of fundraising. As for the features of news coverage that are not presented in Table 2, women and men were equally likely to be mentioned in the headline (11% versus 12%, respectively). The number of horse race paragraphs appearing in an article did not differ between women and men (.24 and .27, respectively), nor did assessments of viability that focused on campaign management or non-fundraising resources (both of which were very rare, appearing in fewer than 10 articles). Very little attention was devoted to the personal appearance or marital status of any candidate, whether male or female. Furthermore, what coverage of these personal matters that did appear did not differ by candidate sex.

Coverage by Gender of Office
Turning now to the middle columns of Table 2, we can see that coverage patterns varied across the gender of the office being contested, as hypothesized. For masculine offices, significant gender differences appeared for six story characteristics, four of which favored male candidates. Men received more attention to their qualifications. Women’s sex was more likely to be mentioned than men’s, although, again, references to sex were quite rare. Finally, the tone of men’s coverage was more positive and they were presented as more viable candidates in terms of horse race coverage. For instance, across all masculine offices, men were more likely to be described as the likely winner than women (2.27 versus 1.73). Finally, and contrary to expectations, male candidates for masculine offices were more likely than females to have their extended family and children mentioned in newspaper stories (5% versus 2% for family, 4% versus 3% for children). 
Among contests for neutral and feminine offices, gender differences in coverage were less common than was the case for masculine offices. Furthermore, some of the differences for neutral and feminine offices favored women. Among neutral offices, women’s fundraising was presented more positively than was men’s (2.4 versus 1.75). Among feminine offices, women received more coverage (4.07 paragraphs versus 2.77 for men) and more attention to their qualifications (in 53% of articles compared to 35% for men). Finally, women’s coverage was of lower quality than men’s for two news characteristics. In contests for neutral offices, attention to men’s sex appeared less often than women’s (zero versus five percent of articles, respectively). For feminine offices, women’s personal traits were described in news stories more often than were men’s (an average of .25 mentions per article for women versus .07 for men).
This analysis has uncovered some sex differences in newspaper coverage and also variation in the nature of the sex differences by the gender of the office. Another approach to testing the belief stereotype hypothesis would be to examine whether newspaper coverage of female (male) candidates differed by the gender of the office. If gender stereotypes influence coverage of candidates, we would expect women’s coverage to be more plentiful and more favorable for feminine compared to masculine offices. The opposite pattern should exist for male candidates. To examine this topic, I conducted a series of ANOVAs to test whether women’s means for the coverage characteristics in Table 2 differ significantly by gender of office. For many, they do. More specifically, significant differences emerged for the following:
· Issue Coverage [F (2, 897)=9.3, p<.001]

· Female Issue Coverage [F (2, 897)=45.3, p<.001]

· Sex of Candidate [F (2, 897)=4.9, p<.01]

· Tone of Article [F (2, 772)=2.7, p<.10]

· Horse Race Coverage [F (2, 130)=2.8, p<.10]

· Fundraising [F (2, 79)=2.8, p<.10]
For all of these coverage characteristics except fundraising assessments, women’s coverage was of highest quality for feminine office contests (refer to the means in Table 2). In other words, issue coverage and female issue coverage was most common, mentions of candidate sex least common, article tone most positive, and horse race coverage most favorable for feminine offices.  The most positive fundraising assessments appeared for neutral offices. For article tone, horse race coverage, and fundraising assessments, women received the lowest quality coverage in contests for masculine offices. Finally, for two characteristics, differences in women’s coverage by office gender just missed reaching statistical significance. These were number of paragraphs mentioning the candidate [F (2, 897)=2.1, p=.12] and mentions of personal traits [F (2, 897)=2.0, p=.13].

