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 Gender and the Decislon

 to Run for Office

 Despite an electoral system that appears to present excellent opportunities for
 women to win elective office, the number of women candidates remains low. While
 the initial decision to run for office is critical in understanding women's continued
 under-representation in elective office, very little research explores this subject. To
 examine the manner in which gender affects the decision to seek an elective position,
 we investigated how men and women in the "pool of eligible candidates" in New
 York State perceived running for office. Two central findings emerged from our
 data. First, contrary to findings in previous research, women and men in our sample
 expressed roughly equal levels of political ambition and viewed the campaign
 environment similarly. Our second central finding, however, is that important gender
 differences emerged in the factors that contributed to the decision to run. In other
 words, women considered many more factors when thinking about running for office,
 whereas men of all types felt more freedom to launch a candidacy. These findings
 tend to reinforce the notion that broad patterns of sex-role socialization continue to
 impede women from full inclusion in the electoral process.

 A glance at the top elective offices in the United States reveals a
 deep gender disparity: 91% of U.S. Senators, 87% of the members of
 the House of Representatives, 94% of state governors, 80% of mayors,
 and 78% of state legislators are male (Center for the American Woman
 and Politics [CAWP] 1999). This disparity persists despite compelling
 evidence that women candidates for public office fare just as well as
 their male counterparts. In terms of fundraising and vote totals, often
 considered the two most important indicators of electoral success,
 recent investigations find no bias against women candidates (Burrell
 1994, 1998; Cook 1998; Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994; Leeper 1991;
 Thompson and Steckenrider 1997). In fact, in a study of voting patterns,
 Seltzer, Newman, and Leighton (1997, 79) have gone so far as to state
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 emphatically: "A candidate's sex does not affect his or her chances of
 winning an election .... Winning elections has nothing to do with the
 sex of the candidate" (emphasis added).

 In light of these findings, many gender politics scholars point to
 the small number of women candidates as one of the leading explana-
 tions for the small number of women holding elective office (Burrell
 1994; Carroll 1994; Chaney and Sinclair 1994). Researchers assert
 that one of the greatest barriers to women's rise to top elective positions
 is the lack of women in the pool of candidates generally considered
 "eligible" for political office (Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994; Duerst-
 Lahti 1998). The "eligibility pool" explanation posits that there are
 still too few established women lawyers and business owners or
 executives, the leading occupations preceding a career in politics, to
 yield a sufficient number of women candidates (Darcy, Welch, and
 Clark 1994, 118). As Clark (1994, 106) explains, "Women are not
 found in the professions from which politicians inordinately are
 chosen-the law and other broker-type businesses. Therefore, they do
 not achieve the higher socioeconomic status that forms the eligibility
 pool for elective office." According to this explanation, as women's
 presence in the fields of law and business increases, so, too, will their
 economic status and their likelihood of seeking elected positions (see
 Simon and Landis 1989; Thomas 1998).

 Inherent in the eligibility pool explanation is the assumption that
 women and men who make up the pool are similarly situated in how
 they view officeholding. In other words, women and men in the eligi-
 bility pool are assumed to think about running for office and to decide
 whether or not to enter politics by employing the same types of
 considerations. Despite this fundamental assumption upon which the
 eligibility pool explanation is based, we were able to uncover only
 one study that examined the role gender plays in the initial decision to
 seek office (National Women's Political Caucus [NWPC] 1994). The
 few studies that have examined questions of gender and political
 ambition among men and women focus on samples of individuals who
 have already entered the electoral process (e.g., Bledsoe and Herring
 1990; Constantini 1990; Sapiro 1982). Further, most of these studies
 analyze data collected prior to 1990 and, therefore, may be quite dated,
 since the political environment for women candidates has markedly
 changed throughout the 1990s (Thomas and Wilcox 1998).

 In an attempt to explore the interaction of gender and the initial
 decision to run for office, we present the results of a mail survey of
 men and women in New York State whom we consider part of the
 pool of "eligible candidates" for a position in the U.S. House of
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 Representatives. Our findings shed new light on the validity of the
 eligibility pool as a leading explanation for women's continued
 underrepresentation in top-level elected positions. Although our
 research only begins to assess these issues, we hope our findings spur
 further research in this critical area.

 Gender Socialization and the Decision to Run for Office:

 Three Central Hypotheses

 For gender politics scholars, traditional sex-role socialization has
 played a prominent role in explaining the slow inclusion of women in
 electoral politics. Throughout the history of the United States, women
 and men have been taught, overtly and through inference, that politics
 is a business best left to men (Constantini and Craik 1972; Lee 1976).
 Conover and Gray (1983, 2-3) concisely define traditional sex-role
 socialization as a "division of activities into the public extra-familial
 jobs done by the male and the private intra-familial ones performed
 by the female." These divisions have historically resulted in men's
 entry into the public world of politics and women's relegation to the
 private realm of the home. While the conception of a rigid set of sex
 roles as an expected norm is certainly on the decline, recent examina-
 tions reveal that the more nuanced effects of traditional socialization

 continue to exist in the contemporary electoral process (Fox 1997;
 Kahn 1996). When considering the initial decision to run for office,
 even among citizens in the "pool of eligible candidates," we would
 expect vestiges of traditional socialization to remain in place. Accord-
 ingly, we have identified three hypotheses, each of which identifies a
 potential difference between how men and women in the eligibility
 pool might think about running for public office.

