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When women run in general elections for the U.S. House of Representatives, they win at approximately the same
rates as their male counterparts. With the exception of studies of selected congressional districts in particular years,
however, scholars have virtually ignored the gender dynamics of the congressional primary process. In this paper,
we fill this void, analyzing data from 1958 to 2004 to test hypotheses about women’s victory rates and levels of
primary competition. Our analysis results in an additional explanation for women’s underrepresentation: the
congressional primary process. Although women generally do not win primaries at lower rates than their male
counterparts, women in both parties face more primary competition than do men. Gender neutral victory rates,
then, are not the result of a gender neutral primary process. Women have to be ‘‘better’’ than their male
counterparts in order to fare equally well.

A
central question in the study of women in
politics is the relationship between gender and
electoral success. Although the first congress-

woman, Jeanette Rankin (R-MT), was elected in 1916,
as late as 1970, only 10 women served in the United
States Congress. And up until the 1970s, nearly half of
all congresswomen were elected following the deaths
of their husbands (Gaddie and Bullock 2000). During
the last decade, the numbers of women running for
and attaining political office significantly increased.
In 2007, 16 women serve in the U.S. Senate and
71 women serve in the U.S. House of Representatives.
These numbers represent an eightfold increase since
World War Two and a threefold increase in just the
last few decades. The fact remains, however, that men
comprise 84% of the United States Congress, and
the United States ranks 67th worldwide in the per-
centage of women in the national legislature (Inter-
Parliamentary Union 2006). It comes as no surprise,
therefore, that scholarly research and journalistic
commentary focus not only on women’s increasing
electoral success, but also on the relative paucity of
women elected to Congress.

Research shows that when women run for Con-
gress, women win at the same rates as their male
counterparts. What, then, explains the dearth of
women candidates and elected officials? Initially,
scholars attributed women’s exclusion from the

political sphere to discrimination and overt bias
against women candidates (Githens and Prestage
1977; Kirkpatrick 1974; see also Witt, Paget, and
Matthews 1994). Over the course of the last 20 years,
however, cultural attitudes toward women in politics
have evolved and an increasing number of women
have sought and won election to public office (Boxer
1994; Dolan 2004; Woods 2000). Indeed, in contem-
porary congressional elections, after controlling for
incumbency status and a variety of district demo-
graphics, women face no systematic bias at the polls
(Carroll 1994; Cook 1998; Duerst-Lahti 1998; Fox
2000; Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton 1997; Smith
and Fox 2001; NWPC 1994). Rather, structural
barriers, most notably the incumbency advantage
(enjoyed mainly by men) and the proportion of
women in the ‘‘pipeline’’ professions that typically
precede political careers, are now offered as the main
explanations for the low number of women office
holders (Carroll 1994; Darcy and Choike 1986; Darcy,
Welch, and Clark 1994; Thomas and Wilcox 1998).
More recent studies also indicate that women’s lower
levels of political ambition may account for their
scarcity among candidates and elected officials (Fox
and Lawless 2004; Lawless and Fox 2005).

Structural barriers and lower levels of political
ambition indeed contribute, in varying degrees, to the
gender disparities in the composition of U.S. political
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institutions. Before we dismiss bias against female
candidates as an explanation for women’s under-
representation, though, we must examine the win-
nowing process that precedes general elections.
Analyses of women’s electoral fortunes have focused
almost exclusively on end-stage assessments of the
electoral process. There are some notable exceptions.
Burrell (1994) examines women’s presence in pri-
mary elections from 1968 to 1992. Gaddie and
Bullock (2000) analyze women’s electoral success in
open seat primaries from 1982 to 1992. Matland and
King (2002) present data pertaining to women’s
performance in open seat primaries from 1990 to
2000. And Palmer and Simon (2006) show the rise in
the number of women running and winning primar-
ies and offer excellent descriptive analyses of incum-
bent congresswomen and the primaries in their
districts from 1956 to 2004. But even these exceptions
tend either to present aggregate data with little
sophisticated multivariate analysis or limit themselves
to certain types of races in selected cycles. Hence,
even though winning a congressional primary is a
prerequisite to running in the general election, the
extant literature does not adequately assess the gender
dynamics of the primary process.

Based on a rich, new data set that includes all
House candidates in primary elections from 1958
to 2004, we fill this void in the literature and offer
the first systematic, multivariate assessment of how
women fare in congressional primaries of all types
over time. Our findings reveal a paradox of women’s
low entry rates and high victory rates in congressional
primaries. Generally speaking, women in both major
political parties win primaries as often as do their
male colleagues. In fact, in some recent cycles,
Democratic women win more often than their male
counterparts. Although these results may seem en-
couraging for women’s numeric representation, we
offer additional evidence that primary competition is
more difficult for women than it is for men. Thus,
our analysis sheds new light on the large gender gap
in men and women’s political ambition and repre-
sentation in our political institutions.

A Gendered Congressional
Primary Process? Background

and Hypotheses

In U.S. congressional elections, candidates must be
entrepreneurs who build their own personal follow-
ings. Explicit linkages to political party organizations

and platforms, as well as other support networks, are
at the candidates’ discretion. This ‘‘candidate-
centered’’ model is particularly prominent in the
organizational structure of contemporary congressional
primaries (Jacobson 2004).1 Indeed, party organiza-
tions tend not to choose nominees, and they rarely
provide resources in primary campaigns.2 To com-
pete, candidates must raise money, build coalitions of
support, create campaign organizations, and develop
campaign strategies. Although all candidates, regard-
less of sex, face hurdles in emerging as viable
candidates in this entrepreneurial environment, the
candidate-centered system in the United States may
pose greater challenges for women than for men.3

Foremost, navigating the candidate-centered
congressional primary process involves relying on
and utilizing the types of skills, experiences, and
characteristics that have historically been impressed
upon men but discouraged among women. Women,
in essence, still tend not to be socialized to possess the
qualities the modern political arena demands of its
candidates and elected officials. Whereas men are
taught to be confident, assertive, and self-promoting,
cultural attitudes toward women as political leaders,
expectations of women’s family roles, and the over-
arching male exclusiveness of most political

1Party-centered elections characterized the U.S. electoral landscape
in the nineteenth century and gradually faded in the twentieth
century. In the nineteenth century, parties printed and handed out
ballots, state and local parties controlled nominations, and a norm
of rotation made it clear to those nominated that they were
subordinated to the party. The party also controlled the key
resources necessary for electoral success: strong party organizations
ran candidates’ campaigns, and voters relied almost exclusively on
the party label in general elections. While party cues in vote choice
have experienced a significant resurgence in the last decade,
primaries today are largely candidate-centered. Hand in hand with
other party reforms, direct congressional primaries spread across
the United States starting in the early 1900s, making the United
States unique among democracies for having voters, as opposed to
party elites, choose the party standard bearer to compete in the
general election.

