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FOREWORD

| am consistently amazed by the intelligence, commitment, and creativity of the
talented students who participate in our Fellows Program each academic year.
Established in 1970, the Fellows Program attracts some of the nation’s brightest minds
and fosters their interest in public service. Students attend two leadership conferences
in Washington, D.C. in the fall and spring where they engage with distinguished
scholars, government officials, and policy experts. This program encourages Fellows to
examine some of today’s most pressing challenges and then explore innovative
solutions. The research papers presented in the succeeding pages represent a year of
dedication put forth by our fellows.

This review includes twenty case studies covering a range of topics from
presidential elections to national security threats. The Center annually recognizes four
fellows for their exceptional research. The 2016-2017 awardees were Ms. Jill Steinman
(Harvard University), Mr. Timothy Becker (U.S. Military Academy at West Point), Ms.
Rachel Haskins (Gettysburg College), and Ms. Rachel Ball-Jones (University of Toronto).
In her paper titled, “Trump Compared to the Other Candidates in the Fight for the 2016
Republican Nomination,” Ms. Steinman evaluated Trump's policy proposals against his
competitors in the primary election. Mr. Becker examined how presidents utilize their
power in periods of heightened political polarization in his paper, “The Effects of
Hyper-Polarization on Presidential Decision Making.” Ms. Haskins explored the legacies
of Obama's three National Security Advisors in her paper entitled, “President Obama'’s
National Security Council: Does the National Security Advisor Make the Difference?”
Finally, Ms. Ball-Jones analyzed targeted sanctions against terrorist organizations
throughout the Clinton, Bush, and Obama administrations in a paper entitled,
“Counterterrorism in the 215t Century: An Analysis of Targeted Sanctions between 1994
and 2016.”

In the pages that follow, these fellows exhibit their passion and expertise across a
breadth of topics. Whether you deepen your knowledge on a certain issue, explore a
unique perspective, or simply learn something new, | hope that you enjoy the 2016-2017
Fellows Review as much as | do.

Glenn C. Nye Il
President & CEO
Center for the Study of the Presidency and Congress
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PRACTICE OR PROCEDURE:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF GEORGIA’S
VOTER REGISTRATION PROCEDURES ON THE
COMPOSITION OF THE ELECTORATE, 2013-2016

MADELINE BROWN
Emory University

The 1965 Voting Rights Act prohibited practices and procedures that
discriminated on the basis of race, color, or membership in one of the
outlined language minority groups. The 2013 Shelby County v. Holder
Supreme Court decision nullified Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act,
eliminating federal preclearance in places that had a history of voter
suppression. In 2016 the Georgia Secretary of State’s office was sued for
utilizing a registration process that rejected minority applicants at
disproportionate levels. This study analyzes the entire cancelled voter data
set from 2013-2016 that was produced by the Secretary of State’s office
during the litigation. I find that additional cancellation reasons in the data
set, beyond the one at the center of the suit, “Not Verified,” contain skewed
racial distributions.

INTRODUCTION

The Voting Rights Act was passed by Congress and signed into
law by President Johnson in 1965. Section 2 of the Act prohibits voting
practices or procedures that discriminate on the basis of race, color, or
membership in one of the outlined language minority groups.! Despite
this clear reference to practices rather than laws, the majority of political

participation theory and electoral reform literature focuses on laws, while

1 "Voting Rights Act of 1965" (PL 89-110, 6 August 1965), 79 United States Statutes at
Large, pp. 437-446. Available from http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-
79/pdf/ISTATUTE-79-Pg437.pdf; Accessed 2/22/2017.
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the impact of registration procedures has gone largely unstudied. I here
define registration procedures as the steps that a voter registration
application goes through between the point at which it gets submitted and
when the voter becomes active on the rolls. Registration procedures are
usually policies or protocols, rather than statutes, and can vary not only
across states, but also across counties within states.

Many states, including Georgia, still employ practices that have
the effect of disenfranchising voters. Georgia is one of 13 states where
people of color make up more than 40 percent (44.1%) of the population,
and has a growing New American Majority (NAM) population. The
NAM is used to refer to people of color, youth between the ages of 18-29
years, and unmarried women. According to the New Georgia Project, a
non-partisan non-profit, “The NAM makes up about 62% of the voting
age population in Georgia, but they are only 53% of registered voters.”?

Further, the Secretary of State in Georgia, Brian Kemp, has been
sued four times by different voting rights groups in 2016 on issues
surrounding voter registration procedures. Recent data published as a
result of one of those law suits show that of the 34,874 voter registrations
that were rejected due to verification reasons in Georgia between 2013
and 2016, 63.6% of them were applications of black voters and only
13.6% were of white voters.® This study focuses on the other 22 reasons

for rejection or cancellation in the given data set and aims to answer the

2Who We Are,” The New Georgia Project, accessed October 5, 2016,
http://newgeorgiaproject.org/about/.

3 “Voting Rights Advocates File Lawsuit Challenging Georgia’s Restrictive Exact-
Match Voter Registration Verification Scheme,” The Campaign Legal Center, accessed
November 2, 2016, http://www.campaignlegalcenter.org/news/press-releases/voting-
rights-advocates-file-lawsuit-challenging-georgia-s-restrictive-exact.



http://newgeorgiaproject.org/about/
http://www.campaignlegalcenter.org/news/press-releases/voting-rights-advocates-file-lawsuit-challenging-georgia-s-restrictive-exact
http://www.campaignlegalcenter.org/news/press-releases/voting-rights-advocates-file-lawsuit-challenging-georgia-s-restrictive-exact
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question, what impact do the discretionary processes of voter registration

have on the composition of the electorate in Georgia?

LITERATURE REVIEW

BALLOT CASTING VS. REGISTRATION FORMS

As articulated above, a large amount of attention has been paid to
electoral laws in the literature. In general, findings suggest that variations
in electoral laws influence turnout rates, but there is less agreement as to
whether or not reforms can help equalize the electorate in terms of race,
socioeconomic class, age, ability, and gender.* Studying the impact of
electoral reforms and policies across different demographics is important,

however, because foundational theories of voting and participation such

4 Rosenstone, S.J. and Wolfinger, R.E. “The Effect of Registration Laws on Voter
Turnout.” American Political Science Review 72, no.1 (1978): 22-45.

Rigby, Elizabeth and Melanie Springer. “Does Electoral Reform Increase (or Decrease)
Political Equality?” Political Research Quarterly 64, no.2 (2011): 420-434.
Vonnahme, Greg. “Registration Deadlines and Turnout in Context.” Political
Behavior 34, no.4 (2012): 765-779.

Hajnal, Zoltan, Nazita Lajevardi and Lindsay Nielson. “Voter Identification Laws and
the Suppression of Minority Votes.” Working Paper, UC San Diego,

2016. http://pages.ucsd.edu/~zhajnal/page5/documents/voterlDhajnaletal.pdf.
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1999. 427-459. Print.

Alvarez, R. Michael, Stephen Ansolabehere and Catherine H. Wilson. “Election Day
Voter Registration in the United States: How One-Step Voting Can Change the
Composition of the American Electorate.” Working paper, Caltech/MIT Voting
Technology Project, 2002: 8. http://vote.caltech.edu/working-papers/5.

Ansolabehere, Stephen and David Konisky. “The Introduction of Voter Registration and
its Effect on Turnout.” Political Analysis 14, no.1 (2006): 83-100.

Burden, Barry C., David T. Canon, Kenneth R. Mayer, and Donald P. Moynihan.
"Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout: The Unanticipated Consequences of
Election Reform." American Journal of Political Science 58, no.1 (2014): 95-109.
Gronke, Paul, Eva Galanes-Rosenbaum, and Peter A. Miller. "Early Voting and
Turnout." PS: Political Science and Politics 40, no. 4 (2007): 639-44. American
Political Science Association, Oct. 2007.



http://pages.ucsd.edu/~zhajnal/page5/documents/voterIDhajnaletal.pdf
http://vote.caltech.edu/working-papers/5
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as Downs’ economic theory of democracy and the findings of Verba,
Schlozman, and Brady suggest that demographic variables such as age,
education, race, and income affect costs brought upon voters by the
electoral system as well as the ability of a voter to absorb additional
costs.®

Electoral laws can be divided into those having to do with
actually casting a ballot and those having to do with registering to vote
and staying on the rolls. Though this paper will focus on issues of
registration, it is important to give a brief review of the literature on those
laws that impact casting a vote because many of the empirical findings
help inform our theory and hypothesis. The most commonly studied
ballot-casting laws include vote-by-mail (VBM), precinct polling place
changes, voter ID laws, and early voting. In general, scholars have found
little evidence that ballot-casting reforms are able to help equalize either
the registered electorate or the composition of those who actually
turnout—namely the composition of the electorate that actively votes.

Early voting as a solitary reform has been found to decrease
overall turnout, though these observations do not necessarily affect all

demographics equally and same day and Election Day registration (EDR)

® Downs, Anthony. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper and Row,
1957.

Schlozman, Kay Lehman, Sidney Verba, and Henry E. Brady. "Civic Participation and
the Equality Problem.” Civic Engagement in American Democracy. Edited. Theda
Skocpol and Morris P. Fiorina. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1999. 427-459.
Print.

Alvarez, R. Michael, Stephen Ansolabehere and Catherine H. Wilson. “Election Day
Voter Registration in the United States: How One-Step Voting Can Change the
Composition of the American Electorate.” Working paper, Caltech/MIT Voting
Technology Project, 2002: 8. http://vote.caltech.edu/working-papers/5.



http://vote.caltech.edu/working-papers/5
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have been found to reverse these effects.® Scholars who find early voting
has a negligible impact on turnout note that though there is a shift
towards early voting, it represents a shift in when people are voting, not
who is voting.” Whatever the exact cause—it is different state to state—
higher early voting rates correlate with lower overall turnout.®

Scholars have found that voter ID laws have little impact on
overall turnout.® As monitoring in Georgia and other southern states has
increased following the Supreme Court decision of Shelby County v.
Holder in 2013, which essentially nullified Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act, scholars have failed to demonstrate any sort of consistent

negative impact of new voter ID laws on minority voters.'? Section 5

¢ Burden, Barry C., David T. Canon, Kenneth R. Mayer, and Donald P. Moynihan.
"Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout: The Unanticipated Consequences of
Election Reform." American Journal of Political Science 58, no.1 (2014): 97, 107.
Rigby, Elizabeth and Melanie Springer. “Does Electoral Reform Increase (or Decrease)
Political Equality?” Political Research Quarterly 64, no.2 (2011): 432.