 Hypothesis 1: Women will express less ambition than men will
 to seek public office. For the purposes of this discussion, "political
 ambition" is very narrowly defined as the ambition to pursue local,
 state, or national elective office. One clear consequence of traditional
 gender socialization would appear to be that women are less likely
 than men to desire a position in the political arena.

 Our hypothesis is grounded in a number of studies that identify
 different levels of ambition among men and women who have already
 entered the political process. Bledsoe and Herring (1990, 221), for
 instance, found male city council members more likely than females
 to be "self-motivated-guided by political ambition" (see also
 Constantini 1990). In her path-breaking study of women candidates,
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 Carroll (1994) reported that few of the state legislative candidates she
 surveyed hoped to seek congressional or statewide office. Further, few
 of the women in the study viewed public officeholding as a long-term
 career choice (137). More recently, in a study of congressional candi-
 dates, Fox (1997, 20) found men more likely to be motivated to run
 for office by the raw desire to hold office; women often chose to run
 because of a specific policy issue (see also Astin and Leland 1991;
 Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994; Dodson and Carroll 1991). And, most
 notably, a 1994 National Women's Political Caucus poll, the only
 research that specifically examines the manner in which men and
 women in the eligibility pool consider running for office, revealed
 that women were less likely than men to consider running for an elected
 position (NWPC 1994, 2). The findings in these studies consistently
 suggest that women exhibit lower levels of ambition than men do in
 terms of gaining higher political office.

 Hypothesis 2: Women will express less of an inclination than
 men will to engage in the activities associated with runningfor office.
 A number of investigations of men and women officeholders suggest
 that, because women perceive a more unfamiliar, difficult political
 and electoral environment than men do, women may be more hesitant
 to participate in the political process. Fowler and McClure's (1989)
 examination of Louise Slaughter's decision-making process over
 whether or not to seek a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives, for
 example, revealed that women's perceptions of a hazardous electoral
 environment and unfair public arena might ultimately thwart their
 ambition to participate in public service (see also Bledsoe and Herring
 1990; Naff 1995). The NWPC study found that women demonstrated
 less confidence than men did in their ability to succeed in various
 aspects of a campaign and felt less qualified than men to run for public
 office (NWPC 1994, 2). Several studies have also found women less
 willing than men to undertake several aspects of a campaign, such as
 participating in negative campaigns and developing appropriate
 contacts for fundraising (Kahn 1996; Staton/Hughes Research Group
 1992).

 Hypothesis 3: The decision to runforpolitical office will involve
 a more complicated balancing of priorities and considerations for
 women than it willfor men. This hypothesis broadly incorporates the
 role of traditional gender socialization into the decision-making process
 of potential candidates. One body of literature suggests that women in
 public life and positions of power often face greater demands than
 men do regarding how to present themselves and how to make decisions
 about their careers (see Fox 1997; Jamieson 1995). These demands
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 emerge from a number of different sources. Some research, for
 example, suggests that women's lower financial status has impeded
 their upward mobility in politics (Clark 1994). Other research has found
 that women in public life often feel the obligation to consider family
 responsibilities more carefully than do their male counterparts
 (Bernstein 1986; Burrell 1994; Sapiro 1982). Another body of research
 suggests that women are more concerned than men with appearing
 credible and, thereby, look to their professional credentials to legiti-
 mize their entry into politics (Fowler and McClure 1989; Kahn 1996;
 Poole 1993). Other investigations have shown that when women do
 become involved in politics, they are more likely to be motivated by
 policy issues surrounding the interests of women and children (Thomas
 1994). All of these findings suggest that women may face a more
 complex set of considerations when thinking about seeking elective
 office.

 These hypotheses culminate to question the proposition that
 including more women in the pool of eligible candidates will, in and
 of itself, ensure a greater inclusion of women in top elective positions.
 Rooted in literature that suggests that traditional gender socialization
 still plays a significant role in how men and women think about politics
 and the political arena, these hypotheses suggest that understanding
 the interaction of gender and the decision to run for office may be
 critical in assessing women's continued underrepresentation as candi-
 dates for elective office.

 Methods

 The interaction between gender and the initial decision to run
 for office has received limited attention. As previously mentioned,
 the NWPC poll is the only direct examination of potential candidates
 and the initial decision to run for office (see also Duerst-Lahti 1998).
 While the NWPC study sheds some light on the attitudes of men and
 women in the "eligibility pool," it is important to note that the findings
 are based on a small sample for a national survey and that the study
 does not probe very deeply into the reasons why men and women
 pursue public office. If we are to gain a better understanding of the
 gender dynamics within the eligibility pool, it is critical to explore
 more thoroughly the factors men and women consider when they think
 about a candidacy.