2This is true for the vast majority of races we consider. There are,
however, some notable exceptions in recent cycles. Dominguez
(2005) shows that congressional campaign committees may get
involved in primaries for competitive seats.

3It is important to recognize that other democracies with relatively
patriarchal histories and proportional party list electoral systems
tend to see a greater proportion of women in politics because they
do not have the winner-take-all and single-member district systems
prevalent in the United States (Matland 1998; Githens, Norris and
Lovenduski 1994; Rule 1987). This is not to say, however, that
systems of proportional representation with party lists do not have
costs of their own. Jane Mansbridge (1999, 652) explains that such
systems often facilitate party collusion that leads to noncompetitive
races and voter demobilization. Overall, however, she concludes
that proportional party list systems are a ‘‘flexible’’ way to promote
descriptive representation and women’s candidacies.
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institutions leave an imprint that suggests to women
that it is often inappropriate to possess these charac-
teristics (see Lawless and Fox 2005). The degree to
which traditional gender socialization manifests itself
in the congressional primary process is unknown,
although we speculate that it will be more evident at
the primary stage of the electoral game, since candi-
dates least able to adapt the qualities voters demand
will not make it to the general election.

Even when women overcome some of these
obstacles, they may still have a more difficult time
than men building name recognition because they
tend not to be as well known in political circles. In
general, women are less likely than men to be
recruited to participate in politics (Burns, Schlozman,
and Verba 2001). And among politically active
individuals who represent the top tier of professional
accomplishment, they are less likely than men to
receive encouragement and support to run for office
from elected officials, community leaders, and polit-
ical activists (Lawless and Fox 2005; see also Niven
1998; Sanbonmatsu 2002). Certainly, technological
changes, including mass mailing and the spread of
television, allow candidates the possibility of spread-
ing their message and building a following apart from
the party or their links to the political establishment.
But it is plausible that women candidates may have
less name recognition and credibility than men when
they announce their candidacies and, thus, more
ground to cover over the course of the campaign.4

Finally, congressional primaries tend to be low
turnout, low visibility affairs. We have long known
that citizens tend to pay only passing attention to
politics, retain only minimal amounts of political
information, and often lack the ability to organize
the limited amount of political information they do
have (Bartels 1996; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996).
Accordingly, in order to assess candidates, individuals
invoke myriad heuristics. In general elections, voters
can rely on partisan cues to make their vote choice,
particularly when they lack other information (Rahn
2003). In congressional primaries, all candidates
provide the same party cue, so voters rely on other
cues, of which gender is one of the most straight-
forward (McDermott 1997, 1998). Because women
candidates and office holders are generally perceived
as more liberal than men candidates of the same
party (Alexander and Andersen 1993; Koch 2000;

McDermott 1997, 1998), gender stereotyping may
pose particular challenges for women in primaries.
King and Matland (2002), relying on data from a
national survey, show that both male and female
Republican party identifiers are less likely (11% and
14% respectively) to vote for a fictitious female
Republican candidate than a fictitious male candidate.

For these reasons, we expect that women will be
disadvantaged in the congressional primary process.
More specifically, we test the following two over-
arching hypotheses.

Electoral Success Hypothesis: Women’s victory rates
and vote margins will be lower than those of their male
counterparts from 1958 to 2004. The gaps will be more
pronounced among Republicans and narrow over time.

Based on the aforementioned literature, it is
reasonable to expect that women will not fare as well
as men in congressional primaries. Because the polit-
ical landscape and opportunity structure for women
have improved over time, though—the women’s
movement of the 1970s served as a critical catalyst in
expanding opportunities for women, for example—we
should see a concomitant decrease in the extent to
which men outperform women. Republican women
may disproportionately suffer in primaries, whereas
Democratic women may not. After all, voters view
women in both parties as more liberal than men. While
Republican primary voters tend to overrepresent the
party’s conservative base, Democratic primary voters
tend to overrepresent the party’s liberal base.

Electoral Competition Hypothesis: Female candidates,
particularly Republicans, will face more challenging
primary competition than will their male colleagues.

We hypothesize that women run in more difficult
electoral environments because potential competitors,
recruiters, and gatekeepers consider women more
vulnerable (Palmer and Simon 2006; Sanbonmatsu
2006). This means that women will not only draw
a larger crowd in their own primaries, but also that
they will be more likely to draw a crowd in the other
party’s primaries when they run as incumbents.
Women may also be more likely to challenge other
women in all types of primary contests, so as to
neutralize the disadvantages they may face associated
with being a woman in a congressional primary.

Operationalizing these hypotheses will allow us
to assess the gender dynamics of the congressional
primary process, an endeavor that is long overdue
and key to understanding women’s numeric under-
representation and gauging prospects for women’s
full integration into U.S. political institutions.

4Granted, it is possible that, under certain circumstances, the still
existent novelty of women in politics at the national level
provides them with more coverage than they might otherwise
receive. We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this point.
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The Data Set

We base our analyses on primary election candidates
and results for the U.S. House of Representatives
from 1958 to 2004. We rely on a new data set that
includes 33,094 primary candidates running in 19,221
primary contests. We drew the name of every
candidate and his/her vote total from each year’s
Book of States.5 Perhaps the most laborious aspect of
the data collection process entailed discerning each
candidate’s sex. In many cases, the Book of States lists
only a first initial, so we searched newspaper records
of candidacies in each district in each year, as well as
contacted various Secretaries of State and Boards of
Election. In the 302 cases in which, despite our best
efforts, we were unable to determine the candidate’s
sex, we dropped the individual from the analysis.6 We
coded each candidate’s state, district, party, sex, vote
total, and incumbency status. We arranged the data
so that we can analyze outcomes at both the candi-
date and district levels.7

From 1958 to 2004, a total of 2,648 women ran
in primaries for the U.S. House of Representatives;
women comprised 8% of the total House primary
candidates. Of the 19,221 primary contests we exam-
ine, 87% were comprised only of men. Twelve
percent of the races included one woman, and 1%
(195 races) included more than one woman.

