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Abstract
Candidate selection within parties is a key stage in the political process and provides an important 
frame for the degree of representation of social groups in parliaments. We seek to develop a 
better understanding of the effect of intersectionality on candidate selection processes. We do 
so by examining the effect of candidates’ key socio-demographic characteristics, like their gender 
and ethnic background, on their chances of getting nominated by their party. We argue that 
features of the ideological background of the respective nominating party matter for the chances 
that women and aspirants with an ethnic background win the nomination as their party’s district 
candidate. We make use of novel data from the 2021 German federal election that provides 
detailed information on the candidate selection processes of all major parties in the 299 election 
districts. By doing so, we apply existing theoretical expectations to an untested case and find that 
female competitors and aspirants with an ethnic background face difficulties being nominated, 
in particular in the case of parties with rather traditionalist societal policy positions. We also 
find that intersectionality matters: female aspirants of ethnic minorities are even less likely to be 
nominated by ideologically traditional parties.

Keywords
candidate selection, political parties, representation, intersectionality, gender, ethnic background

Accepted:  21 December 2023

Introduction

Demographic characteristics of citizens and politicians are a central element in explaining 
the behaviour and decision-making of individuals in legislative processes. The degree to 

1School of Social Sciences, University of Mannheim, Mannheim, Germany
2Mannheim Centre for European Social Research, University of Mannheim, Mannheim, Germany

Corresponding author:
Marc Debus, School of Social Sciences, University of Mannheim, A5, 6, 68131 Mannheim, Germany.
Email: marc.debus@uni-mannheim.de

1226616 PSW0010.1177/14789299241226616Political Studies ReviewDebus and Himmelrath
research-article2024

Article

https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/psrev
mailto:marc.debus@uni-mannheim.de
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F14789299241226616&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-01-27


2 Political Studies Review 00(0)

which social groups are represented in political offices significantly affects the respective 
individuals’ trust in and support for democratic political institutions. For example, if 
descriptive and substantive representation of ethnical or religious minorities in public 
offices increases, the degree of perceived integration of citizens belonging to such groups 
into the political system and the degree of trust they attach to the political institutions are 
likely to grow (Banducci et al., 2004; Bird et al., 2010). It is therefore important to gain a 
better understanding of the chances for underrepresented groups to win key positions 
within parties. Moreover, the effects of intersectionality – the combination of multiple 
characteristics that people are discriminated against – should garner additional scholarly 
attention.

We thus take a closer look at the outcomes of candidate selection processes within par-
ties. Candidate selection has a direct impact on the level of representation of various 
social groups within parliaments and has long been understood as a critical stage in the 
political process (Medeiros et al., 2019; Ranney, 1981). If parties’ selectorates are less 
inclined to nominate women or persons from minority groups as their candidates for pub-
lic office, the chances that disadvantaged social groups are adequately represented in 
parliaments, legislatures and executive offices decrease significantly. We argue in this 
contribution that – depending on the ideological background of the respective party – 
women and ethnic minority aspirants have lower chances to become their party’s nomi-
nee in an electoral district, particularly in the case of societally more traditionalist parties. 
We advance existing work by including an intersectional perspective to our analysis of 
candidate selection and evaluate our hypotheses by means of novel data from the 2021 
German federal election, encompassing detailed information on the candidate selection 
processes across all 299 election districts. We thus shed light on an important prerequisite 
to descriptive representation of key social groups in parliament and focus on potentially 
existing biases towards female competitors and ethnic minority aspirants during the can-
didate selection process.

To answer our research question, we first develop our hypotheses and argue that 
women and ethnic minority aspirants face more difficulties in being nominated as candi-
dates. However, the chances of winning a party’s nomination should depend on key con-
textual features which influence parties’ strategic considerations. Before presenting the 
findings in a descriptive and multivariate manner in section ‘Results’, section ‘Data and 
Methods’ provides information on the case we focus on and on the data and methods we 
use for evaluating our argument. The final section concludes by discussing the findings 
and the limitations of the study on the one side and by presenting ideas for future research 
on the other side.

Theoretical Framework

We identify two underlying mechanisms that drive the success of women and ethnic 
minority aspirants in political parties’ candidate nomination processes and that have been 
previously tested in other cases. These are, first, gendered and racial biases against female 
competitors and ethnic minority aspirants, which we can observe not only in candidate 
selection (e.g. Celis et al., 2014; Medeiros et al., 2019) but also in further stages of the 
political process (e.g. Bäck and Debus, 2019, 2020). Second, we focus on the parties’ 
values and ideological backgrounds, in particular on societal affairs and migration (e.g. 
Benoit and Laver, 2006; Kortmann and Stecker, 2019). The dominant theoretical approach 
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to gendered candidate selection concentrates on a supply and demand model, made prom-
inent by the seminal study by Norris and Lovenduski (1995).

The supply side refers to factors that ‘affect who comes forward as a potential candi-
date, while demand-side factors determine which of these aspirants are deemed desirable 
candidates by political elites’ (Krook, 2010: 157). The former includes resources like 
money and time as well as the motivation to run for a political position. The latter includes 
parties’ assessments of aspirants’ abilities and their potential performance. Both sides of 
the model see women as disadvantaged. Concerning supply-side factors, women are more 
likely to engage in care- and housework, leaving them less time to follow a political 
career. Naurin et al. (2023) demonstrate that women demobilize from politics and societal 
issues already during pregnancy and that childbirth rarely leads to political remobiliza-
tion. Furthermore, despite having the same jobs, women still earn less money than their 
male colleagues. Even when men and women are equally qualified and come from the 
same socio-economic background, women are often less likely to see themselves as quali-
fied enough for a political candidacy, resulting in more men than women aspiring to be a 
candidate. This is due to existing ideas of ‘masculinity’ within politics and the ‘gendered 
psyche’, a ‘deeply embedded imprint that propels men into politics but relegates women 
to the electoral arena’s periphery’ (Lawless and Fox, 2005: 11; see for an overview on 
political entry Gulzar, 2021). Women are overall more conscious towards the cost of elec-
tions, making them more ‘election averse’ than men (Kanthak and Woon, 2015).

These factors result in fewer women becoming aspirants for key positions in parties 
and political institutions than men. We are, however, interested not only in gendered 
biases but also in racial biases, that is, beliefs in certain traits that not only female but also 
ethnic minority aspirants face once they have decided to run. Such biases fit strongly in 
the demand side of the supply and demand model. The demand side includes party elites’ 
assessment of aspirants’ abilities. These evaluations are strongly affected by the elites’ 
preferences and opinions which in turn are heavily shaped by gender and racial biases 
(Norris and Lovenduski, 1995). The economic literature refers to these prejudices as 
‘taste-based discrimination’ (Becker, 1957). The mechanism simply refers to the fact that 
some actors may have a discriminatory taste, for example, that they like men more than 
women. In contrast to taste-based discrimination, ‘statistical discrimination’ (Arrow, 
1972) is based on rational expectations which are formed on the basis of missing, wrong 
or incomplete information, for example, that women tend to win less votes in elections 
and thus should not be nominated as candidates. Originally coming from the economic 
literature, this differentiation was also applied to the analysis of the political process (e.g. 
Butler and Broockman, 2011).

In addition, political parties have historically been dominated by men, a fact that has 
gendered the ‘rules of the game’ in a male-favoured way (Lovenduski, 2005: 27; see also 
Bjarnegård, 2013). Especially in the early stages of candidate selection processes, party 
elites often informally encourage particular aspirants, with male party elites favouring male 
candidates and approaching them more often than female aspirants (Carroll and 
Sanbonmatsu, 2013; Cheng and Tavits, 2011). Even if women decide to run, they face a 
wide array of discrimination, ranging from gendered assumptions about their abilities to 
actual sexual harassment (Kenny and Verge, 2016; Lovenduski, 2005). Consequently, these 
gendered biases diminish female aspirants’ probability of being nominated as candidates.