" Badertscher, Nancy. "Early Voting Grows in Popularity." Politifact. Atlanta Journal-
Constitution, June

2014. http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2014/jun/04/brian-kemp/early-
voting-grows-popularity/ (November 2, 2016).

Burden, Barry C., David T. Canon, Kenneth R. Mayer, and Donald P. Moynihan.
"Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout: The Unanticipated Consequences of
Election Reform." American Journal of Political Science 58, no.1 (2014): 96.

8 Ibid, 99.

9 Cohn, Nate. “Why Voter ID Laws Don’t Swing Many Elections.” The New York
Times, Nov. 19, 2014. http://www.nytimes.com/2014/11/20/upshot/why-voter-id-laws-
dont-swing-many-elections.html (November 2, 2016).

Ansolabehere, Stephen. “Effects of Identification Requirements on Voting: Evidence
from the Experiences of Voters on Election Day.” PS: Political Science & Politics 42,
no.1 (2009): 127-130.

Mycoff, J. D., Wagner, M. W., & Wilson, D. C. “The Empirical Effects of VVoter-1D
Laws: Present or Absent?”” PS: Political Science & Politics 42, no.1 (2009): 121-126.
Vercellotti, Timothy and David Andersen. “Voter-lIdentification Requirements and the
Learning Curve.” PS: Political Science and Politics 42, no.1 (2009): 117-120.

10 Rocha, Rene R. and Tetsuya Matsubayashi. “The Politics of Race and Voter ID Laws

in the States: The Return of Jim Crow?” Political Research Quarterly 67, no.3 (2014):
666-679.



http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2014/jun/04/brian-kemp/early-voting-grows-popularity/
http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2014/jun/04/brian-kemp/early-voting-grows-popularity/
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/11/20/upshot/why-voter-id-laws-dont-swing-many-elections.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/11/20/upshot/why-voter-id-laws-dont-swing-many-elections.html
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required places with a history of minority disenfranchisement to undergo
preclearance from the Justice Department any time they wanted to
change an electoral law. Following the 2013 decision, many southern
states such as Texas and North Carolina implemented voter ID laws. The
timing of these new voter ID laws all at once following the Shelby
decision seemed suspect to many voting rights activists, and
discriminatory intentions on behalf of North Carolina legislators have
even been demonstrated. 1! The empirical data, however, remains
inconclusive.

Voter ID laws, especially after their proliferation following
Shelby, were the initial focus of many voting rights activists and scholars.
But having not had the expected impact in turnout, it becomes necessary
to turn to other parts of the process—namely registration. As is evident
by this brief review, ballot-casting reforms do not always have the
intended consequence of increasing turnout or diminishing disproportions
amongst the electorate. Registration reforms on the other hand have
created some more significant changes in the electorate.

In their important work, Wolfinger and Rosenstone found that
voter registration practices and laws, including length of the pre-election
closing period and extent to which election offices are open in evenings
and during weekends to register, all had some effect on turnout.'? They
found that a registration deadline had the greatest impact on turnout and

that the impact of the deadline was even greater for voters with less

Gillespie, Andra. “Voter Identification and Black Voter Turnout An Examination of
Black Voter Turnout Patterns in Georgia, 2000-2014.” Phylon 52, no.2 (2014): 43-67.

11 See North Carolina State Conference of the NAACP v. McCrory, 11

12 Wolfinger and Rosenstone. Who votes?. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980.
Print.



http://pdfserver.amlaw.com/nlj/7-29-16%204th%20Circuit%20NAACP%20v%20NC.pdf
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education attainment.*® Jackson, Brown and Wright also found that
registration deadlines present a greater barrier to the poor than to the rich
as well as to the less educated than to the highly educated.*

So why is it that differences in registration laws seem to have
more of an effect on turnout (and especially underrepresented turnout)
than ballot-casting laws? One possible answer comes from Rigby and
Springer: that the extent to which any reform can be expected to equalize
participation rates between the rich and poor depends on the level of
preexisting bias in the state’s registration rolls (2011). They argue that
registration-based reforms can only have an equalizing effect on voting if
there is something to equalize (if more wealthy than poor people are
registered), and that reforms that make it easier for voters to vote (ballot-
casting) will only benefit those who are already registered.'® In other
words, it is not that registration reforms are increasing turnout directly,
but they are expanding the electorate (number of registered voters),
which is in turn increasing the number of people who actually go vote.
They continue that if registration rolls are skewed by income, then
registration reforms have a greater possibility to change the electorate,
while voting-focused (or ballot-casting, in this context) reforms might
either have a null effect or else actually exacerbate existing inequalities in
the electorate by making it easier for those already engaged in the system

to vote.1®

13 Ipid.

14 Jackson, Robert A., Robert D. Brown, and Gerald C. Wright. “Registration, Turnout,
and the Electoral Representativeness of U.S. State Electorates.” American Politics
Quarterly 26, no.3 (1998): 268.

15 Ibid, 421.
16 1pid, 421.
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Based on empirical findings and theory, | theorize that
registration practices have the greatest potential to equalize the electorate
(make it more representative of the population) because registration
reforms have the capacity to bring new people into the rolls while ballot-
casting reforms only affect those who are already registered. Due to the
pivotal role registration plays in the composition of the electorate,
registration laws and procedures also have the potential to further stratify
the electorate; recall that Wolfinger and Rosenstone found that a
registration deadline had the highest depressing impact on turnout and
that that impact was even greater for voters with less educational
attainment.!” As scholars haven noted, in the United States, “registration
is often more difficult than voting.”*®

Scholars have studied registration’s potential to depress turnout.
In 1989 Mark Quinlivan noted, “Registration laws in the United States
historically have denied qualified voters equal access to the ballot.””®
Studies on registration deadlines have also found that they can have a
negative direct and indirect effect on turnout.?’ Scholars focusing on the
stratifying implications of education noted, “The less educated act much

more like the better educated, once they have crossed the crucial barrier

17 Wolfinger and Rosenstone. Who votes?.

18 Quinlivan, Mark Thomas. “One Person, One Vote Revisited: The Impending
Necessity of Judicial Intervention in the Realm of Voter Registration.” University of
Pennsylvania Law Review 137, no.6 (1989): 2376.

19 1bid, 2365.

20 vonnahme, Greg. “Registration Deadlines and Turnout in Context.” Political
Behavior 34, no.4 (2012): 765-779.

Mitchell, G., & Wlezien, C. 1995. “The Impact of Legal Constraints on Voter

Registration, Turnout, and the Composition of the American Electorate.” Political
Behavior 17 (2): 179-202.
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of registration.”?! Highton also found that in states with EDR, the gap in
turnout between the most and least educated was 30 percentage points,
while in states without EDR it was even more, 41 percentage points.??

In the same study, however, Highton also noted that registration
requirements “do not appear to be the main reason for the socioeconomic
skew of American voters.”?® And in general, there is not consensus, even
with regards to registration, that more liberalized laws can actually
equalize the electorate. Regarding the composition of the electorate,
Rosenstone and Wolfinger in 1978 found that even the most liberal set of
voter registration laws as measured by a range of laws including the
allowance of deputy registrars, longer business hours of registration
offices (including weekends), and absentee registration was unlikely to
change the composition of the electorate in any meaningful way.?* | here

theorize that the issue might be greater than just the laws.

PROCEDURE AS A TOOL FOR MINORITY
DISENFRANCHISEMENT

The literature has spent very little time focusing on the impact of
the discretion of local registrars, but especially given the theoretical
background of Rigby and Springer and the history of voter
disenfranchisement in the United States, it seems this subtle aspect may

21 gquire, Peverill, Raymond E. Wolfinger and David P. Glass. “Residential Mobility
and Voter Turnout.” American Political Science Review 81, no.1 (1987): 45-66.

22 Highton, Benjamin. Easy registration and voter turnout. Journal of Politics, 59,
no.2 (1997), 569-70.

23 Ibid, 573.

24 Rosenstone, S.J. and Wolfinger, R.E. “The Effect of Registration Laws on Voter
Turnout.” American Political Science Review 72, no.1 (1978): 22-45.
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be crucial. Quinlivan, one of few scholars who even mentions the issue of
registrar discretion, noted briefly that, “the discretionary power granted to
local registrars often serves to impede registration rather than further
it.”% He continues to argue that the key disenfranchising feature of many
registration laws at the turn of the 20" century in the United States was
not the law itself, but rather the discretionary power of the registrar to
enforce the laws. This small side note represents a large pocket of the
literature that needs further development.

America has a history of minority disenfranchisement through the
use of poll taxes, literacy and American history tests, voter registration
regulations, intimidation techniques, and at times direct denial of
entrance to the polls.?® Barriers such as these have been used to
disenfranchise because they were administered in such a way that
targeted minorities. For example, literacy tests were applied differently to
black and white voters as a way of preventing blacks from gaining
political power.?’

It is this history that prompted Congress to pass the Voting Rights
Act (VRA) in 1965, aimed specifically to overcome the legal and
institutional barriers at the state and local levels that prevented black
Americans from exercising their right to vote. The criteria for Section 4

of the Act were originally that the location maintained a “test or device”

25 Quinlivan, Mark Thomas. “One Person, One Vote Revisited: The Impending
Necessity of Judicial Intervention in the Realm of Voter Registration.” University of
Pennsylvania Law Review 137, no.6 (1989): 2365.

26 Atkeson, Lonna Rae, Lisa Ann Bryant, Thad E. Hall, Kyle L. Saunders and R.
Michael Alvarez. 2010. “A new barrier to participation: Heterogeneous application of
voter identification policies.” Electoral Studies 29, no.1 (2010): 66.

27 Keyssar, Alexander. The Right to Vote: The Contested History of Democracy in the
United States. New York: Basic Books, 2009. Print.
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that restricted the opportunity to register and vote and additionally that
less than 50 percent of the voting age population had to have voted in the
November 1964 election.?® Many of these tests and devices were
administered specifically to target black voters, and the VRA was an
attempt to stop this behavior, at least in the law. The entire state of
Georgia was put under preclearance.

Contemporarily, scholars have found that voter ID laws have been
administered at the local level to target minorities, suggesting the high
level of impact discretionary power can have. Studying the
implementation of the new Voter ID law, Atkeson, Bryant, Hall,
Saunders and Alvarez (2010) found that in New Mexico in 2006,
Hispanic and male voters were more likely to be asked to show some
form of identification than non-Hispanic and female voters.?®

Allowing discretion on the part of county registrars creates a
situation that is vulnerable to the kinds of discriminatory abuses of power
the Unites States has seen many times in its history. This could lead to a
further stratified and unrepresentative electorate and a continuation of
minority disenfranchisement. On a more long-term sense, continued
exclusion from political systems can cause the excluded group to have
less confidence in elections and the government generally, have a lower

sense of efficacy and experience a perceived lack of power or role in

28 “Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act.” The United State Department of Justice,
August 8, 2015.