Despite women’s underrepresentation as candi-
dates, the results presented in Table 1 reveal that the
number of women running in congressional primaries
has increased markedly since 1958. The first substan-
tive jump in women’s candidacies happened in 1972,
in concert with the rise of the women’s movement.
The biggest jump in the number of female candidates
occurred in 1992’s ‘‘Year of the Woman,’’ as has been
well documented (see Cook, Thomas, and Wilcox
1994). That year, a total of 219 women ran in

primaries, compared to 116 women in the previous
cycle.8 By 2004, the total number of women in
primaries had dipped slightly to 198, although women
comprised 16% of total candidates, and the number of
women winning general elections continued to in-
crease because of the incumbency advantage.

Table 1 also illustrates that women running in
congressional primaries are disproportionately Dem-
ocratic. This partisan primary gap predates the
partisan gap inside Congress, which widened after
the 1992 elections. From 1958 to 2004, Democratic
women comprise 60% of the total pool of female
candidates; and in every cycle except 1982, Demo-
cratic women outnumber Republican women. The
gap begins to widen in 1972, as a handful of
Democratic women, perhaps inspired by the wom-
en’s movement, entered primaries. Although the
partisan gap narrowed in the 1994 and 1998 cycles,
it has widened since. Further, the overall number of
Democratic primary candidates is higher than the
number of Republican primary candidates. Of the
total pool of 33,094 primary candidates, women
represent 7% of the 14,878 Republicans; they com-
prise nearly 9% of the 18,095 Democrats. Even if
national political parties tend to stay out of primary
elections, it may be that local Democratic party
leaders and activists are playing a stronger role than
their Republican counterparts in recruiting and
funding women candidates (see Sanbonmatsu 2006).

Gender and Electoral Success:
Primary Victory Rates and

Vote Margins

Contrary to our expectations, women’s primary
victory rates and vote margins are not significantly
lower than those of their male counterparts. Table 2
presents the victory rates of female and male primary
candidates by year and by party. These data include
races in which primary candidates win without any
opposition. Overall, women and men win at approx-
imately the same rates (57% of the time for women,
compared to 59% of time for men). We identify minor
variations across party: Republican men outperform

5Even after the creation of the Federal Election Commission and
the concomitant filing requirements, candidates who do not exceed
a minimum threshold of campaign fundraising ($5,000 in 2006)
are not required to file. Collecting data from FEC reports would,
therefore, bias our results, as we would miss the weakest candidates.

6Most of these individuals ran in the earliest cycles, where there
were very few women.

7King and Matland (2003) demonstrate that analyzing the
presence of a woman in a primary can be a superior measure
of women’s electoral success. If two women compete in the same
primary, the rate of women’s success at the candidate level in that
race would be 50%, whereas the rate of women’s success at the
district level would be 100%.

8It is important to note, however, that in this ‘‘unique’’ election
cycle, the most significant explanations for women’s victories in
general elections were hardly unique. Notably, 1992 was a
redistricting year, creating a record number of open-seat contests
in the modern era (Gaddie and Bullock 2000). Most of the new
congresswomen won open seats; only 2 of 41 female challengers
defeated incumbents, a rate comparable with the general rate of
incumbent defeats. In addition, the women who won were ‘‘high
quality’’ candidates, i.e., those with experience (Jacobson 2004).
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Republican women (63% success rate, compared to
60), whereas Democratic women have a very small edge
over their male counterparts (56% to 55%). None of these
small differences, however, is statistically significant.

We do uncover larger differences when we turn to
an analysis of victory rates over time. During the 1960s,
1970s, and 1980s, male candidates won their primaries
more often than female candidates did, particularly
among Democrats. In three election cycles during this
time, Republican women were significantly less likely
than men to win primaries. In six of these election
cycles, Democratic women were significantly less likely
than men to win their races. The data reveal a rather
dramatic change throughout the course of the last
decade, though. Democratic women have won more
often than Democratic men in every primary election
cycle since 1992, and Republican women have won
more often than Republican men since 1996.

The data tell a similar story at the district level.
Tables 3 and 4 present data on districts with at least
one woman competing in a primary. The first
column shows the total number of districts with

one or more female candidate, by year. A Republican
woman consistently won in districts with a woman in
the primary at least 60% of the time beginning in
1996 (although Republican women began winning
more than half the districts with a woman candidate
as early as 1962). In Democratic primaries since 1990,
a woman won in at least 60% of the districts in which
at least one woman competed (see column 2). The
jagged rise in women’s victory rates over time is
propelled, in large part, by the increase in female
incumbents. But there has also been an increase in
the number of primaries sending nonincumbent
women to the general election (as shown in the third
and fourth columns of Tables 3 and 4).

Each of these findings withstands controls for
other predictors of primary election success. We find
no systematic bias against women candidates after we
control for incumbency (Jacobson 2004) or whether a
nonincumbent candidate ran in the previous election
cycle, both of which increase the likelihood of victory.
The results also hold after controlling for the total
number of candidates in the party’s primary, which

TABLE 1 Women Running in Congressional Primaries, by Party, 1958–2004

Year

All Republicans Democrats

Number
Women

Percent
Women

Number
Women

Percent
Women

Number
Women

Percent
Women

1958 42 3% 12 2% 30 4%
1960 47 4 23 4 24 3
1962 41 3 15 3 26 3
1964 44 3 16 3 28 3
1966 35 3 13 2 21 3
1968 45 3 14 2 31 4
1970 31 3 14 3 17 3
1972 79 5 23 4 56 6
1974 93 6 29 5 64 7
1976 100 6 32 5 68 7
1978 78 6 31 5 47 6
1980 84 6 37 6 47 6
1982 100 7 50 8 50 6
1984 133 10 56 10 77 10
1986 135 10 50 9 85 11
1988 103 8 43 8 60 9
1990 116 10 45 8 71 12
1992 219 12 85 10 134 15
1994 204 13 93 12 111 15
1996 210 14 79 10 130 18
1998 170 14 74 12 96 17
2000 160 13 59 9 101 17
2002 181 14 71 10 110 18
2004 198 16 81 12 117 19
TOTAL 2648 8 1045 7 1601 9
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we expect would decrease the vote share of every
candidate.

