
Introduction

Sometimes events in the real-world leap ahead of our research-based un-
derstandings of them, and scholars have to race to catch up. Such is the 
case with women and politics in the first two decades of the twenty-first 

century. Around the world, and especially in the United States, new approach-
es, programs, and trends cry out for greater exploration. We have seen rapid 
growth in nongovernmental and nonpartisan programs specifically designed 
to recruit and train women as political candidates. And, particularly since 
the 2016 U.S. presidential election, the huge cohort of women that stepped 
forward to run for office has changed the landscape of candidates and rep-
resentation. The early decades of this century have also produced changes in 
the types of women who run, with female candidates and elected officials in 
the Democratic Party far outnumbering Republican women. Indeed, the 2018 
election featured the most women (including the most women of color) of 
any election to date, and the 2020 Democratic primary alone featured more 
female candidates for the presidency than all parties together fielded in any 
prior U.S. presidential contest.1 And although in the past women of color have 
faced heightened discrimination based on both race and gender, the post-2016 
landscape has also seen a record number of women of color run—and suc-
ceed. The essays in this volume are meant to serve as a primer on the current 
landscape of opportunities and constraints faced by women who are consid-
ering electoral campaigns.

Although most of the essays herein focus on U.S. politics, placing the ex-
perience of one country into conversation with others is an essential part of 
this project. The electoral system of the United States—where we typically 
elect only one candidate out of each district, and where the person with the 
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most votes takes the seat—is relatively candidate-centric compared to other 
systems.2 Unlike in other countries, where parties play a much larger role in 
recruiting and funding political candidates, in the United States we rely on 
individuals to step forward somewhat independently to pursue electoral of-
fice. Within this environment, the personal and financial costs of running 
for office are high. Given the vitriol in recent elections and the high level of 
hyperpartisanship, negative advertising, and animosity in even lower-level 
elections, it is fair to ask: Why would anyone run for office? Indeed, as many 
have found, the costs—in actual pay cuts, in other career opportunities lost, 
and in time away from family and friends—may be too much to ask for many 
people.3 Research suggests that these costs may weigh more heavily on some 
groups, especially those already marginalized in politics and economics, such 
as the working class, women, and people of color.4

What do these costs mean for women’s representation in the United States? 
The United States lags behind most other countries; in 2019, women held 24 
percent of seats in the U.S. House of Representatives, placing the United States 
as 104th out of 190 countries worldwide (see Figure I.1).5 Although a woman 
has never been president of the United States, globally, women head 7.2 per-

Figure I.1. Women in lower houses around the world (percent), 2019. The global average 
is 24.5 percent. (Source: Editors’ calculations based on Inter-Parliamentary Union data 
2018, and 2019 data for the United States; European average excludes Nordic countries 
and Americas average excludes the United States. Figure created by the editors.)
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cent of states and women lead the government in another 5.7 percent of states.6 
In the Americas alone, eight women have served in the most powerful polit-
ical office.7

Despite the dismal track record in comparison to other countries, wom-
en’s representation in the United States has increased dramatically over the 
past half century. Figure I.2 presents the number of women that have served 
in Congress between 1907 and 2019, in both the Democratic (top line) and 
Republican (bottom line) Parties. As Figure I.2 shows, the Democratic Party 
has elected many more women to Congress, with particular success since the 
1990s. As of 2019, 101 women serve in the 435 member House (88 D, 13 R), 
and 25 women serve in the Senate (17 D, 8 R). (This shows the growth in the 
number of women serving in the House from that of 2018, when 64 Demo-
cratic and 23 Republican women served.) There has also been a marked im-
provement in the representation of women of color. At the national level, Black 
women now hold 22 seats (21 in the House and 1 in the Senate). In the House, 

Figure I.2. Women in U.S. Congress, 1907–2019. The figure lists, on the left-hand side, 
the total number of women that have served in the House of Representatives since the 
first woman was elected to serve with the Republican caucus in the 65th Congress in 
1917. There are 535 members of the House in total. The right-hand side lists the total 
number of women that have served in the Senate, which has 100 members, since 
the first woman was elected to the Democratic caucus in the 67th Congress in 1921. 
(Source: Graphic by the editors, based on data from Center for American Women in 
Politics 2018.)
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there are now 13 Latina representatives, 8 Asian American/Pacific Islander 
women, 2 Native American women, and 1 female representative from Mid-
dle Eastern descent. And although there are still twice as many Black male 
state legislators as Black female state legislators, there has been a growth of 
more than 50 percent in Black women’s representation—from 170 women in 
1995 to 275 (272 D, 3 R) in 2019. These figures suggest that, as the U.S. Con-
gress and state legislatures have increased women’s representation, they have 
also diversified on other fronts.8

Why Don’t More Women Run?