 Although understanding why candidates run is a critically
 important question, an empirical study of how people choose to run
 for office is very difficult to execute. The many undocumented
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 considerations that enter the decision to run are among myriad meth-
 odological issues to confront. When a potential candidate decides not
 to run, the decision is often unknown both to survey researchers and
 the general public and, thus, that individual is difficult to locate and
 survey. Moreover, attempting to identify potential candidates-those
 who decide to run and those who choose not to enter a race-can even

 be controversial (see Maisel and Stone 1998).
 In an attempt to test our three hypotheses and explore the

 dynamics that have an impact on the initial decision to run for office,
 we randomly sampled men and women in occupations that match the
 professional backgrounds of members of the U.S. House of Represen-
 tatives. We based our sample design on a breakdown of the five most
 common occupations of members of the House of Representatives
 before they entered politics: lawyers, business executives, legislative
 staff members, educators, and political activists (lobbyists and heads
 of interest groups) (Burrell 1994). In an effort to mirror the occupa-
 tional ratios in the House, we randomly surveyed 200 lawyers, 150
 business executives, 50 educators, 50 legislative staff members, and
 50 lobbyists and heads of interest groups.1 Within each occupation,
 we stratified by gender, so as to have an equal number of men and
 women in each category.

 Ultimately, we distributed a four-page mail survey to 250 men
 and 250 women, each of whom could be considered part of the "eligi-
 bility pool" in the state of New York. We asked respondents about
 their political activism, political outlook, and perceptions of and will-
 ingness to engage in a run for office (see Appendix for the relevant
 portions of the survey instrument). Although our primary interest was
 political ambition to run for Congress, we asked respondents about
 their willingness to seek any elective office. Because the men and
 women in our sample were members of the pipeline professions for
 national office and, therefore, would have the credentials to run for
 higher office later in life, we felt it was important not to focus only on
 individuals who expressed an immediate interest in running for Con-
 gress. Further, much analysis surrounding 1992's "Year of the Woman"
 elections suggests that the success women achieved at the congres-
 sional level was due, in large part, to their prior electoral success in
 running for state and local offices (Cook, Thomas, and Wilcox 1994).

 We acknowledge that our methodology involved using a sampling
 design that relies on a gendered conception of the eligibility pool, since
 it is dominated by professions that, traditionally, have not been very
 inclusive of women. The eligibility pool explanation, however, relies
 on this traditional composition of the pool to explain women's
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 continued underrepresentation (Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994). It is
 important to realize, therefore, that the women in this sample may
 have overcome the forces of traditional socialization to a greater extent
 than the overall population of potential women candidates, since our
 respondents were drawn from predominantly "male" occupations.2
 Considering the difficulty of amassing a sample of potential candi-
 dates, coupled with the fact that these "male" occupations do yield the
 majority of candidates, though, we believe that this methodology is an
 effective means of assembling a sample of the eligibility pool.3

 Further, because the occupational status of women in the eligi-
 bility pool in New York State closely parallels national trends, it serves
 as a good case study. In New York State, for instance, 25% of practicing
 attorneys are women, compared to 29% nationally. Women hold 12%
 of high-level (CEO or CFO) positions in top companies, compared to
 11% nationally. And 35% of New York's full-time professors are
 women, compared to 42% nationally.4 Moreover, if we examine the
 occupational backgrounds of the New York delegation to the U.S.
 House of Representatives in the 103d through 106th Congresses, our
 sampling ratios effectively match the actual occupational backgrounds
 of the members. Prior to their elections to the House, 24% of the New
 York delegation worked as lawyers, 22% as business executives, 27%
 as legislative staffers and interest group leaders (many of whom have
 law degrees), and 17 % as educators; 10% of the members' previous
 occupations fell outside of this classification (Murray 2000). Never-
 theless, we still urge caution in drawing general conclusions from our
 findings.

 From the original sample of 500, 46 surveys were either unde-
 liverable or returned because the individual was no longer employed
 in the position. From the 454 remaining members of the sample, we
 received 222 surveys (117 men and 105 women), for a response rate
 of 48.9%.5 Table 1 illustrates the demographics of the "eligibility pool"
 sample. Overall, the samples of men and women were similar in terms
 of age, race, religion, level of education, and occupation. Thus, the
 sample provides an excellent platform from which to launch an inves-
 tigation into the initial decision to run for office and to explore whether
 or not an equal number of women and men in the eligibility pool might
 yield an equal number of male and female candidates.

 Before proceeding with our analysis, we must note two impor-
 tant differences between men and women in the sample. Foremost,
 women were less likely than men to be married and have children.
 This is an important difference because the issue of balancing family
 responsibilities has been shown to be an important factor in the area
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 TABLE 1

 Demographics of Men and Women in the "Eligibility Pool" Sample

 Women Men

 Mean Age 45.1 yr. 47.4 yr.

 Race

 African-American 3% 1%

 Asian 1 1

 Latino/a 2 3

 White 92 96

 Marital Status*

 Single 14 8
 Married 70 88

 Divorced 10 4

 Separated/Other 6 1
 Children

 Have Children* 72 84

 Children Still at Home 66 61

 Religion
 Catholic 35 40

 Protestant 25 19

 Jewish 26 31

 Education

 Less than 4-year Degree 8 3
 Completed 4-year Degree 92 97
 Graduate Degree: M.A. 17 15

 M.B.A. 1 6

 J.D. 50 55

 Yearly Personal Income**
 Under $25,000 1 0
 $25,000-$50,000 22 7
 $50,001-$75,000 15 11
 $75,001-$100,000 17 15
 $100,001-$200,000 27 36
 over $200,000 18 31

