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Atleast partially in response to Donald Trump’s
2016 presidential election (Jordan and Balz
2018), 2018 witnessed a record number of
women running for and winning legislative
elections across the country. This candidacy

surge affords a unique opportunity to evaluate why individuals
choose to run for office. Extant literature identifies both
individual- and institutional-level determinants of candidate
entry, yet little attention has been given to a critical institu-
tional feature that can encourage or discourage women to put
their names forward: primary type. This article develops a
model of candidate emergence positing that different primary
systems—by virtue of including and excluding the participa-
tion of various subpopulations of a state’s electorate—will be
more or less attractive to potential female candidates relative
to potential male candidates. We uncover evidence consistent
with our theory: women appear less interested in running
in certain types of primaries (e.g., semi-closed) but find other
systems more appealing (e.g., nonpartisan). The results also
indicate that after considering primary type, women tend to
outperform men in the subsequent general election across the
board. This study provides encouraging evidence that closing
the representation gap is an increasingly achievable goal but
that the rules of the electoral game continue to determine who
is playing.

The research is clear: when women run for office, they win
as much as men do. In 2018, women did run—more than 4,000
women filed paperwork to run for Congress and the state
legislatures (Center for American Women and Politics 2018),
resulting in the highest ever number of female victors. There-
fore, 2018 represents a unique opportunity to assess the effect
of electoral institutions on women’s choices to run. We know
that many women who ran stated that they did so because of
anger with Trump’s 2016 victory (Jordan and Balz 2018). In
this environment, did the specific reasons that these particular
women chose to run at that time “trump” institutional factors
such as primary-election type?

Critically, we know little of how institutional differences
across states condition the likelihood that women and men
run for office; however, these dynamics likely contribute to the
gender gap in representation that persists despite the success
women now have when they do run. Using 2018 state legisla-
tive primary-election data, we develop an institutions-based
model of candidate emergence, positing that different types of

primary systems will be more or less likely to attract female
versus male candidates, ultimately influencing their electoral
success.

ELECTION RESULTS IN BRIEF

Coverage of the 2018 elections emphasized the historic num-
bers of women running for and winning office, including a
first-ever women-majority legislature in Nevada. For all of the
attention given to the number of female candidates, however,
they still have not achieved electoral parity. Figure 1 and table 1
illustrate gender-based differences in candidates across the
45 states that held legislative elections in 2018. The candidate
counts reflect the total number of individuals across all major
parties who filed paperwork to run for a seat (upper or lower
chamber) in the state legislature. Not surprisingly, the number
of male candidates per legislative race was higher than the
number of female candidates in every state. Indeed, on aver-
age, there were roughly twice as many male as female candi-
dates across all seats. Thus, as encouraging as the 2018 election
results were, candidate entry data tells a different story about
the state of electoral opportunity for female candidates.

PRIMARY TYPES AND CANDIDATE EMERGENCE AND
SUCCESS

Much ink has been spilled examining the disparity of repre-
sentation between men and women in elective office. When
considering whether to take on the cost and commitment
required to run for an office, a rational individual is more
likely to engage when the political and situational conditions
are favorable. For instance, potential candidates consider
factors such as whether the position is currently held by an
incumbent, how highly professionalized the legislature is, how
desirable the legislative service is, state term-limit require-
ments, partisan composition of the electorate, and party of the
candidate compared to the incumbent (Black 1972; Diamond
1977; Kazee 1994; Moncrief, Squire, and Jewell 2001; Rohde
1979; Schlesinger 1966; Stone and Maisel 2003). Yet, women
must consider additional factors, such as questions concerning
their qualifications for office, sexism, and gender stereotypes
held by both the electorate and the political parties, as well as
constraining institutional features inherent to the political
system they seek to enter (Norris 1997).

Explanations for the gender gap in legislatures can be
organized in three categories. The first category includes
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candidate-centric variables: a priori, women tend to be less
interested in running for office, often as a result of, among
other things: (1) lower levels of interest in campaigning tasks
such as fundraising (Jenkins 2007); (2) perceptions that they are
not qualified (Fox and Lawless 2003; Kanthak andWoon 2015);
(3) familial obligations (Fox and Lawless 2003); and (4) because
no one asks them to (Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2013; Lawless
and Fox 2010). The second category of factors concerns a lack of
external support by an historically biased electorate (Ambrosius
and Welch 1984) and disinterested political parties that may
ignore female candidates whom they believe would struggle to
raise campaign funds (Hamm et al. 1992; Sanbonmatsu 2002).