The top half of Figure 1 presents the coefficients
and 95% confidence intervals from logistic regression
equations for each year predicting whether a Repub-
lican candidate won the primary; the bottom half
presents the results among Democratic candidates.9

The regression coefficients and standard errors, as
well as measures of each model’s goodness of fit,
appear in Appendix A1. As more female candidates
enter primaries, the confidence intervals decrease
and our estimates become more precise. Among
Republicans, women are at a statistically significant
disadvantage only in 1960. In other cycles, the coeffi-
cients vacillate above and below zero, but they do not
achieve statistical significance. Among Democrats,

the results are striking. In 1986, women are at a
significant disadvantage, but in four election
cycles—2004, 1996, 1994, and 1992—women win
primaries significantly more often than do their male
counterparts.10

TABLE 2 Primary Victory Rates by Sex and Party, 1958–2004

Year

All Republicans Democrats

Women Men Women Men Women Men

1958 57% 57% 58% 63% 57% 54%
1960 57 63 48# 66 67 60
1962 54 58 53 64 54 54
1964 34* 60 38* 66 32* 55
1966 69 63 77 67 62 59
1968 47# 59 43# 65 48 54
1970 75 64 71 68 78# 62
1972 42* 56 52 64 38# 50
1974 45 53 59 65 39 46
1976 48 52 50 63 47 45
1978 56 57 68 64 49 52
1980 56 57 62 60 51 54
1982 54 58 60 61 48 55
1984 50* 60 64 67 39* 54
1986 48* 63 72 71 34* 56
1988 60 66 72 67 52# 64
1990 59* 68 67 69 54* 67
1992 48 47 46 48 49 45
1994 60* 52 53 53 66* 51
1996 58 55 58 54 59 56
1998 73* 65 70 62 75 68
2000 73* 64 64 63 78* 64
2002 64 60 59 58 66 61
2004 64 63 65 62 65 62
TOTAL 57 59 60 63 56 55

Note: Cells contain the percentage of candidates winning their congressional primaries. The difference of means between men and
women is statistically significant at #p , .10; *p , .05.

9We analyze gender effects using separate logistic regression
models for each year so that we can account for idiosyncratic
factors unique to each congressional election cycle, as well as
variation in the cycle-to-cycle emergence of women candidates.
In these analyses, we omit any case in which a candidate ran
unopposed.

10These results are not driven by incumbency. If we focus
exclusively on Republican primaries in open seat districts, sex
is never a statistically significant predictor of candidate victory.
The only difference, therefore, pertains to 1960. Overall, women
were at a disadvantage in 1960; when we restrict the analysis to
open seats, though, it is not possible to estimate coefficients for
1960, since every woman who ran in an open seat race lost the
primary. When we turn to Democratic primaries, the results are
once again largely consistent when we compare the full set of
races to primaries in open seat districts. In two years—1958 and
1964—we cannot estimate coefficients for open seat races because
all the women who ran lost. The other differences pertain to
1992, 1994, and 1996. When we restrict the analysis to open-seat
contests, sex is a positive predictor of candidate victory, but it is
significant at p , .10, as opposed to p , .05, a likely result of
the smaller number of cases included in the analysis. In 43 of the
48 models we estimate, therefore, the statistical results are the
same regardless of whether the race is an open-seat contest. And
in the five races where the results are not entirely comparable, the
substantive and statistical differences are modest at best.
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A similar relationship exists between sex and
vote share in congressional primaries from 1958 to
2004. The top half of Figure 2 presents the ordinary
least square regression coefficients for the effect of
being female on vote share among Republican can-
didates in every election cycle; the bottom half
presents the results among Democratic candidates.
We include the same control variables in these
analyses (see Appendix A2 for the regression coef-
ficients, standard errors, and goodness of fit).
Although there is variation over time, illustrating
that models that aggregate across years do not
adequately capture the dynamics in particular elec-
tion cycles, the variation does not systematically help
or hurt women. Among Republicans, gender does not
exert a statistically significant impact on vote share in
primary elections, with the exception of 1960. Dem-
ocratic women were again at a distinct disadvantage
only in 1986. With the exception of 2004, in every

election since 1990, Democratic women receive more
votes than Democratic men in congressional
primaries.11

Across all primaries in the last half century, at the
most general level, the conventional wisdom that
scholars have applied to general elections applies to
congressional primaries: when women run, women
win and receive votes at rates equal to their male
counterparts, all else equal. Our analysis reveals,
however, that there is variation across parties and

TABLE 3 Female Republican Candidates’ Success by District

Year

Primaries with
Female

Candidate(s)

Percent of
Primaries with

Winning Female
Candidate

Total
Female Candidate

Victories

Non-Incumbent
Female Candidate

Victories

1958 12 58% 7 4
1960 23 48 11 4
1962 15 53 8 5
1964 16 38 6 2
1966 13 77 10 7
1968 14 43 6 3
1970 10 100 10 6
1972 22 55 12 11
1974 29 59 17 15
1976 32 50 16 12
1978 31 68 21 18
1980 35 66 23 19
1982 43 70 30 20
1984 53 68 36 26
1986 48 75 36 26
1988 41 76 31 19
1990 43 70 30 22
1992 75 52 39 26
1994 84 58 49 36
1996 73 63 46 31
1998 69 75 52 33
2000 57 67 38 24
2002 64 66 42 24
2004 76 67 51 29
TOTAL 978 64 627 422

11Once again, our results are not an artifact of incumbency.
Comparing our analyses of all Republican primaries to Repub-
lican primaries in open seat districts, we find only one minor
difference. Overall, women were at a disadvantage in 1960; when
we restrict the analysis only to open seats, the coefficient is
negative, but it is not statistically significant. In Democratic
primaries, women are at an overall advantage in 1996, 1998,
2000, and 2002. In open-seat primaries, the coefficients are all
positive, but not statistically significant.
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over time and, as we will show, the competition poses
more obstacles for women to overcome.12

Gender and Electoral Competition:
The Primary Landscape and

Size of the Field

For the majority of incumbents facing primary
challenges, the incumbency advantage, name recog-
nition, and the perquisites of office minimize the
threat of their partisan challengers. Indeed, congres-
sional scholarship that analyzes members’ electoral
motivations and strategic behavior focuses on general
elections (e.g., Mayhew 1974). But primary elections

can actually pose the greatest threat to members
representing solidly partisan congressional districts.
And when incumbents retire or die and their seats are
vacated, primaries attract many qualified candidates
and generate fierce competition. Our analysis un-
covers clear evidence that women face more com-
petition in all cases; it does not matter whether they
run as incumbents, challengers, or for open seats.
This finding makes the victory rates we present above
all the more impressive.