 Current Occupation
 Lawyer 49 53
 Business Owner/Manager 29 27
 Legislative Staffer 11 8
 Interest Group Leader/Lobbyist 5 6
 Educator 7 6

 N 105 117

 Note: Some categories do not total 100% because of miscellaneous answers.
 Chi-square test, **p < .01, *p < .05.
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 of political ambition. Research on the manner in which childcare
 responsibilities affect men and women's willingness to run for office,
 however, has produced mixed results. In a study of national conven-
 tion delegates, Sapiro (1982, 270) found that both men and women
 felt conflict between political ambition and caring for their children,
 but the restraints were far greater for women than men; as a result,
 women who entered politics often did so later in life. In contrast, a
 study of Arizona elected officials by Burt-Way and Kelly (1992, 17)
 found that having young children did not make women less likely to
 pursue higher office. Thus, the extent to which family responsibilities
 affect men and women's levels of ambition for holding office in the
 present day is unclear; our sample allows for further examination.

 The second potentially important difference between the men
 and women in the sample is that, although women and men were drawn
 from similar occupational structures, income differences persisted.
 Twenty-three percent of female respondents, compared to only 7% of
 males, had personal incomes of $50,000 or less. Financial indepen-
 dence can be a significant determinant of whether or not a potential
 candidate actually runs for office (Clark 1994). Moreover, financial
 differences between women and men may result in what appear to be
 lower levels of ambition among women officeholders. Some evidence
 suggests, for instance, that women are more likely than men to remain
 in local-level office because, if a woman loses a race for a higher
 elective office, she does not have the same private occupational
 opportunities that a man does (Burt-Way and Kelly 1992, 23).

 As we assess the results of our survey, therefore, it will be
 important to consider the different child-rearing responsibilities and
 financial situations between the men and women in this sample of the
 eligibility pool.

 Findings and Analysis

 Gender and Attitudes Toward Holding Office

 The literature on gender and political ambition has consistently
 found that women express less ambition to seek public office than
 men do (Hypothesis 1). Although this body of research does not
 examine members of the eligibility pool, we can speculate that gender
 differences in political ambition that affect candidates for public office
 may have a similar impact on women and men who might consider
 such a candidacy. To gauge attitudes toward running for office, we
 asked members of our sample if they ever considered running for local,
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 state, or national office. Unlike the findings of previous literature, men
 and women in this sample were roughly equally likely to assert that
 they had seriously considered running for an elected position.
 Specifically, 40% of women and 38% of men in the sample had
 considered a run and expressed interest in seeking an elected position.

 Further, few differences emerged in the types and levels of office
 that women and men might seek. We asked the respondents to iden-
 tify the first office for which they would likely run, as well as all other
 offices they might be interested in pursuing. The only statistically
 significant finding among responses regarding office preferences was
 that women (12%) were more likely than men (3%) to prefer a judge-
 ship as their first elected position (significant atp < .05). The remainder
 of our findings pertaining to office preferences suggests that men and
 women are just as likely to consider legislative and executive positions,
 at all levels of government. Overall, the data lend no support to
 Hypothesis 1.

 In order to analyze further the gender dynamics in attitudes toward
 running for office, we also examined the respondents' views concerning
 various aspects of the campaign process. To determine if women voiced
 more hesitancy than men did regarding participation in the electoral
 process (Hypothesis 2), we asked members of our sample how they
 would feel about engaging in ten typical aspects of a campaign, if they
 were to become candidates. Table 2 lists the percentages of men and
 women who would view the various aspects of a campaign positively
 if they were to run.

 The findings in Table 2 reveal that men and women favorably
 viewed the different aspects of a campaign in roughly equal propor-
 tions. In fact, women were more positive about two aspects of
 campaigning, both of which deal with fundraising activities. Women
 in this sample were significantly more likely than men were to hold a
 positive view of attending fundraisers and soliciting donations. In terms
 of the other aspects of a campaign, there were few differences in how
 men and women in this sample viewed their own potential participa-
 tion in the elective process. The results in Table 2 suggest that a gap in
 campaign readiness did not exist in our sample of the eligibility pool.
 The results also run contrary to our expectation that women in the
 eligibility pool would be less willing than men to engage in the
 campaign process.

 Although we must be careful about drawing broad conclusions
 from our single-state study, women and men in our sample expressed
 similar attitudes not only about their interest in running for office, but
 also in their willingness to engage in the activities of a campaign.

 420
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 TABLE 2
 Attitudes of Potential Men and Women Candidates

 toward Different Aspects of a Campaign

 Women Men

 Attend Fundraisers 64%* 46%

 Ask People for Campaign Contributions 41* 25

 Go Door to Door to Speak to Voters 78 74
 Interact with the Media 70 73

 Participate in a Negative Campaign 0 2

 Ask People to Vote for You 89 85
 Commit Your Time 67 64

 Ask People to Volunteer for You 84 80

 Deal with Party Officials 63 61

 Have Name and Family in Public Spotlight 74 73

 N 103 115

 Note: Entries indicate percentage of respondents who would feel either "very
 positive" or "positive" about engaging in these aspects of a campaign if they were
 candidates for office.

 Difference of means test, *p < .05.