As with anything in politics, scholars have engaged in a vigorous debate about 
whether, and to what extent, women are less likely to be supported as polit-
ical candidates. While women may sometimes be equally likely to win elec-
tions as men (as advocates like to say, “When women run, women win”), other 
research shows that voters harbor biases (both explicit and implicit) that make 
women’s campaigns more challenging. In many studies, stereotypes and gen-
der schemas have been found to color voters’ perceptions of the competence, 
ideology, and policy priorities of women as candidates.9 Still other studies 
counter that overt bias has all but faded, and, since similarly situated men 
and women win at equal rates when they run as candidates, the underrepre-
sentation of women can best be explained by women’s relative lack of polit-
ical ambition to run.10 Reconciling these disparate findings has made for a 
lively debate among scholars in recent years.11

Even if voters are equally likely to support men and women, other schol-
ars see persisting inequalities: Jenkins, for example, finds that, although men 
and women raise the same amount of money when they run for Congress, 
women generally have to make twice the number of phone calls to raise this 
same amount.12 And women themselves clearly anticipate that they will face 
an unfair fight as candidates, including bias on the part of voters, funders, 
news and social media, and party leaders.13

The most perplexing aspect of women’s continued underrepresentation 
is the fact that most research shows that the women who make it to the top 
are highly successful in their posts: they are good at bringing money and proj-
ects back to their districts, they receive high ratings for the service they do 
in their own constituencies, they are more likely to get their proposed bills 
passed, and they are even more likely to get reelected than men.14 All of these 
findings have left feminists, advocates for democratic representation, and re-
searchers with the conclusion that more women can run for political office, 
and, in fact, they should.

Even setting aside practical concerns, potential candidates often express 
displeasure with aspects of campaigning and governing. Some prefer careers 
that provide more opportunities to work collectively and help others.15 And 
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many otherwise eligible people may willingly avoid the process of running 
for office itself, including selling oneself to voters, soliciting donations, fac-
ing a hostile media, and making tough compromises.16 The problem may be 
more acute for female candidates, as women seem to be averse simply to putting 
themselves up for election, even in the low-stakes environment of laboratory 
experiments.17 Some recent research suggests that, although male and female 
candidates face the same type of costs-versus-benefits structure of decision-
making in deciding whether to run, women typically see more costs and fewer 
rewards to running and feel the costs more keenly.18

And yet, there are those women who do run for office. In the 2016 elec-
tion cycle alone, 2,648 women ran in state legislative races as major party 
nominees (see Figure I.3), 183 women ran for Congress as their party’s nom-
inees, and 1 woman ran for the highest office in the land as the Democratic 
Party’s nominee. The numbers of female candidates in the 2018 election ex-
ceeded this by 150 percent, with more women running for Congress than ever 
before. So, what would prompt someone to subject herself to the rigors of a 
political campaign and the potential antipathy of the general public?

Figure I.3. Women in U.S. state legislatures, 1975–2019. The top line lists the total 
number of women who were candidates for state legislative offices (from 2000 to 2018), 
while the marked lower lines list the number of women winners from the Democratic, 
Republican, and Independent nonheritage parties. In 2019, there were a total of 7,383 
in state legislatures. (Source: Graphic by the editors, based on data from Center for 
American Women in Politics 2018.)
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Political Ambition

A lot of the recent debate about why women are underrepresented has cen-
tered on the role of women’s political ambition in limiting gender parity in 
U.S. politics. Intuitively, the focus on ambition makes sense; no other term 
affixes itself as firmly to our image of politicians. But on deeper inspection, 
ambition as an explanation for candidate emergence appears to be more use-
ful as a description than as an explanation. Here, in this collection, we en-
gage broadly with the idea of ambition, with a focus on why some individuals 
or groups might want to run for political office in an environment where so 
many forces point to the irrationality of political candidacy.