Powerful as these explanations are, it also is important to
consider the third category: institutional factors that shape
candidate fields. For instance, potential female candidates are
limited by the incumbency advantage that, by definition,
favors individuals who have already earned a seat in elected
office—usually men (Carroll 1994; Herrick 1996). Indeed, female
candidates tend to have more success running in open-seat or
multimember district (MMD) elections (Pritchard 1992; Welch
et al. 1985). Similarly, restrictive ballot-access rules such as high
filing fees (Mitchell 2014) naturally favor those politicians—
usually men—who have an easier time curating competitive
campaigns. The scholarly consensus is that potential women
candidates are constrained by a social and electoral environ-
ment that historically has not been supportive of their candi-
dacies, as well as institutional forces that tend to benefit the
existing political class dominated by men.

We posit that strategic considerations by potential candi-
dates concerning seat accessibility also are shaped by the type
of primary election in which candidates must compete.

Different primary systems produce different electorates to
which candidates must appeal. For instance, a closed primary
restricts participation to voters formally affiliated with a par-
ticular party; other individuals are not permitted to vote. Con-
versely, an open primary permits all registered voters from all
parties to participate in an election. Imagine a candidate trying
to hone a message and campaign strategy in a closed-primary
versus an open-primary state. A closed-primary state may com-
pel that candidate to cater purely to partisan interests—and
perhaps even pitch a more ideologically extreme policy agenda
(Brady, Han, and Pope 2007). Conversely, if that same candidate
were competing in an openprimary, shemay conclude that a less
partisan, more moderate appeal is prudent for attracting casual
partisans or voters who are entirely unaffiliated.

Figure 1

Number of Female and Male Candidates by State (Major Parties Only)

Table 1

Gender-Based Differences in 2018 State
Legislative Candidate Pools (Major
Parties Only)

Men Women

Average Number Per State 216.6 98.6

Average Difference Per State +118 −118

Lowest Candidate Count 72 34

Lowest Candidate Rate 0.58 0.19

Highest Candidate Count 609 289

Highest Candidate Rate 0.81 0.42

PS • July 2020 441

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244


Such strategic considerations are relevant to all candidates;
however, we argue that women face a unique situation punctu-
ated by two questions for which male candidates usually do not
need to be concerned. First, female candidates often are per-
ceived as being the “ultimate political outsiders” (Sanbonmatsu
2002) because they are not prototypical candidates in the histor-
ically male-dominated institutions for which they are running.
As such, they must ask themselves: Can I appeal to outsiders as
an outsidermyself? In otherwords, can they appeal to a segment
of the electorate that does not consist of party regulars and for
which an outsider candidate may be an attractive option?

If the size and composition of the eligible electorate vary by
primary type, women may perceive certain electoral contexts to
be more conducive to an outsider winning.2 In a purely open
primary, the process of convincing outsider-type individuals to
vote is significantly easier because these voters face few barriers
to participation. Conversely, a fully closed primary is much less
friendly to outsider voters, limiting the potential for outsider
candidates to benefit from that shared status with like-minded

voters. Primaries that lie somewhere between these two types
facilitate the participation of various outsider groups: that is,
semi-open primaries allow partisans to cross over but do not
allow undeclared voters to participate; semi-closed systems
allow the opposite. In short, the potential for building a coali-
tion of “outsiders” depends heavily on whether and which
outsiders are eligible to participate in a primary election.

Although district compositionmatters considerably, there
is a second relevant question that female candidates must
ask: How many potential voters must I ask? In other words,
how far does a woman need to extend herself to contact and
communicate with potential voters whom she needs to vote
for her?Women are less likely than men to ask for things due
largely to early-age socialization and cultural penalties for
doing so (Babcock and Laschever 2003; 2007). Each primary
system varies in the level of “asking” required to campaign.
For instance, in semi-open primaries, candidates must ask
voters to engage in multiple actions: first, voters must be
asked to participate in a particular party’s primary; and,
second, they must be asked to vote for a particular primary
candidate. In open elections, in which voters of all political
affiliations are eligible to vote, there are considerably more

people to ask than in a closed system that excludes large
swaths of the electorate from voting at all. Because “asking”
may not come as naturally to female candidates, primary
systems that produce high numbers of eligible voters and/or
require multiple rounds of asking may be less appealing to
women considering a run for office.

If women (1) tend to be considered outsiders, and (2) are
less likely to ask, then which primary types are most condu-
cive to female candidate emergence? We posit that semi-
closed primaries represent the most fertile electoral ground
for them because these contests provide an ideal scenario for

women vis-à-vis the two questions posed previously: that is,
semi-closed systems simultaneously facilitate participation
from unaffiliated (outsider) voters and also limit the amount
of asking required by barring the participation of partisans
from the other party.

In thisway, female candidatesmayenjoy thebestofbothworlds:
theymaybe able to capitalize on their outsider status by targeting
independent voters while also not enduring heavy amounts of

asking that would be required in more open-primary systems.
Formally, we expect to observe the following:

Hypothesis 1: Ceteris paribus, women are more likely to run
for office in semi-closed primary systems relative to other types of
primary systems.