29 Atkeson, Lonna Rae, Lisa Ann Bryant, Thad E. Hall, Kyle L. Saunders and R.
Michael Alvarez. 2010. “A new barrier to participation: Heterogeneous application of
voter identification policies.” Electoral Studies 29, no.1 (2010): 66.
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society.®® Registrars are, after all, agents of the state. They are “street
level bureaucrats” and as such are uniquely positioned to have the
greatest impact, along with poll workers, on voter confidence and
supporting or undermining state policy.>!

Electoral history of the United States also informs us that when
given discretionary power, local elections officers have in many cases
abused such power to disenfranchise minority voters. This has been
attributed in part to racial bias and in part to concerns of maintaining
power: there is a general belief that efforts to ease the costs of voting will
advantage the Democratic Party. In their study of electoral reforms
passed following the 2000 general election, Bali and Silver found that a
higher percentage of blacks in a state related to a greater likelihood of
adopting tighter registration laws, and that the effect is compounded
when Republicans are in control of the state’s government.®®

It seems likely that the apparent lack of focus on administration
and registration procedures within the empirical literature is due to the

difficulty of measuring and tracking policy implementation. One can

30 Atkeson, Lonna Rae, Lisa Ann Bryant, Thad E. Hall, Kyle L. Saunders and R.
Michael Alvarez. 2010. “A new barrier to participation: Heterogeneous application of
voter identification policies.” Electoral Studies 29, no.1 (2010): 68.

Gaventa, John. Power and Powerlessness: quiescence and rebellion in an Appalachian
valley. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1980. Print.

31 Hall, Thad, J. Quin Monson and Kelly D. Patterson. “Poll workers and the vitality of
democracy: an early assessment.” PS: Political Science & Politics, 40, no.4 (2007):
647-654; Brehm, John and Scott Gates. Working, Shirking, and Sabotage: Bureaucratic
Response to a Democratic Public. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1997.
Print.

32 Berinsky, Adam, Nancy Burns and Michael W. Traugott. “Who Votes by Mail?: A
Dynamic Model of Individual-Level Consequences of Voting-by-Mail Systems.” Public
Opinion Quarterly 65, no.2 (2001): 185.

33 Bali, Valentina A. and Brian D. Silver. “Politics, Race, and American State Electoral
Reforms after Election 2000.” State Politics & Policy Quarterly 6, no.1 (2006): 32.
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track fairly simply when a law was passed and subsequent changes in
turnout across time and demographics. Much more difficult is the task of
tracking and coding how laws are actually being applied. But the recent
set of data published through the lawsuit offers a unique glimpse into

Georgia’s registration process.

REGISTRATION PROCESS IN GEORGIA

In order to make the most sense out of the data, it is helpful to
first have a general understanding of the process of voter registration in
Georgia. This information comes directly from a series of interviews with
the elections personnel at the Secretary of State’s (SOS) Offices,
conducted in February of 2017. There are three main ways to register in
Georgia: online with a GA driver’s license or state-issued ID, with a
paper form, or at driver services (DDS) when getting a license, or
changing your name or address. The online process asks applicants to
populate their own information and then sends it directly to DDS in an
overnight verification process. With a paper form, each county has to
manually type in the information on the form, but afterwards it goes
through the same overnight DDS verification process.

If DDS cannot verify the information it will send the county an
alert, which will prompt the county’s system to contact the applicant,
asking for whatever piece of information is missing. At this point, the
application is pending, and if the voter does not respond within thirty
days or the information they provide does not clear up the issue, the
application is cancelled. If the applicant supplied a social security number
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rather than a Georgia ID, DDS will forward that application to the social
security administration to be verified.

If the application comes directly through DDS, the information
has already been verified against their system and goes directly to the
county so that they can send the voter a precinct card. It is each county’s
responsibility to send verification request forms and precinct cards to
their voters, as well as maintain the online voter roll system. When asked
more detailed questions, about the process of sending information request
letters out to voters for example, the Secretary of State representative
deferred to the counties and said “I would strongly go based on the
information you receive from registrars.” But if each registrar is able to
conduct the process in a slightly different way—and her response
indicates that they are—then that paves the way for ambiguities and

discrepancies in how the registration process is administered.

HYPOTHESIS

| expect the data to show that there is a certain level of discretion
in the registration rejections, demonstrated by the fact that minorities are
more likely to be rejected for certain reasons and whites for others. The
dataset I am using, which will be explained further in the data and
methods section, tracks every individual who applied to register to vote
in Georgia between July 2013 and July 2016, and was rejected. It
includes both the reason for rejection and the status of the application—
either rejected, canceled, or pending. As such I hypothesize that certain
reason codes are used disproportionately for different races, supported by
the history of facially neutral but discriminatory election laws in the
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United States and specifically implemented by the Georgia SOS office.
This is important because the reasons should otherwise have even or at
least predictable racial distributions based on other factors (immigration,
for example). The theory behind this hypothesis is that if the process is
what is causing discrepancies in the electorate, then there should be

irregularities in how forms get processed.

DATA AND METHODS

I will test my hypotheses using a combination of quantitative data
and interviews, which | have already referenced. The data for the
dependent variable comes from a lawsuit filed against the Secretary of
State in September of 2016 by a coalition led by the Lawyers’ Committee
for Civil Rights Under Law (Lawyers” Committee) and includes
information on each individual removed from the voter rolls or rejected
between July 2013-July 2016. The suit claimed that the exact match
system used to verify voter’s identity against the Social Security
Administration (SSN) and the Department of Drivers’ Services (DDS)
disproportionately affected black, Latino and Asian American applicants.
My unit of analysis is each rejected individual for the entire 3-year span.
In total there are 646,332 observations, each representing a specific
individual. My independent variable is the race of the individual, and my
dependent variable is the reason code for rejection. I will be using a
combination of cross-tabulations and multinomial logit regressions to test
for patterns and significance.

Table 1 shows the percentage of each race group made up by each

reason—each column, in other words, adds up to 100%. Also, in Table 1
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American Indian/Alaska Native, Unknown and Other all combined into
one “Other” race group. This table clearly shows that the same nine
reasons made up the vast majority of rejections for all races. It also
demonstrates that there are some clear differences in the frequency of
each rejection type for different races. For example, more than 1 in 10 of
all blacks that were rejected were rejected due to being a Felon, whereas
that falls to 1 out of 25 for whites.®* Table 1 allowed me to select the
reasons upon which | ran regressions, which are all highlighted in the
table. These reasons were chosen for the large percentage of each race
group for which they accumulatively account.

I ran a logit regression using each of these nine reasons separately
as binary dependent variables. Race groups were the primary independent
variables but I also included control variables for gender, age, and the
urban/rural index of the county of origin. The values for age and gender
came directly from the dataset, and the urban/rural codes were indexed
on a 1-9 scale, with nine being the most rural. The index comes from the

US Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service.

ANALYSIS

Using the nine previously identified reasons | ran logit regressions
with gender, age, and the urban/rural code of the county as controls. |
condensed the race groups into those of the CDC Wonder data for

significance purposes, which left White not Hispanic, Asian/Pacific

34 In 2016, 42.6% of inmates admitted into Georgia prisons were white, 54% were
black, 2.4% were Hispanic, and 0.4% were Asian. Of the 50,542 total active inmates in
2016, 62% were black, 33% were white, 4% were Hispanic and 0.3% were Asian (GA
DOC 2017 a; b).
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Islander, Black not Hispanic, Hispanic and Other. The CDC Wonder data
is population based data similar to what the Census Bureau produces, but
it is bridged-race, meaning that only one race is given to each individual.
This helps make the data more whole as it eliminates “other” and
“unknown” categories. Each rejection reason was run separately as a
dummy dependent variable. In the gender variable, a positive coefficient
means that women were more likely than men to be rejected for that
given reason. The age variable is broken into age groups, so the
coefficient correlates with an increase of 1 age group. | split the age
groups into the following categories, which are the same as those used by
the Census Bureau: 0-17, 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75-
84, 85+.

Table 2 shows the results of the logit regression as well as the
logit regression with the odds ratios. As indicated by the asterisks, many
of these findings were significant at the .05-level and nearly all were
significant at least at the .10-level. Given that this is essentially a one-
tailed test with a direction, measuring if a group is more likely than
whites to be given any reason, a finding significant at the .10-level does
not need to be disregarded. That said, it is somewhat of a null issue given
that only 4 coefficients in the whole table are not significant at the .05-
level (Black-Deceased, A/P1-Duplicate, Other-Hearing, Female-DDS
Verification), two of which are not significant at all.

Every race group but blacks was significantly less likely to be
canceled due to being deceased than whites. Blacks were 1% more likely,
but the value was not significant at the .10-level. As mentioned above,
women were less likely and older people more likely to get canceled for

being deceased, and as counties got more rural they were 10% more
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likely to be canceled due to being deceased. Given that whites made up
70% of this category, and that 33% of all rejected whites were rejected
due to this reason, these findings make sense.

Minorities were significantly more likely than whites to be
canceled due to being a duplicate, and all were significant at the .05-
level, except Asian/Pacific Islander, which was significant at the .10-
level. Women were also 137% more likely than men to be canceled due
to being a Duplicate. This is interesting as research has shown that
particularly in the South men are more likely to be named after their
fathers than are women after their mothers.®® This category presents some
of the most surprising findings, as there is no obvious explanation as to
why someone’s race or gender should have anything to do with whether
or not they have a duplicate application. The “Other” race category was
250% more likely than whites to have a cancellation due to a duplication,
Hispanics were 87% more likely and blacks were 53% more likely.
Whether or not the Felon coefficients represent an issue with the
registration process or a reflection of the magnitude of racial inequalities
in incarceration rates is difficult to say, but the coefficients clearly
represent a systematic problem. Blacks were 127% more likely than
whites to be canceled due to being a Felon, and women 72% less likely.
Compare that to Hispanics and Asians who were 57% and 77% less

likely than whites, respectively, to be canceled for this reason.