Despite the widespread use of the term and relative simplicity of the def-
inition, there have been surprisingly few theoretical explanations for how or 
why some individuals possess political ambition while others express no in-
terest in public office.19 Beginning with Schlesinger’s study of political careers 
in 1966, researchers have defined political ambition in terms of commitment 
to running (expressive ambition) or desire to move to higher office once elect-
ed (progressive ambition).20 More recently, a set of studies on “nascent” am-
bition look further upstream, tracking the early antecedents of individuals’ 
desires to run.21 But “ambition” itself is not well defined in these works; we 
suspect, instead, that ambition is an outcome in search of a theory. Indeed, 
the phrase political ambition suggests a sycophantic, vote-maximizing indi-
vidual, plotting her way to the top of the political system like the Frank—or 
Claire—Underwood character in Netflix’s House of Cards. Such a caricature 
hardly describes every individual (or even most individuals) who might be 
interested in holding elected office. Further, the term political ambition sug-
gests an ambitious personality, but most studies have found that thinking of 
ambition as related to one’s seeking of status, desiring of salary, or having an 
ingrained personality trait does not predict actual people’s level of political 
ambition.22

In many ways, research on political ambition supports the idea that am-
bition is largely affected and shaped by external factors; the early works fo-
cused on how things like incumbency, open seats, and district composition 
affected the “political opportunity structures” facing potential candidates, 
and more recent research has expanded this understanding to also include 
the role of recruiters and party “gatekeepers.”23 Recruitment refers to the pro-
cess by which political parties, interest groups, and peers persuade individ-
uals to run for office. Political parties exist, in part, to recruit individuals with 
broadly similar ideologies and worldviews to run for office.24 Not surprisingly, 
recruitment matters for the decision to run for office; in short, simply asking 
people to run for office will lead to more of those people running for office.25 
But recruitment does not happen in a vacuum. Often, the people recruited 
by party operatives are already known by the party and already have the type 
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of “nascent political ambition” that led them to be visible to recruiters in the 
first place.26

Although we suspect that some people really are “born to run,” new re-
search suggests that ambition is not innate but fluctuates based on contex-
tual, structural, institutional, and psychological factors.27 Women, in particular,  
on the whole appear to be more strategic about how, when, and where they 
run and are likely to make more “relationally-embedded”28 decisions about 
candidacy. In other words, women are more likely to think about the conse-
quences their candidacies will have for those around them.

This volume attempts to take seriously the idea that women’s candida-
cies, and their political ambition more generally, are contingent, malleable, 
and relationally embedded. What this means is that when something major 
happens in the social or political environment, we may expect women’s in-
terest in running for office to undergo profound changes. Here we ask not 
who has ambition, as much previous work has done, but how to activate and 
encourage ambition among a larger population of potential female candidates. 
Such ambition is not innate; it can be created anew from new experiences and 
understandings, coached, and supported or quashed. How and for whom these 
processes work is the starting point for many of the studies in this book.

Book Overview

Electoral democracy requires that voters have meaningful choices about who 
serves in office. To provide voters with real choices, we need willing candi-
dates. In this book we strive to combine rigorous scholarship with a focus on 
the “real world” of women as potential candidates, both in the United States 
and more broadly. This unusual compilation is the result of an innovative con-
ference, held in November 2017 at the University of Pennsylvania, that brought 
together academics and advocates working in the field of women and politics. 
We believe that this sort of collaboration is essential: scholars may overlook 
important problems on the ground for lack of shoe-leather experience, while 
practitioners may be unaware that solid, peer-reviewed research has already 
attempted to answer many important questions in their field.

Part of the disconnect between practitioners and scholarship revolves 
around language; academics in particular are often used to speaking to each 
other and to focusing far more on data and methods than most advocates may 
want or need. This volume, therefore, presents original research but in an ac-
cessible format; to the extent that our authors’ comments draw on statistical 
techniques, an online appendix includes additional scholarly information29 
but the main body of each chapter attempts to tell a clear story about some 
aspect of women’s political ambition, recruitment into political parties, train-
ing to run for office, or fundraising campaigns. The central question our au-
thors address is how to get more women to run for public office.



The essays in Part I, “Who Runs?” assess who does and who does not seem 
interested in running (Bernhard et al.), with particular explorations into key 
demographic subgroups, including elite women (O’Connor and Yanus), Re-
publican women (Och), and Black women (Scott, Dickinson, and Dowe). Part 
II asks “Why Run?” as in, what are the “good reasons” that would generate 
women’s candidacies? Some potential answers arising from these chapters in-
clude the idea of making good public policy (Thomas and Wineinger), under-
standing electoral politics as civic service (Deen and Shelton), and thinking 
of elected office as a way to promote one’s activism (Mo and Anderson-Nilsson).

