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The gender gap in voting behavior is well documented.  Candidates for elected office now consciously shape their campaigns to appeal to women as well as men, recognizing that men and women often look for different characteristics in those who will represent them.  Some recent commentary has also suggested that there is a further delineation that must be made between married and unmarried men and women. In the 2000 presidential race, for example, it was unmarried women in particular who contributed to 12 point margin Gore had among women voters (Levitt and Naff 2002).  More recently, both parties have recognized the value of focusing on single women, as they comprise more than half of unregistered women (Carey 2004).

The purpose of this paper is to contribute to the growing literature on the gender and marriage gaps by considering the votes cast by men and women in California’s special recall election in October 2003. Our dataset is comprised of county level aggregate election and registration data coupled with 2000 Census data.  We use these data to compute estimates of the impacts of various characteristics on voting behavior. The advantage of using voting data is that, unlike exit polling, it is not subject to a margin of error.  The unique circumstances of this unprecedented election in the state also provides an opportunity to see how the principal Republican (and eventually winning) candidate, Arnold Schwarzenegger, handled gender-related issues during the brief campaign.  We begin with a discussion of the mounting body of research substantiating the differences in women and men’s voting behavior.

The Gender Gap Surfaces 

The gender gap is most commonly operationalized as simply the difference in the proportion of men and women who vote for a particular candidate. In the presidential elections of 1992 and 1996, for example, Clinton received the plurality of both men’s and women’s votes, but his margin of victory was greater among women. This is a relatively recent phenomenon, first showing up in the 1964 presidential election when, for the first time, over 50 percent of women registered their affiliation with the Democratic Party. In nearly every presidential election since then (with the exception of 1976 where equal proportions of both groups voted for Jimmy Carter) women have been more likely than men to support Democratic candidates (Norrander 1997, Johnson and Marini 1998).  The gap took its place on center stage with the 1980 presidential election. At that time, organizations such as the National Organization for Women drew attention to Reagan’s anti-women positions, such as his opposition to the Equal Rights Amendment (Mansbridge 1985, Manza and Brooks 1998).  The first Congressional election where a majority of men supported Republican candidates for the House while a majority of women supported Democrats took place in 1994 (Winsky Mattei and Mattei 1998). 

Following the 1996 election, Kaufmann and Petrovick (1999: 884) suggested that “the gap has become sufficiently large to be accorded the status of party coalition-defining cleavage.” This comment was prescient; in the 2000 election the gap was more even more striking than in the previous two presidential contests because the majority of women (54%) voted for Gore, while the majority of men (53%) voted for Bush. The significance of gender in explaining vote choice is so great that it has become a universal reference point in media reporting on election results (Winsky Mattei and Mattei 1998).   Also notable is the fact that women now represent the majority of eligible voters and turn out to vote at higher rates than men (Seltzer, Newman and Leighton 1997; Bendyna and Lake 1994; Norrander 1999; Winsky Mattei and Mattei 1998). 

Major candidates in recent elections have responded by making distinct efforts to appeal to the women’s vote, while not eroding support among men (Levitt and Naff 2002).  In the current 2004 presidential re-election campaign, for example, Republicans are concerned about recent polling data showing Kerry with a 15 point lead among likely women voters, and so are tailoring their message to generate greater support from them (Martinez and Carey 2004). Additionally, both the Democratic Party and left-leaning political advocacy groups are mounting “get out the vote” drives to increase participation among unmarried women voters. These women are seen by some commentators as the key force in the 2004 election, more so than the “NASCAR dads” or the “soccer moms” who were a focus in the 2000 campaign (Starr 2004).

Most observers agree that the gender gap has not emerged because women have become more liberal, but rather that men have become more conservative and more likely to register as Republicans.  The trend reflects men’s and women’s different views on societal issues, the economy and the role of government (Selzer, Newman and Layton 1997, Bendyna and Lake 1994, Winsky Mattei and Mattei 1998, Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999, Wirls 1986).  Women tend to be more pessimistic about the state of the economy and more supportive a government “safety net.” Women also voice greater support for gun control and measures to prevent crime than men, and greater opposition to the use of force. (Gilens, 1998, Hurwitz and Smithey, Starobin 1997; Chaney, Alvarrez and Nagler 1998, Anderson 1997, Shapiro and Mahajan 1986, Gilens 1988, Mueller 1988, Conover 1988, Richardson and Freeman 2003). That is why in the 2004 presidential race Republicans are making sure that women are aware of such Republican accomplishments as Bush’s 2001 education plan (“No Child Left Behind”), the Medicare reforms and tax cuts that included raising the child tax credit, as well as his efforts to defend the homeland (Martinez and Carey 2004).

This does not necessarily mean that women are more “liberal” than men as women tend to be “conservative” with respect to some issues such as pornography (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986, Norrander 1999, Gilens 1988, Wilcox, Brown and Powell 1993). Moreover, some research has found no gender divide with respect to other issues, such as abortion (Richardson and Freeman 2003, Chaney, Alvarez and Nagler). 