% Pappas, Stephanie. 2013. “Just like dad: Why more ‘juniors’ hail from the South.”
NBC News, November 11. http://www.nbcnews.com/health/just-dad-why-there-are-
more-juniors-south-2D11577320 (March 30, 2017).



http://www.nbcnews.com/health/just-dad-why-there-are-more-juniors-south-2D11577320
http://www.nbcnews.com/health/just-dad-why-there-are-more-juniors-south-2D11577320
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The number of those canceled due to No Activity for 2 General
Election cycles is overwhelming, though there is no apparent racial bias
against minorities based on the data. Further, whites were more likely
than all other racial and ethnic minority groups to be rejected due to this
reason. Nonetheless, the fact that 300,326 people in a span of just 3 years
were removed from the rolls due to inactivity is significant, though as the
Common Cause law suit demonstrates, there are those who believe this is
a NVRA violation and those who believe it necessary to maintain state
voter rolls. In either case, 300,326 people represent 5% of the entire 2014
Georgia electorate and more than the difference in most major recent
races in the state. For example, in the 2016 presidential election, Donald
Trump took the state of Georgia with a margin of 211,141 votes over
Hillary Clinton (“Georgia Results” 2017).

By far the most staggering results are the coefficients in the Not
Verified and SSN Verification sections. For a baseline, women were 8%
more likely to be Not Verified, older people 41% less likely and more
rural people 17% less likely. In contrast, Asians/ Pacific Islanders were
8.8 times more likely, Hispanics were 8.9 times more likely, and Blacks
were 5 times more likely than whites to be canceled due to not being
verified. These coefficients support everything the lawsuit was alleging,
and at significant levels.

Social Security Verification was also used to reject racial and
ethnic minorities at much higher rates than whites. Women were 23%
less likely to be canceled for this reason, older people 49% less likely and
those in rural counties 10% less likely. Again in contrast, Asians were
twice as likely, Hispanics 5 times more likely and blacks 9.9 times more

likely to be rejected because their Social Security number could not be



MADELINE BROWN | 21
The Fellows Review

verified. It is interesting that Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders were
more likely to have an issue with not being verified while blacks were
more likely to get trapped in SSN verification, especially as Hispanics
and Latinos were more likely to get caught in DDS verification than
blacks.

DISCUSSION

The findings support the hypothesis that race influences how an
individual’s voter registration application is processed and the particular
code used to reject them. The data also make it apparent that an
exceedingly large number of Georgians of all races are being purged off
of the roles due to general inactivity. Given that the data on rejections
came directly from the Secretary of State’s office, there is no reason to
believe it contains many inaccuracies. This eliminates most clerical
limitations or sources of error in this, making the findings more
legitimate.

Further areas of research in Georgia would include investigation
the reasoning behind the skewed proportions, and how exactly the
registration process differs across counties. Across the country, further
research could consider the process of registration, rather than focusing
on laws directly. A cross-state analysis using states with different
registration procedures could also be illustrative of systematic effects.
For today’s Congress, the issue of participation should be paramount and
as registration barriers are uncovered, redrawing Section 4 districts of the
VRA could be considered.
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TABLE 1: RACE GROUP COMPOSITIONS BY REASON, 2013-2016

Black White Hispanic Other Reason as a %
of All Rejections

Citizenship 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Verification
DDS Verification 1% 0% 2% 1% 0%
Deceased 20% 33% 5% 14% 26%
Duplicate 8% 4% 10% 13% 6%
Error 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Felon 11% 4% 3% 4% 6%
Hearing 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Incomplete Address | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Incomplete DOB 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Incomplete Name 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Mentally 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Incompetent
Moved out of 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
County
Moved out of State | 2% 5% 4% 6% 4%
No Activity for 2 42% 48% 51% 49% 46%
General Election
Cycles
No Signature 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Non-Citizen 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Not Verified 11% 1% 19% 9% 5%
Pending Age 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Pending Hearing 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
SSN Verification 2% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Under Age 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Verification 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Voter Requested 0% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Total N=646,332 | N=646,332 | N=646,332 | N=646,332 | N=646,332

22
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TABLE 2: REGRESSION RESULTS OF CANCELLATION AND PENDING REASONS, 2013-2016

Deceased Duplicate Felon Hearing Moved out No Activity | Not Verified SSN DDS
of State Verification | Verification
Race Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odd | Co- | Odds
(comp to eff. s eff. s eff. S eff. s eff. S eff. s eff. S eff. s eff. Ratio
whites) ISE Rati | /SE Rati | /SE Rati | /SE Rati | /SE Rati | /SE Rati | /SE Rati ISE Rati | /SE
o} o} o} o} o} o} 0 o}
Asian/Pacific -1.39 | .25* | .08 1.08 | -1.47 | .23** | -68 | .51** | -34 | .72** | .06 1.06 | 228 | 9.77 | 1.12 | 3.06 | 2.32 | 10.1
Islander (.045 (.045 * (.093 (.120 (.047 (.021 b (.032 b (.152 o (.100 | 3**
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Black Not .01 1.01 43 1.53 .82 227 ) -25 | .79** | -1.09 | .34** | -57 | 57 ] 1.79 | 598 | 2.39 | 10.8 | 1.57 | 4.79*
Hispanic (.000 (.012 ** (.011 *k (.026 (.017 (.006 (.017 * (.056 | 6** | (.061 *
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Hispanic -1.34 | .26* | .62 187 ) -84 | 43| -35 | .70 | -62 | 54 ] -35 | .71** | 229 | 992 | 1.78 | 593 | 2.20 | 9.05*
(.044 (.029 ** (.052 (.078 (.044 (.017 (.027 i (.094 * (.087 *
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Other -38 | .68** ] 1.25 | 350 | -.06 | .94** ]| .08 1.08 | -10 | .91 | -34 | .71* | 1.15 | 3.17 | 1.52 | 4.59 .86 | 2.35*
(.016 (.015 ** (.024 (.040 * (.021 (.010 (.024 * (.076 * (.096 *
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Controls
Gender -36 | .70~ ] .86 | 2.37 |-1.27 | .28 ]| .23 1.26 31 1.36 .10 1.10 .08 1.08 | -.27 | .77* | .046 | 1.05
(1=Female) (.008 (.011 b (.012 (.022 b (.012 b (.005 o (.012 b (.030 (.042
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Age 91 | 248 | -.26 | .77* | -52 | .65 ] -28 | .76* | -.16 | .85** | -26 | .77** ] -53 | .59** | -.68 | .51** | -52 | .60**
(by each group | (.002 * (.003 (.003 (.006 (.003 (.001 (.004 (.013 (.016
increase) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Urban/ .10 1.10 .10 1.10 13 1.13 14 115 ] -12 | .89** | -.09 | .91** | -18 | .83** ]| -.12 | .90** | -.055 | .95**
Rural (.002 o (.003 fd (.003 *k (.005 hd (.004 (.o01 (.004 (.011 (.014
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
N 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644, | 644,
210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 210 210
Mean SE (.017 | (.017 | (.016 | (.016 | (.016 | (.016 | (.043 | (.043 | (.021 | (.021 ] (.009 | (.009 | (.018 | (.018 | (.061 | (.061 | (.059 | (.059
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )

*p<.1; **p<.05
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SO THE PRESIDENT WALKS INTO A BAR

PAGE FORREST
Sewanee: The University of the South

Despite the frequency of the “beer test” as a standard in both media and every
day conversations, there are no academic definitions of the test that have been
standardized for modern politics. Through a compilation of usages of “beer
test” in media across the spectrum, including standard definitions various
outlets propose, the definition of the “beer test” comes to include an embrace
of traditionally masculine values, an ability to connect with the working class,
and a sense of humor. The masculinity value proves to be the most prevalent
and significant aspect of the “beer test,” and arose as a decisive factor in
President Trump’s victory over Secretary Clinton in terms of common
application of the “beer test.” This is not to say that President Trump is a man
many would want to have a beer with, but rather, by virtue of just being a man,
he automatically had a leg up over Secretary Clinton during the 2016 election.

Over the past twenty years, a happy hour-based litmus test for
presidential candidates has entered modern political vernacular, often used
by both the media and the general populace to establish a candidate’s
relatability. The “beer test” has become shorthand for whether or not a
candidate is “cool,” as in, “Would you want to sit down and have a beer with
him?” Beyond the initial question, political academia has no standardized
definition for what makes a candidate worthy of sharing a beer with an
“average” American citizen. As public perception continues to play an
increasingly larger role than policy stances in elections, it is imperative to
understand how the public applies one of our most common political litmus
tests. First, by examining media coverage and retroactive perception of
presidents, | intend to develop and present an objective standard for passing
the “beer test.” Second, I posit that applying the “beer test” to the 2016

presidential election reveals a gendered bias inherent in how we perceive
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beer as a beverage, as well as how we measure relatability in presidential
candidates.

Despite its name, the “beer test” has little to do with actual alcohol
consumption. Two of the presidents who will feature heavily in this research,
George W. Bush and Donald Trump, do not drink. President Bush, a
recovering alcoholic, hasn’t consumed alcohol since his 40th birthday in
1986.1 However, he still keeps up the perception of consuming beer at social
events, even though his sobriety is widely known. A photo published by
Getty Images during a G8 Summit in 2007 led many to speculate that
President Bush had started drinking again?:

In actuality, President Bush is drinking a non-alcoholic beer in this
image, presumably due to the presumed importance of beer as social capital.
Chancellor of Germany Angela Merkel and then-Prime Minister of Great
Britain Tony Blair still consume alcohol, but there’s no impetus for President
Bush to do so. Why would he voluntarily drink non-alcoholic beer, even
opposed to any other non-alcoholic beverage? As I intend to demonstrate
through my research, beer is a powerful social tool that can be used to
convey a message, even when it’s merely symbolic.

In many ways, President Trump proves to be an entirely different
figure from President Bush. Whereas President Bush is perceived as cool,
casual, and even a little goofy on occasions, President Trump rarely even

laughs in public.® Yet like President Bush, President Trump does not drink,

! Goldman, Russell. "Laura Bush Reveals How George W. Stopped Drinking." ABC News.
May 04, 2010. Accessed September 16, 2016. http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/laura-bush-
reveals-george-stopped-drinking/story?id=10552148.

2 The Heads Of States Of The G8 Summit Are Gathering On A Terrace To Drink Aperitif
Before A Walk On The Peer In Front The Grand Hotel Kempinski In Heiligendamm,
Germany. 2007. Heiligendamm. Comp. Getty Images.

3 Thrush, Glenn. "What Chuck Todd gets about Trump." Politico, December 30, 2016.
Accessed January 4, 2017. http://www.politico.com/story/2016/12/chuck-todd-donald-
trump-off-message-podcast-233066.
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even though he owns his own brand of vodka.* Through these two examples,
we will come to see how actual consumption has little to do with the “beer
test.”