Although based on different biases, ethnic and religious minority aspirants face similar 
challenges. Potential ethnic minority aspirants need more encouragement than majority 
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aspirants to compete for a candidacy, with those standing for office then being confronted 
with racial biases in the form of (in)formal candidacy rules, selectors’ prejudices, and 
varying methods of candidate selection (Hazan and Rahat, 2010; Shah, 2014). Again, 
most parties are historically male, white, and – in the case of many European democracies 
– Christian-dominated (e.g. Dancygier, 2014). Hence, many selectors engage in ‘aversive 
racism’, which indirectly and subtly affects their actions and decision-making, even 
among well-intentioned individuals (Pearson et al., 2009; Tolley, 2019; Van Trappen, 
2022). Following the number of gendered and racial biases female competitors and ethnic 
minority aspirants face, we expect the odds of these aspirants being nominated as candi-
dates by their parties to be generally lower.

We refine these baseline expectations by taking the ideological profile of parties and 
their core supporters into consideration. Ideology should play a crucial role in the nomi-
nation process (Höhne et al., 2023; Sobolewska, 2013). Or, as Mügge (2016: 514) puts it: 
‘The incentives of political parties to recruit ethnic minorities or women are informed by 
ideology’. Generally, left-wing and ideologically progressive parties are more likely to 
promote female representation and the representation of traditionally underrepresented 
groups (Caul, 1999).

To derive our expectations, we start with the common assumption that the major goal 
of parties in elections is to win as many votes as possible, so that they increase the chances 
to capture control over (key) cabinet offices, which then increases the chances that parties 
can implement their policy goals (e.g. Müller and Strøm, 1999). Parties adopt a coherent 
policy profile which matches the interests of their core voters and appeals to voters who 
consider voting for the parties and their candidates. The key policy dimensions on which 
parties in modern democracies deviate in their positions refer to economic and welfare 
issues on the one side and questions regarding the order of society on the other side (e.g. 
Benoit and Laver, 2006). The latter policy dimension covers issues related to women and 
minority rights, among others, and – given the salience of the migration topic (Green-
Pedersen and Otjes, 2019) – increasingly structures the voting behaviour of citizens in 
modern democracies. We would therefore expect that members of parties, which adopt 
more traditionalist positions on societal affairs, are against multicultural structures of 
societies, favour restrictive migration policies and thus have fewer incentives to nominate 
women and ethnic minority aspirants as their candidates. Furthermore, because parties of 
the right, and in particular of the radical right, are significantly more often supported by 
male voters (e.g. Immerzeel et al., 2015), vote-seeking parties with a societal traditional-
ist profile should – according to the literature on ‘same gender voting’ (Giger et al., 2014) 
– tend to nominate men as their candidates for public office (Farrer and Zingher, 2018; 
see for exceptions Weeks et al., 2023). This form of strategic discrimination is statistical 
discrimination as elaborated on above. We theorize that vote-seeking parties act rationally 
and thus nominate their candidates ‘based on rational expectations given overall statisti-
cal trends’ (Butler and Broockman, 2011: 465). Because the selectorates expect women to 
perform worse than men in the election, they should be more likely to nominate male 
aspirants. In other words: ‘Discrimination takes the form of stereotyping based on group 
membership that results from imperfect information’ (Guryan and Charles, 2013: F418).

A similar mechanism should apply when it comes to the chances of ethnic minority 
aspirants getting nominated by parties from the right of the centre on a societal policy 
dimension (Bird et al., 2010). Given that citizens from an ethnic minority tend to vote for 
parties from the left of the centre (e.g. Goerres et al., 2022), right-wing parties have fewer 
vote-seeking incentives to nominate ethnic minority aspirants as candidates. In general, 
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the electorate of parties on the right of the centre is ethnically less diverse than the elector-
ate of societally progressive parties, resulting in lower electoral rewards with diverse 
candidates.

Women and ethnic minority aspirants face similar hurdles when participating in the 
candidate selection process. In an environment mostly dominated by white men, they are 
exposed to various prejudices and biases. A scholarly approach that acknowledges such 
overlapping and reinforcing phenomena is the concept of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 
1991).1 Intersectional theory ‘conceptualises gender, class, ethnicity, race, age and sexu-
ality as interrelated systems’ (Celis et al., 2014: 3) which produce distinctive experiences 
for intersectional identities. In doing so, the approach allows for the analysis of hierarchi-
cal structures and (power) inequalities between and within different groups of society. 
Importantly, experiences of social identities do not simply add up; instead, intersectional 
identities constitute specific experiences on their own (Hancock, 2007a). Because of 
these individual experiences, intersectional identities are subject to specific intersectional 
stereotypes. In that sense, stereotypes are not added up or multiplied, but form individual 
sets for each intersectional identity. Freidenvall (2016) makes a strong case that an inter-
sectional lens provides an additional and non-negligible perspective on the candidate 
selection process, as it identifies (political) experiences of intersecting identities, for 
instance of ethnic minority women (see also Cassese, 2019). The intersection of gender 
and race is what we focus on here.

An intersectional perspective allows for deriving two contradicting expectations regard-
ing minority aspirants’ chances for winning a nomination (Mügge and Erzeel, 2016). On 
one hand, the ‘double jeopardy’ (Beale, 1970) hypothesis claims that belonging to multiple 
disadvantaged groups can have cumulative negative effects, resulting in, for instance, 
female ethnic minority aspirants being more disadvantaged than male ethnic minority aspir-
ants. Following our earlier line of argument, this is due to greater prejudice among parties’ 
selectorates, as gender and racial biases add up to a cumulative disadvantage which ethnic 
minority women then experience (Black, 2000). On the other hand, studies have shown that 
in some circumstances intersectional identities can gain ‘complementary advantages’ (Celis 
and Erzeel, 2017) and the respective individuals face less prejudice than ones who only 
belong to one minority group. For example, ethnic minority women can, in contrast to eth-
nic minority men, profit from female networks within parties and are perceived as less 
threatening. Moreover, taking up the argument of rational vote-seeking parties, selectorates 
might intentionally prefer female ethnic minority aspirants to their male counterparts 
because this diversifies the party even more, seeing such nominations as ‘a way to kill two 
birds with one stone’ (Mügge et al., 2019: 706). We derive the following four hypotheses 
from these considerations on gender and racial biases, party-specific incentives and inter-
sectionality on the outcomes of candidate selection processes within parties:

H1. Female and ethnic minority aspirants are generally less likely to win a competitive 
selection process than male and ethnic majority aspirants.

H2. Female and ethnic minority aspirants are less likely to win a competitive selection 
process in ideologically more traditionalist parties than in more progressive parties.

H3a. Female ethnic minority aspirants are more likely to win a competitive selection 
process than female ethnic majority or male ethnic minority aspirants.

H3b. Female ethnic minority aspirants are less likely to win a competitive selection 
process than female ethnic majority or male ethnic minority aspirants.
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Data and Methods

We focus on the candidate selection process within parties for the German federal parlia-
ment – the Bundestag – for three reasons. First, elections to the Bundestag provide an 
interesting institutional feature for studying candidate selection in general and for analys-
ing the effects of personal characteristics of aspirants for a candidacy in particular. Within 
the electoral system for the Bundestag, citizens entitled to participate in Bundestag elec-
tions have two votes (Manow, 2015). The first vote (Erststimme) pertains to the nominal 
tier of the German electoral system and is used to elect the members of parliament (MPs) 
in 299 single-seat districts according to the first-past-the-post criterion. District party 
candidates are formally elected either by all members of the respective party on the dis-
trict level or, more commonly, by delegates from local parties in the respective district at 
a nominating convention. Compared to the party list candidates who are selected by a 
state party congress, the national party leadership has less influence on the outcome of the 
candidate selection process on the district level where instead the local party representa-
tives and their candidate preferences are decisive (e.g. Baumann et al., 2017).