There are many variables besides gender that have shown to be related to ideology, partisanship and vote choice.  These include age, education, income or social class, religion, union membership, region, generation/cohort, and race (Gilens 1998 Winsky Mattei and Mattei 1998; Chaney, Alvarez and Nagler 1998; Ladd 1997; Hurwitz and Smithey 1998; Richardson and Freeman 2003).  The gender gap is different in that women, no matter what region, degree of religiosity, class, religion, or age are more Democratic than men (Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999:870; Selzer, Newman and Layton 1997; Norrander 1997; Manza and Brooks 1998).  While African Americans in general are more likely to be Democrats than Republicans and voted overwhelmingly for Gore in 2000, the gender gap was evident in the higher proportion of Black women (94%) than Black men (85%) who cast their vote for Gore, according to the exit poll.  There are some exceptions within racial groups.  Lein (1998) found that Asian women are less likely than Asian men to be Democratic while Latina women don’t differ from Latino men in their political attitudes (although see Starobin 1997 for contrary finding). Lein (1998) concludes race may be a more important variable than gender in determining party ID and presidential vote choice. 
Marital status has had a complicated relationship with the gender gap. Some researchers have suggested that women are more Democratic than men regardless of marital status (Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999, Norrander 1997, Manza and Brooks 1998).  In several recent presidential elections, however, married women have been more likely to vote for Republican candidates, while unmarried women favor Democrats (Seelye 2000a). This may partly depend on women’s status with respect to the household. Women with jobs tend to support Democratic candidates while women who do not have jobs outside the home tend to support Republicans (Bendyna and Lake 1994).  The importance of focusing on single women and married women separately was clear in the 2000 presidential race.  In March 2000, polls gave Bush a 14 point lead over Gore among married women (Brownstein 2000), and Gore responded by stressing his support for such policies as improved education, tax credits for college tuition, day care and after school programs (Seelye 2000b).  In the final tally, according to exit polls, roughly the same proportion of married women voted for Bush and Gore, while twice as many single women voted for Gore (63%) as Bush (32%). Marital status also seems to be related to men’s votes.  While single men split their vote between the two candidates, 58% of married men voted for Bush and only 38% voted for Gore (Levitt and Naff 2002).  A key variable analyzed in this paper, then, is marital status.  Before turning to that analysis of the gender gap in the recall vote, some background on the state and this unusual election is in order.

Californians: The State of Pacesetters and Skeptics 

California, with a population of more than 35 million and an annual budget of nearly $1 trillion, has often been called a trendsetter.  After state voters passed initiatives to limit property taxes, curtail bilingual education, legalize medical marijuana, and prohibit affirmative action, activists in other states made efforts to enact similar measures.  

California was only the second state in the nation to successfully recall a governor, which should not be surprising given its history and political culture.  In 1911, in response to a political machine dominated by Southern Pacific Railroad, then Governor Hiram Johnson and the Progressives  persuaded the legislature and citizens to adopt “direct democracy”; specifically initiative, referendum and recall processes.  The referendum and recall provisions have been rarely used. But since 1912, Californians have made over 1000 attempts to put initiatives on the ballot, of which nearly 300 qualified (Shelley 2002). Since then, there have been 31 efforts to recall the governor, but the recall of Gray Davis in 2003 was the first to qualify for the ballot (Secretary of the State of California 2004a)

The citizens’ distrust of their elected officials is further demonstrated by their creation of a “blanket” primary (later ruled unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court). The process allowed all voters to vote for any candidate from any party in a primary election, regardless of their political affiliation. California voters were also among the first (in 1990) to enact term limits for members of the state legislature. 

From Skepticism to Discontent to Recall

California is a heavily Democratic state, but voters’ malaise with their leadership in Sacramento was evident when it came time to re-elect Democratic Governor Gray Davis in November 2002.  Although Davis had defeated his challenger by 20 points in 1998, his margin of victory over Republican Bill Simon in 2002 was only 5 percent.   Eleven percent of votes were cast for minor party candidates. Further evidence of a “season of discontent” (Baldassare, DiCamillo and Pinkus 2003:1) was record low turnout in 2002. Despite exceptionally high campaign expenditures, only one-half of registered voters and one third of eligible adults participated.  In addition to low approval ratings for the governor, a poll just before the election revealed that 62 percent of likely voters were not satisfied with their choices in the gubernatorial race (Baldassare, DiCamillo and Pinkus 2003).   This displeasure was due to a number of serious problems facing the state including an energy crisis brought about by the state’s deregulation of electricity in 1996, slower recovery from the recession of the early 1990s, and a sizable budget deficit caused in part by a decline in income tax revenues stemming from the recession (Gerston and Christensen 2004).

Of the 18 states that have recall provisions, the one with the least restrictive requirements is California. A recall petition for the office of governor only needs to contain valid signatures equivalent to 12 percent of those who cast ballots in the previous gubernatorial election. In this case, because turnout in the previous election was so low, that the number of signatures was only 897,158.  Moreover, unlike many other states, specific grounds for the recall effort need not be stated. (Secretary of the State of California 2004a).

Six months after Davis was elected to a second term, the Secretary of State certified the recall petition, starting the 160 day clock for proponents to collect the needed signatures.  The ability of anti-Davis activists to do so was significantly aided by the $2 million contributed to the effort by Republican Congressman Darrell Issa. Nearly 2 million signatures were collected, another indicator of the voters’ antipathy for Davis (Gerston and Christensen 2004).  