 Thus far, the data suggest that traditional socialization serves as less
 of an impediment to women's direct political ambition and attitudes
 about campaign readiness than we expected, thereby representing a
 marked change from previous studies on gender and political ambition
 (see Constantini 1990; NWPC 1994).

 Gender and the Decision to Run for Office:
 Different Considerations

 Despite women's and men's similar levels of interest in running
 for public office, we still speculated that different circumstances would
 have an impact on the decision to become a candidate (Hypothesis 3).
 In order to assess whether or not different factors compelled men and
 women to consider running for office and the manner in which these
 factors bolstered or depressed the likelihood of a run, we ran two logistic
 regression equations. The first equation included only the women in
 the sample; the second equation included only the men. In each of the
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 equations, the dependent variable was coded "1" if the respondent had
 seriously considered running for any political office and "0" if he or
 she had not.

 We included nine personal, political, and professional variables in
 the regression to test the different ways that gender socialization may
 affect men and women's decision-making calculuses when considering a
 candidacy. In terms of personal circumstances and attributes, we included
 three variables: age, annual personal income, and whether or not the
 respondent had children living at home. Previous literature has shown
 each of these variables to be an important factor that individuals may
 consider when thinking about running for office (Bernstein 1986; Clark
 1994; Sapiro 1982). Moreover, because research suggests that women
 might feel less comfortable engaging in the fundraising process and
 reconciling child-care responsibilities with career choices, we wanted
 to determine if men and women considered these factors in different ways.

 Turning to political factors that might affect the decision to run
 for office, we attempted first to gauge the impact of partisanship and
 support for feminism. Evidence suggests that the policy issues that
 often spur women's political activism tend to be "women's issues"
 that are frequently embedded in the Democratic party's policy agenda
 (Conway, Steueragel, and Aher 1997). Thus, we included in the
 regression equations a party variable that identifies Democrats. Also,
 because a wide range of literature has shown that women officeholders
 and candidates are more likely to prioritize "women's issues" (Dodson
 1998; Thomas 1994), we wanted to assess more specifically the impact
 of"women's issues." We created a "feminist support" variable to index
 responses to policy preference questions about abortion, the Equal
 Rights Amendment, and the value of feminist organizations.

 We also included two variables that pertained to previous political
 experiences, since a previous experience in a different setting might
 bear on the willingness to engage in campaigning. Interest group
 membership and whether or not the respondent ran for office as a
 student can help us determine if familiarity with a political environ-
 ment affects the consideration to run for office. And, because most
 candidates are likely to be affected by their perceived chances of
 winning a race, we also attempted to measure to what extent legiti-
 macy for a candidacy influenced the respondents' decision-making
 processes (Jacobson 1996; Maisel and Stone 1997). To test legitimacy,
 we included as a variable whether or not anyone ever suggested that
 the respondent run for office. The suggestion to run for office from a
 credible source, such as a party official or professional colleague, may
 bolster a run's perceived credibility.

 422

This content downloaded from 147.9.111.22 on Tue, 12 Jun 2018 20:45:54 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Gender and the Decision to Run for Office

 TABLE 3

 Logistic Regression Coefficients Assessing Factors
 that Lead Men and Women to Consider Running for Public Office

 Seriously Considered Running for Office

 Women Men

 Coefficient (S.E.) Coefficient (S.E.)

 Age .08** (.04) .08* (.05)

 Annual Personal Income .55* (.32) .63* (.32)

 Has Children Living at Home 1.09 (1.00) -.33 (.89)

 Political Party (Democrat) 1.31*** (.49) .06 (.39)

 Feminist Support .25 (.19) .36 (.22)

 Member of Political Interest Group 1.69** (.79) .00 (.88)

 Someone Suggested that They Run 2.88*** (.79) 4.04*** (.82)

 Ran for Student Government 1.70** (.74) -.09 (.60)

 Has Law Degree 1.66** (.84) -1.00 (.69)

 Constant 14.59*** (4.42) 2.26 (2.95)

 Log Likelihood 118.29 129.92

 N 88 98

 ***p <.01; **p <.05; *p < .10.

 Finally, we tested the effects of holding a law degree, the most
 common attribute of political candidates, because, in many ways, this
 is the most logical career path to precede an elected position in a law-
 making body. Moreover, a law degree is a credential that might bolster
 potential candidates' confidence in how they will be perceived by the
 public. Credibility has been shown to be a particularly important
 characteristic for women candidates (e.g., Kahn 1996; Poole 1993).
 Table 3 presents the results of the two equations.

 When we compare the factors that women and men weigh when
 considering a political candidacy, we find, as shown in Table 3, a
 more complicated set of considerations for women in our sample. In
 addition to age, income, and whether or not someone has suggested
 that they run (the three variables that influenced men's consideration
 of running for office), women also considered a range of professional
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 and political variables. Ultimately, four additional variables emerged
 as significant in women's consideration to run for office that were not
 significant for potential male candidates. Women were more likely to
 consider running if they were aligned with the Democratic party, were
 a member of a political interest group, ran for office as a student, and
 held a law degree. This finding indicates strong support for our third
 hypothesis.