I also conducted ANOVAs comparing means across office types for male candidates. Even more significant differences emerged for men than women, as demonstrated below:

· Number of Paragraphs [F (2, 897)=3.3, p<.05]

· Qualifications [F (2, 897)=3.6, p<.05]

· Issue Coverage [F (2, 897)=3.6, p<.05]

· Male Issue Coverage [F (2, 897)=3.0, p<.05]

· Female Issue Coverage [F (2, 897)=31.9, p<.001]

· Extended Family [F (2, 897)=2.7, p<.10]

· Children [F (2, 897)=2.6, p<.10]

· Tone of Article [F (2, 735)=6.6, p<.01]

· Horse Race Coverage [F (2, 131)=2.7, p<.10]

· Fundraising [F (2, 88)=2.9, p<.10]

Among men, coverage tended to be more favorable for masculine than feminine offices with neutral offices in between. This pattern emerged for quantity of coverage (number of paragraphs), mentions of qualifications, male issue coverage, article tone and horse race coverage. For total issue coverage and female issue coverage, mentions of male candidate’s issues stances were highest for feminine office contests (and lowest for neutral offices). Fundraising assessments were also lowest for neutral offices. Finally, mentions of extended family and children were most common for masculine and least common for feminine offices.
Coverage by Women’s Novelty Status
Table 2 also presents results from my examination of the nature of media coverage by the novelty of women’s office-holding. If women fare worse in press coverage when competing for offices never held by a woman before, we would see greater sex discrepancies in coverage for such contests and these discrepancies should favor men. For only one coverage characteristic does this pattern hold. The likelihood of a newspaper article mentioning a candidate’s qualifications did not differ by candidate sex for contests when the female candidate was not a novelty, but did when she was a novelty. Among the latter contests, men’s qualifications were mentioned in 54% of the articles compared for 42% for women. For other coverage characteristics, many sex differences in coverage were the same regardless of women’s novelty status (in the two columns, witness the lack of significant differences for number of paragraphs or largely the same pattern for sex of candidate mentions). Finally, for some characteristics, when sex differences did emerge, it was for contests where the woman was not a novelty when women’s coverage was worse than men’s (trait mentions, article tone, and nature of horse race coverage).

As with the examination of coverage by office gender, it is worth going beyond sex differences in coverage to exploring whether women’s (men’s) coverage varies by whether a woman would be the first to hold the office. For women, significant differences in means by novelty status emerged for the following:
· Number of Paragraphs [t (898)=1.7, p<.10]

· Qualifications [t (898)=2.0, p<.05]

· Female Issue Coverage [t (898)=1.8, p<.10]

· Children [t (898)=2.0, p<.05]
Female candidates received less coverage, less attention to their qualifications, and less coverage of their positions on female issues when running as novelty candidates compared to contests that had been previously held by a woman (refer to the means in Table 2). Mentions of women’s children were less common, however, when the woman was a novelty candidate. Among men, only two differences in coverage exist by their female opponent’s novelty status. Men’s qualifications are more likely to be mentioned when their opponent is a novelty [t (898)=1.7, p<.10], as are references to men’s extended family [t (898)=1.8, p<.10].

Multivariate Analyses

Coverage of executive office candidates is influenced by features other than those analyzed above, of course. Thus, I conducted a set of multivariate analyses, each predicting a specific type of media coverage. Results for four characteristics appear in Table 3. The dependent variables for the four are number of paragraphs devoted to the candidate, tone of article toward the candidate, whether the candidate’s qualifications were mentioned, and the number of paragraphs mentioning male issues. 
The predictor variables were the same for each model. These included characteristics of the candidate: party (Democrat coded as 1 and other parties as 0) and incumbent or challenger status (the former coded 1 for incumbents and the latter coded 1 for challengers; the excluded category is thus open seat candidates). Characteristics of the office being contested were also included, such as office gender (dummy variables for masculine and feminine offices are both included), whether the woman would be the first to hold the office, and election year. Finally, the length of the newspaper article (measured as number of paragraphs) was also included. For all but article tone, the characteristics should be more likely to be present the longer the article. Each model was run separately for male and female candidates. Finally, because it is likely that the nature of coverage in any one article might be influenced by the broader coverage patterns of the contest, we cannot assume that articles from the same contest are independent of each other. To accommodate this, for all models, clustering by contest was performed.
[Table 3 about here.]