A recall ballot is comprised of two questions; whether the official should be recalled, and, assuming the majority votes yes, who should replace that official. The requirements to be included as a competitor for the position of replacement governor are quite undemanding; one need only present $3,500 and 65 signatures.  Nearly 500 Californians took out filing papers and 135 of these were certificated for inclusion on the ballot (Secretary of the State of California 2004b). 

The serious contenders emerging out of this throng of candidates shifted over the next few weeks. Arnold Schwarzenegger issued his intention to run in August 2003, seemingly jumping in to “save the day” at the last minute. As a result, many of the other prominent Republicans, including former gubernatorial candidate Bill Simon, dropped out.  An exception was the conservative State Senator Tom McClintock, who refused to withdraw his name from the race, leaving Republicans divided as to whether to vote for him or the moderate but probably also more electable Schwarzenegger (Lesher 2003).  There was also considerable rancor in the Democratic Party.  Most of its leadership avowed not to put forth a candidate, but to rally instead behind the effort to defeat the recall. Nevertheless, Lt. Governor Cruz Bustamante, entered the race, attempting to straddle this divide by running with the awkward message, “Vote No on the Recall, Yes on Bustamante.”  

By September 2003, only 27 percent of California residents said they trusted the state government to do what was right at least most of the time. Just over half of likely voters were in favor of the recall, while Bustamante and Schwarzenegger each had the support of about one quarter of likely voters (Baldassare 2003).  At that point, no candidate had the recall election “sewn up.” Each had to appeal to the base of their parties, while also attracting a substantial portion of the swing vote. With this in mind, the next section of this paper describes the role that gender played in the ensuing campaign. 

The Gender Factor

Arguably, women’s votes in this particular election were particularly important because, by some accounts, they were the most disaffected by the incumbent administration.  In the 2002 gubernatorial race, as would be expected, a majority of women (52%) supported Davis while a plurality (47%) of men voted for Simon, but this was a relatively small gender gap by today’s standards.  Private pollster Steve Kinney described what he saw this way:

[W]hat I was seeing was so much disgust [by potential voters]  in our polling. They didn’t like either candidate; they didn’t like either campaign. I did see some swing. . . the Democratic white males had moved to Simon a little bit, but not all that much.  The thing Simon was having trouble with was that Republican working women weren’t supporting him. They weren’t supporting Davis, but they were going to third party candidates (quoted in Lubenow 2003: 44).

Initially some Republican activists believed they could target disaffected women and rally their support in favor of the recall.  “[W]e want to make sure the media are steered toward the ‘common sense women against Davis’ angle,” wrote California Republican organizer Julie Leitzell in a memo to other party activists (quoted in Marinucci 2003a). This strategy became more complicated when Arnold Schwarzenegger entered the race.

In order to understand the dynamics that ensued, it is important to recognize that the recall election was unlike any other.  In most California elections, the time from filing papers to the vote is 168 days. In the case of a recall, however, the election must be held no more than 80 days after the certification; in this case it was set 75 days ahead. Therefore, the campaign period was truncated. There was to be no primary or even a run-off if no candidate received a majority of votes. All a candidate had to do to be elected governor, assuming the recall was approved by voters, was to win more votes than any other of the other 134 candidates listed on the ballot. Arnold Schwarzenegger filed his papers on the last day possible, August 9, just two months before the election would take place. It is debatable as to whether someone like the politically inexperienced actor could have come from nowhere and be elected Governor in a conventional race. In this case, however, he was able to use his contacts among the political elite. He also employed his movie star-honed ability to excite and connect with people to gain support and command frequent positive headlines in the press. The former bodybuilder was further able to use his own playbook rather than the traditional one where candidates are expected to answer detailed questions about policy issues and participate in debates (he agreed to only one). Schwarzenegger’s opponents made many accusations over the course of the campaign, including that he hadn’t voted regularly and, that he was a Nazi sympathizer. He was able to deflect them all (Gerston and Christiansen 2004). 

More importantly for this paper, he was accused of mistreatment of women and this could have proven to be a fatal indictment. But it was not straightforward. Columnist Robert Salladay put it this way: “Of all the seeming contradictions about Arnold Schwarzenegger. . . none stands out more than his view on women and family” (Salladay 2003a A1).  Evidence of his objectionable record with respect to women initially included hostile comments he made in movies and interviews in the past. He also made what many considered to be tactical blunders made during the recall campaign. A notable example was his appearance on the Howard Stern talk show, known for its sleazy content. As a result, women would often picket his campaign headquarters and events (Wildermuth and Marinucci 2003a).  On the other hand, Schwarzenegger displayed progressive views on issues that might appeal to women, such as the role of women in the workplace, support for gun control and abortion rights and the need for government sponsored after-school programs.
Meanwhile, the importance of gaining women’s votes was not lost on Davis. In mid-August he appeared at an event at the Women’s Building in San Francisco, surrounded by women supporters, where he announced he would sign five bills to support reproductive rights. “We have campaigned long and hard. . . to advance the rights of women,” said the Governor, “I’m proud of what we have done to move the state forward” (Marinucci 2003a)