Perhaps the best gauge of a competitive landscape
is whether a candidate even faces a competitor in the
primary. Among male candidates from 1958 to 2004,
more than 37% ran unopposed in their primary or
advanced to the general election without a real contest.
Among female candidates during the same time
period, 35% avoided an opponent in the primary.
While the difference is not large, it does suggest that
women are slightly less likely than men to get a free pass
from fellow partisans to the general election. Perhaps
women lack the connections within the political
establishment that could ward off primary opponents.
Thus, women are more likely to find themselves

TABLE 4 Female Democratic Candidates’ Success by District

Year

Primaries with
Female

Candidate(s)

Percent of
Primaries with

Winning Female Candidate

Total
Female Candidate

Victories

Non-Incumbent
Female Candidate

Victories

1958 28 61% 17 6
1960 24 67 16 8
1962 26 54 14 8
1964 27 33 9 4
1966 21 62 13 5
1968 28 54 15 11
1970 14 100 14 10
1972 54 39 21 15
1974 60 42 25 16
1976 61 53 32 22
1978 42 55 23 13
1980 46 52 24 16
1982 43 56 24 16
1984 71 42 30 20
1986 77 38 29 19
1988 55 56 31 21
1990 62 61 38 24
1992 110 60 66 47
1994 99 74 73 42
1996 100 76 76 55
1998 90 80 72 40
2000 95 83 79 43
2002 96 76 73 35
2004 103 74 76 47
TOTAL 1432 62 890 543

12In time series cross-sectional random effects models of vote
share among Republicans, the coefficient for sex across all races
does not reach statistical significance except in the 1958–70 time
period, where it is negative. Among Democrats, time series cross-
sectional random effects models indicate that the effect of sex in
increasing vote share is not as large as the effect of running as an
incumbent, but it is, nonetheless, statistically significant at p ,
.01 from 1992 to 2004. See Appendix B for these pooled models.
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devoting energy to fighting candidates who are leveling
attacks at them from different directions at two differ-
ent stages of the congressional election process.

An additional gauge of primary competition for
incumbents and challengers alike is the size of the
field. We hypothesized that because women are
viewed as more vulnerable, they will be more likely
to attract a crowd and, accordingly, face more
competition in primaries; and the data support this
expectation. In all Republican primaries with a
woman, the mean number of Republican candidates
is 3.9. In Republican primaries without a woman, the
mean number of candidates is only 2.2. This pattern
emerges in Democratic primaries as well. Democratic
primaries in which a woman competes include, on
average, 4.3 candidates. In primaries with only Dem-
ocratic men, the mean number of candidates is 2.5.
The differences in these means achieve conventional
levels of statistical significance (p , .05).

These results are not driven exclusively by open
seat contests. Like Palmer and Simon (2006), we find
that female incumbents are more likely than men to
generate a crowded field (see also Simon and Palmer

2005). The data presented in Table 5 reveal that
female incumbents of both parties attract more oppo-
sition than do their male counterparts in the other
party’s primary (differences significant at p , .05).
Incumbent Republican congresswomen attract more
candidates than do men in Republican primaries as
well. Differences in views toward women’s roles
between each party’s activists may help explain our
findings.

Gender also plays a role in the congressional
primary process in that women have become increas-
ingly likely to challenge one another in their own
party’s primaries. Granted, only 1.4% of Democratic
primaries and 0.6% of Republican primaries include
more than one woman candidate.13 But as Figure 3
illustrates, the total number of these races in each
election cycle has trended upward over time. Even in

FIGURE 1 The Effect of Sex on Election Outcome in Congressional Primaries: Logistic Regression
Coefficients and 95% Confidence Intervals
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13Ten percent of Republican primaries include one woman (920
races), 0.5% include two women (49 races), and 0.1% include
three women (9 races). On the Democratic side, 13% of the races
have one woman candidate (1,297 races), 1.1% include two
women (110 races), 0.2% include three women (18 races), and
0.1% include more than three women candidates (7 races).
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Appendix A1: Logistic Regression Results Predicting Candidate Victory for Republicans

Year Coefficient on Candidate Sex Percent Cases Correctly Predicted Pseudo-R2 Number of Cases

1958 .440 (.721) 72.5 .227 258
1960 23.181 (1.254)* 70.1 .257 295
1962 .072 (.659) 66.0 .146 321
1966 .555 (.919) 70.3 .214 283
1970 2.490 (1.128) 73.4 .331 286
1972 2.366 (.605) 67.7 .197 362
1974 2.078 (.613) 74.5 .310 329
1976 21.436 (.735) 69.7 .237 366
1978 2.272 (.615) 67.0 .187 339
1980 .150 (.497) 68.2 .178 409
1982 .482 (.427) 67.8 .177 342
1984 2.002 (.420) 68.5 .198 298
1986 .188 (.475) 66.9 .172 248
1988 .110 (.540) 68.3 .189 279
1990 2.243 (.504) 69.4 .237 288
1992 2.203 (.317) 72.3 .208 607
1994 .074 (.300) 73.3 .239 543
1996 .190 (.355) 78.0 .341 501
1998 .518 (.403) 76.2 .331 349
2000 2.305 (.471) 71.9 .267 359
2002 .303 (.370) 77.7 .317 413
2004 .624 (.349) 75.2 .343 380

Appendix A1: Logistic Regression Results Predicting Candidate Victory for Democrats

Year Coefficient on Candidate Sex Percent Cases Correctly Predicted Pseudo-R2 Number of Cases