Research has shown that informal processes have already narrowed the field of com-
petitors considerably before the official selection happens. There is much qualitative evi-
dence of local party elites wanting to increase their influence over the final selection and, 
therefore, encouraging competitors to withdraw their candidacy (Reiser, 2013: 138–139). 
We cannot study the patterns of intra-party competition in cases where only one aspirant 
runs for the district candidacy of his or her party. Yet, we can provide information on the 
share of female (and diverse) aspirants and ones with a visible ethnic background that 
were nominated by their parties as district candidates without any competition. This per-
spective allows for evaluating if (and to which degree) female (and diverse) aspirants and 
ones with a visible ethnic background are underrepresented in candidate selection pro-
cesses where no other individuals sought the nomination as district candidates of their 
party. The parties in the districts differ in the number of candidates competing for nomi-
nation. For evaluating the hypotheses, we focus on those cases where at least two candi-
dates competed for the nomination by their party at the district level, regardless if the 
incumbent MP sought renomination or not. In addition, we restrict our analysis to those 
candidate selection processes where at least one female (or diverse) candidate or at least 
one candidate with a visible ethnic background competed with other candidates for win-
ning the respective parties’ nomination as their district candidate.2

Second, there is ideal data available for testing our hypotheses. We make use of the 
2021 Candidate Nomination Study (GLES, 2022) of the German Longitudinal Election 
Study (GLES). This dataset covers information on the number of aspirants who competed 
for the support of a party to become its district candidate for the 2021 Bundestag election. 
Furthermore, the data provide information on key characteristics of the aspirants like their 
gender (male, female or diverse)3 and their previous political career, for instance, if they 
were already candidates for the same or another district in the 2017 election and if they 
already served in parliaments on the federal, state or local level. In addition, the GLES 
Nomination Study provides information on whether one of the aspirants seeking the nom-
ination by their party in the electoral district also ended up as the party list candidate for 
the Bundestag election. This variable – candidate on the party list – serves as an important 
control, because it is a proxy for identifying serious candidates whom the party considers 
as potential members of parliament.
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For the first time, the GLES nomination study systematically collected data on the 
nomination processes for the district candidates of all parties represented in the national 
parliament – Christian Democrats (CDU), Christian Social Union (CSU), Social 
Democrats (SPD), the liberal Free Democrats (FDP), Alliance 90/The Greens (Greens), 
the socialist Left Party (Left) and the right-wing populist Alternative for Germany (AfD) 
– in all 299 electoral districts for the Bundestag. The information was collected through 
research by trained student assistants and through an online survey (CAWI) to collect 
information about the nomination processes and the candidates by representatives of the 
parties in the relevant district and local associations.4

Evaluating H2 implies to differentiate between societally rather progressive and rather 
traditionalist parties. We refer to two sets of information on the parties’ programmatic 
background. First, we collected information on whether the parties we focus on had a 
binding quota for either ethnic minorities or women in place for the 2021 election. Quotas 
are not mandatory for German parties, but many parties self-impose quotas to increase the 
diversity of their lists which voters can choose with the second vote (Zweitstimme). SPD, 
Greens and the Left, all had different binding gender quotas for their candidate selection 
on the party list level. FDP, CSU and AfD did not have any such quota. The CDU had a 
so-called Frauenquorum in place, which is a weaker regulation than a quota and is merely 
based on a non-binding recommendation. De jure none of the parties of FDP, CDU, CDU 
and AfD had a binding quota implemented in 2021.5 This divide partially fits with the 
policy profile of German parties based on recent expert surveys (Bräuninger et al., 2019; 
Jankowski et al., 2022) which identify CDU, CSU and AfD as those parties that adopt 
traditionalist positions on societal affairs and restrictive positions on migration and immi-
gration policy, and SPD, Greens and the Left as progressive on societal issues and permis-
sive on migration policy. The FDP does not fit this pattern neatly with progressive 
positions on societal problems but restrictive attitudes towards migration and integration. 
Because of their no-quota policy, we assign the party to the group of ‘conservative’ or 
more right-leaning parties.6

We furthermore need information on whether an aspirant for a district candidacy has 
an ethnic background or not. This information is not covered in the 2021 Candidate 
Nomination Study. We therefore collected further data on the aspirants for a district can-
didacy that provide information on whether the aspirants who sought the nomination by 
their party belonged to a ‘visible’ ethnic minority, that is, if they have a physical appear-
ance in terms of, for instance, darker skin tone, or foreign-sounding name (see also Bäck 
and Debus, 2020; Blätte and Wüst, 2017). In so doing, we follow Auer et al. (2023) who 
show that candidates with a ‘foreign-sounding’ name are discriminated against by both 
voters and their parties.

Statistical Model

We aim to explain which of the competitors for the position of a party’s district candidate 
for the 2021 Bundestag election wins the internal nomination. In other words, the local 
party – the selection of district candidates is decentralized, for example, determined by 
local party conventions – decides which aspirant wins the nomination. Potentially, there 
could only be a single aspirant in a district, so that there is no intra-party competition. 
Often, however, the number of aspirants is higher, so that a local party convention must 
choose a candidate among the aspirants for a district candidacy. The number of aspirants 
can vary across parties and districts. We use a conditional logit model (McFadden, 1973) 
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to explain the outcome of the decision-making process of the conventions of the seven 
parties in the 299 districts with covariates. The main specification defines each candidate 
selection process in each party and each district as a separate choice set. The model pre-
dicts which of the candidates in each party in each district wins the nomination, taking the 
gender of a candidate, their visible ethnic background and the other covariates into 
account. As already mentioned, we focus in the multivariate empirical models only on 
those cases where more than one aspirant sought the nomination as a parties’ district can-
didate and where at least one female (or diverse) aspirant or one aspirant with a visible 
ethnic background competed for the support of the district delegates.

Results

Before evaluating our set of hypotheses employing conditional logit models, we present 
descriptive information on the amount of competition during the nomination process of 
a party’s district candidate. We differentiate between the seven parties – CDU, CSU, 
SPD, FDP, Greens, The Left and the AfD – and look at the share of women (or diverse 
individuals) belonging to visible minorities among the aspirants for their parties’ district 
candidacy.

Descriptive Findings

Table 1 provides information on the number of women or diverse competitors in candi-
date nomination processes on the district level where more than one aspirant was running, 
meaning that the nomination was competitive. In addition, Table 1 covers data on the total 
number of aspirants in competitive races for the seven parties under study, and shows, 
first, the share of women and diverse aspirants among all contenders in competitive dis-
trict races and, second, the share of women or diverse aspirants who won the nomination 

Table 1. Number and Share of (Successful) Women and Diverse Aspirants Who Sought Their 
Party’s Nomination in Competitive Intra-Party Races.

Number 
of women 
or diverse 
aspirants in 
competitive 
races

Total number 
of aspirants in 
competitive 
races

Share of 
women 
or diverse 
aspirants in 
competitive 
races (%)

Number of 
women or 
diverse aspirants 
who won the 
nomination in 
competitive 
races

Share of women 
or diverse 
aspirants 
who won the 
nomination in 
competitive 
races (%)

CDU 55 189 29.1 25 45.5
CSU 6 14 42.9 3 50
SPD 58 189 30.7 25 43.1
FDP 14 66 21.2 5 35.7
Greens 65 170 38.2 32 49.2
Left 10 40 25 6 60
AfD 6 85 7.1 2 33.3

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; SPD: social democrats; FDP: free democrats; AfD: 
alternative for Germany.
Source: GLES nomination study (GLES, 2022).
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in competitive races. The table shows that the share of female aspirants or individuals 
who identify themselves as diverse varies clearly across parties. While 38% of the candi-
dates seeking the nomination of the Greens as their district candidate in competitive races 
were women or diverse, only 7% of the candidates who sought the nomination by the AfD 
as their district candidate belong to this group. While this pattern speaks for a divide 
between parties on a societal policy dimension, the picture is less clear when looking at 
the remaining parties. In total, 43% of the aspirants seeking the nomination of the soci-
etally conservative CSU in competitive races were women. However, we are dealing here 
with a relatively small number of competitors. Yet, the share of women aspirants in com-
petitive races in the Social Democratic (31%) and Christian Democratic parties (29%) is 
not that different from one another; also, the figures for the FDP (21%) and the socialist 
Left (25%) do not speak in favour of the expectation that women (or diverse) competitors 
are more present among the aspirants in societally progressive than in rather traditionalist 
parties. This pattern remains stable when looking at the share of successful women or 
diverse aspirants who won the nomination in competitive races. Table 1 shows that – as 
expected for a right-wing populist party with socially traditionalist positions – the share 
of nominated women candidates in the AfD is the lowest (33%) among all parties and the 
highest for the Left (60%) and the Greens (49%). There are, by contrast, no strong differ-
ences between CDU, CSU and SPD: the share of female aspirants who were successful in 
competitive races varies between 43% and 50%, while women candidates are less suc-
cessful in competitive races for their party’s district nomination in case of the FDP (36%).