In early September, nonpartisan Field poll data showed women favoring Bustamante over Schwarzenegger by 13 points. At that time, Bustamante had the lead over the actor, 30 to 25 percent.  Field poll director Mark DiCamillo summed up the findings this way: “You can see, Bustamante’s lead is all women” (Seelye and Broder 2003: A1). 
In an attempt to counteract his poor image among women, Schwarzenegger’s wife, NBC correspondent Maria Shriver, also appeared on the campaign trail.  Her first venture, a visit to a Wal-Mart, was a disaster as she was confronted with union members who were protesting the recall election and the store’s labor policies.  However, she persisted, attempting not only to gain votes, but to soften her husband’s image.  He and Shriver appeared together on the Oprah Winfrey show, which attracts a sizable female audience, to talk about his strength as a family man (Marinucci 2003b). On the same day as the Stern interview she met with businesswomen (Seelye and Broder 2003). Schwarzenegger later acknowledged the benefits of Maria’s involvement, thanking her after the election, and saying “I know how many votes I got today because of you.”  Campaign spokesman Todd Harris called her their “secret weapon” (Marinucci 2003c: A1).

Schwarzenegger again became the object of scorn among women following the single debate the actor agreed to less than two weeks before the vote. In it, the actor rudely grilled female candidate Arianna Huffington.  Afterward, she reported receiving 3,000 e-mails from women. “I had no idea ‘the woman thing’ would be an issue,” Huffington reported (quoted in Marinucci 2003d). A Field poll released a few days later, though, revealed that rather than hurting the actor, Schwarzenegger had increased his support among women from 23 to 31 percent. This increase came at the expense of Democratic candidate Bustamante whose support from women dropped by 10 points (Simon 2003a)

Just six days before the election, there was another incident that really could have proved to be Schwarzenegger’s undoing. The Los Angeles Times printed a story where six women accused the candidate of groping them. He responded with an immediate apology, suggesting he was only trying to be “playful” (LaVelle 2003). His wife also came to his defense saying, "It takes great courage to stand and apologize" (LaVelle 2003). Initially it looked like the story would be a plus for Davis. A poll published a few days later showed that the number of voters stating they would definitely vote for the recall had dropped from 52% to 44% (Thompson 2003). Meanwhile, women continued to add their names to the list of those he had harassed, raising the total to 16 by election day. 

For whatever reason, Davis did not seize the moment, but instead demurred, suggesting the voters decide how significant the issue was. Then, with only two days remaining before the election, and surrounded by women and leading Democrats, he proposed that Schwarzenegger be investigated for criminal sexual battery (Salladay 2003b).  That tactic backfired and support among women climbed again (Gerston and Christiansen 2004).  The final day of the campaign was marked by a Schwarzenegger rally on the steps of the state Capitol before a banner proclaiming “Women Joining Arnold” even as women continued to add their names to the list of those sexually harassed by the candidate. On hand were also several hundred protesters with signs saying “Governor Grope” and “Say No to Predators” (Marinucci 2003e).

In the end, however, an exit poll conducted for the Associated Press showed the charges did little to dampen female support for Schwarzenegger. There was a gender gap, but remarkably small in light of the controversy surrounding the actor’s attitudes about and treatment of women during the campaign. According to that poll, about half of women and two thirds of men favored the recall. Forty three percent of women and 49% of men reported voting for Schwarzenegger (Coleman 2003). Schwarzenegger beat Bustamante among women of every age group. Seventy one percent of women Republicans (who comprise only 36% of women voters) voted for Schwarzenegger, along with 20% of Democratic women (“Support for Schwarzenegger” 2003). 

With that background, this paper next moves to an analysis of those who voted in the recall election. Our dependent variables are the actual votes cast by county.  We then use county-level 2000 Census data to identify characteristics of interest in this analysis. We first look at whether there was a relationship between marriage, gender and vote, as marital status has become a “hot button” demographic factor in recent elections (Levitt and Naff 2002, Bendyna and Lake 1994). Recognizing the differences in priorities between married and single voters has caused candidates to ask for marital status in their polls, and then to try and reshape the message of their campaigns if they seem to be losing the support of one or the other. 

We then look at whether four other demographic characteristics are related to vote choice in the recall election.  Prior research has found that the demographic composition of a community can affect the voting behavior of community members. For example, Tolbert and Hero (1996 and Hero and Tolbert 1996) found that the extent to which communities are racially heterogeneous affects political outcomes. Therefore, we include the racial makeup of counties in our analysis.  

Party registration is also a key predictor of political activity. The 2003 Recall Election was highly partisan from the start. The Republican Party in California was the force behind the initiative and the signature drive to certify the recall. As such, we included party registration variables in our analysis. 

We also include counties’ median income as a proxy for social class. While some have suggested that class has diminishing effectiveness as a predictor of vote choice (Wright 1985, Paluski and Waters 1996) other scholars have found a relationship between social class and political ideology and participation (Berry, Portney and Thomson 1991, Texiera 1992, Putnam 2001).  

