, 136 female officehold

city and county government
of e!ectec_i ofhcials remained fairly constant between 1975 and 1980 at the
congressional (3 percent) and

state (10 percent) levels, their proportions
doubled in county positions (fr A

om 3 to 6 percent) and tripled in municipal
posts (from 4 to 13 percent) (CAWP 1981a).

Studies of women in local

that year the Center for
conducted a national

with state and cong

S. Furthermore, while

government began in earnest in 1975. In
the American Woman and Politics (CAWP)
survey of women in municipal and county (along

ressional) offices (Johnson and Stanwick 1976).
CAWP’s 1977 survey included a comparison sample of male officeholders

(Johnson and Carroll 1978). While there have been a few other reports

from nationwide samples (e.g., Karnig and Oliver 1976; MacManus 1976:
Welch and Karnig 1979), most of the literature on women in local office

consists of case studies scattered throughout the country: Connecticut
(Mezey 1978b, 1980a, 1980b); Westchester County, New York (Lee
1976); New York City (Van Hightower 1977); Pennsylvania (King and
McAulifte 1976); suburban Chicago (Merritt 1977, 1980); Houston
(MacManus 1981); and Hawau (Mezey 1978a, 1978c).

Enough cases and nationwide studies have been generated so that one
can begin to find patterns in women’s local-level othceholding and to draw
comparisons with officials in higher positions. One ot the most striking
patterns to emerge at all levels is that, compared to men in office, women
have distinctive recruitment patterns and attitudes (Johnson and Carroll
1978). While such differences do not emerge in every local study (see, for

example, the mixed results in Stewart’s [ 1980] anthology), they have been

sutficiently consistent to draw scholarly attention to the precise nature of
and reasons for such differences.

This article seeks to contribute to this line of inquiry through a case
study of Santa Clara County, California. This area has gained media

NOTE: [ would like to thank Fanny Rinn and the anonymous reviewers from this journal for

their helpful comments on earlier versions of this article; and Nancy Plimpton for her
library research.

'See, for example, Chamberlin 1974, Darcy and Schramm 1977, Diamond 1977, 19;3.
Dubeck 1976, Frankovic 1977, Gehlen 1969, Githens 1977, Cf![hens a_nd Prestage 1979,
Gruberg 1968, Kelly and Boutillier 1977, Kincaid 1978, Kirkpatrick 1974, Lamson

1968, Mandel 1981, Prestage 1977, Stoper 1977, Tolchin and Tolchin 1976, Welch
1978, Werner 1966, 1968, and Werner and Bachtold 1974.



Clara County’s favora | _
tions. and district elections. Confirming findings €
advantaged by an fAuent, highly-educate

| men’s groups.

electorate, and by efte
district elections for the success

will be discussed below, women

elections and a
ffice. women and m

ecause both recogniz
However, fema
which were voiced by
non-feminists alike. Media attention to their numerical majorities caused

’ f doing politics differently. While a

found in other studies, what
linked

vantaged by such
As for attitudes 1n O

women’s issues, probably b
of activist women in the county.
conceptions of power and politics,

heir homemaking and chil
ease with which they made these connections can be attributed 1n part to

the absence of restraints usually felt by women as token members of a
social group (Kanter 1977). As majorities, they were under less pressure
‘o conform to male norms and expectations and freer to voice a “female

this point of view (ot

consciousness.
Our consideration of differences between female and male othcials in

Santa Clara County begins with a look at women’s recruit

function pf a favorable political climate, effective women'’s o R

and district elections. We then turn to attitudinal differen rgamzatlonf,

point of view on politics and the significance of homemalfic:é 11?5) mhe'{]dS
child-

rearing experiences.

2 All direct quotes from local ofhcial
_ Is, as well as back | -
glraa;vc: i;}vr:r;]:ie f(‘)&l‘lomng{ 1982 interviews, unless g:l?eurr\:(iis;nsform; e acout them.ily
Ianni (August IO l( ggu“ 26), Supervisor Rod Diridon (July 21F;QCCI Jitigincimember
(August 1321; Colhcﬂ;r;(;:{:nemeerRSh;ﬂey ewis (October 6) é“(;unc}lmember e
: er Lu Ryden (A  SUpErvisor Loe '
(September 27), Supervisor Susanney Wilsc(m lZ]g::ls;:l 2128))’ “ouncilmember Pat g:i%;(eig