In order to understand how the “beer test” promotes our standards of
likability and masculinity for presidential candidates, we must unpack the
connotations behind beer itself. In many ways, beer is still considered a more
masculine beverage choice, as noted by articles in Psychology Today, Men’s
Health, and Fox News Magazine.® Psychology Today posits that based on a
study done by Professor Jennifer Bosson at the University of South Florida
one reason men may drink beer is to signify to other men that are indeed a
heterosexual male. Within the study, Bosson found that “people who are
given the chance to affirm that they are masculine, such as by telling the
experimenter that they are not a homosexual, later are more willing to do
‘feminine tasks.”””® Not only do they do them for longer, but they also report
enjoying them more, and have less anxiety during them.” Fox News
Magazine goes so far as to assign personality traits to men based on which
kind of beer they drink, and claims that men who opt for low-calorie beer,
such as Michelob Ultra, are “young and beautiful, but a bit conceited,” and
“controlling,” - the traits typically associated with a nagging girlfriend in the
American psyche.’

4 Dent, Millie. "15 Facts You Didn't Know About Donald Trump." The Fiscal Times. July
10, 2015. Accessed January 4, 2017. http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/2015/07/10/15-Facts-
Y ou-Didn-t-Know-About-Donald-Trump.

5 Heflick, Nathan A. "Drinking Beer Makes you a Man!" Psychology Today. October 14,
2010. Accessed January 4, 2017. https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/the-big-
questions/201010/drinking-beer-makes-you-man; Kita, Joe. "The 7 Beers of a Man's Life."
Men's Health. September 11, 2015. Accessed January 04, 2017.
http://www.menshealth.com/guy-wisdom/jimmy-beers-men-slideshow; "What a Man's
Choice in Beer Reveals About His Personality.”" Fox News. June 06, 2012. Accessed January
04, 2017. http://magazine.foxnews.com/food-wellness/what-man%E2%80%99s-choice-
beer-reveals-about-his-personality.

5Heflick, Nathan A. "Drinking Beer Makes you a Man!"

""What a Man's Choice in Beer Reveals About His Personality." Fox News.
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Perhaps one of the most definitive pieces of journalism cited for the
“beer test” is the Washington Post’s 2015 column “Who Flunks — and Who
Passes — the Beer Test?”® When the Dallas Morning News published a
piece in March of 2016 claiming that both Secretary Clinton and President
Trump flunk the beer test, the author cited the Washington Post column as
their baseline definition.® Jennifer Rubin, the author of the Washington Post
piece in question defines the “beer test” as “a shorthand for testing how
genuine, fun and likable a candidate may be.”° While Rubin is a self-
described conservative writer, her argument that Secretary Clinton fails the
“beer test” is often echoed in more liberal circles. She even cites a quotation
from David Axelrod, a Democratic political strategist, explaining Secretary
Clinton’s “authenticity problem.” On the other end of the spectrum, Rubin
does not cite George W. Bush as the standard bearer of the beer test but
Secretary of Energy Rick Perry. Her comments on why he passes with flying
colors give the reader some further insight into how she defines the “beer
test.” She describes Perry as “the best retail politician of the bunch. Engaging
and friendly, he tells a good yarn and can find commonality with voters as
the boy from Paint Creek who grew up in humble circumstances.”** From
there we not only see echoes of “genuine” and “likable,” but also an
indication of what sort of voters the “beer test” is meant to showcase. By
highlighting Perry’s lower-class background as a means of relating to voters,

Rubin implies that it’s more likely to be voters from lower socio-economic

8 Rubin, Jennifer. "Who flunks — and who passes — the beer test?" The Washington Post.
WP Company. April 15, 2015. Accessed January 03, 2017.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right-turn/wp/2015/04/15/who-flunks-and-who-
passes-the-beer-test/?utm_term=.e0bOeeOccef4.

% Floyd, Jacquilynn. "Presidential front-runners flunk the beer test." Dallas News. March 16,
2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.dallasnews.com/news/news/2016/03/16/presidential-front-runners-flunk-the-
beer-test.

10 Rubin, Jennifer. "Who flunks — and who passes — the beer test?"

11 Ibid.
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statuses (SES) making their voting decisions based on the “beer test.” Other
notes further expand her definition. Senator Ted Cruz is cited as failing due
to his Ivy League education and pedantic style, as well as his anger, whereas
Governor Scott Walker passes for again appealing to working class voters
(“a pastor’s son who shops at Kohl’s”), and Senator Marco Rubio for both
his background (“son of a bartender and a maid”) and his apparent ease with
political communication.'? From The Washington Post’s standard for the
“beer test,” we can gather that being casual and engaging come at a high
premium, as does coming from a working-class family, whereas displaying
anger, touting one’s Ivy League education, and not being comfortable with
the public cause a candidate to lose points.

CNN introduces a new factor into the “beer test”: humor. In “Only in
America: The Peculiar Pitfalls of a US Presidential Election Campaign,”
Lauren Said-Moorhouse explores how the rising rate of political candidates
appearing on shows such as Saturday Night Live reflects a growing
sentiment that our candidates for president should be funny on top of
everything else, or at least able to laugh at themselves.™® Timothy Stanley, a
U.S. historian and columnist for CNN and the Daily Telegraph cited in the
article, notes that,

You have to appear on Saturday Night Live... That tradition of

appearing on it has been around since the '80s but it's really

taken off in recent years. Palin went on it. McCain went on it.

Obama went on it. Everyone gets on Saturday Night Live.

You've got to be prepared to be laughed at and show that you
get the joke.*

2 |bid.

13 Said-Moorhouse, Lauren. "The peculiar pitfalls of a US presidential election.” CNN.
September 15, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.cnn.com/2016/09/15/politics/hillary-clinton-donald-trump-health/.

14 Ibid.
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The following presidential candidates have appeared on Saturday Night
Live: Gerald Ford, Ralph Nader, George McGovern, Jesse Jackson, George
H.W. Bush, George Pataki, Rudy Giuliani, Steve Forbes, Bob Dole, John
McCain, Al Gore, Al Sharpton, Donald Trump, Barack Obama, Hillary
Clinton, Jon Huntsman, and Chris Christie, for 17 in total.*>An escalation in
appearances occurs the later the election year is, with two candidates
appearing during their 2000 election run (Gore, Nader), one for 2004
(Sharpton), four for 2008 (Obama, Clinton, Huntsman, John McCain), and
two candidates going on the show in 2016, Trump and Clinton. Other
candidates such as Governors Christie and Pataki, while they would run in
the 2016 Republican primary, appeared on Saturday Night Live in non-
campaign contexts. From these numbers, Stanley’s point becomes evident -
appearing on Saturday Night Live convinces the public that you have a sense
of humor, and thus are relatable.

While one might not expect similarities between self-identified
conservative columnist Rubin and liberal news commentary site The
Huffington Post, the latter actually echoes one of Rubin’s main notes on the
beer test: no one likes a candidate who is ostentatious about his wealth (or so
we thought during the 2012 election.) In Kurt A. Gardinier’s 2012 blog for
The Huffington Post, “The Beer President,” Gardinier rails on Romney for
his failures in polls measuring his likability against President Obama’s,

2 13

citing Romney’s “offshore bank accounts, numerous mansions — one

sporting a car elevator — and his $100 million trust fund for his five sons.”*®

15 Serico, Chris. "See 17 hilarious 'SNL' appearances from presidential candidates."
TODAY.com. November 06, 2015. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.today.com/popculture/star-spangled-laughter-17-presidential-candidates-who-
appeared-snl-t54106.

16 Gardinier, Kurt A. "The Beer President." The Huffington Post. October 30, 2012.
Accessed January 03, 2017. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/kurt-a-gardinier/the-beer-
president_b_2043196.html.
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Gardiner’s assumption that Romney’s lack of likability was rooted in these
personal factors and not his performance as a candidate was most likely spot
on, given that the poll he cites, a Washington Post-ABC poll taken after the
first presidential debate in the 2012 election, has Romney winning the debate
with 71% of support, and trailing just behind President Obama in overall
margins with 46% of likely voters to President Obama’s 49% of likely
voters.!” Despite these successes, Romney still plummeted in the section of
the polling that measured likability. Only thirty percent of those same voters
said Romney was the more “friendly and likable” of the two, with sixty
percent of voters (more than those who actually planned on voting for him at
the time) saying the same about President Obama.

In “Mitt Romney would fail the Presidential Beer Test,” Newsweek’s
Paul Begala explored why President Obama just was so much more likable
than Mitt Romney.'® He notes that while President Obama is an lvy League-
educated constitutional law professor,

Obama is at his best when he’s a regular guy. At heart, he’s still

a jock. He watches ESPN’s Sports-Center religiously, secretly

coaches his daughter’s basketball team, and loves nothing

better than goading his friends when they miss a shot on the

court. People who have actually had a beer with him say he’s

charming and down-to-earth.*®

Begala also cites the time that President Obama decided the best
course of action to mediate police-black American relations was to invite a

cop and an African-American professor to the White House to literally share

17 Cillizza, Chris. "8 deep(ish) thoughts on the Washington Post-ABC poll." The Washington
Post. WP Company. October 15, 2012. Accessed January 03, 2017.

18 Begala, Paul. "Mitt Romney would fail the Presidential Beer Test." Newsweek. January
22,2012. Accessed January 03, 2017. http://www.newsweek.com/mitt-romney-would-fail-
presidential-beer-test-64255.

19 Ibid.
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a beer with him, despite his claim that it wasn’t a “beer summit.”?°
Unpacking what Begala cites as beer positives for President Obama includes
his passion for sports (another attribute commonly associated with
masculinity), and his friendly, down-to-earth attitude. In comparison, Begala
noted that Romney never seemed capable of relating to so-called “normal”
folks. He writes of Romney,

When he tries to relate to ordinary folks, he looks like a

debutante at a cow-chip-tossing contest: he just doesn’t fit in,

and the harder he tries, the more ridiculous he seems. (While

Romney doesn’t drink because of his strong faith, you get the
feeling he’d even be stiff over a chocolate shake.)?!

Begala also unpacks the problem with Romney’s wealth. It’s not the
fact that he’s rich that makes him such a failure at the “beer test.” After all,
the Bushes, the Kennedys, even our Founding Fathers, all came from
wealthy families. However, according to Begala, Romney’s “real problems
are how he got rich, what he wants to do for the rich if elected, and how he
relates to middle-class Americans.” He became wealthy “in part through
buying up companies, loading them up with debt, paying himself millions,
and then ditching the companies.” If these complaints sound familiar, it’s
because many would be echoed three years later at the start of President
Donald Trump’s campaign.?? As Begala points out at the beginning of his
piece, the more likable candidate almost always wins the presidency. One of
the few notable exceptions was President Nixon’s upset over Hubert

Humphrey in 1968. His predictions about President Obama became literal in

20 Jackson, David, and Mimi Hall. "Obama: It's not a 'beer summit™ ABC News. July 30,
2009. Accessed January 03, 2017. http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/story?id=8216592.