The final group of variables included in the analysis represent the area of California where people live. California has many distinct political regions that include the very conservative Southern California (particularly the Inland Empire of Riverside and San Bernardino counties and Orange County) and the very liberal Bay Area (particularly San Francisco and Alameda counties.)  The recall was favored by some parts of the state far more than others (Gerston and Christensen 2004).  To account for these political variations within county of residence, we included 4 dummy variables in our analysis with the Bay Area as our reference category: Northern California (including Sacramento), Los Angeles, Central Valley and Southern California. The remainder of this paper attempts to shed light on whether and how these demographic characteristics affected voting behavior in the recall election. 

Methodology and Data
Our analysis is based on aggregate election district data in combination with County-level 2000 Census data. While arguably an analysis of individual level data would be preferable to aggregate data, the only source of individual level data would be exit polls. A more accurate assessment of turnout and votes cast are those collected by the Secretary of State on Election Day.  Of course, drawing inferences about individuals based on aggregate data can result in an ecological fallacy; that is, “an error of reasoning committed by coming to conclusions about individuals based only on data about groups” (Vogt 1999: 92).
 While there have been statistical techniques that have attempted to address this problem (e.g. Goodman’s ecological regression) the method that comes closest to solving this is the ecological inference model (EI) and its personal computer based program developed by Gary King and his colleagues (1997).
 That is the method problem and so is used in this paper.  The advantage of using EI is that provides estimates of individual-level voting rates where either sample survey data is not available. It also provides county-level estimates that take into account variation among the counties in voting behavior. In contrast, most exit poll data makes the assumption that rates are constant and uniform across jurisdictions, which is a very dubious assumption in a state like California, where there considerable differences in political cultures in the state.

However, there are some risks with using EI as well,  especially that it generally underestimates the confidence intervals around the generated variables. This means that, our point estimates as shown in Table 2 and Appendix B are contained within a broader range of confidence intervals than one might otherwise assume. A full discussion of the methodology is presented in Appendix A, and our point estimates and confidence intervals by county are presented in Appendix B. 

The means of the variables of interest are presented in Table 1:

Table 1: Average percentages of key variable 
for California counties 
	Variables
	Mean percentage among  counties

	Dependent Variables
	

	% Turnout
	59%

	% Recall
	60%

	% Schwarzenegger
	51%

	% Bustamante
	27%

	% Other
	18%

	
	

	Independent Variables
	

	% Male
	51%

	% Female
	49%

	% Married  
	51%

	Median Household Income
	 $42,896

	% Republican
	40%

	% White
	64%

	% African American
	32%

	% API
	5%

	% Other  
	2%

	Northern California
 
	 8%

	Southern California
 
	 10%

	Los Angeles
 
	 28%

	Central Valley
 
	 30%

	Bay Area
	24%


The Results
In EI analysis, one first estimates the turnout by gender, and then applies that proportion to the number of eligible voters in each county. This proportion is multiplied by the number of votes cast to generate an estimate of male and female voters in each county for the 2003 election. This proportion of voters and the total number of votes cast are then used to generate the remaining estimated dependent variables. These variables include men’s and women’s votes for the recall measure and for Schwarzenegger and Bustamante. A full presentation of the estimates and their respective confidence intervals by county is presented in Appendix B. 
Table 2 shows the overall average estimated results by gender for turnout, recall and candidate support. All of the differences are statistically significant at p<.05 level.
Table 2: Mean EI Estimates by Gender
,


	
	% Turnout
	% Yes on Recall
	% Voting for Schwarzenegger
	% Voting for Bustamante

	Women
	50%
	55%
	48%
	30%

	Men
	68%
	67%
	52%
	20%


The turnout for the recall election was the largest for a gubernatorial election since 1982 (Simon 2003b). From our estimates, it appears that men turned out to vote at an estimated 18 percentage points higher rate than women. This difference is surprising, but may reflect the perception that some commentators had of disaffected women voters, who, while not supporting a Republican candidate were troubled by the Democratic choice. Field polls conducted during the summer preceding the election showed that while in July, 54% of registered voters who firmly stated their intention to vote were women, by September women comprised only 48% of that group (Schrag 2003).  Additionally, this election was unique in that it was a highly partisan election, and the choice of the Republican Party and Arnold Schwarzenegger had strong male appeal. It follows, therefore, that those rural counties in California that are predominantly male (55 percent or higher) also showed extremely high estimates of male turnout. This may have influenced our statewide mean estimates for turnout by gender. 
The appeal of Schwarzenegger may have also influenced the gender-based estimates of the vote on the recall. Men voted in favor of the recall at an estimated 12 percentage points higher rate than women (see table 2). This was not unexpected, as the gender gap literature summarized above indicates that women are more likely to support Democrats than men. This finding is also consistent with an Edison Media Research Exit Poll where 59 percent of men, compared to 51 percent of women, reported voting in favor of the recall (Edison Media Research 2003).  Unlike in some elections where a majority of men are in favor of one position and a majority of women the other, in this case a majority of both agreed that the governor should be recalled. 
While both men and women overwhelmingly voted for Schwarzenegger for Governor, men’s estimated vote for Schwarzenegger exceeded those of women by only 4 percentage points.  That the majority of women voted for Schwarzenegger is surprising, given the loud opposition to his candidacy voiced by many during the campaign. More consistent with prior elections where more women than men have tended to vote for Democratic candidates, the estimated votes cast for Bustamante by women were 10 percentage points higher than those cast by men. 
As expected, then, there was a gender gap in the recall election.  The next step is to evaluate how various factors affected the votes of men and women in favor of the recall.  The results of an OLS regression estimated to accomplish this purpose are presented in table 3. The primary question to be answered is whether the same factors explained the vote by women as by men in favor of the recall. 
Table 3: Weighted OLS Coefficients for EI Estimated Recall Votes
 for Men and Women