The results are clearer when shifting the perspective to intra-party candidates who 
belong to a visible ethnic minority. Table 2 shows that the share of candidates with this 
personal characteristic is higher for societally progressive parties like the SPD (19%), the 
Greens (11%) and the Left (10%). It is lower for the CDU (6%), the FDP (8%), the AfD 
(7%) and the CSU where no ethnic minority aspirant sought the nomination in a competi-
tive race. Given that the four last-mentioned parties adopt rather restrictive policy posi-
tions on migration and immigration (with the FDP, the slightly more moderate party on 
that issue; see Jankowski et al., 2022), the results are in line with our expectations. When 

Table 2. Number and Share of (Successful) Ethnic Minority Aspirants Who Sought Their 
Party’s Nomination in Competitive Intra-Party Races.

Number of 
ethnic minority 
aspirants in 
competitive 
races

Total number 
of aspirants in 
competitive 
races

Share of ethnic 
minority 
aspirants in 
competitive 
races (%)

Number of 
ethnic minority 
aspirants 
who won the 
nomination

Share of ethnic 
minority aspirants 
who won the 
nomination in 
competitive races (%)

CDU 11 189 5.8 2 18.2
CSU 0 14 0 0 –
SPD 36 189 19 13 36.1
FDP 5 66 7.6 2 40
Greens 18 170 10.6 7 38.9
Left 4 40 10 4 100
AfD 6 85 7.1 0 0

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; SPD: social democrats; FDP: free democrats; AfD: 
alternative for Germany.
Source: GLES nomination study (GLES, 2022) and own data collection.
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shifting the perspective to the share of successful aspirants from visible minorities in 
competitive races, we do, however, see a much clearer picture. While the AfD did not 
nominate any ethnic minority candidate in a competitive district race, the CDU did it only 
in two cases (18%). Ethnic minority aspirants were much more successful in the intra-
party nomination processes among the societally progressive parties: all four of these 
competitors won the nomination in the case of the Left, while the share in the case of SPD 
and Greens varies between 36% and 39%.

To put this descriptive information into perspective, Table 3 provides information on 
the share of female (including diverse) and of ethnic minority aspirants who sought the 
nomination of their respective party for a district candidacy without facing intra-party 
opponents when the district party members or delegates decided about their district can-
didate. The findings indicate that the number of female (and diverse) candidates who did 
not face competition by other politicians seeking the district candidacy of their party were 
highest among the Green Party and the Social Democrats: in 48% and 42% of the non-
competitive district nomination processes, respectively, female (and diverse) aspirants 
were elected as the district candidates of these two parties. This share decreases when 
shifting the perspective to the non-competitive district candidate selection processes 
among the Left Party (35%) and even more so when taking a closer look at the parties that 
either have no binding gender quota – FDP, CDU, CSU and AfD – or adopt moderate to 
traditionalist positions on the order of society (CDU, CSU and AfD). While about 23% of 
the FDP district candidates in 2021 who were nominated without any intra-party competi-
tion were female, the share decreases to 21% in case of the Christian Democrats, to 17.5% 
in case of the CSU and to 14% when analysing the outcomes of the non-competitive 
district candidate selection within the AfD.

The figures are quite different when looking at ethnic minority aspirants in non-com-
petitive district candidate selection outcomes when only one aspirant was on the ballot. 
None of the uncontroversial CSU district candidates had a visible ethnic background; the 

Table 3. Number and Share of Female and Diverse as Well as of Ethnic Minority Aspirants 
Who Sought (and Won) Their Party’s Nomination in Non-Competitive Races.

Number 
of women 
or diverse 
aspirants 
in non-
competitive 
races

Number 
of non-
competitive 
races

Share of women 
or diverse 
aspirants 
who won the 
nomination in 
non-competitive 
races (%)

Number of 
ethnic minority 
aspirants 
in non-
competitive 
races

Number 
of non-
competitive 
races

Share of ethnic 
minority 
aspirants 
who won the 
nomination 
in non-
competitive 
races (%)

CDU 38 183 20.8 5 183 2.7
CSU 7 40 17.5 0 40 0
SPD 93 222 41.9 22 222 9.9
FDP 61 269 22.7 32 269 11.9
Greens 112 232 48.3 17 232 7.3
Left 96 277 34.7 39 277 14.1
AfD 36 257 14 24 257 9.3

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; SPD: social democrats; FDP: free democrats; AfD: 
alternative for Germany.
Source: GLES nomination study (GLES, 2022) and own data collection.
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share increases only slightly when shifting the perspective to the CDU (3%). The share of 
district candidates with a visible ethnic background in non-competitive races and, thus, 
those who won the nomination of their party was highest among the Left Party (14%), 
followed by the liberal FDP (12%) and the SPD (10%). Surprisingly, the share of district 
candidates who got nominated without any opposition on the ballot and who have a vis-
ible ethnic background was higher among the anti-immigrant AfD (9%) than among the 
Green Party (7%). One reason could be that so-called Russian-Germans tend to support 
the AfD above average and are very well represented within the AfD and its leadership 
(e.g. Spies et al., 2023).

Multivariate Analysis

In the following, we present the results of a set of conditional logit regression models that 
allow for evaluating the hypotheses. We start with a baseline model that tests H1 and, 
thus, if women or diverse aspirants as well as ethnic minority aspirants have lower 
chances of winning their party’s nomination in competitive intra-party races where at 
least one non-male or one candidate of visible ethnic background competed for the dis-
trict candidacy. Figure 1 presents the results of the conditional logit model (the complete 
results of the regression models are provided by Tables 4, 5 and 6 in the Appendix 1). The 
results, which are estimated across all parties, show that women (or diverse) aspirants are 
significantly less likely to win a party’s nomination for a district seat. There is a negative, 
but not statistically significant effect for competitors with a visible ethnic background. 
We also find that aspirants who previously served in a state parliament have higher 
chances to win their party’s nomination, while competitors who made it to the party list 
for the upcoming election – and were thus considered by the respective party leadership 
as serious candidates who could represent the party in parliament – have significantly 
higher chances to get nominated as a district candidate. We thus can partially confirm H1: 
female (and diverse) aspirants for the role of a party’s district candidate have smaller 
chances of getting nominated. We do not, however, find a significant effect for ethnic 
minority aspirants according to the baseline model presented in Figure 1 and Table 4.

Figure 1. Determinants of District Candidate Selection for the 2021 German Bundestag 
Election.
Coefficients of a conditional logit model with robust standard errors clustered by parties. Bars indicate 90% 
significance levels. N = 362, Log pseudolikelihood = –66.07, Pseudo R2 = 0.4761.
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We further argued that – for vote-seeking reasons – parties with societally traditionalist 
and restrictive positions on immigration policy have fewer incentives to present their voters 
with female or diverse candidates and candidates from ethnic minorities. To evaluate if there 
is a difference between these two groups of parties, we estimate the regression model from 
Figure 1 and Table 4 for two samples: candidate selection processes of traditionalist parties 
without any binding quota (FDP, CDU, CSU and AfD) and of progressive parties which had 
some form of binding quota in place (SPD, Greens and The Left). Figure 2 presents the 
results (see also Table 5). While the effect of gender is not significant anymore at the 10% 
level when differentiating between the two groups of parties, we find that among the four 
parties with more restrictive positions on migration policy and traditionalist societal policy 
positions, ethnic minority aspirants have significantly fewer chances to win the nomination 
of the respective local party’s organization for the district seat. This finding partially con-
firms H2, as ethnic minority aspirants do indeed have a lower chance of being nominated in 
more traditionalist parties with restrictive positions on migration and immigration. However, 
we do not find a significant effect for the variable identifying the gender of candidates.