Part III, “Why Not Run?” flips the question, asking how larger contex-
tual factors might make even those women who would otherwise make great 
candidates choose not to run. The answers offered through the original data 
and reasoning in this section include the idea of geographically strategic can-
didates (Ondercin), the role of party leaders in recruiting and promoting women 
as candidates (Gimenez Aldridge et al.; Brown and Dowe), and the negative 
messages that can come from a prominent female candidate’s defeat (Bon-
neau and Kanthak).

Parts IV and V turn to the new and emerging strategies that nonprofit 
training and funding organizations are using, both here and more globally, 
to help more women run for and win office. Part IV, “How Nonprofits Help 
Women Run for Office,” focuses more on what these organizations are, what 
they do, and why, with chapters devoted to a broad overview of the organi-
zational landscape (Kreitzer and Osborn), specific organizations and their  
effects (Sanbonmatsu and Dittmar; Schneider and Sweet-Cushman), and 
examining campaign training for women on a global scale (Piscopo).

Part V, “The Special Role of Money,” examines the special role of money 
and fundraising in campaigns, looking at how this affects women as candi-
dates in particular (Swers and Thomsen), the role and impact of training and 
funding in a comparative case study (Johnson), and an innovative look at con-
tributions to a diverse set of candidates within the United States (Kettler).

The essays in this book thus seek to move beyond description toward an-
swering “how” and “why” questions, with the goal of increasing women’s can-
didacies for public office. In a time of declining public trust in government, 
not to mention increasing political polarization, gridlock, and animosity among 
public officials, we firmly believe that a key part of the solution will be giving 
more power to women.

NOTES
1. CAWP, “Current Numbers | CAWP” (New Brunswick, NJ: Center for American 

Women and Politics, Eagleton Institute of Politics, Rutgers University, 2018), accessed No-
vember 20, 2019, available at http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/current-numbers.

2. Proportional representation systems typically elect more than one candidate out 
of a district. In those systems, parties and not individuals tend to be more important in 
candidate entry.

8 Introduction



Introduction 9

3. Richard L. Fox and Jennifer L. Lawless, “Reconciling Family Roles with Political 
Ambition: The New Normal for Women in Twenty-First Century US Politics,” Journal of 
Politics 76, no. 2 (2014): 398–414; Shauna L. Shames, Out of the Running: Why Millennials 
Reject Political Careers and Why It Matters (New York: New York University Press, 2017); 
Jerome H. Black and Lynda Erickson, “Women Candidates and Voter Bias: Do Women 
Politicians Need to Be Better?” Electoral Studies 22, no. 1 (2003): 81–100.

4. Nicholas Carnes, White-Collar Government: The Hidden Role of Class in Econom-
ic Policy Making (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2013); Sarah A. Fulton, Cherie D. 
Maestas, L. Sandy Maisel, and Walter J. Stone, “The Sense of a Woman: Gender, Ambi-
tion, and the Decision to Run for Congress,” Political Research Quarterly 59, no. 2 (2006): 
235–248; Nadia E. Brown, Sisters in the Statehouse: Black Women and Legislative Deci-
sion Making (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014); Nadia E. Brown and Sarah A. 
Gershon, eds., Distinct Identities: Minority Women in U.S. Politics (New York: Routledge, 
2016); Christina E. Bejarano, The Latina Advantage: Gender, Race, and Political Success 
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 2013); Pamela Stone, “Ghettoized and Marginalized: 
The Coverage of Racial and Ethnic Groups in Introductory Sociology Texts,” Teaching 
Sociology 24 (October 1996): 356–363.

5. Accessed November 20, 2019, more information available at https://www.ipu.org 
/resources/publications/infographics/2017-03/women-in-politics-2017.

6. The head of state is the chief executive position (like president) while the head of 
the government is often a prime minister. Some countries like France have both a presi-
dent and a prime minister.

7. Farida Jalalzai, “Women Rule: Shattering the Executive Glass Ceiling,” Politics and 
Gender 4, no. 2 (2008): 205–231.

8. For a discussion of how this might happen and the methods of measurement, see 
Tiffany D. Barnes and Mirya R. Holman, “Taking Diverse Backgrounds into Account in 
Studies of Political Ambition and Representation,” Politics, Groups, and Identities (No-
vember 8, 2018): 1–13; Tiffany D. Barnes and Mirya R. Holman, “Gender Quotas, Women’s  
Representation, and Legislative Diversity,” Journal of Politics, forthcoming.