	
	Women
	Men

	
	ß
	Beta
	ß
	Beta

	Intercept
	0.328
	 
	0.130
	 

	% White
	-0.226
	-0.345*
	-0.293
	-0.240*

	% Black
	0.146
	0.061
	-0.381
	-0.085 

	% Asian
	-0.309
	-0.228
	-0.037
	 -0.015

	% Other
	-0.930
	 -0.058
	1.133
	 0.0383

	% Republican
	0.812
	0.892*
	1.45
	0.859*

	Northern Ca.
	0.039
	 0.123
	0.164
	0.280*

	Los Angeles
	-0.001
	 -0.041
	0.114
	 0.307*

	Central Valley
	0.001
	 0.006
	0.092
	 0.167*

	Southern Ca.
	0.031
	 0.155
	0.111
	0.308*

	Median HH Income
	0.000
	 0.129
	0.000
	0.083

	 % Married
	-0.047
	-0.021
	-0.057 
	 -0.014

	Adjusted R-Squared
	0.91
	0.95


*p < .05
Note: The omitted geographic region is the San Francisco Bay Area.

As shown in Table 3, some, but not all of the factors associated with women’s and men’s votes in favor of the recall were the same.  As it happens, marital status, as measured by the percent of citizens in a county who are married, did not affect men’s or women’s votes for the recall, controlling for all else. It should be noted that excluding party identification from the equation does result in a significant, positive effect for marital status (not shown). That is, married men and women were more likely to vote for the recall than single men and women. However, once party identification is included in the model, there is no effect for the marital variable, suggesting a correlation between the proportion of a county that is married and the proportion who is registered Republican. 
As one would expect, for both women and men, the higher the percentage registered Republican the stronger the support for the recall. Additionally, the percent of the population that was nonHispanic White has a negative relationship with both estimates for the recall. In other words, there is a strong inverse correlation between the proportion of county residents that are nonHispanic White and those that are Hispanic. While this seems counterintuitive given that Hispanics are more likely to be Democrats, in this case the recall would have paved the way for the Latino candidate, Bustamante to win the governorship. 
Table 3 also shows that the region of the state in which voters reside is related to men’s votes for the recall, but not women’s.  Men who live in the Bay Area were more likely than men living in any other part of the state to support the recall. This is not surprising as the Bay Area is generally more liberal and Democratic than the rest of the state.  Only one percent of voters in San Francisco County, for example, signed recall petitions compared to as many as 21 percent in Placer county in northeastern California (Gerston and Christenson 2004). That the geographic variables were not significant predictors of women’s votes for the recall suggests Democratic women may be more uniformly located in various parts of the state.
Table 4 shows the OLS regression coefficients from estimated support for Schwarzenegger by gender. 

Table 4: Weighted OLS Coefficients for EI Estimated Schwarzenegger 
Votes for Men and Women

	
	Women
	Men

	
	ß
	Beta
	ß
	Beta

	Intercept
	0.210
	 
	0.150
	 

	% White
	-0.132
	-0.194*
	-0.148
	-0.182*

	% Black
	0.148
	 0.059
	0.094
	 0.031

	% Asian
	-0.215
	 -0.152
	-0.068
	 -0.040

	% Other
	0.695
	 0.042
	0.757
	 0.038

	% Republican
	0.973
	1.028*
	1.16
	1.02*

	Northern Ca.
	0.053
	0.161*
	0.088
	0.225*

	Los Angeles
	0.045
	 0.215*
	0.088
	0.356*

	Central Valley
	-0.019
	 -0.063
	-0.012
	 -0.032

	Southern Ca.
	0.044
	0.218*
	0.062
	0.257*

	Median HH Income
	0.000
	0.187 
	0.000
	 0.101

	% Married
	-0.256
	 -0.111
	-0.198
	 -0.072

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Adjusted R-Squared
	0.95
	0.95


* P<.05 
Note: The omitted geographic region is the San Francisco Bay Area.

As with the vote for the recall, marital status did have a significant and positive effect on votes for Schwarzenegger when party identification was not included in the equation (not shown). However, as indicated by table 4, the effect disappears once the percentage of a county that is registered Republican is included. White men and women were less likely to vote for Schwarzenegger than Hispanic men and women. This is counterintuitive, but might be attributed to their support for the alternative, more conservative, Republican candidate, Tom McClintock. Moreover, many of the State’s Hispanic citizens are, like Schwarzenegger, immigrants. Perhaps for this reason, some of Schwarzenegger’s supporters boasted of his popularity among young Latino men (Schrag 2003).