In the competing H3a and H3b, we argued that – based on intersectional literature – 
female candidates from ethnic minorities have either a higher or lower chance of winning 
a party’s nomination. Because of the different theoretical arguments and empirical find-
ings in the literature about the effect of intersectionality on candidates’ success within 
parties and elections, we evaluate if there is evidence for one of these expected directions. 
The results presented in Figure 3 show that – when integrating an interaction effect 
between the gender of candidates and the variable that identifies a visible ethnic back-
ground of the candidates – there is neither a positive nor a negative effect on the chances 
that female (or diverse) candidates from ethnic minorities to win a party’s nomination 
(see also Table 6). The baseline effect for both characteristics – gender and ethnic minor-
ity – indicates that candidates from these groups have lower chances of getting nomi-
nated; there is, yet, no significant difference for female (or diverse) candidates with a 
visible ethnic background to win their parties’ nomination, so that we have to reject H3a 
and H3b when we ignore the ideological differences between parties that might affect the 
nomination of minority group candidates.

Figure 2. Determinants of District Candidate Selection, Differentiated Between Societally 
Progressive and Traditionalist Parties.
Coefficients of a conditional logit model with robust standard errors clustered by parties. Bars indicate 90% 
significance levels. N = 148, Log pseudolikelihood = –23.46, Pseudo R2 = .547 (model for traditionalist parties); 
N = 214, Log pseudolikelihood = –36.94, Pseudo R2 = .503 (model for progressive parties).
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When taking the theoretical considerations on the ideological background of parties 
and its effects on candidate selection into account, we find, however, evidence for inter-
sectionality. Figure 4 indicates that there is indeed a statistically robust effect which 
favours hypothesis 3b: female (or diverse) ethnic minority aspirants have lower chances 
of winning a party’s nomination, but only in the case of the group of parties with more 
traditionalist societal and less permissive migration policy positions. There is no signifi-
cant effect in the case of the three more progressive parties, although the effect points in 
the other direction and would thus be in favour of H3a. It therefore seems that the effect 
of intersectionality on candidate selection depends – at least in case of the German 
Bundestag election in 2021 – on the ideological background of the respective parties. Yet, 
we have to acknowledge that we here deal with only a few cases as indicated in Tables 1 
and 2, so the results have to be treated with some caution.

To summarize, we found mixed evidence for our expectations. It seems that female and 
diverse aspirants have lower chances of winning a party’s nomination for a district candi-
dacy across all parties, whereas the effect for ethnic minority candidates is also negative, but 
not significant on conventional levels. Aspirants from a visibly ethnic minority have lower 
chances of winning a competitive nomination process among parties with a rather tradition-
alist societal policy profile, namely the FDP, CDU, CSU and AfD. Furthermore, we find 
that intersectional characteristics of candidates – in terms of gender and ethnicity – matter, 
but only when differentiating between the ideological backgrounds of parties: female ethnic 
minority aspirants have lower chances to win their party’s nomination, but only in case of 
traditionalist parties that are restrictive on migration and integration policy.

Conclusion

This article aimed at studying the impact of aspirants’ gender and belonging to an 
ethnic minority on the chances to win their party’s nomination in an electoral district 
in the German context. First, we provided additional proof for existing findings, show-
ing that female competitors and ethnic minority aspirants indeed face difficulties being 
nominated. The latter have lower chances to be nominated by parties with rather tradi-
tionalist societal policy positions. Furthermore, we found that the ideological back-
ground of the party – in terms of the programmatic orientation on societal and migration 

Figure 3. The Effect of Intersectionality on District Candidate Selection.
Coefficients of a conditional logit model with robust standard errors clustered by parties. Bars indicate 90% 
significance levels. N = 362, Log pseudolikelihood = –65.91, Pseudo R2 = 0.477.
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policy – is decisive, in particular when it comes to intersectionality: female (or diverse) 
ethnic minority candidates have less chances of being nominated by parties with a 
right-wing profile.

While these findings are in line with existing research (e.g. O’Brien, 2015), they are 
among the first that show these patterns in the case of the German parties during a 
period when diversity issues become highly salient in the public debate. However, we 
deal with a small number of cases when it comes to aspirants from an ethnic minority, 
and we focus on one case only, that is, the candidate selection process for the 2021 
Bundestag election. To evaluate if these patterns are consistent, further studies could, 
for instance, analyse the candidate selection processes on the sub-national level. This 
would allow for identifying candidate selection patterns in sixteen states holding the 
institutional setting – in particular, the electoral system – and the party system context 
stable, so that it would be possible to identify if parties like CDU, CSU, FDP and AfD 
are less likely to nominate minority candidates in a large-N design. A further interesting 
perspective would be to adopt a comparative perspective over time so that one could 
study whether the impact of gender and belonging to ethnic minorities changed over 
time. This and the state-level perspective would, however, imply a huge effort in terms 
of data collection, which was already challenging in the case of the 2021 candidate 
selection for the Bundestag since there are no official records that document the intra-
party selection mechanism on the district level.

We acknowledge that data availability limits us in evaluating potential effects of inter-
sectionality. Hancock (2007b: 251) stresses that an intersectional perspective goes beyond 
the inclusion of multiple categories of difference. While we recognize that female ethnic 
minority aspirants face different biases than ‘just’ female aspirants, we would need more 
fine-grained data to further differentiate between, for instance, specific ethnic minorities 
like individuals with an Italian, Russian and Turkish migrant background which indeed 
adopt different positions on key policy dimensions (Debus et al., 2023). Furthermore, we 
focus on only one out of many intersectional identities. Other identities, such as the inter-
section of gender and sexual orientation, are faced with different sets of stereotypes 

Figure 4. The Effect of Intersectionality on District Candidate Selection, Differentiated by 
Traditionalist and Progressive Parties.
Coefficients of a conditional logit model with robust standard errors clustered by parties. Bars indicate 90% 
significance levels. N = 148, Log pseudolikelihood = –21.7, Pseudo R2 = 0.581 (model for traditionalist parties); 
N = 214, Log pseudolikelihood = –36.26, Pseudo R2 = 0.512 (model for progressive parties).
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(Doan and Haider-Markel, 2010; Turnbull-Dugarte, 2020) that might affect their odds of 
being nominated as candidates differently than those of other intersections.

There are plenty of further incentives for future research. One could scrutinize 
whether the point in time when gender and/or minority quotas by the respective parties 
were introduced influenced the number of women and ethnic minority candidates in 
decentralized candidate selection regimes like in the case of the German Bundestag. 
For instance, if a party installed a quota for the party list a long time before the district 
candidate selection process under study, one would expect that the local units of the 
party take these rules stronger into account than parties that just recently adopted such 
an organizational reform. Furthermore, future studies could integrate the degree of 
competitiveness of an electoral district into the theoretical framework and empirical 
models. When parties’ posts are desirable – that is, when the party is performing well 
– male aspirants might be more likely to run for the respective public office. Only when 
the performance of the party is dropping off, it might be willing to deviate from the 
status quo, which opens opportunities for minority group aspirants (e.g. O’Brien, 2015). 
Given, however, vote-seeking incentives of parties in combination with the public pres-
sure to nominate a sufficient share of underrepresented candidates, for example, by 
introducing gender quotas, one could expect that in particular parties with societally 
traditionalist positions and restrictive migration policies to nominate candidates of 
minority groups when these candidates have rather low chances to win a seat in the 
parliament (e.g. Kulich et al., 2014).
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Notes
1. The roots of intersectional approaches can be dated back as far as the 1830s, see Hancock (2016) for a 

detailed overview.
2. Including those selection processes where neither a female (or diverse) nor an ethnic minority aspir-

ant competed for winning the district nomination of a party does not change the results of the analyses 
substantially.