21 Begala, Paul. "Mitt Romney would fail the Presidential Beer Test."

22 McCammon, Sarah. "How Rich Candidates Try To Appeal To Working Voters." NPR.
August 13, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.npr.org/2016/08/13/489827074/how-rich-candidates-try-to-appeal-to-working-
voters.
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January of 2017, when Surly Brewing Company announced the release of a
Winter Rye IPA named “Thanks Obama.” The brewery’s owner explained
he was celebrating President Obama’s well-documented fondness for beer,
rather than making a partisan statement. “Beer is one of the few bipartisan
things left in this country, so please don’t yell at us about the name on the
internet, even though we know you’re going to anyway.”?® So how did we
get from the clear delineation between 2012 candidates to a 2016 race where
it seems as though neither main candidate stood any chance of passing the
“beer test?”

To recap, in order to pass the beer test that’s been aggregated by the
national news media over the past several years, a presidential candidate
should be relatable, comfortable with the public, able to appeal to the
working classes (if he himself doesn’t come from a lower-class background
already), manly, and able to laugh at himself. 2016 saw the rise of two of the
most widely disliked presidential candidates in popular history, both
extraordinarily wealthy, and the first female presidential candidate. So how
did a seemingly impossible to apply “beer test” impact this presidential
election?

One of the biggest hurdles of applying the “beer test” to 2016 is
unpacking gendered differences in perception. When Fox News makes it
clear that any man who drinks a low-calorie beer is less manly, and
Newsweek praises Obama’s quality of being a “jock” at heart as one of the
reasons he passed the beer test with flying colors, how does a woman pass
the test without being derided as not ladylike enough? The answer lies in

Sarah Palin. How the 2008 Republican vice-presidential nominee toed the

23 “Surly to Tap New Beer, ‘Thanks Obama,” On Inauguration Day.” WCCO. January 16,
2017. Accessed February 23, 2017. http://minnesota.cbslocal.com/2017/01/16/surly-new-
beer-thanks-obama/.
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line between the beer test and traditional gendered expectations is perhaps
best outlined in her own words: “They say that the difference between a
hockey mom and a pit-bull is lipstick.”?* In that line, Palin hit almost every
aspect of the “beer test.” She made it clear she could laugh at herself by
comparing her personality to that of a pit-bull’s, she noted her love for sports
through her status as a hockey mom, and most importantly for women
running for public office, she embraced her femininity by acknowledging her
use of lipstick. In a society that has not yet entirely moved beyond traditional
gender roles, a woman running for office cannot be “too” anything -
especially too manly or too unladylike. The unfortunate reality reflects that if
awoman is trying to pass the “beer test,” she has to find a way to remind the
public of the fact that she’s a woman while making it clear that she would
still drink a beer with you.

Based on sheer anecdotal evidence, one would think that Secretary
Clinton would be the perfect antidote to the “beer test.” A New York Times
Magazine article features General Buster Hagenbeck recalling that shortly

after Secretary Clinton’s election as Senator, he invited her out to Fort Drum.

Like many of the officers | spoke with, he had preconceptions
of Clinton from her years as first lady; the woman who showed
up at his office around happy hour that afternoon did not fulfill
them. ‘She sat down,’ he recalls, ‘took her shoes off, put her
feet up on the coffee table and said, ‘General, do you know
where a gal can get a cold beer around here?’?

However, her refusal to embrace her femininity in a way that is

acceptable to the conservative right has instead caused this anecdote and

24 Scully, Matthew. " Sarah Palin's Address at the 2008 Republican National Convention.”
Speech, 2008 Republican National Convention. Xcel Energy Center, Saint Paul, Minnesota.
Accessed January 03, 2017. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Sq7kBcA5q1w.

% Landler, Mark. "How Hillary Clinton Became a Hawk." The New York Times. The New
York Times Magazine. April 24, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/24/magazine/how-hillary-clinton-became-a-hawk.html.
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others to be painted as evidence of Secretary Clinton’s so-called
“alcoholism” by multiple fake news outlets.?®

Secretary Clinton is also widely cited as not being “likable” enough
to pass the “beer test.” In “Is Hillary Clinton ‘Likable Enough’?” Times
writer Jay Newton-Small notes that President Trump and Secretary Clinton
faced the highest and second-highest disapproval ratings in history
respectively during their campaigns.?” However, when Secretary Clinton is
holding office and not campaigning, her likability scores skyrocket.?® On
both other fronts of the “beer test,” it seems like Secretary Clinton would
pass. As noted previously, she’s appeared on Saturday Night Live and poked
fun at herself in public. While her wealth is self-made and was touted by her
opponents during the election, her father was a working-class silkscreen
printer, a fact she may have started pointing out too late during the
campaign.?® Analyzing Secretary Clinton in a vacuum would give one the
impression she’s a mixed bag with the “beer test,” maybe someone you’d
share a beer with if you were already a few beers deep.

However, the “beer test” cannot be analyzed in the context of one
candidate without looking at his or her opponent. On paper, President

Donald Trump seems like he’d fail the beer test. As referenced previously,

% Staff, National Enquirer. "Hillary Clinton Drinking Crisis: ‘Sober Her Up!”" National
Enquirer. October 27, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
http://www.nationalenquirer.com/photos/hillary-clinton-drinking-alcoholic-sober-up-
wikileaks/.

27 Newton-Small, Jay. "Is Clinton 'Likable Enough'?" Time Magazine. Time. May 25, 2016.
Accessed January 03, 2017. http://time.com/4347962/hillary-clinton-donald-trump-
likability/.

28 Doyle, Sady. "America loves women like Hillary Clinton—as long as they’re not asking for
a promotion." Quartz. February 25, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017.
https://qz.com/624346/america-loves-women-like-hillary-clinton-as-long-as-theyre-not-
asking-for-a-promotion/.

2 Lange, Jeva. "Why is Hillary Clinton suddenly talking about her dad?" The Week. October
04, 2016. Accessed January 03, 2017. http://theweek.com/articles/652409/why-hillary-
clinton-suddenly-talking-about-dad.
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during his campaign he had the highest disapproval ratings in history. He
touts his wealth on a regular basis, and cannot seem to grasp that he did not
exactly pull himself up by his own bootstraps. Notably, in 2015, President
Trump said in an interview that he got his start with the help of his father
giving him a “small loan of a million dollars.”*® NBC Anchor Matt Lauer
responded to him "Let's just put this in perspective. You said this hasn't been
easy for you, but 'my dad gave me a million-dollar loan." That probably is
going seem pretty easy to a lot of people." He doesn’t laugh at himself, and
regularly feels uncomfortable with any image of him that he sees as less than
flattering. When CNN published a book explaining how President Trump
won the 2016 election, he tweeted “@CNN just released a book called
"Unprecedented” which explores the 2016 race & victory. Hope it does well
but used worst cover photo of me!””®! So if candidates who don’t pass the
“beer test” usually do not win elections, how did President Trump win? Was
the “beer test” irrelevant in 2016, or did the year just see a reframing of it?
Callum Borchers of The Washington Post explored how exactly
President Trump managed to avoid the so-called “Mitt Romney treatment”
with perception of his wealth.*? He hypothesized that President Trump’s
candor regarding his wealth (versus Romney’s reluctance to discuss or
acknowledge it) made it seem more relatable and accessible to the working-
class public. Why does it matter that Trump has gold-plated seat belts on his

private plane when he announces to a crowd full of working class supporters

30 Campbell, Colin. "DONALD TRUMP: 'My father gave me a small loan of a million
dollars™ Business Insider. October 26, 2015. Accessed January 04, 2017.
http://www.businessinsider.com/donald-trump-small-million-dollar-loan.

3L Trump, Donald J (realDonaldTrump). “@CNN just released a book called
"Unprecedented" which explores the 2016 race & victory. Hope it does well but used worst
cover photo of me!” Jan 2, 2017, 1:32 PM. Tweset.

32 Borchers, Callum. "How Donald Trump has avoided the Mitt Romney treatment from the
press." The Washington Post. WP Company. January 12, 2016. Accessed January 04, 2017.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2016/01/12/how-donald-trump-has-
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that “I love money!” and they laugh and clap for him? President Trump
managed to skirt that aspect of the “beer test” that ultimately led to
Romney’s downfall by challenging it in such a ridiculous, head-on way that
questioning the “how” seemed almost impossible.

President Trump’s campaign also reshaped the question of
“likability.” In an era where so-called “political correctness” is demeaned
and devalued by the right, President Trump’s brash, crude way of speech
seemed to speak to voters. An editorial from Slate declaring President Trump
the winner of the “beer test” claims that his shock and awe tactics are what

make him a fun guy.
But it does occur to me that, for a certain swath of voters, there
has never been and perhaps never will be a candidate you’d be
more eager to have a beer with than Donald Trump. What other
presidential hopeful seems so up for anything? So full of ribald
stories and high-gloss gossip? So unguarded and
unpredictable? What other candidate calls his opponent a

‘pussy’ on camera and then just owns it? Dude seems like he’d
be fun after you got a couple shots in him.*3

Finally, while President Trump might not be called “manly” by any
of the traditional stereotypical means, does that matter when his opponent is
a woman? Given the default masculine associations we have with beer
discussed previously, it would seem that any man in a presidential campaign
against a woman would have a decided advantage on that component of the
“beer test.”

By tracing media definitions of the “beer test,” and who we consider
to be its winners and losers, we find that the “beer test” can be boiled down

to one who embraces traditionally perceived as masculine pursuits (such as

33 Stevenson, Seth. "A Cold One With Donald." Slate. February 11, 2016. Accessed January
04, 2017.
http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/politics/2016/02/trump_is_winning_the gu
y_you_d_want_to_have_a_beer_with_election.html.
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an unbridled love of sports), can appeal to working classes regardless of his
or her own wealth, and is ultimately perceived as both likeable and
humorous. The 2016 presidential election set the stage for President Trump
to turn the “beer test” to his favor by allowing him to confront traditional
expectations about how one embraces his wealth, change the definition of
likability from “relatability” to “crudeness,” and eschew worries about who
is perceived as manlier by competing against a woman balancing an already
complex set of gendered expectations for her candidacy. Ultimately,
President Trump navigated the minefield of the presidential “beer test” by
changing expectations and reshaping definitions without ever popping open a

cold one.
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WHEN HOSTILITY TAKES OVER: SEXISM IN THE 2016
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

APRIL GUTMANN
University of Virginia

Gender was front and center in the 2016 election, and while Trump’s hostility
toward Clinton was often evident, it is harder to determine when this hostility
was a result of sexism. Further, sexism does not always take a hostile form,
but sometimes presents itself as benevolent. What was the gendered rhetoric
in the 2016 presidential election? My research sought to answer this question
through a content analysis of the rhetoric of the presidential candidates.
Through the content analysis, | found that while Trump used very little
benevolent sexism in discussions about and against Hillary Clinton, and his
hostile sexism was high, he used benevolent sexist rhetoric when talking about
women who support him. This is consistent with the findings of Glick and Fiske
that individuals who score high on the ambivalent sexism inventory often treat
women that they see in different subgroups differently, treating women who
threaten their power or who they see as conniving in a hostile way, and those
who they view as pure and fitting the stereotypical gender role benevolently.