Not surprisingly, those counties that have a higher proportion of registered Republicans were also more likely to vote for the actor.  In contrast to the vote in favor of the recall, (see table 3) region of the state affected both men and women’s votes for the Schwarzenegger. In both cases, he drew more support from men and women in Northern and Southern California and Los Angeles than from other regions, while, in the case of men, he also drew more support in Los Angeles county than elsewhere.
Table 5 shows the OLS coefficients for estimated support for Bustamante by gender. 

Table 5: OLS Coefficients for EI Estimated Bustamante Votes for Men and Women

	
	Women
	Men

	
	ß
	Beta
	ß
	Beta

	Intercept
	0.499
	 
	0.712
	 

	% White
	0.030
	 0.078
	0.192
	0.217*

	% Black
	-0.221
	 -0.158
	0.294
	 0.090

	% Asian
	0.083
	 0.106
	0.151
	 0.082

	% Other
	-0.660
	 -0.072
	-1.234
	 -0.057

	% Republican
	-0.582
	-1.10*
	-1.085
	-0.879*

	Northern Ca.
	-0.002
	 -0.012
	-0.157
	-0.366*

	Los Angeles
	-0.000
	 -0.000
	-0.119
	 -0.440*

	Central Valley
	0.020
	 0.119
	-0.069
	 -0.172

	Southern Ca.
	-0.002
	 -0.025
	-0.075
	 -0.287*

	Median HH Income
	-0.000
	 -0.229
	-0.000
	 -0.260*

	% Married
	0.151
	 0.117
	-0.053
	 -0.017

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Adjusted R-Squared
	0.82
	0.93


* p<.05
Note: The omitted geographic region is the San Francisco Bay Area.

As with the estimated votes for the recall and the estimated votes for Schwarzenegger, marital status is not related to votes for Bustamante. Not surprisingly given the partisan nature of the recall election, the percent of a county who are registered Republican has the strongest relationship with the estimated votes for Bustamante for both men and women.  In this case the relationship is an inverse one. For women, the percent registered Republican in the county was the single significant indicator predicting votes for Bustamante. For men, there were additional negative indicators, including location of residence: Northern California including Sacramento, Southern California and Los Angeles. Again, women’s votes show less variation than men regardless of where they reside in the state.  In addition, Hispanic men were more likely than nonHispanic white men to vote for Bustamante, although this was not true for women, controlling for all else. This suggests women were less influenced by sharing a common heritage with Bustamante than were men.  Median county income is also inversely related to votes for Bustamante from men, but not from women. It is not surprising that the greater the wealth, the lower the vote for Bustamante, but, again women’s votes are less influenced by this factor, controlling for the other factors.
Conclusion
The purpose of this paper was to examine the gender gap in the context of the highly unusual election to recall and replace the governor of California. It does so using the EI method of estimating votes based on actual election data. These were combined with Census data in order to reveal characteristics that may be related to how men and women voted.  The advantage of this method is that it shows place to place variation.  It also has disadvantages in that there is greater uncertainty about the results than one might expect from the confidence intervals that result from the analysis. For that reason, our findings should be taken as preliminary.

The recall election presented a unique opportunity to examine the gender gap in the context of an exceedingly politicized and partisan environment and an abridged campaign period. The most popular Republican candidate, Arnold Schwarzenegger, was known for progressive opinions on policies related to women and families, as well as highly salacious attitudes about, and behavior toward women. The principal Democratic candidate, Cruz Bustamante, was a career politician, generally supportive of women’s issues and policies but strongly identified with the Governor being recalled. The result was a gender gap, in that a greater proportion of the men than women supported the recall and voted for the former body builder. But notably, the gap was smaller than has been the case in previous national and statewide elections. 

While the gender gap has been documented as an ongoing feature of American politics, little is known about the nature of the women who vote for Democrats and the men who vote for Republicans. An emerging discovery is that votes by men and women for candidates are also influenced by their marital status.  Our analysis of estimated voting based on County election and Census data found that marital status did not affect the votes made by men or women, if party identification was included in the model. Thus it seems the complicated relationship between gender, marital status, and vote choice is further confounded by party identification. 
Another significant factor throughout most of the analysis was the area of residence, although more so for men than women.  Men’s and women’s estimated votes for the recall were related to the area of the state where the voters lived. With the exception of the Central valley, residents of non-Bay Area counties were more likely to support the recall than those in the Bay Area. This makes sense given that the Bay Area is home to some of the most liberal people in the country, and is often considered outside of “mainstream” California viewpoints (De Leon 1992). With respect to votes for Schwarzenegger and Bustamante, the section of the state where voters reside was related to men’s vote, but not women’s, suggesting much less regional variation candidate preferences for women than for men.
What did this election mean for California politics and for the men and women who live in California? The unique highly partisan election could have alienated the Democratic Legislature but they chose to work with Schwarzenegger during his first 100 days. Together they endorsed critical pieces of legislation reforming workman’s compensation and renegotiating contracts with Tribal Casinos. The governor’s recently passed budget also addressed such hot button issues as reform of workman’s compensation and a pact with the tribal casinos to contribute more to the California budget. On the other hand, Californians remain skeptical of their government. A recent poll (May-June 2004) showed that almost half believe their state will be a worse place to live by 2025 and only 12 percent  have a “great deal” of confidence that their state government can plan for the future (Fimrite 2004). While slightly more than half (55%) of respondents voiced approval for their new governor’s plans for the state, the continued pessimism may challenge Schwarzenegger’s stewardship of the state and his chances of being reelected for a second term.   Should he choose to run for re-election in 2006, there will be an opportunity to see whether a more normal election cycle will yield the same dynamics and voting decisions by men and women as occurred in this highly unusual one. 
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Appendix A