3. Only two aspirants for a district candidacy considered themselves as diverse according to the data. One 
of the aspirants sought the nomination as a district candidate of the Greens, the other aspirant of the Left 
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party. Because the theoretical argument should also apply to diverse individuals, we include these two 
persons in the analysis along with persons who consider themselves female. The results do not change 
substantively if we remove the two diverse aspirants from the analysis. Given the small number of diverse 
candidates, we have to leave it to further studies on political elites to elaborate more on the performance 
of diverse candidates in candidate selection processes.

4. As the nomination study dataset provides information on the number of electoral districts, we integrated 
data from the federal returning officer (https://www.bundeswahlleiterin.de) that covers information on 
the share of individuals with a migrant background in the electoral districts. This information would 
allow for evaluating the expectation if candidates with an ethnic background have better chances to win 
the nomination of their party if the share of individuals – and thus voters – with a migrant background 
increases in the electoral district. However, these data stem from the 2011 census and are only avail-
able for the composition of the electoral districts for the 2017 parliamentary election (see https://www.
bundeswahlleiterin.de/bundestagswahlen/2017/strukturdaten.html). Furthermore, the composition of 17 
electoral districts changed between 2017 and 2021 (https://www.bundestag.de/parlament/bundestag-
swahl/wahlkreise-213456). We therefore refrain from including the variable on the share of people with 
a migrant background in the electoral districts in the main analysis. Table 7 in the Appendix 1 shows 
that – when integrating this variable in the statistical models – an increasing share of individuals with 
migrant backgrounds in the electoral districts does not affect the chances that intra-party aspirants with a 
visible ethnic background win the nomination. We further tested if female aspirants or ones with a visible 
ethnic background have lower chances to win their parties’ nomination if the share of older people in the 
respective districts’ electorate increases. Table 8 in the Appendix 1 shows that there is no evidence for this 
relationship.

5. The Christian Democrats (CDU) did implement a binding quota for women in their executive boards in 
November 2022.

6. We would ideally test the hypotheses for each party separately. This would, however, result in too few 
cases, which does not allow for applying multivariate models, so that we have to differentiate between two 
groups of parties.

References
Arrow KJ (1972) Some Mathematical Models of Race in the Labor Market. In: Pascal A (ed.) Racial 

Discrimination in Economic Life. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, pp.187–204.
Auer D, Portmann L and Tichelbaecker T (2023) Electoral Discrimination, Party Rationale, and the 

Underrepresentation of Immigrant-Origin Politicians. American Journal of Political Science. Epub ahead 
of print 7 August. DOI: 10.1111/ajps.12817.

Bäck H and Debus M (2019) When Do Women Speak? A Comparative Analysis of the Role of Gender in 
Legislative Debates. Political Studies 67 (3): 576–596.

Bäck H and Debus M (2020) Personalized Versus Partisan Representation in the Speeches of Migrant Members 
of Parliament in the German Bundestag. Ethnic and Racial Studies 43 (9): 1673–1691.

Banducci SA, Donovan T and Karp JA (2004) Minority Representation, Empowerment, and Participation. The 
Journal of Politics 66 (2): 534–556.

Baumann M, Debus M and Klingelhöfer T (2017) Keeping One’s Seat: The Competitiveness of MP 
Renomination in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems. The Journal of Politics 79 (3): 979–994.

Beale F (1970) Double Jeopardy: To Be Black and Female. In:Bambara TC (ed.) The Black Woman: An 
Anthology. New York: Washington Square Press, pp.109–122.

Becker G (1957) The Economics of Discrimination. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Benoit K and Laver M (2006) Party Policy in Modern Democracies. New York: Routledge.
Bird K, Saalfeld T and Wüst AM (2010) New Citizens–New Candidates? Candidate Selection and the 

Mobilization of Immigrant Voters in German Elections. In: Bird K, Saalfeld T and Wüst AM (eds) The 
Political Representation of Immigrants and Minorities. New York: Routledge, pp.129–147.

Bjarnegård E (2013) Gender, Informal Institutions and Political Recruitment: Explaining Male Dominance in 
Parliamentary Representation. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Black JH (2000) Ethnoracial Minorities in the Canadian House of Commons: The Case of the 36th Parliament. 
Canadian Ethnic Studies Journal 32 (2): 105–116.

Blätte A and Wüst AM (2017) Der migrationsspezifische Einfluss auf parlamentarisches Handeln: ein 
Hypothesentest auf der Grundlage von Redebeiträgen der Abgeordneten des Deutschen Bundestags 
1996–2013. Politische Vierteljahresschrift 58 (2): 205–233.

https://www.bundeswahlleiterin.de
https://www.bundeswahlleiterin.de/bundestagswahlen/2017/strukturdaten.html
https://www.bundeswahlleiterin.de/bundestagswahlen/2017/strukturdaten.html
https://www.bundestag.de/parlament/bundestagswahl/wahlkreise-213456
https://www.bundestag.de/parlament/bundestagswahl/wahlkreise-213456


Debus and Himmelrath 17

Bräuninger T, Debus M, Müller J, et al. (2019) Die programmatischen Positionen der deutschen Parteien zur 
Bundestagswahl 2017: Ergebnisse einer Expertenbefragung. In: Debus M, Tepe M and Sauermann J (eds) 
Jahrbuch für Handlungs- und Entscheidungstheorie. Wiesbaden: Springer, pp.93–113.

Butler DM and Broockman DE (2011) Do Politicians Racially Discriminate Against Constituents? A Field 
Experiment on State Legislators. American Journal of Political Science 55 (3): 463–477.

Carroll SJ and Sanbonmatsu K (2013) More Women Can Run: Gender and Pathways to the State Legislatures. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cassese EC (2019) Intersectional Stereotyping in Political Decision Making. In: Redlawsk DP (ed.) Oxford 
Research Encyclopedia of Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.1–28.

Caul M (1999) Women’s Representation in Parliament: The Role of Political Parties. Party Politics 5 (1): 
79–98.

Celis K and Erzeel S (2017) The Complementarity Advantage: Parties, Representativeness and Newcomers’ 
Access to Power. Parliamentary Affairs 70 (1): 43–61.

Celis K, Erzeel S, Mügge L, et al. (2014) Quotas and Intersectionality: Ethnicity and Gender in Candidate 
Selection. International Political Science Review 35 (1): 41–54.

Cheng C and Tavits M (2011) Informal Influences in Selecting Female Political Candidates. Political Research 
Quarterly 64 (2): 460–471.

Crenshaw K (1991) Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of 
Color. Stanford Law Review 43 (6): 1241–1299.

Dancygier RM (2014) Electoral Rules or Electoral Leverage? Explaining Muslim Representation in England. 
World Politics 66 (2): 229–263.

Debus M, Himmelrath N and Stecker C (2023) How a History of Migration Affects Individuals’ 
Political Attitudes. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies. Epub ahead of print 13 August. DOI: 
10.1080/1369183X.2023.2245571.

Doan AE and Haider-Markel DP (2010) The Role of Intersectional Stereotypes on Evaluations of Gay and 
Lesbian Political Candidates. Politics & Gender 6 (1): 63–91.

Farrer BD and Zingher JN (2018) Explaining the Nomination of Ethnic Minority Candidates: How Party-
Level Factors and District-Level Factors Interact. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion & Parties 28 (4): 
467–487.

Freidenvall L (2016) Intersectionality and Candidate Selection in Sweden. Politics 36 (4): 355–363.
Giger N, Holli AM, Lefkofridi Z, et al. (2014) The Gender Gap in Same-Gender Voting: The Role of Context. 