1958 2.119 (.513) 72.7 .247 480
1960 .798 (.568) 78.5 .428 446
1962 2.258 (.649) 77.8 .354 523
1964 2.868 (.682) 80.2 .397 530
1966 2.140 (.806) 79.5 .422 464
1968 2.180 (.571) 80.2 .451 556
1970 1.179 (.773) 75.2 .301 428
1972 2.397 (.394) 77.7 .321 642
1974 2.114 (.360) 78.6 .324 768
1976 .401 (.381) 83.4 .445 736
1978 .542 (.384) 80.6 .407 581
1980 .253 (.421) 81.0 .426 538
1982 .145 (.415) 76.0 .329 499
1984 2.230 (.340) 80.8 .477 604
1986 21.447 (.483)* 80.3 .509 569
1988 .416 (.372) 77.7 .419 394
1990 .543 (.348) 80.2 .499 348
1992 .513 (.260)* 78.0 .300 650
1994 .832 (.312)* 80.3 .435 517
1996 .760 (.288)* 75.9 .294 469
1998 .379 (.396) 76.1 .386 272
2000 .725 (.378) 75.1 .309 301
2002 .380 (.347) 77.0 .357 352
2004 .687 (.318)* 75.1 .356 370

Note: Models control for incumbency, total number of candidates in the race, and whether the (nonincumbent) candidate ever sought
that position in a previous election cycle. For Republicans, models for 1964 and 1968 are not estimated because of multicollinearity
problems. Levels of significance: *p , .05; **p , .01.
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1992, which represents the peak of women challeng-
ing women in primaries for both parties, there were
only 28 such races. Although we do not want to
overstate the implications of these findings—indeed,
a primary with more than one woman candidate is a
very unusual event—it is important to note that this
phenomenon may ultimately stymie some of the
potential gains an increasing number of women
candidates have on women’s overall numeric repre-
sentation. That is, when women run against women,
women defeat women. This may be particularly true
for Democrats, who, with the exception of the early
1980s, have always been more likely than Republicans
to see multiwoman races.

A similar trend emerges when we turn to the
other party’s primary; women are significantly more
likely to enter primaries to challenge a female
incumbent of the other party. In Democratic pri-
maries to challenge a Republican congresswoman, the
mean number of women is .25, compared to an
average of .15 women running to challenge a Repub-
lican congressman. Among Republicans, an average
of .20 women run in primaries to challenge a
Democratic congresswoman in the general election,

compared to an average of .09 women who run to
challenge a Democratic man. Party leaders, electoral
recruiters, and gatekeepers—in addition to women
candidates, themselves—may view a woman chal-
lenging another woman in the general election as less
daunting; the presence of two women may diffuse
any gender biases in the course of the general election
campaign. The presence of another woman may also
nullify any gender advantage a female candidate
might have among a subset of voters.

Although our data cannot speak to whether the
presence of a female primary candidate attracts other
women to the race, or instead, whether women tend
to enter races that are also attractive to other women,
the fact remains that women are more likely than
men to face a crowded primary field, and that crowd
is more likely to include a woman.

Discussion and Conclusion

Conventional wisdom derived from the literature on
women’s electoral success holds that congressional
elections yield gender neutral results. That is, when

FIGURE 2 The Effect of Sex on Vote Share in Congressional Primaries: OLS Regression Coefficients and
95% Confidence Intervals
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Appendix A2: OLS Regression Results Predicting Candidate Vote Share for Republicans

Year Coefficient on Candidate Sex Adjusted R2 Number of Cases

1958 .065 (.073) .318 257
1960 2.155 (.056)** .393 294
1962 2.018 (.060) .361 320
1964 2.088 (.065) .337 318
1966 .055 (.082) .408 282
1968 2.130 (.071) .376 340
1970 2.073 (.081) .391 285
1972 2.067 (.053) .285 361
1974 .056 (.049) .483 328
1976 2.055 (.044) .383 365
1978 2.008 (.051) .354 338
1980 2.006 (.043) .357 408
1982 .045 (.040) .372 341
1984 .026 (.036) .371 297
1986 .036 (.040) .402 247
1988 .057 (.042) .454 278
1990 2.002 (.039) .441 287
1992 .035 (.022) .389 606
1994 2.004 (.021) .456 542
1996 .015 (.027) .469 500
1998 .040 (.032) .478 348
2000 2.020 (.036) .467 358
2002 21.581 (1.752) .037 383
2004 .014 (.031) .439 358

Appendix A2: OLS Regression Results Predicting Candidate Vote Share for Democrats

Year Coefficient on Candidate Sex Adjusted R2 Number of Cases

1958 2.010 (.047) .358 479
1960 .056 (.045) .502 445
1962 2.068 (.046) .484 522
1964 2.068 (.041) .516 529
1966 2.030 (.051) .457 463
1968 2.005 (.040) .511 555
1970 .072 (.063) .479 427
1972 2.035 (.029) .453 641
1974 2.010 (.024) .523 767
1976 .008 (.024) .588 735
1978 .018 (.029) .556 580
1980 .009 (.030) .558 537
1982 .008 (.033) .475 498
1984 2.022 (.024) .594 603
1986 2.092 (.027)** .580 568
1988 .041 (.032) .501 393
1990 .078 (.029)** .529 347
1992 .093 (.020)** .480 649
1994 .091 (.021)** .572 516
1996 .059 (.024)* .452 468
1998 .072 (.033)* .499 271
2000 .086 (.034)* .456 300
2002 5.260 (2.440)* .089 342
2004 .037 (.028) .480 351

Note: Models control for incumbency, total number of candidates in the race, and whether the (nonincumbent) candidate ever sought
that position in a previous election cycle. Levels of significance: *p , .05; **p , .01.
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women run in congressional elections, they win at
rates equal to those of their male counterparts. Until
now, there has been no systematic, multivariate
analysis of primary elections in all types of congres-
sional races over time. Our results show that the
gender dynamics of the primary election process
complicate the conventional wisdom.