9. Kira Sanbonmatsu, “Gender Stereotypes and Vote Choice,” American Journal of 
Political Science 46, no. 1 (2002): 20–34; Deborah Alexander and Kristi Andersen, “Gen-
der as a Factor in the Attribution of Leadership Traits,” Political Research Quarterly 46,  
no. 3 (1993): 527–545; Kim Kahn, “Does Gender Make a Difference? An Experimental  
Examination of Sex Stereotypes and Press Patterns in Statewide Campaigns,” Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science 38, no. 1 (1994): 162–195; Mirya R. Holman, Jennifer L. 
Merolla, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister, “Terrorist Threat, Male Stereotypes, and Candidate 
Evaluations,” Political Research Quarterly 69, no. 1 (2016): 134–147; Leonie Huddy and 
Nayda Terkildsen, “The Consequences of Gender Stereotypes for Women Candidates at  
Different Levels and Types of Office,” Political Research Quarterly 46, no. 3 (1993): 503– 
525; Jeffrey W. Koch, “Do Citizens Apply Gender Stereotypes to Infer Candidates’ Ideo-
logical Orientations?” Journal of Politics 62, no. 2 (2000): 414–429; Kathleen Dolan, “Vot-
ing for Women in the ‘Year of the Woman,’” American Journal of Political Science 42, no. 
1 (January 1998): 272–293.

10. Jennifer L. Lawless and Richard L. Fox, It Still Takes a Candidate: Why Women 
Don’t Run for Office (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Edmond Costan-
tini, “Political Women and Political Ambition: Closing the Gender Gap,” American Jour-
nal of Political Science 34, no. 3 (1990): 741–770.

11. Kathryn Pearson and Eric McGhee, “What It Takes to Win: Questioning ‘Gender 
Neutral’ Outcomes in U.S. House Elections,” Politics and Gender 9, no. 4 (December 2013): 
439–462; Jennifer L. Lawless and Kathryn Pearson, “The Primary Reason for Women’s 



Underrepresentation? Reevaluating the Conventional Wisdom,” Journal of Politics 70, 
no. 1 (2008): 67–82; Mirya R. Holman, Jennifer L. Merolla, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeis-
ter, “Terrorist Threat, Male Stereotypes, and Candidate Evaluations,” Political Research 
Quarterly 69, no. 1 (2016): 134–147; Erin C. Cassese and Tiffany D. Barnes, “Reconciling 
Sexism and Women’s Support for Republican Candidates,” Political Behavior (May 18, 
2018): 1–24; Erin C. Cassese and Mirya R. Holman, “Party and Gender Stereotypes in 
Campaign Attacks,” Political Behavior 40 (2018): 785–807; Cecilia Hyunjung Mo, “The 
Consequences of Explicit and Implicit Gender Attitudes and Candidate Quality in the 
Calculations of Voters,” Political Behavior 37, no. 2 (May 16, 2014): 357–395.

12. For a review of the debate about bias against female politicians, see Dawn Lan-
gan Teele, Joshua Kalla, and Frances Rosenbluth, “The Ties That Double Bind: Social Roles 
and Women’s Underrepresentation in Politics,” American Political Science Review 112,  
no. 3 (August 2018): 525–541. Shannon Jenkins, “A Woman’s Work Is Never Done? Fund- 
Raising Perception and Effort among Female State Legislative Candidates,” Political Re-
search Quarterly 60, no. 2 (June 1, 2007): 230–239.

13. Shames, Out of the Running.
14. Jeffrey Lazarus and Amy Steigerwalt, Gendered Vulnerability (Ann Arbor: Uni-

versity of Michigan Press, 2018); Mary Layton Atkinson and Jason H. Windett, “Gender 
Stereotypes and the Policy Priorities of Women in Congress,” Political Behavior 41, no. 
3 (2019): 769–789; Sarah Anzia and Christopher R. Berry, “The Jackie (and Jill) Robin-
son Effect: Why Do Congresswomen Outperform Congressman?” American Journal of 
Political Science 55, no. 3 (2011): 478–493; Tiffany D. Barnes, Gendering Legislative Be-
havior: Institutional Constraints and Collaboration in Argentina (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2016).