Electoral Studies 35: 303–314.
GLES (2022) GLES Nomination Study 2021 (ZA7717 Data file version 1.0.0). Cologne: GESIS.
Goerres A, Mayer SJ and Spies DC (2022) A New Electorate? Explaining the Party Preferences of Immigrant-

Origin Voters at the 2017 Bundestag Election. British Journal of Political Science 52 (3): 1032–1054.
Green-Pedersen C and Otjes S (2019) A Hot Topic? Immigration on the Agenda in Western Europe. Party 

Politics 25 (3): 424–434.
Gulzar S (2021) Who Enters Politics and Why? Annual Review of Political Science 24: 253–275.
Guryan J and Charles KK (2013) Taste-Based or Statistical Discrimination: The Economics of Discrimination 

Returns to Its Roots. The Economic Journal 123 (572): F417–F432.
Hancock AM (2007a) When Multiplication Doesn’t Equal Quick Addition: Examining Intersectionality as a 

Research Paradigm. Perspectives on Politics 5 (1): 63–79.
Hancock AM (2007b) Intersectionality as a Normative and Empirical Paradigm. Politics & Gender 3 (2): 248–

254.
Hancock AM (2016) Intersectionality: An Intellectual History. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hazan RY and Rahat G (2010) Democracy Within Parties: Candidate Selection Methods and Their Political 

Consequences. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Höhne B, Bouju A and Landwehr D (2023) Supporting Diversity on Party Lists: Attitudes of German Party 

Gatekeepers Towards Enhancing Immigrant Representation. Representation. Epub ahead of print 6 July. 
DOI: 10.1080/00344893.2023.2221675.

Immerzeel T, Coffé H and Van der Lippe T (2015) Explaining the Gender Gap in Radical Right Voting: A 
Cross-National Investigation in 12 Western-European Countries. Comparative European Politics 13 (2): 
263–286.

Jankowski M, Kurella A-S, Stecker C, et al. (2022) Die Positionen der Parteien zur Bundestagswahl 2021: 
Ergebnisse des Open Expert Surveys. Politische Vierteljahresschrift 63 (1): 53–72.

Kanthak K and Woon J (2015) Women Don’t Run? Election Aversion and Candidate Entry. American Journal 
of Political Science 59 (3): 595–612.



18 Political Studies Review 00(0)

Kenny M and Verge T (2016) Opening Up the Black Box: Gender and Candidate Selection in a New Era. 
Government and Opposition 51 (3): 351–369.

Kortmann M and Stecker C (2019) Party Competition and Immigration and Integration Policies: A Comparative 
Analysis. Comparative European Politics 17 (1): 72–91.

Krook ML (2010) Why Are Fewer Women Than Men Elected? Gender and the Dynamics of Candidate 
Selection. Political Studies Review 8 (2): 155–168.

Kulich C, Ryan MK and Haslam SA (2014) The Political Glass Cliff: Understanding How Seat Selection 
Contributes to the Underperformance of Ethnic Minority Candidates. Political Research Quarterly 67 
(1): 84–95.

Lawless JL and Fox RL (2005) It Takes a Candidate: Why Women Don’t Run for Office. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

Lovenduski J (2005) Feminizing Politics. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Manow P (2015) Mixed Rules, Mixed Strategies – Parties and Candidates in Germany’s Electoral System. 

Colchester: ECPR Press.
McFadden D (1973) Conditional Logit Analysis of Qualitative Choice Behavior. In: Zarembka P (ed.) Frontiers 

in Econometrics. Cambridge, MA: Academic Press, pp.105–142.
Medeiros M, Forest B and Erl C (2019) Where Women Stand: Parliamentary Candidate Selection in Canada. 

Politics, Groups, and Identities 7 (2): 389–400.
Mügge LM (2016) Intersectionality, Recruitment and Selection: Ethnic Minority Candidates in Dutch Parties. 

Parliamentary Affairs 69 (3): 512–530.
Mügge LM and Erzeel S (2016) Double Jeopardy or Multiple Advantage? Intersectionality and Political 

Representation. Parliamentary Affairs 69 (3): 499–511.
Mügge LM, Van der Pas DJ and Van de Wardt M (2019) Representing Their Own? Ethnic Minority Women in 

the Dutch Parliament. West European Politics 42 (4): 705–727.
Müller WC and Strøm K (1999) Policy, Office, or Votes? How Political Parties in Western Europe Make Hard 

Decisions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Naurin E, Stolle D and Markstedt E (2023) The Effect of Pregnancy on Engagement with Politics. Toward a 

Model of the Political Consequences of the Earliest Stages of Parenthood. American Political Science 
Review 117 (1): 311–317.

Norris P and Lovenduski J (1995) Political Recruitment: Gender, Race and Class in the British Parliament. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

O’Brien DZ (2015) Rising to the Top: Gender, Political Performance, and Party Leadership in Parliamentary 
Democracies. American Journal of Political Science 59 (4): 1022–1039.

Pearson AR, Dovidio JF and Gaertner SL (2009) The Nature of Contemporary Prejudice: Insights from Aversive 
Racism. Social and Personality Psychology Compass 3 (3): 314–338.

Ranney A (1981) Candidate Selection. In: Butler D, Penniman H and Ranney A (eds) Democracy at the Polls. 
Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute, pp.75–106.

Reiser M (2013) Ausmaß und Formen des innerparteilichen Wettbewerbs auf der Wahlkreisebene: Nominierung 
der Direktkandidaten für die Bundestagswahl 2009. In: Faas T, Arzheimer K, Roßteutscher S, et al. (eds) 
Koalitionen, Kandidaten, Kommunikation. Analysen zur Bundestagswahl 2009. Wiesbaden: Springer, 
pp.129–147.

Shah P (2014) It Takes a Black Candidate: A Supply-Side Theory of Minority Representation. Political 
Research Quarterly 67 (2): 266–279.

Sobolewska M (2013) Party Strategies and the Descriptive Representation of Ethnic Minorities: The 2010 
British General Election. West European Politics 36 (3): 615–633.

Spies DC, Mayer SJ, Elis J, et al. (2023) Why Do Immigrants Support an Anti-immigrant Party? Russian-
Germans and the Alternative for Germany. West European Politics 46 (2): 275–299.

Tolley E (2019) Who You Know: Local Party Presidents and Minority Candidate Emergence. Electoral Studies 
58: 70–79.

Turnbull-Dugarte SJ (2020) The European Lavender Vote: Sexuality, Ideology and Vote Choice in Western 
Europe. European Journal of Political Research 59 (3): 517–537.

Van Trappen S (2022) Candidate Selection and Ethnic Minority Aspirants: Exploring the Effect of Party 
Selectors’ Biases in a PR System. Party Politics 28 (6): 1123–1135.

Weeks AC, Meguid BM, Kittilson MC, et al. (2023) When Do Männerparteien Elect Women? Radical Right 
Populist Parties and Strategic Descriptive Representation. American Political Science Review 117 (2): 
421–438.



Debus and Himmelrath 19

Author Biographies
Marc Debus is a Professor of Political Science (Comparative Government) at the School of Social Sciences at 
the University of Mannheim, Germany. He studied political science, sociology, history and methods of empiri-
cal social science at the Universities of Maburg and Mannheim from 1999 until 2003 and received his PhD from 
the University of Konstanz in 2006. His research focuses on the analysis of voting behaviour, party competition, 
coalition politics, and of legislative decision-making.

Noam Himmelrath is a PhD Student at the Graduate School of Economic and Social Sciences (GESS) and a 
member of the Center for Doctoral Studies in Social and Behavioral Sciences  (CDSS) at the University of 
Mannheim. He also is a researcher at the Mannheim Center for European Social Research (MZES), employed in 
the project “Social conflicts and dynamics of party competition in migration and integration policy” (MIGREP).

Appendix 1

Table 4. Determinants of Candidate Selection Outcomes at the District Level.

Model 1

Female or diverse candidate –0.550*
(0.232)

Visible ethnic minority –0.817
(0.588)

Age 0.208+

(0.125)
Age (squared) –0.002

(0.002)
Candidate in same district 2017 0.222

(0.580)
Candidate on party list 2.868**

(0.422)
Previous member state parliament 1.632

(1.081)
Previous member local parliament –0.985

(0.834)
N 362
AIC 144.151
Log pseudolikelihood –66.075

Estimates of a conditional logit regression model. The dependent variable reflects the outcome of a candi-
date selection process within a party and within an electoral district. Numbers in parentheses are robust 
standard errors clustered by party.
AIC: Aikake’s Information Criterion.
+p ⩽ 0.1; *p ⩽ 0.05; **p ⩽ 0.01.