On the one hand, the results are consistent with
findings that emerge from studies of general elec-
tions. Overall, there appears to be no widespread,
aggregate bias against women candidates running in
congressional primaries. Granted, the effect of sex
varies from election to election and across party.
Before the 1980s, women in both parties rarely ran,

and when they did, they occasionally fared signifi-
cantly worse than their male counterparts. Since
1990, however, Democratic women have tended to
garner a greater vote share than their male colleagues.
Increased party polarization, then, while criticized by
Washington pundits and political scientists alike,
seems to have helped Democratic women in congres-
sional primaries. When primary voters seek the most
partisan—and, therefore, the most liberal—option,
they rely on a combination of stereotypes and voting
histories that advantage women candidates. Women
are viewed as more liberal than men, and Democratic
congresswomen are, in fact, more liberal and loyal to
their party than their male counterparts. According

Appendix B: Congressional Primary Candidate Vote Share, By Election Era: Generalized Least Squares
Regression Coefficients (and Standard Errors)

Republican Candidates

1958 – 1970 1972 – 1990 1992 – 2004

Sex (Female) 2.057 (.026)* .012 (.014) 2.108 (.399)
Previously Ran for this Seat .017 (.013) .028 (.009)** .668 (.427)
Total Number Candidates in Race 2.056 (.015)** 2.055 (.002)** 2.281 (.076)**
Incumbent (Year Dummies) .327 (.015)** .356 (.013)** 1.632 (.464)**
Constant .530 (.015)** .531 (.013)** 9.927 (.534)**
R2 .363 .386 .131
Wald Chi-Square 1193.90** 2038.40** 486.80**
Number of Observations 2103 3260 3102

Democratic Candidates

1958 – 1970 1972 – 1990 1992 – 2004

Sex (Female) 2.017 (.017) 2.005 (.009) .820 (.314)**
Previously Ran for this Seat .035 (.010)** .019 (.007)** .998 (.416)*
Total Number Candidates in Race 2.045 (.002)** 2.040 (.001)** 2.098 (.062)
Incumbent (Year Dummies) .358 (.009)** .435 (.010)** 2.241 (.355)**
Constant .451 (.012)** .433 (.010)** .260 (.425)
R2 .4754 .539 .139
Wald Chi-Square 3087.95** 6628.79** 463.65**
Number of Observations 3427 5679 2904

Note: These regression coefficients and standard errors yield from times series cross-sectional random effects GLS models. The
coefficients and standard errors on the year dummy variables are not displayed, but are available from the authors. Levels of significance:
*p , .05; **p , .01.

TABLE 5 Gender Differences in Incumbents’ Primary Competition

Mean Number of Candidates

In Own
Primary

In Other
Party’s Primary

Female Republican Incumbents (N 5 200) 1.7 1.5
Male Republican Incumbents (N 5 3547) 1.6 1.3
Female Democratic Incumbents (N 5 355) 1.5 1.6
Male Democratic Incumbents (N 5 4845) 1.6 1.3
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to Congressional Quarterly, Democratic women’s
party loyalty scores have consistently been higher than
men’s. Republican women do not enjoy the same
advantages with their party’s ideological voters, but
they generally do not fare worse than their male
counterparts. Notably, these results emerge from an
unequal playing field, as women face more crowded
primaries and a more difficult primary election terrain.

On the other hand, our results indicate that
prospects for near-term parity for women in elective
office are bleak. Men comprise the vast majority of
primary candidates, and, unlike the slow but steady
increase in the number of women elected to the U.S.
House of Representatives in general elections, the
number of women entering primaries is actually
decreasing, albeit slightly. Further, the gains we have
seen in the number of women candidates have been
among Democrats. In the 2006 congressional election
cycle, for instance, 70% of the women who sought their
party’s nomination were Democrats. If we are to
achieve true gender parity and numeric representation
for women, then women must emerge from both
political parties as candidates in primary elections.
Finally, women are more likely to enter primaries in
which they would challenge a woman in the general
election; there is no net gain for women’s numeric
representation when women compete against women.

Taken together, our results suggest that primary
elections are not gender neutral. And it is likely that
these primary election dynamics affect the initial
decision to run for office. The candidate-centered
system in the United States, in other words, may

hamper women’s entrance into public office (Davis
1997; Darcy, Hadley, and Kirksey 1993), especially
when they need to run in a primary contest. Only the
most qualified women may be willing to take on a
primary battle, winnowing women from the field
before the contest begins. It is, therefore, not surpris-
ing that the women who emerge from primaries to
compete in general elections are more likely than men
to have electoral experience and fundraising success
(Pearson and McGhee 2004). To make it through the
primary process, women must be stronger candidates,
or at least candidates who are willing to endure greater
challenges, and more challengers, than their male
counterparts face. Women, in other words, have to
be ‘‘better’’ than men in order to fare equally well.

Acknowledgments

We thank Barbara Burrell, Jack Citrin, and Richard Fox
for comments on previous drafts. We are grateful to
John Sides and Sean Theriault for help with our data
analysis, and we thank Dave Brady for making available
much of the data on which our analysis is based.

Manuscript submitted 25 October 2006
Manuscript accepted for publication 16 May 2007

References

Alexander, Deborah, and Kristi Andersen. 1993. ‘‘Gender as a
Factor in the Attributions of Leadership Traits.’’ Political
Research Quarterly 46 (3): 527–45.

FIGURE 3 Women Challenging Women: Congressional Primaries with More Than One Woman
Candidate, 1958–2004

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004

N
um

be
r 

of
 R

ac
es

 w
it

h 
M

or
e 

th
an

 O
ne

 W
om

an Democrats
Republicans

14 jennifer l. lawless and kathryn pearson



Bartels, Larry M. 1996. ‘‘Uninformed Voters: Information Effects
in Presidential Elections.’’ American Journal of Political Science
40 (1): 194–230.

Boxer, Barbara. 1994. Politics and the New Revolution of Women
in America. Washington: National Press Books.

Burns, Nancy, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Sidney Verba. 2001.
The Private Roots of Public Action: Gender, Equality, and
Political Participation. Cambridge: Harvard University.

Burrell, Barbara C. 1994. A Woman’s Place is in the House:
Campaigning for Congress in the Feminist Era. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.

Carroll, Susan J. 1994. Women as Candidates in American Politics.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Cook, Elizabeth Adell. 1998. ‘‘Voter Reaction to Women Candi-
dates.’’ In Women and Elective Office, ed. S. Thomas and
C. Wilcox. New York: Oxford University Press, 56–72.

Cook, Elizabeth Adell, Sue Thomas, and Clyde Wilcox, ed. 1994.
The Year of the Woman: Myths and Realities. Boulder: West-
view Press.

Darcy, R., and James R. Choike. 1986. ‘‘A Formal Analysis of
Legislative Turnover: Women Candidates and Legislative
Representation.’’ American Journal of Political Science 30 (1):
237–55.

Darcy, R., Charles D. Hadley, and Jason F. Kirksey. 1993.
‘‘Electoral Systems and the Representation of Black Women
in American State Legislatures.’’ Women and Politics 13 (2):
73–89.