Perhaps the first item to note from Table 3 is the poor model fits. The R2 values are very low, suggesting that important predictors of media coverage have not been included. Thus, these results should be considered more suggestive than definitive. With that in mind, some interesting sex differences in coverage do appear. The quantity of men’s coverage (measured by number of paragraphs) is higher for masculine offices and in 2008 compared to earlier years but lower among challengers. Yet, among women, none of the predictor variables was significantly related to coverage quantity. Even though the comparison of means analyses demonstrated that women received more coverage for feminine offices, this result might not hold under statistical control.
As for article tone, candidate status seems to be driving differences across candidates. Among men, being an incumbent results in more positive coverage whereas incumbency does not translate into better coverage for women. Instead, having challenger status is related to more negative coverage for women. For neither women nor men did the gender of the office or women’s novelty status influence article tone. Neither of these characteristics was related to the mention of a candidate’s qualifications. This feature of media coverage was related to incumbency status (more mentions among incumbents) and, for men, article length (oddly, longer articles were less likely to contain information on candidates’ qualifications).
Even though the comparison of means analyses did not uncover any sex differences in the presentation of male issue stances, the final multivariate models do suggest that the predictors of male issue coverage do vary by candidate sex. Among male candidates, the presentation of their positions on male issues was less likely for challengers, but more likely in 2008 compared to early years and for masculine offices. This latter finding makes sense, as we would expect male issues to receive attention in contests for masculine offices. Yet, the prevalence of male issue coverage among female candidates does not depend upon the office being contested. Put differently, female candidates’ views toward male issues were as likely to appear whether the woman was contesting a masculine or neutral office. What did drive male issue coverage among female candidates was article length (more coverage for longer articles) and incumbency (albeit less issue coverage for incumbents). Finally, I also ran models predicting overall issue coverage and female issue coverage, separately for male and female candidates (results not shown, to save space). For all four models, the results were the same: for both women and men, issue coverage and females issue coverage were both more likely in 2008 compared to earlier years and for contests for feminine offices.
Conclusions and Future Directions


Gender politics scholars have explored many aspects of women’s candidacies. We have learned much about the circumstances (positive and negative) faced by these women, and have seen many electoral conditions improve for women throughout the years. One area of improvement has been women’s treatment by the news media. As discussed earlier, though, while women are now covered very similarly to men for some offices, women’s coverage continues to be worse for other offices. Applying findings from this past research to a previously unexplored office – state executive positions – I find that women’s newspaper coverage does vary across these statewide positions. Both women’s and men’s coverage differs by office type, with women’s coverage tending to be better for feminine offices while men typically fare the best in their coverage when running for masculine offices. These conclusions demonstrate gender stereotyping at work: the nature candidates’ coverage coincides with whether they are running for an office that corresponds with their stereotypical issue competencies or violates gender norms. 

Women’s novelty status, however, appears to be  not as strong a predictor of media coverage of state executive office contests. Why might this be? It would seem reasonable to assume that women’s electoral experiences would diverge less from men’s as female office-holders become more common. In fact, my hypothesis of women’s worse treatment by the press when they are novelties is predicated on this assumption. Yet, Kira Sanbonmatsu (2008) raises the possibility that more women in elective office might result in a backlash against female candidates. She goes on to suggest that a backlash might be especially likely in areas where women have had recent electoral gains. Neither my measure of novelty nor the test of the novelty hypothesis were fine-tuned enough to explore a nuanced argument such as this. I expect to address this in future analyses of these data.