If some primary systems are better for women, then
others—by definition—are better for men. We posit that the
semi-open primary system may be the most attractive system
for male candidates because it excludes undeclared outsider
voters but invites partisans from other parties to participate—if
the candidates are willing to ask. Both of these rules—exclud-
ing outsider voters and a high burden of asking—should be less
appealing to women. Thus, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 2: Ceteris paribus, women are less likely to run for
office in semi-open primary systems relative to other types of
primary systems.

Whereas increasing the number of women running for
office is a crucial first step, female candidates also must win
to narrow the representation gap in state legislatures. Tomake
it through the primary process, women must be willing to

We posit that strategic considerations by potential candidates concerning seat
accessibility also are shaped by the type of primary election in which candidates must
compete.

In this way, female candidates may enjoy the best of both worlds: they may be able to
capitalize on their outsider status by targeting independent voters while also not
enduring heavy amounts of asking that would be required in more open-primary
systems.
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endure greater challenges relative to their
male counterparts (Lawless and Pearson
2008). As such, women who win their
primary-election battles are more likely than
men to have electoral experience and an apti-
tude for fundraising (Pearson and McGhee
2004); in short, they have to be “better” to fare
equally (Lawless and Pearson 2008). Further-
more, when a candidate wins a party nomin-
ation, many institutionalized benefits
automatically become available, making gen-
der less of a factor in general elections than in
primary elections. As such, the primary type in
which they emerged as a candidate should
differentially influence the degree of electoral
success women experience in general elec-
tions. In other words, if the women who ran
in 2018 ran only when entering a primary was
relatively easy, the ultimate effect of their
record number on women’s actual representa-
tion would be minimal.

Hypothesis 3: Ceteris paribus, female candi-
dates will garner a higher vote share in semi-
closed–primary systems than male candidates.

Hypothesis 4: Ceteris paribus, male candi-
dates will garner a higher vote share in semi-
open–primary systems than female candidates.

Tab le 2

Candidate Success and State Primary Type

Men Women

Semi-Closed 0.090 (0.084) 0.102 (0.132)

Semi-Open 0.022 (0.098) −0.132 (0.156)

Closed −0.096 (0.084) 0.08 (0.128)

Open to Unaffiliated −0.173** (0.079) 0.053 (0.121)

Nonpartisan −0.299* (0.16) 0.266 (0.21)

Female Labor −0.003 (0.007) 0.012 (0.01)

% African American 0.004** (0.002) 0.006** (0.003)

% Hispanic/Latino 0.001 (0.002) −0.002 (0.003)

Upper Chamber −0.054 (0.046) −0.054 (0.065)

Prior General −0.003*** (0.001) −0.004*** (0.001)

Multimember 0.052 (0.114) 0.33** (0.141)

District Size 0.000* (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)

Incumbent Present −0.368*** (0.03) −0.412*** (0.042)

Prior General Election Uncontested −0.021 (0.052) −0.109 (0.074)

Democrat 0.001 (0.05) 0.047 (0.075)

Democratic Proportion −0.001 (0.001) 0.002 (0.002)

Dem x Dem Proportion 0.000 (0.001) −0.001 (0.001)

Constant 1.07*** (0.334) −0.478 (0.479)

Observations 3,455 3,455

Notes: Estimates for Poisson models for the number of female and male candidates (estimated
separately). Standard errors, clustered by state, are in parentheses. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.

Figure 2

Predicted Probabilities of Candidate Emergence
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DATA AND METHODS

To examine the effects of primary type on the decision to run
for office, we considered the emergence of all candidates who
sought major party nominations via the primary process in
87 state legislative chambers holding elections in 2018.3

Because we are interested in better understanding the larger
number of candidates—particularly women—emerging in 2018,
we counted the number of candidates who emerged under
various institutional structures. Therefore, our key dependent
variable was the number of women and men (i.e., # of female/
male candidates) who ran under various primary systems. Our
key independent variables of interest were the various types of
primaries—semi-closed, semi-open, and closed (with purely open
primaries as the omitted category).We also included nonpartisan
and open-to-unaffiliated primaries for comparison. Finally, we
included an array of ancillary control variables.4

RESULTS

Results from analysis examining the emergence of candidates
under differing primary types, as well as the success of these
candidates in their respective primaries, are discussed in this
section.

Candidate Emergence

Table 2 lists the results of two Poisson models, with the count
of female and male candidates estimated separately.5 All
coefficients are relative to the baseline category (i.e., open
primaries). Directionally, the effects for women are consistent
with our hypothesis: women are less likely to emerge in semi-
open primaries, although the coefficient is not quite signifi-
cant. Critically, however, a similar decrease for men in semi-
open primaries does not occur, which is consistent with our
expectation that this system is particularly suited to individ-
uals more comfortable with asking voters for support. Simi-
larly, the coefficient is positive for semi-closed systems, in line
with our expectations but, again, not achieving significance.