Darcy, Welch, and Clark. 1994. Women, Elections, and Represen-
tation. 2nd ed. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Davis, Rebecca Howard. 1997. Women and Power in Parliamen-
tary Democracies: Cabinet Appointments in Western Europe.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska.

Delli Carpini, Michael X., and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Amer-
icans Know About Politics and Why It Matters. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Dolan, Kathleen. 2004. Voting for Women: How the Public
Evaluates Women Candidates. Boulder: Westview Press.

Dominguez, Casey Byrne Knudsen. 2005. Before the Primary:
Party Elite Involvement in Congressional Nominations. Ph.D.
Dissertation. UC Berkeley.

Duerst-Lahti, Georgia. 1998. ‘‘The Bottleneck, Women Candi-
dates.’’ In Women and Elective Office: Past, Present, and Future
ed. Thomas Sue and Clyde Wilcox. Oxford University Press,
15–25.

Fox, Richard L. 2000. ‘‘Gender and Congressional Elections.’’ In
Gender and American Politics, ed. S. Tolleson-Rinehart and
J. Josephson. Armonk: M.E. Sharpe, 227–56.

Fox, Richard L., and Jennifer L. Lawless. 2004. ‘‘Entering the
Arena? Gender and the Decision to Run for Office.’’ American
Journal of Political Science 48 (2): 264–80.

Gaddie, Ronald Keith, and Charles S. Bullock, III. 2000. Elections
to Open Seats in the U.S. House. Oxford: Rowman and
Littlefield Publishers.

Githens, Marianne, Pippa Norris and Joni Lovenduski.
1994. Different Roles, Different Voices. New York: Harper
Collins.

Githens, Marianne, and Jewel L. Prestage. 1977. A Portrait of
Marginality: The Political Behavior of the American Woman.
New York: Longman.

Inter-Parliamentary Union. 2006. ‘‘Women in National Parlia-
ments.’’ http://www.ipu.org/wmn-e/classif.htm (October 11,
2006).

Jacobson, Gary. 2004. The Politics of Congressional Elections.
6th ed. New York: Longman Press.

King, David C., and Richard E. Matland. 2003. ‘‘Sex and the
Grand Old Party: An Experimental Investigation of the Effect
of Candidate Sex on Support for a Republican Candidate.’’
American Politics Research 31 (6): 595–612.

Kirkpatrick, Jeanne J. 1974. Political Woman. New York: Basic
Books.

Koch, Jeffrey W. 2000. ‘‘Do Citizens Apply Gender Stereotypes
to Infer Candidates’ Ideological Orientations?’’ Journal of
Politics 62 (2): 414–29.

Lawless, Jennifer L., and Richard Fox. 2005. It Takes a Candidate:
Why Women Don’t Run for Office. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Mansbridge, Jane. 1999. ‘‘Should Blacks Represent Blacks and
Women Represent Women? A Contingent ‘Yes’.’’ Journal of
Politics 61 (3): 628–57.

Matland, Richard E. 1998. ‘‘Women’s Representation in National
Legislatures: Developed and Developing Countries.’’ Legisla-
tive Studies Quarterly 23 (1): 109–25.

Matland, Richard E., and David C. King. 2002. ‘‘Women as
Candidates in Congressional Elections.’’ In Women Trans-
forming Congress, ed. Cindy Simon Rosenthal. Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 119–45.

Mayhew, David. 1974. The Electoral Connection. New Haven: Yale
University.

McDermott, Monika L. 1997. ‘‘Voting Cues in Low-Information
Elections: Candidate Gender as a Social Information Variable
in Contemporary US Elections.’’ American Journal of Political
Science 41 (1): 270–83.

McDermott, Monika L. 1998. ‘‘Race and Gender Cues in Low-
Information Elections.’’ Political Research Quarterly 51 (4):
895–918.

National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC). 1994. Why
Don’t More Women Run? A study prepared by Mellman,
Lazarus, and Lake. Washington: National Women’s Political
Caucus.

Niven, David. 1998. ‘‘Party Elites and Women Candidates: The
Shape of Bias.’’ Women and Politics 19 (2): 57–80.

Palmer, Barbara, and Dennis Simon. 2006. Breaking the Political
Glass Ceiling: Women and Congressional Elections. New York:
Routledge.

Pearson, Kathryn, and Eric McGhee. 2004. ‘‘Strategic Differences:
The Gender Dynamics of Congressional Candidacies, 1982–
2002.’’ Presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association conference.

Rahn, Wendy. 1993. ‘‘The Role of Partisan Stereotypes in
Information Processing About Political Candidates.’’ Ameri-
can Journal of Political Science 37 (2): 472–96.

Rule, Wilma. 1987. ‘‘Electoral Systems, Contextual Factors, and
Women’s Opportunity for Election to Parliament in Twenty-
Three Democracies.’’ Western Political Quarterly 40 (3):
477–98.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2002. ‘‘Political Parties and the Recruitment
of Women to State Legislatures.’’ The Journal of Politics 64 (3):
791–809.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2006. Where Women Run: Gender and Party
in the American States. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan.

Seltzer, Richard A., Jody Newman, and Melissa Voorhees
Leighton. 1997. Sex as a Political Variable: Women as
Candidates and Voters in U.S. Elections. Boulder: Lynne
Rienner.

the primary reason for women’s underrepresentation? reevaluating the conventional wisdom 15



Simon, Dennis, and Barbara Palmer. 2005. ‘‘When Women Run
Against Women: The Hidden Influence of Female Incumbents
in Elections to the U.S. House of Representatives, 1956–
2002.’’ Politics and Gender (1): 39–63.

Smith, Eric R.A.N., and Richard L. Fox. 2001. ‘‘A Research Note:
The Electoral Fortunes of Women Candidates for Congress,’’
Political Research Quarterly 54 (1): 205–21.

Thomas, Sue, and Clyde Wilcox, eds. 1998. Women and Elective
Office: Past, Present, and Future. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Witt, Linda, Karen Paget, and Glenna Matthews. 1994. Running
as a Woman. New York: Free Press.

Woods, Harriet. 2000. Stepping Up To Power: The Political
Journey of American Women. Boulder: Westview Press.

16 jennifer l. lawless and kathryn pearson



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