The logic underlying the EI method is as follows. Usually, when one crosstabulates a question such as voting yes or no by a variable such as white versus nonwhite, one deduces only marginal results.  For example, Table A shows a hypothetical crosstabulation of male and female voting age populations (VAP) with voting yes or no on an issue from. 

Table A
	
	
	Vote Yes
	Vote No

	Male VAP
	3000
	?
	?

	Female VAP
	3000
	?
	?

	
	
	2500
	3500


It would be tempting to assume that the “Yes vote” is split evenly between men and women, but this would be incorrect. It could be split along any proportion between 0 and 2500. The actual numbers of women who voted is unknown, and statistical methods to measure this are inaccurate at best due to aggregation bias. There may also be other statistical problems such as heteroskedasticity (King 1997). A method statisticians commonly use to infer the proportions is the method of bounds, or, in more complicated cases, Goodman’s model.  The latter is based on weighted least squares regression procedures and assumes constant quantities of interest across all areas (King 1997). For example, a researcher may assume that the variance in people voting yes on a measure (from Table 1) is dependent on the number of women in a county. It holds only if the probabilities of women voting are constant. If another factor, such as mobilization efforts or campaign slogans, influenced the variance in the number of women voting, then impossible results may occur, i.e. that 300 percent of women voted yes on a proposition (King 1997). 

The goal of ecological inference is to “learn about the quantities within the body of the table on the basis of the information in the margins” (King 1997, 31). King’s method adapts the method of bounds to create a statistical model of the estimate of a particular cell in a potential cross-tabulation weighted by the aggregate across counties of a particular characteristic. To do this, one creates the proportion of interest – in this case, the estimated proportion of women that voted at all – and then weights it by the total voting age population in the county using King’s EZI program.
  

Once this proportion of female turnout is created, one then multiplies it by the female voting age population in the county, creating an estimate of female voters (female turnout * female VAP = estimated women voters). The estimate of women voters in that county is then divided by the total number of votes cast in that county to create an estimated proportion of women voters, or a truer estimate of female turnout. King’s program also creates the opposite proportion at the same time, in this case the proportion of male voters. It is certainly possible to stop at this point. However, in order to see who men and women voted for, the program is  re-run using the total number of votes as a weight, the proportion of votes for the recall (or in later analysis, for the particular candidate) as the proportion of interest, and the proportion of women voters as the influencing factor (King 1997). The results represent the proportion of female recall voters and male recall voters by county. 
� For example, if car thefts were higher in areas with large numbers of pet owners, you could commit an ecological fallacy if you stated that pet owners steal cars. That both exist in the same neighborhood is true; what is potentially false is the connection.


� For a full discussion of the methodology please see Appendix A.


� The counties included in Northern California are: Sacramento, Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado, Humboldt, Imperial, Lake, Lassen, Mendocino, Modoc, Nevada, Placer, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Yolo and Yuba. The 9 counties in the Bay Area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and Sonoma are the reference values for the dummy variables.


� The counties included in the Southern California are: Imperial, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura. 


� Los Angeles County with 33% of the population of the state is its own variable. 


� The counties included in the Central Valley are: Fresno, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Mono, San Benito, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Tulare, and Tuolumne.


� The percentages for each candidate do not add up to 100%. There were 135 candidates on the ballot in the election, many of whole received small percentages of the vote. As such we decided to only present results for the top two vote getters (Schwarzenegger, Bustamante.) 


� The results presented are point estimates. The confidence intervals for the recall measure and the candidate selection understate the uncertainty of the estimates as an estimate was used to generate turnout and the estimated proportion of male and female voters used in later estimates as discussed in Appendix A. The medians for these estimates are higher than the means for the recall and candidate specific vote estimates illustrating this impact.  


� We originally included the following variables which were dropped from the final analysis due to high correlations with other variables: % college educated, % foreign born, % Registered Democrat, % Registered Other (including Independent and Green), and % Latino. 


� We originally included the following variables which were dropped from the final analysis due to high correlations with other variables: % college educated, % foreign born, % Registered Democrat, % Registered Other (including Independent and Green), and % Latino. 


� We originally included the following variables which were dropped from the final analysis due to high correlations with other variables: % college educated, % foreign born, % Registered Democrat, % Registered Other (including Independent and Green), and % Latino. 


� There are ways one can do this by hand, but Gary King and others developed a computer program that performs the necessary math. It is downloadable from http:\\www.gking.harvard.edu.
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