 First, regarding political and professional affiliations, we find
 that, when considering a candidacy, women in the sample tended to
 rely heavily on substantive credentials and previous political experi-
 ences. Several studies have shown that women are more concerned

 than men are with appearing credible in the political environment (Fox
 1997; Poole 1993). Thus, it is not surprising that women with law
 degrees were more likely than women without law degrees to consider
 running for office. Similarly, women were more likely to consider
 running for office if they had been exposed to political environments
 previously-either through a campaign as a student or membership in
 a political interest group. For men in the sample, previous electoral
 and political experience was not a relevant factor in deciding to seek
 office later in life. This finding is extremely important because women
 in the sample were less likely than men (32% to 45%) to have run for
 office as students, yet significantly more dependent on such previous
 political experience when considering a run for office later in life.

 Women in the sample were also significantly more likely to
 consider running if they were aligned with the Democratic party. Two
 possible explanations may account for this finding. First, the Demo-
 cratic party is more likely to be associated with the political issues
 that motivate women to run and that women are more likely to priori-
 tize (Thomas 1994). In addition, in previous elections, the Democratic
 party has been more likely than the Republican party to recruit women
 candidates; thus, the Democratic party may appear more inviting to
 prospective women candidates (Biersack and Herrnson 1994).

 An important finding emerging from the regression equations is
 that both women and men were more likely to consider a candidacy if
 someone suggested they run for office. This fact is particularly impor-
 tant because our data indicate that women were significantly less likely
 than men to receive this type of external support. In this sample, only
 33% of women, compared to 47% of men, received a suggestion to
 run for office (significant atp < .05). Because women in the sample
 were less likely to receive external support, the consideration of a
 candidacy may, oftentimes, have felt less legitimate for women than
 for men.
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 It is also worth noting that both women and men with lower
 incomes were less likely to think about a candidacy. Again, in our
 sample, financial limitations were more pronounced among women
 respondents (see Table 1). Hence, potential women candidates may
 have found themselves more limited in their freedom to pursue elective
 office than did men (Burt-Way and Kelly 1992; Clark 1994; Thomas
 1998).

 Finally, we should note that the presence of children living at
 home was not a significant variable in considering a run for office.
 This finding marks a change from earlier studies, although we should
 also realize that women in the sample were less likely than men to
 have children (see Table 1). Perhaps reconciling child-care responsi-
 bilities with career advancement affected the composition of women
 in the pool of eligible candidates.

 The Final Step: Deciding to Run for Office

 If men and women express an equal interest in considering a run
 for office, should we be concerned that more factors significantly
 influence women's decisions to run? Are there electoral consequences?
 Though women may assert that they are at least as likely as men to
 consider running, because so many additional factors and complexities
 play into their consideration process, we speculated that women who
 initially considered running for office would be less likely than men
 to make the final decision to run. In other words, even though women
 expressed a deep interest in participating in electoral politics, the
 evidence of a more complicated decision structure may actually have
 been sufficient to deter women from entering the electoral arena.

 Since 14 men and 6 women in our sample had actually sought
 elective office, we tested this proposition. Although the number of
 respondents in the sample who had run for office was small, we ran a
 regression equation to explore, at least on a preliminary basis, if gender
 did, in fact, act as a deterrent for seeking elective positions. We used
 the same set of independent variables as in the equations in Table 3,
 with the exception of whether or not someone suggested that the
 respondent run, since all of the individuals who had run for office had
 someone suggest this to them.6 Table 4 presents the results of our
 regression equation.

 Table 4 reveals that, within our sample, two variables were
 significant predictors of whether or not an individual decided to launch
 a candidacy: interest group membership and the sex of the individual.
 Membership in an interest group very likely demonstrates a heightened
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 TABLE 4

 Logistic Regression Coefficients Assessing Factors that Lead
 Members of the Eligibility Pool to Run for Public Office

 Has Run for Public Office

 Coefficient Standard Error

 Sex (Male) 1.44* .68

 Age -.02 -.04

 Annual Personal Income .16 .25

 Has Children Living at Home -.92 .82

 Political Party (Democrat) -.02 .28

 Feminist Support -.09 .08

 Member of Political Interest Group 2.04** .57

 Ran for Student Government -.76 .52

 Has Law Degree .55 .56

 Constant .45 2.10

 Log Likelihood 118.48

 N 186

 **p <.01; *p < .05.

 political activism that may logically lead to a political candidacy. In
 the sample, however, there was no gender difference in membership
 rates for politically active interest groups; 16% of women and 17% of
 men were currently members of such groups. More important, there-
 fore, is the finding that women were less likely than men to decide to
 run for office. In spite of the other evidence in this analysis, including
 the findings that men and women expressed equal levels of political
 ambition and viewed the campaign process in a similar light, fewer
 women chose to enter actual races.

 The fact that women received less encouragement to run for office
 may account for a large part of the difference. This assessment is con-
 sistent with literature that suggests that potential candidates' perceived
 chances of winning are likely to affect their decision to run (Jacobson
 1996; Maisel and Stone 1997). Men and women who receive external
 support for a candidacy may hold a higher level of confidence in their
 chances of success and, therefore, may be more likely to enter a race.
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 After all, 65% of women and 54% of men in the sample asserted that
 they would be more likely to run if someone from work or their political
 party offered the suggestion. In fact, each of the 20 members of the
 sample who did run for office received the suggestion from a colleague
 or party official.