In evaluating the role that gender played during Hillary Clinton’s presidential campaign, Jennifer Lawless (2009, 79) encouraged scholars to “rely on more than one candidate’s experiences and more than one election cycle to determine the extent to which our observations are systemic and systematic.” Examining the treatment of many female state executive office candidates across multiple years is one such approach. Once this research is complete, my results will, first and foremost, speak to the nature of media treatment of women vying for these offices. By isolating whether coverage patterns vary by the gender of the office or by women’s novelty status, the results might also provide some insight into why female presidential candidates continue to fare worse than their male counterparts in the press. Is it because they are contesting a heavily masculinized office? Or because they are trying to win a seat never held by a woman before?
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Table 1: Characteristics of Election Contests Included in Analysis
	
	Candidate Status



	
	Female Incumbent v. Male Challenger

(17 contests)
	Male Incumbent v.

Female Challenger

(22 contests)
	Open Seat
(27 contests)

	Gender of Office:


Masculine (42)
	7
	16
	19

	
Neutral (19)
	7
	6
	6

	
Feminine (5)
	3
	0
	2

	Is Woman Novelty?:

Yes (16)
	0
	11
	5

	
No (50)
	17
	11
	22

	
	Party of Female Candidate



	
	Democratic
(44 contests)
	Republican
(21 contests)
	Nonpartisan
(1 contest)

	Gender of Office:


Masculine (42)
	29
	13
	0

	
Neutral (19)
	12
	7
	0

	
Feminine (5)
	3
	1
	1

	Is Woman Novelty?:

Yes (16)
	13
	3
	0

	
No (50)
	31
	18
	1


Table 2: Comparing Coverage of Female and Male Candidates, by Gender of Office and Novelty

	
	All Contests

(N=900)
	Gender of Office
	Novelty

	
	
	Masculine

(N=613)
	Neutral

(N=212)
	Feminine

(N=75)
	No

(N=703)
	Yes

(N=197)

	# of Paragraphs
Women


Men
	3.59
3.49
	3.73
3.77
	3.02
2.96
	4.07**

2.77**
	3.74
3.52
	3.07
3.41

	Qualifications Mentioned 
Women

(proportion of articles)
Men
	.49

.49
	.47*

.51*
	.50
.49
	.53***
.35***
	.50
.48
	.42***

.54***

	Issue Coverage

(# of paragraphs
Women

mentioning issues)
Men
	.80
.81
	.75
.77
	.59
.70
	1.75
1.40
	.84
.81
	.65
.82

	Male Issue Coverage

(# of paragraphs
Women

mentioning issues)
Men
	.22
.25
	.25
.30
	.16
.15
	.12
.11
	.21
.23
	.22
.32

	Female Issue Coverage

(# of paragraphs
Women

mentioning issues)
Men
	.33
.31
	.23
.25
	.16
.15
	1.61
1.29
	.37
.35
	.18
.20

	Personal Traits
Women

(# of mentions)
Men
	.13**
.09**
	.12
.09
	.13
.10
	.25**

.07**
	.13**

.08**
	.13
.13

	Sex of Candidate Mentioned
Women

(proportion of articles)
Men
	.02***

.00***
	.02***
.00***
	.05***
.00***
	.00

.00
	.02***
.00***
	.04***
.00***

	Family of Candidate Mentioned
Women

(proportion of articles)
Men
	.02***

.04***
	.02***

.05***
	.02
.02
	.00

.00
	.02***

.04***
	.01
.02

	Children of Candidate Mentioned
Women

(proportion of articles)
Men
	.02
.03
	.03*

.04*
	.02
.02
	.01
.00
	.03
.03
	.01*
.03*

	Tone of Article

(1=negative, 2=mixed/neutral,
Women

3=positive)
Men
	2.00**
2.08**
	1.98***

2.13***
	2.05
1.99
	2.10
1.94
	2.01**
2.08**
	1.99
2.09

	Horse Race Coverage

(1=likely loser, 2=compet-
Women

itive, 3=likely winner)
Men
	1.84**
2.16**
	1.73***

2.27***
	2.03
1.97
	2.43
1.57
	1.83**
2.17**
	1.85
2.15

	Fundraising

(1=negative, 2=mixed/neutral,
Women

3=positive)
Men
	2.03
2.10
	1.88
2.21
	2.40*

1.75*
	2.00
2.33
	2.07
2.06
	1.67
2.44


The N refers to the number of articles for most coverage characteristics. For all columns, there are fewer cases for Tone of Article, Horse Race Coverage and Fundraising. Statistical significance noted as follows: *p < .10; **p <.05; ***p <.01.
Table 3: Predicting Coverage of State Executive Office Candidates, Separately by Candidate Sex
	