15. Monica C. Schneider, Mirya R. Holman, Amanda B. Diekman, and Thomas 
McAndrew, “Power, Conflict, and Community: How Gendered Views of Political Power 
Influence Women’s Political Ambition,” Political Psychology 37, no. 4 (2016): 515–531; 
Amanda B. Diekman, Elizabeth R. Brown, Amanda M. Johnston, and Emily K. Clark, 
“Seeking Congruity between Goals and Roles: A New Look at Why Women Opt Out of 
Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Careers,” Psychological Science 21, 
no. 8 (2010): 1051–1057.

16. Shames, Out of the Running; Lawless and Fox, It Still Takes a Candidate.
17. Kristin Kanthak and Jonathan Woon, “Women Don’t Run? Election Aversion 

and Candidate Entry,” American Journal of Political Science 59, no. 3 (November 1, 2014): 
595–612.

18. Melody Crowder-Meyer and Benjamin E. Lauderdale, “A Partisan Gap in the 
Supply of Female Potential Candidates in the United States,” Research and Politics 1, no. 
1 (April 1, 2014); Shames, Out of the Running.

19. Thanks to Patrick Meehan for some of the research, thinking, and writing on 
political ambition used in this section.

20. Joseph A. Schlesinger, Ambition and Politics: Political Careers in the United States 
(New York: Rand McNally, 1966); David W. Rohde, “Risk-Bearing and Progressive Am-
bition: The Case of Members of the United States House of Representatives,” American 
Journal of Political Science 23, no. 1 (February 1979): 1–26; Gordon S. Black, “A Theory 
of Political Ambition: Career Choices and the Role of Structural Incentives,” The Amer-
ican Political Science Review 66, no. 1 (March 1972): 144–159; Linda Fowler and Robert 
McClure, Political Ambition: Who Decides to Run for Congress (New Haven, CT: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 1990).

21. Jennifer L. Lawless and Richard Logan Fox, It Takes a Candidate: Why Women 
Don’t Run for Office (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); Melody Crowder-

10 Introduction



Introduction 11

Meyer, “Baker, Bus Driver, Babysitter, Candidate? Revealing the Gendered Development 
of Political Ambition among Ordinary Americans,” Political Behavior (September 2018): 
1–26.

22. Shames, Out of the Running, for example, studies a sample of elite law and policy 
students, where 95 percent describe themselves as “ambitious” but only about 15 percent 
had seriously considered running for office.

23. Melody Crowder-Meyer, “Gendered Recruitment without Trying: How Local 
Party Recruiters Affect Women’s Representation,” Politics and Gender 9, no. 4 (2013): 
390–413; Tiffany D. Barnes, Regina P. Branton, and Erin C. Cassese, “A Reexamination 
of Women’s Electoral Success in Open Seat Elections: The Conditioning Effect of Elec-
toral Competition,” Journal of Women, Politics, and Policy 38, no. 3 (July 3, 2017): 298–317; 
Fulton et al., “Sense of a Woman.”

24. John H. Aldrich, Why Parties? The Origin and Transformation of Political Parties 
in America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995); Danielle M. Thomsen, Opting 
Out of Congress: Partisan Polarization and the Decline of Moderate Candidates (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2017).

25. Lawless and Fox, It Takes a Candidate; Jessica Robinson Preece, Olga Bogach 
Stoddard, and Rachel Fisher, “Run, Jane, Run! Gendered Responses to Political Party 
Recruitment,” Political Behavior 38, no. 3 (2016): 561–577; Christopher F. Karpowitz,  
J. Quin Monson, and Jessica Robinson Preece, “How to Elect More Women: Gender and 
Candidate Success in a Field Experiment,” American Journal of Political Science, March 
1, 2017.

26. Lawless and Fox, It Takes a Candidate, 645.
27. Susan J. Carroll and Kira Sanbonmatsu, More Women Can Run: Gender and Path-

ways to the State Legislatures (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013); Shames, Out of 
the Running; Monica C. Schneider, Mirya R. Holman, Amanda B. Diekman, and Thomas 
McAndrew, “Power, Conflict, and Community: How Gendered Views of Political Power  
Influence Women’s Political Ambition,” Political Psychology 37, no. 4 (2016): 515–531; Mirya 
R. Holman and Monica C. Schneider, “Gender, Race, and Political Ambition: How Stereo-
type Threat and Perceptions of Discrimination Influence Interest in Political Office,” Pol-
itics, Groups and Identities, Online First (2016).

28. Carroll and Sanbonmatsu, More Women Can Run.
29. Online appendix can be found through the Harvard Dataverse available at https:// 

doi.org/10.7910/DVN/BJTB1W.