 Conclusion

 Overall, we must be careful drawing general conclusions from
 our single-state study. Ultimately, more research is needed to assess
 fully the interaction of gender socialization and the initial decision to
 run for office. Nevertheless, we believe we have uncovered some
 important findings that may help guide future research and explora-
 tions of the manner in which traditional gender socialization has an
 impact on men and women in the eligibility pool.

 Foremost, contrary to our hypothesis that women in the eligibility
 pool would express lower levels of political ambition than men, our
 findings suggest that women are becoming increasingly receptive to
 running for office. Our data indicate that, unlike the respondents in
 prior research, women in our sample demonstrated an interest in
 seeking office equal to that of men (Burt-Way and Kelly 1992;
 Constantini 1990; NWPC 1994). Moreover, counter to the literature
 and our second hypothesis, women in our sample viewed the cam-
 paign environment at least as favorably as men did, which suggests a
 dissolving gender gap in campaign readiness (Kahn 1996; NWPC
 1994). We attribute these changes, in part, to the high levels of exposure
 many women candidates received in the 1990s. With the "Year of the
 Woman" elections in 1992, many citizens may have become more
 comfortable with women as candidates for top elected positions.

 Despite the findings that the women in our sample demonstrated
 greater confidence in partaking in the electoral process and expressed
 a greater willingness to consider running for office, however, our
 findings also suggest that women and men in our eligibility pool were
 not "similarly situated" in how they viewed officeholding. We
 uncovered strong evidence supporting our third hypothesis: "consid-
 ering a candidacy" did not involve the same process for women and
 men (see also Bledsoe and Herring 1990).

 Many vestiges of traditional gender socialization continue to make
 seeking office more difficult for women, even within a political
 environment that has become increasingly receptive to women
 candidates. Our findings reveal that women in the sample had more to
 consider in terms of their professions and previous political experiences.

 427

This content downloaded from 147.9.111.22 on Tue, 12 Jun 2018 20:45:54 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Fox, Lawless, and Feeley

 Furthermore, and of particular importance, women were less likely
 than men to have someone suggest that they run. This fact indicates
 that women, even in the top tier of professional accomplishment, exist
 in an environment where they are less likely than men to be considered
 candidates for public office, thereby corroborating the general expec-
 tation that women must be much more qualified than men to be con-
 sidered viable candidates (Fox 1997). Men in the sample were much
 less constrained; men from all occupations, political backgrounds, and
 party affiliations were equally likely to consider running for office.
 Considering the more complex calculus that women processed when
 deciding whether or not to run for office, we do not find it surprising
 that women in our sample were less likely than men to run. These
 findings tend to reinforce evidence that suggests that broad patterns of
 sex-role socialization still impede women from full inclusion in the
 electoral process (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993a, 1993b; Kahn 1996;
 Thomas 1998).

 Taken together, our findings suggest that merely increasing the
 number of women in what is considered the candidate "eligibility pool"
 is not, in and of itself, going to alter dramatically the numbers of men
 and women elected to office. Although women seem to have made
 great strides in overcoming two hurdles-an expressed ambition to
 run for office and a willingness to engage in typical aspects of a political
 campaign-women will not achieve electoral parity until we either
 change the conception of a suitable candidate for public office or
 significantly alleviate the impact of traditional socializing forces.

 Richard L. Fox is Assistant Professor of Political Science,
 California State University-Fullerton, Fullerton, CA 92834. Jennifer L.
 Lawless is a graduate student in political science, Stanford University,
 Stanford, CA 94305. Courtney Feeley is a student of law at
 Northeastern University School of Law, 400 Huntington Avenue,
 Boston, MA 02115.

 APPENDIX

 The following questions are those on which we based the results presented in this
 article. This appendix does not represent the complete questionnaire that respon-
 dents received.

 I. Political Experience (please circle or check the appropriate answer)
 At any time while you were in high school or college, did you run for an elected
 position in student government? Yes No
 If yes, what position(s) did you seek?
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 Have you ever run for political office at any level of government? Yes No

 (For those who have run for office)

 What position(s) did you seek?

 Did you win the election(s)? Yes No

 Why did you initially decide to run for office?

 What factors influenced your initial decision to run for office?

 (For those who have never run for office)

 Have you ever seriously considered running for office at any level? Yes No

 If you have seriously considered running, why didn't you?

 Are there any circumstances under which you would consider running for political
 office? Yes No

 If yes, what circumstances?

 Has anyone ever asked or suggested that you run for political office? Yes No

 If yes, what position(s) did they suggest?

 If yes, what was this person(s) relationship to you?

 Would you be more likely to run for office if someone from your workplace
 suggested that you run? Yes No

 Would you be more likely to run for office if a family member or friend suggested that
 you run? Yes No

 Would you be more likely to run for office if someone in your political party asked
 you to run? Yes No I am not registered with a party

 If you were a candidate for public office, please use the following scale to indicate
 how you would feel about engaging in these campaign activities:

 1 = very positive 2 = positive 3 = negative 4 = very negative
 Attending fundraisers
 Asking people for campaign contributions
 Going door-to-door to meet constituents
 Asking people to vote for you
 Interacting with journalists and the media
 Participating in a negative campaign
 Committing your time
 Asking people to volunteer for the campaign
 Dealing with party officials
 Having name and family in public spotlight
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 If you were to run for office, what would be the first position for which you would
 most likely run?