INTRODUCTION

Gender was more prevalent in the 2016 presidential election than any
other in United States history. One reason for this is likely the historical
significance of the presence of the first female candidate running for a major
party (the Democratic Party). Another factor that has made gender more
prevalent and relatively explicit is the commentary of the Republican
nominee for president, Donald Trump. Trump has both in the past and
throughout the campaign made crude comments toward and about women.
These comments as well as sexism present more broadly in the election have
the potential to affect the opinions of the public on the candidates and the

sexism present in American political discourse and everyday life in general.
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The 2016 election contained greater amounts of implicit sexism than
any other presidential election before it, and gendered considerations may
also have been greater in the public since Hillary Clinton was competing at a
level that only men had competed at previously. This may have led not only
those who opposed her to describe her as unfit for the job, but those who
implicitly view the presidency in the masculinized way that it is often
portrayed to judge her more harshly.

In order to better understand the sexism present in the elite rhetoric, |
seek to answer the following question: what types of benevolent and hostile
sexism were displayed by candidates in the 2016 general election?
Specifically, what type of sexism did Donald Trump display most often and
when did his sexism increase and decrease throughout the campaign? By
conducting a content analysis of candidate speeches and the presidential
debates in the 2016 election, we can observe the sexism that Donald Trump
displayed and theorize the implications it had for the broader public’s
opinions of the candidates.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Extensive research has been conducted on different aspects of the
role of gender in politics. Many authors have studied the reasons for the lack
of women in politics, for example the percentage of women in Congress is
not a proportional representation of the percentage of women to men in the
United States. In 1996 Kim Kahn found that individuals rely on their
stereotypes of women’s capabilities and liabilities when judging the fitness
for office of a female candidate, and this causes campaigns to strategize in
accordance with these stereotypes. Further, the media focused more on the
substantive issue messages of the campaign of male candidates than female

campaigns. Finally, “when women’s stereotypical strengths correspond to
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the salient themes of the campaign, women candidates have an advantage.
On the other hand, when the important issues in the campaign highlight
women’s perceived weaknesses, women’s electoral prospects are
diminished.”* Kelly Dittmar built on this work in 2015, conducting a survey
of political consultants and interviews with candidates and others working on
campaigns. She found that campaign consultants navigate a gendered
landscape and must mold candidates to certain gender stereotypes in relation
to traits and issues.?

Other authors have found that “voters make inferences based on
highly visible and distinctive attributes such as gender” and that “being a
woman or a man conveys information about the candidate’s willingness or
ability to deal with issues that closely impinge on gender (such as sexual
harassment) as well as issues that, on the surface at least, have limited
relevance to gender (such as education or unemployment).”® This implies
that judgment of a candidate’s ability to perform on policy issues both
unrelated and related to gender are made on a gendered basis.

While most authors agree that gender plays some role in
considerations by citizens of candidates, Deborah Brooks argued in her book
He Runs, She Runs for a “leaders-not-ladies” theory, positing that female
politicians are judged on the basis of good leadership rather than on the basis
of good femininity, and thus do not face higher standards.* Brooks supported

this theory by conducting experiments attributing behaviors such as crying,

1 Kahn, Kim F. 1996. The Political Consequences of Being a Woman: How Stereotypes
Influence the Conduct and Consequences of Political Campaigns. New York: Columbia
University Press.

2 Dittmar, Kelly. 2015. Navigating Gendered Terrain: Stereotypes and Strategy in Political
Campaigns. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. (ISBN 978-1439911495)

% lyengar, Shanto, Nicholas A. Valentino, Stephen Ansolabehere, and Adam F. Simon. 1997.
“Running as a Woman: Gender Stereotyping in Women’s Campaigns.” In Women, Media,
and Politics, ed. Pippa Norris, 77-98. New York: Oxford University Press.

4 Brooks, Deborah Jordan. 2013. He Runs, She Runs: Why Gender Stereotypes Do Not Harm
Women Candidates. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
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acts of toughness, displays of anger, and knowledge gaffes to male and
female candidates and studying the difference in how respondents reacted to
male and female candidates under the same conditions. She found that
female candidates do not get penalized more for displaying various
behaviors. She interpreted these findings as a refutation of the double-bind
that female candidates are often seen as facing (that between being
strong/masculine enough for public office but feminine enough to fit into the
accepted female gender role). While Brooks may have stumbled upon a new
phenomenon in a changing political environment, her finding does not
change the fact that even if female politicians are judged by the same
standards as male politicians, those standards still reflect a masculinized
view of what a politician “should be.”

Much of the research done on how gender affects political opinions is
in reference to the gender gap: the research showing that women and men on
average vote differently in presidential elections. Women are more likely to
identify as Democratic and vote for a Democratic candidate than men.®
Women are more likely to support a female candidate, and this difference is
greater when “women’s issues” are stressed during the campaign.® Robert
Shapiro and Harpreet Mahajan studied the difference in specific policy views
between men and women and found that women were more opposed to the
use of force, more compassionate in reference to social welfare and
unemployment policies, more in favor of regulation and protection, favor

conservative, traditional values, and actually found women to be less

5 Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2002. Democrats, Republicans, and the Politics of Women’s Place. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

8 lyengar, Shanto, Nicholas A. Valentino, Stephen Ansolabehere, and Adam F. Simon. 1997.
“Running as a Woman: Gender Stereotyping in Women’s Campaigns.”



| 42

supportive of pro-choice policies and the Equal Rights Amendment
(women’s equality issues).’
Alvarez and McCaffery studied the gender gap in public opinion on
tax reform, and found that
while there is reason to believe that men and women may
indeed share similar primary or ‘first order’ attitudes toward
matters of tax, the weighting or ‘second order’ preferences that

men and women put on the importance of tax issues seems to
have marked differences.®

This is because women and men answer direct questions about their
attitudes toward tax reform similarly, but their actual voting behavior
responds to issues of tax differently when they are considering other issues
as well. They also find that framing can have a strong effect on first order
preferences. Using 1996 national exit poll data, they found that men were far
more likely to list tax as the most important issue among seven issues than
women. However, among those who listed tax as the most important issue,
women were more likely than men to be affected by their attitude toward tax
and vote Republican. While men and women do not differ in their attitude
toward broad questions of tax policy, men and women attribute different
levels of importance to issues when voting.®

Since the gender gap began being studied intensely in the 1980s,
most research has viewed it as a function of changing female attitudes.
Kaufmann and Petrocik determined that the gender gap resulted from
changes in male partisanship and voting instead of changes in female

partisanship and voting. They then test two hypotheses, the attitude

7 Shapiro, Robert Y., and Harpreet Mahajan. 1986. “Gender Differences in Policy Preferences:
A Summary of Trends From the 1960s to the 1980s.” Public Opinion Quarterly 50(1):42-61.
8 Alvarez, R. Michael and Edward J. McCaffery. 2000. “Gender and Tax.” In Gender and
American Politics: Women, Men, and the Political Process, ed.Sue Tolleson-Rinehart and Jyl
J. Josephson, 91-113. Armonk, New York: M. E. Sharpe.
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hypothesis (that the gender gap results from differences in underlying
political preferences between men and women) and the salience hypothesis
(that the gender gap results from differences in the way men and women
weigh issues when evaluating parties and candidates), to determine the cause
for the differences in voting and party identification between men and
women. Using survey date from the 1992 National Election Study, they
found that “policy attitude differences between men and women appear to be
a fundamental component of the gender gap” and that “issue salience effects
are...less constant and more context driven.”°

In Kira Sanbonmatsu’s 2002 study on the role of gender in party
politics, she found that Democrats tend to be more liberal on gender policies,
as with other policies, and Republicans tend to be more conservative on
gender policies, as with other policies. By analyzing National Election
Studies survey data, Sanbonmatsu concluded that Democrats and
Republicans hold similar gender role attitudes overall, both liberalizing since
the 1970s with Democrats “somewhat more liberal.”** However, both groups
still hold some traditional views about the role women should play in the
work force. Many of the differences in policy views between Democrats and
Republicans result from their view toward the role of government, however,
the issue of abortion has caused individuals to sort themselves out to hold
consistent views with their party leaders. “The pattern of abortion attitudes
and party identification over time is consistent with a realignment.””*? There
was also some evidence of divergence of opinions on the Equal Rights

Amendment. The public distinguishes the difference in the parties’ views of

10 Kaufmann, Karen M., and John R. Petrocik. “The Changing Politics of American Men:
Understanding the Sources of the Gender Gap.” American Journal of Political Science, vol.
43, no. 3, 1999, pp. 864-887. www.jstor.org/stable/2991838.
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Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
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equal gender roles and abortion, but only abortion can affect how individuals
choose their party loyalty. The results of public opinion surveys of the public
suggest that the public largely supports gender equality, but also still
supports some traditional ideas about a women’s place in society, especially
the role they should play in the family.*®

As studies of the gender gap continued, other explanations than
simple difference of opinion between men and women have been argued to
explain the gap. Pamela Conover provides an alternative explanation for the
reason behind the gender gap. Conover found that identification as a woman
is not the main cause of the gender gap but instead identification as a
feminist account “for a large part of the gender gap in specific issue
preferences” however most authors have found evidence against this view.
The gender gap in elections has also been attributed to other causes, such as
labor force participation and attitudes toward social service spending as well
as feminist consciousness.’® While the extent to which the gender gap can be
attributed to simple difference of opinion between men and women, recent
studies have suggested that other motives are present to explain the gender
gap. Elizabeth Cook and Clyde Wilcox analyzed data from the 1984
American National Election Study data. They found women to be
significantly more liberal than men on 15 of the 20 issues they considered,
and “gender differences were the largest on support for spending to aid the
unemployed, and on war and peace issues.””*® Importantly, they found that

“feminism is indeed strongly correlated with liberal values and policy
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preferences, but that the correlations are significant for both men and
women” implying that “feminist consciousness in women and feminist
sympathy in men are both strong predictors of values and policy
preferences.”!’ This is to say that feminist values are not necessarily
feminine, and may be shared by men. They found significant gender
differences between feminist men and women, potential feminist men and
women, and non-feminist men and women, suggesting that a complex
relationship exists between gender, feminism, and policy attitudes and that
all must be considered.