Table 5. Determinants of Candidate Selection Outcomes at the District Level, Differentiated 
Between Progressive and Traditionalist Parties.

Model 1 Model 2

 CDU, CSU, AfD, FDP SPD, Greens, Left

Female or diverse candidate –0.405
(0.372)

–0.730
(0.458)

Visible ethnic minority –3.132**
(0.989)

–0.366
(0.577)

(Continued)
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Table 6. The Combined Effect of a Candidate’s Gender and Visible Ethnic Background on 
Candidate Selection at the District Level.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 All parties CDU, CSU, AfD, FDP SPD, Greens, Left

Female or diverse 
candidate

–0.614**
(0.207)

–0.374
(0.406)

–0.988*
(0.397)

Visible ethnic minority –0.991**
(0.289)

–2.498**
(0.686)

–0.874**
(0.261)

Female or diverse 
candidate × visible 
ethnic minority

0.522
(0.935)

–18.229**
(2.724)

1.311
(1.075)

Age 0.206
(0.129)

0.594**
(0.118)

0.080
(0.192)

Age (squared) –0.002
(0.002)

–0.007**
(0.002)

–0.001
(0.003)

Candidate in same 
district 2017

0.239
(0.545)

1.522
(1.636)

0.517
(1.089)

Candidate on party list 2.879**
(0.398)

3.807**
(1.158)

3.040**
(0.554)

Previous member state 
parliament

1.654+

(0.975)
1.687
(1.339)

0.179
(1.120)

Model 1 Model 2

 CDU, CSU, AfD, FDP SPD, Greens, Left

Age 0.497**
(0.105)

0.095
(0.180)

Age (squared) –0.006**
(0.001)

–0.001
(0.002)

Candidate in same district 2017 0.857
(1.032)

0.434
(1.146)

Candidate on party list 3.369**
(0.716)

2.993**
(0.596)

Previous member state parliament 1.433+

(0.762)
–0.236
(0.807)

Previous member local parliament –1.933**
(0.601)

0.406
(1.049)

N 148 214
AIC 52.922 77.886
Log pseudolikelihood –23.461 –36.943

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; AfD: alternative for Germany; FDP: free democrats; 
SPD: social democrats.
Estimates of a conditional logit model. The dependent variable reflects the outcome of a candidate selection 
process within a party and within an electoral district. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors 
clustered by party.
AIC: Aikake’s Information Criterion.
+p ⩽ 0.1; **p ⩽ 0.01.

Table 5. (Continued)

(Continued)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 All parties CDU, CSU, AfD, FDP SPD, Greens, Left

Previous member local 
parliament

–0.981
(0.796)

–2.520**
(0.946)

0.173
(1.262)

N 362 148 214
AIC 143.830 51.404 76.519
Log pseudolikelihood –65.915 –21.702 –36.260

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; AfD: alternative for Germany; FDP: free democrats; 
SPD: social democrats.
Estimates of a conditional logit model. The dependent variable reflects the outcome of a candidate selection 
process within a party and within an electoral district. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors 
clustered by party.
AIC: Aikake’s Information Criterion.
+p ⩽ 0.1; *p ⩽ 0.05; **p ⩽ 0.01.

Table 7. Determinants of Candidate Selection Outcomes at the District Level, Including 
Information on the Share of Individuals With a Migrant Background Who Live in the Electoral 
Districts.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 All parties CDU, CSU, AfD, FDP SPD, Greens, Left

Visible ethnic minority –0.407
(1.022)

–0.352
(0.845)

0.490
(3.105)

Visible ethnic 
minority × share of 
migrants in the electoral 
district (2011)

–0.012
(0.062)

–0.238
(0.148)

–0.026
(0.138)

Female or diverse 
candidate

–0.538*
(0.270)

–0.227
(0.230)

–0.790
(0.678)

Age 0.259*
(0.127)

0.695**
(0.210)

0.183
(0.300)

Age (squared) –0.003*
(0.002)

–0.009**
(0.003)

–0.002
(0.004)

Candidate in same district 
2017

0.145
(0.720)

2.983
(2.034)

0.208
(0.862)

Candidate on party list 2.855**
(0.469)

4.233*
(1.828)

3.080**
(0.958)

Previous member state 
parliament

2.058
(1.461)

4.227+

(2.487)
–0.035
(1.143)

Previous member local 
parliament

–1.008
(0.860)

–1.809*
(0.725)

0.529
(1.305)

N 352 142 210
AIC 139.344 44.659 74.683
Log pseudolikelihood –63.672 –19.330 –35.342

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; AfD: alternative for Germany; FDP: free democrats; 
SPD: social democrats.
Estimates of a conditional logit model. The dependent variable reflects the outcome of a candidate selection 
process within a party and within an electoral district. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors 
clustered by party.
AIC: Aikake’s Information Criterion.
+p ⩽ 0.1; *p ⩽ 0.05; **p ⩽ 0.01.

Table 6. (Continued)
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Table 8. Determinants of Candidate Selection Outcomes at the District Level, Including 
Information on the Share of Older People (Aged 60 Years and Older) Who Live in the Electoral 
Districts.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 All parties All parties CDU, CSU, 
AfD, FDP

CDU, CSU, 
AfD, FDP

SPD, 
Greens, 
Left

SPD, 
Greens, 
Left

Female or diverse 
candidate

–1.608
(4.096)

–0.551*
(0.231)

–10.326+

(5.570)
–0.417
(0.340)

1.084
(6.304)

–0.758+

(0.415)
Female or diverse 
candidate × share of 
people aged 60 years or 
more in electoral district

0.037
(0.139)

0.344+

(0.189)
–0.065
(0.216)

 

Visible migrant 
background

–0.810
(0.568)

0.527
(3.895)

–3.746**
(1.077)

–12.728
(8.197)

–0.396
(0.484)

2.035
(5.266)

Visible migrant 
background × share of 
people aged 60 years or 
more in electoral district

–0.048
(0.120)

0.296
(0.222)

–0.089
(0.176)

Age 0.203+
(0.117)

0.211+
(0.124)

0.666**
(0.161)

0.535**
(0.092)

0.119
(0.119)

0.090
(0.206)

Age (squared) –0.002
(0.001)

–0.003
(0.002)

–0.008**
(0.002)

–0.006**
(0.001)

–0.001
(0.002)

–0.001
(0.003)

Candidate in same 
district 2017

0.209
(0.554)

0.233
(0.552)

1.328
(1.189)

1.325
(1.535)

0.463
(1.045)

0.482
(1.098)

Candidate on party list 2.878**
(0.472)

2.863**
(0.415)

4.000**
(1.140)

3.744**
(1.055)

3.007**
(0.496)

2.990**
(0.566)

Previous member state 
parliament

1.656
(1.166)

1.572
(1.128)

1.777+

(1.012)
1.871

(1.408)
–0.305
(0.696)

–0.093
(1.002)

Previous member local 
parliament

–1.027
(0.891)

–0.975
(0.837)

–2.237**
(0.753)

–1.859**
(0.652)

0.538
(0.791)

0.324
(1.252)

N 362 362 148 148 214 214
AIC 143.950 143.927 48.903 50.580 77.554 77.577
Log pseudolikelihood –65.975 –65.964 –21.451 –22.290 –36.777 –36.789

CDU: Christian democrats; CSU: Christian social union; AfD: alternative for Germany; FDP: free democrats; 
SPD: social democrats.
Estimates of a conditional logit model. The dependent variable reflects the outcome of a candidate selection 
process within a party and within an electoral district. Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors 
clustered by party.
AIC: Aikake’s Information Criterion.
+p ⩽ 0.1; *p ⩽ 0.05; **p ⩽ 0.01.