 School Board

 City Council
 Mayor

 State Legislator
 Governor

 U.S. House of Representatives
 U.S. Senate

 Judge
 Other (please specify):
 I would not consider running

 Other than your first choice noted above, what other offices would you be interested in
 potentially pursuing? (check all that apply)

 School Board

 City Council
 Mayor

 State Legislator
 Governor

 U.S. House of Representatives
 U.S. Senate

 Judge
 Other (please specify):
 I would not consider running

 II. Political Attitudes (please circle or check the appropriate answer)

 Party Affiliation: Democrat Republican Independent
 Other (please specify):

 Are you a member of any local or national political organizations? Yes No
 If yes, which one(s)?

 Please use the following scale to indicate your level of agreement regarding certain
 political and social issues:

 1 = strongly agree 2 = agree 3 = disagree 4 = strongly disagree
 The Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) for women should be ratified.
 Feminist organizations are a positive force in the political system.
 In most instances, a woman should have the right to an abortion.

 III. Demographic Information (please circle the appropriate answer)
 Gender: Male Female

 Race: African-American White/Caucasian
 Latino/a Asian

 Other (please specify):

 Marital Status: Single Married Divorced Separated Widowed
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 Religion: Catholic Protestant Jewish Muslim
 Other (please specify):

 Do you have children living at home?  Yes  No

 If yes, what are their ages?

 Age:

 Current Occupation:

 Level of Education: Did not complete high school
 High school graduate
 Completed some college
 Graduate of four-year college (received B.A. or B.S.)
 Completed graduate degree
 If you have completed graduate school, which degree(s)
 have you received? M.A. Ph.D. M.D. J.D. M.B.A.

 Yearly Income (Personal): under $25,000
 $25,000-50,000
 $50,001-75,000
 $75,001-100,000
 $100,001-200,000
 over $200,000

 City of Residence:

 NOTES

 The authors gratefully acknowledge the comments and suggestions on earlier
 drafts from Lyn Kathlene, Zoe Oxley, and Walt Stone.

 1. We obtained a random sample of lawyers from the 1997 edition of the
 Martindale Hubble Law Directory, which provides the addresses and firms of all lawyers

 in New York; half of the sample worked in New York City and half were employed
 throughout the rest of the state. We randomly selected business executives from Dunn
 and Bradstreet 's 1998 Million Dollar Company Listing, which lists all top officers of
 New York State companies with over one million dollars in sales or fees. Our selec-
 tion process allowed for a cross-section of geographic location. We chose the lobby-
 ists, interest group leaders, and legislative staff members at random from the 1998-
 1999 New York State Legislative Directory, which contains all registered lobbying
 groups, political action committees, and staff members working in the New York State
 legislature. Educators were randomly drawn from a compilation of professors (all
 disciplines) and administrative officials from all New York colleges and universities.

 All correspondence was sent to the employment addresses of our respondents,
 since these were the only addresses listed in the directories. Roughly 50% of the sample
 worked in one of the five New York City boroughs; the remaining half of the sample
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 was employed throughout the rest of New York State. The residential breakdown of
 the sample revealed that 24% lived in New York City, 25% in the suburbs of New
 York City, and 47% in upstate and western New York. Four percent of the sample
 refused to provide a city of residence. Of those living in the suburbs, nine respondents
 (4% of the entire sample) lived in Connecticut or New Jersey. We included these
 individuals in the sample, nonetheless, since their participation was relevant to our
 central concern about the decision to run for office.

 2. In addition, we must also acknowledge that some scholars have found different
 eligibility pools for Democrats and Republicans (Bond, Fleisher, and Talbert 1997;
 Jacobson 1996). This literature, however, deals primarily with the distinction between
 "experienced" and "inexperienced" candidates, suggesting that Democrats have been
 more receptive than Republicans have to recruiting congressional candidates who lack
 previous electoral experience. The overwhelming majority of the members of Congress
 from both parties, however, tend to emerge from the traditional eligibility pool on
 which our sample is based (Ornstein, Mann, and Malbin 1999).

 3. Moreover, our method has the advantage of allowing for meaningful
 comparisons between men and women in the sample. By contrast, the "reputational
 technique" of identifying potential candidates invites the possibility of the informants'
 own gender biases to prevent them from naming women as prospects (see Maisel and
 Stone 1998). This bias can easily result in too few women being identified and, there-
 fore, prohibit statistical comparisons between women and men in the pool. We hope
 that our preliminary findings will stimulate more research in this area and the employ-
 ment of creative research strategies to address these challenges.

 4. Occupational breakdowns were compiled from the following sources: For
 lawyers, see United States Census Bureau 1999, 424 and Lanoue 1998, 1; for business
 executives, see Murray 2000; and for university professors, see National Center for
 Education Statistics 1998, 254.

 5. The response rates within each of the occupations we sampled were as follows:
 Lawyers-57%; Business Owners/Managers-41%; Legislative Staffers-42%; Interest
 Group Leaders-24%; Educators-28%.

 6. We dropped this explanatory variable from the equation because there was
 no variance. When included in the regression equation, the suggestion variable produced
 inflated standard errors.
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