While this evidence suggests that men and women do vote
differently, for different reasons, research has shown that this male-female
dichotomy is not the best way to think about differences in policy opinions in
relation to gender. Because women and men live in the same physical spaces,
with no informal segregation as is often the case with race, there is not an in-
group out-group sentiment between men and women. Further, men and
women often share similar views to other men and women in their
environment. Instead of being based on gender identification, opinion
formation about gendered issues relies more on individual perception of
gender roles, often a result of power dynamics between men and women. 8

Individuals can be categorized as gender traditionalists vs. gender
egalitarians, with the understanding that “gender can influence public
opinion for both men and women and that it can operate similarly for
both.”*® Though gender does not provide an in-group/outgroup relationship,
the extensive research on group opinion affecting policy formation is still

relevant because it shows that opinion on women’s role in society, even if
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not on women themselves, can affect policy opinions as opinion on African
Americans or immigrants can. While sexism is less about who women are
than about what role they should play in society, it is still a comparable bias
to the types of bias group centrism speaks to.

Some work has been done to determine gendered frames that are used
by both policymakers and public groups such as the feminist movement
when discussing policies. Dorothy McBride Stetson assessed policy debates
in Congress, two debates on job training and two debates on abortion
regulation. She found that “the issue of job training is defined, primarily, in
non-gendered terms,” however, feminists were able to insert gender into the
frame by fighting for federal attention to displaced homemakers. In the case
of abortion, the Roe v. Wade Supreme Court decision helped make
“women’s right to choose” the “dominant frame of the abortion issue,”
allowing feminist movements to fight directly for women’s rights. However,
in the study of the second debate in Congress (the PBAB Act), women’s
rights were removed as the dominant frame and replaced by the doctor’s
responsibility and timing in abortion procedures.?°

Jyl Josephson argues that “men and women’s actual gender roles, as
well as perceptions about gender roles for men and women, have played a
significant role in the formation of social policy in the United States.” She
compares the characteristics of the populations targeted in policies to the
ways that they are depicted in policy debates on the issue. She uses
Schneider and Ingram’s model of social constructions of target populations
and applies it to social policy. She argues that gender roles have historically

shaped policymaking on social programs by defining social policies for men

2 Stetson, Dorothy McBride. 2000. “Gendering Policy Debates: Job Training and Abortion
Regulation.” In Gender and American Politics: Women, Men, and the Political Process,
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and women based on their perceived role in society, mainly women’s role as
a mother and men’s attachment to wage labor. By studying the social
constructions of target populations used by political leaders in ending general
assistance in Michigan (debate that took place largely in the 1980s) and the
changing of welfare law in 1996, she found that policymakers often frame
target populations as “deviants” perceived through their compliance with
appropriate gender, race, and class-based social roles, and that these
depictions do not accurately reflect the characteristics of the target
population. Those included in the social construction of social policy as
“deviants” are drug addicts, “welfare” mothers, teenage mothers, jobless
adults, and racial/ethnic minorities. Women who benefit from welfare policy
are often characterized as “bad mothers.” “These negative constructions were
in turn used to justify policy terminations to the public, and to those opposed
to policy termination.”?!

While these studies are useful in describing how policies can be
framed in gendered ways and how that can impact the policymaking process,
they provide no empirical data on how a gendered frame or the gendered
attributes of a candidate affect public opinion on these issues.

Nicholas Winter in his book Dangerous Frames also conducted
experiments on how frames affect what he calls “group implication,” the
“process through which ideas about social groups — specifically, race and
gender — can be applied to political issues that do not involve either
directly.”?? What is different about his approach from those previously
discussed is that he studied framing as it relates to gender by activating

2L Josephson, Jyl 1. 2000. “Gender and Social Policy.” In Gender and American Politics:
Women, Men, and the Political Process, ed.Sue Tolleson-Rinehart and Jyl J. Josephson, 91-
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gender schemas when asking questions to determine policy opinion
formation. Schemas are the “cognitive structures that represent knowledge
about a concept.”?® Gender schemas, therefore, are a result of the view that
individuals have from experiences and information about the way gender
behaves in society. It is representative of their understanding of gender
relations, and activating these schemas can increase the likelihood that
individuals will use prior experience with gender to judge the issue put
before them.?

Winter studied the policies of grandparent visitation rights, social
security privatization, and the government’s role in the economy. In an
experiment using constructed newspaper articles, he found that when using
frames that elicit gender group implication by invoking gender schemas,
gender traditionalists increasingly support social security privatization.?® He
then used nationally representative survey data from the American National
Election Studies, measuring the relation of support for a government
insurance plan to address rising health costs to gender predispositions, to see
if this group implication was actually present in contemporary American
politics and not just simply an effect found in the lab. He made the
reasonable assumption that “the net effect of gender implication was to
depress opinion by reducing the support of gender traditionalists” of health
care reform in the form of a government insurance plan to address rising
health costs.?®

Glick and Fiske conducted an empirical study to show that sexism
takes many forms beyond hostility toward women, and that both men and

2 Fiske, Susan T., and Shelley E. Taylor. 1991. Social Cognition. 2nd ed. New York:
McGraw-Hill.
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women can experience this type of sexism. Their study is extremely
important to the 2016 election in determining how the rhetoric contained not
only hostility toward women, and specifically Hillary Clinton, but also the
implicit bias present among political opponents and the public. Through their
research Glick and Fiske found that there are two components of sexism:
hostile sexism, or “antipathy toward women who are viewed as usurping
men’s power”, and benevolent sexism, “a subjectively favorable, chivalrous
ideology that offers protection and affection to women who embrace
conventional roles.”?’ It includes protective attitudes toward women, and
admiration for them as wives, mothers, and romantic partners. Benevolent
sexism involves a positive view of women but a belief that women should
live within the stereotype of domestic roles and are the weaker sex in need of
men for economic support and protection. The two types of sexism coexist to
form ambivalence toward women.

Glick and Fiske identify that “both hostile and benevolent sexism
revolve around issues of social power, gender identity, and sexuality.”?®
Hostile and benevolent sexism include “three shared components:
Paternalism, Gender Differentiation, and Heterosexuality.”2® Hostile sexism
involves dominative paternalism, or the idea that men must dominate
women, while benevolent sexism involves protective paternalism, being
affectionate toward and protecting women. Hostile sexism portrays
competitive gender differentiation where only men are perceived to have the
necessary traits to govern important social institutions, whereas benevolent
sexism portrays complementary gender differentiation, where men depend

on women “as romantic objects, as wives and as mothers,” so women’s

27 Glick, Peter, and Susan T. Fiske. "An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent sexism
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positive traits complement men in a relationship where men work outside the
home and women work within the home.*® Benevolent sexism in this form
suggests a woman completes a man and is his “better half.” Lastly,
heterosexual intimacy corresponds to benevolent sexism, representing a
“genuine desire for psychological closeness.”®* Heterosexual hostility,
however, corresponds to hostile sexism, resenting women for the power they
hold because men are dependent on them for sex, which creates a
vulnerability in the typically more powerful group.3

The idea that sexism involves a benevolent aspect and a hostile
aspect leads the authors to label it “ambivalent sexism,” because
benevolence and hostility are opposite feelings toward women. However,
they find that hostile and benevolent sexism are positively correlated. Even
though they are correlated, they are still considered ambivalent because they
have different effects and implications.®

The authors used six studies involving survey respondents to develop,
test, and validate an Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI). The ASI measures
both hostile and benevolent sexism into an ambivalent sexism measure. A
positive correlation was found between hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism scales, which supports the claim that both forms of sexism are
related, and total ASI scores are related to ambivalence toward women in
study participants. The results indicated that benevolent sexism was based on
the three sources described above (paternalism, gender differentiation,
heterosexuality), but that hostile sexism is actually unidimensional. While
the three sources are likely the same for both, the three sources of hostility
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are psychologically more tied together, and so harder to measure as separate
sources. “Dominative Paternalism and Competitive Gender Differentiation
result in the same impulse: a desire to dominate women,” both of which
relate to sexual hostility. They also found that the factor structure was similar
for male and female respondents.®*

In their 2000 study, Glick and Fiske found that across cultures,
hostile and benevolent sexism are complementary ideologies and predict
gender inequality, and that women consistently reject hostile sexism but
often endorse benevolent sexism, while men consistently exhibit
ambivalence (both hostile and benevolent sexism) toward women. Cross-
culturally, factor analyses and correlations of raw ASI scores showed that
hostile and benevolent sexism were moderately positively correlated,
meaning that those who exhibit hostile sexism often also exhibit benevolent
sexism, proving ambivalence. These levels of ambivalent sexism have
effects on how the society operates.® “Benevolent sexism is used to reward
women who embrace conventional gender roles and power relations,
whereas hostile seism punishes women who challenge the status quo”, this
can be seen as an effective tool for maintaining gender inequality in
societies, and can often lead to acceptance of sexism by women in those
societies.®® Women and men’s sexist ideologies are strongly correlated
within a nation, however, in the United States Glick and Fiske found that
“women were more likely to reject hostile than benevolent sexism.”*” The

problem with the presence of benevolent sexism is that it often goes unseen
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by the male perpetrators because they view it as treating women kindly,
while women often embrace this kindness because of attraction or in
exchange for protection. In other words, chivalry is appealing. While men’s
hostile sexism scores were considerably higher than women’s in all of the
countries studied by Glick and his associates, women endorsed benevolent
sexism as much as men in half of those countries. Thus, equating antipathy
with prejudice is inaccurate, as prejudice can manifest itself in patronizing
but appealing ways.

Glick and his co-authors then conducted a two-part study in 2000, the
first part of which involved participants generating their own categories of
women and then evaluating these categories, the second of which asked
participants to evaluate two subtypes of women, homemakers vs. career
women. The authors found that “men who scored high on both hostile and
benevolent sexism had more polarized ratings of the different types of
women they generated,” and that “men’s hostile sexism scores uniquely
predicted negative attitudes toward career women, whereas their benevolent
sexism scores predicted positive attitudes toward homemakers.” Further,
“career women evoked feelings of envy, competitiveness, and intimidation in
se