	Number of Paragraphs
	Tone of Article

	
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women

	Candidate Characteristics:
	
	
	
	

	Democrat
	.24 (.36)
	-.60 (.41)
	.15 (.11)
	.21 (.09)

	Incumbent
	.24 (.42)
	-.41 (.51)
	.50 (.11)***
	.21 (.16)

	Challenger
	-.85 (.44)*
	-.48 (.57)
	-.28 (.17)
	-.36 (.11)***

	
	
	
	
	

	Office Characteristics:
	
	
	
	

	Masculine Office
	.69 (.37)*
	.66 (.49)
	.12 (.10)
	.09 (.13)

	Feminine Office
	-.13 (.66)
	.68 (.81)
	-.09 (.20)
	.17 (.13)

	Female is Novelty
	-.40 (.46)
	-.46 (.64)
	-.14 (.11)
	-.10 (.13)

	Election Year
	.57 (.20)***
	.22 (.22)
	.10 (.05)**
	-.05 (.05)

	
	
	
	
	

	Article Characteristic:
	
	
	
	

	Length (# paragraphs)
	.01 (.01)
	.01 (.01)
	.00 (.00)
	.00 (.00)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-1133
	-438
	-207
	-93

	Number of cases
	900
	900
	613
	900

	R-Squared
	.02
	.02
	.11
	.08

	
	Qualifications
	Male Issues

	
	Men
	Women
	Men
	Women

	Candidate Characteristics:
	
	
	
	

	Democrat
	.02 (.18)
	-.09 (.22)
	.08 (.08)
	-.06 (.06)

	Incumbent
	1.01 (.23)***
	1.16 (.26)***
	.02 (.07)
	-.11 (.05)**

	Challenger
	-.31 (.24)
	.09 (.28)
	-.14 (.07)*
	.06 (.06)

	
	
	
	
	

	Office Characteristics:
	
	
	
	

	Masculine Office
	-.01 (.21)
	.00 (.19)
	.15 (.08)*
	.07 (.05)

	Feminine Office
	-.27 (.41)
	-.15 (.37)
	-.02 (.09)
	-.03 (.07)

	Female is Novelty
	-.10 (.29)
	-.07 (.31)
	.05 (.08)
	-.03 (.06)

	Election Year
	.28 (.12)**
	-.11 (.11)
	.16 (.03)***
	.08 (.03)

	
	
	
	
	

	Article Characteristic:
	
	
	
	

	Length (# paragraphs)
	-.01 (.00)***
	-.01 (.00)**
	.00 (.00)
	.08 (.03)***

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-557
	218
	-313
	-152

	Number of cases
	900
	900
	900
	900

	Pseudo R2/R2
	.07
	.04
	.03
	.02


Entries for the Qualifications model are logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Entries for other three models are linear regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance is noted as follows: *p < .10; **p <.05; ***p <.01.
�Originally, I intended to conduct a similar analysis of personal traits, categorizing the traits as feminine or masculine. Most traits mentioned, however, were neither feminine nor masculine (based on categorization in the gender stereotyping literature), so a gendered analysis of trait coverage was not possible.


�“For Council of State,” News & Record (Greensboro, NC), October 18, 2008, p. A7.


�Specifically, females candidates’ personal appearance was contained in 1% of articles compared to 0% for men. Equal attention was devoted to the marital status of women and men (mentioned in 4% of articles for both). 