Several other results emerge as well.6 Most notably, non-
partisan primaries in 2018 appeared to demobilize male can-
didates but not female candidates. Given the relative paucity of
nonpartisan primary elections—only the Democratic strong-
holds of California and Washington used them in 2018—such
results must be interpreted cautiously. However, given the
evidence that parties historically have neglected female can-
didates, the data are consistent with the possibility that male
candidates are less keen on running for office in states where
party infrastructure may not be as easily accessible. Women,
meanwhile, may not be so deterred in nonpartisan primaries
because these contests represent the ultimate opportunity for
political outsiders, albeit with considerable “asking” required.

Figure 2 translates these statistical effects into predicted
probabilities. Across all primaries, the number of male candi-
dates is—not surprisingly—significantly higher than the num-
ber of female candidates for each primary type. Substantively,
the results also provide support for our theory: that is, direc-
tionally but not statistically consistent with hypothesis 1,
semi-closed primaries yield the greatest number of female
candidates. Similarly, consistent with hypothesis 2 directionally

Table 3

Candidate Success and State Primary Type

Selection Model

Men Women

Semi-Closed −0.009 (0.05) −0.01 (0.05)

Semi-Open 0.010 (0.06) −0.07 (0.06)

Closed −0.044 (0.05) 0.03 (0.06)

Open to Unaffiliated −0.046 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05)

Nonpartisan 0.108 (0.10) −0.10 (0.11)

Female Labor 0.006 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)

% African American 0.000 (0.00) −0.01*** (0.00)

% Hispanic/Latino 0.000 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Upper Chamber 0.031 (0.04) −0.06 (0.04)

Prior General 0.000 (0.00) 0.00*** (0.00)

Multimember −0.025 (0.09) 0.14 (0.10)

District Size 0.000 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Incumbent Present 0.117*** (0.03) 0.06 (0.04)

Prior General Election
Uncontested −0.037 (0.05) −0.01 (0.05)

Democrat −0.566*** (0.05) 0.51*** (0.06)

Democratic Proportion 0.000 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Dem x Dem Proportion 0.001 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Female Total −0.295*** (0.02) −0.09*** (0.02)

Male Total −0.186*** (0.01) −0.23*** (0.01)

Constant 0.544 (0.34) −0.31 (0.38)

Observations 7,728 7,797

Outcome Model

Men Women

Semi-Closed -5.65*** (1.29) -2.49 (1.81)

Semi-Open 1.22 (1.46) 5.96*** (2.21)

Closed -1.76 (1.40) -1.61 (1.97)

Open to Unaffiliated 3.89*** (1.22) 1.71 (1.66)

Nonpartisan -12.87*** (2.85) -7.07* (3.75)

Female Labor −0.79*** (0.18) −0.48* (0.27)

% African American 0.35*** (0.05) 0.47*** (0.07)

% Hispanic/Latino 0.06 (0.05) 0.23*** (0.07)

Upper Chamber -2.30** (1.07) 1.94 (1.52)

Prior General 0.32*** (0.02) 0.32*** (0.03)

Multimember -14.70*** (2.55) -20.16*** (3.40)

District Size 0.00 (0.00) 0.00** (0.00)

Incumbent Present −0.34 (0.89) −0.23 (1.25)

Democrat 0.76 (1.50) -15.96*** (2.22)

Democratic Proportion 0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.03)

Dem x Dem Proportion 0.17 (0.03) 0.20*** (0.04)

Constant 82.27*** (8.93) 86.70*** (13.57)

Observations 3,878 1,775

Notes: The selection stage of the Heckmanmodel considers whether candidates
won their primary-election contest, whereas the outcome stage considers the
share of the general-election vote they garnered. Standard errors are in
parentheses. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.
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but not quite statistically significantly, semi-open primaries yield
the fewest women candidates.

Several key factors must be recognized concerning the
absence of statistical significance for female candidates. First,
the scope of this study is limited to one election cycle. Conse-
quently, our results are (1) limited in the number of cases
available, and (2) subject to idiosyncratic forces at work in
2018. Both considerations increase the likelihood that we
falsely accept a null hypothesis (i.e., Type II error). To clarify
this point, we calculated the statistical power of our sample to
assess its potential to accurately detect meaningful effects if
they exist. Given our effect size and our standard deviation, we
would require more than 78,000 observations to achieve the
desired power of 0.8 (following common convention). Because
the scope of this study was limited to 2018, it is possible that
some of our null findings may be attributable not to the
absence of an effect but rather a finite ability to detect it. We
anticipate that expanding the dataset to evaluate additional
election cyclesmay yield additional useful results in the future.

Second, the findings also may reflect a genuinely modest
effect. However, even small effects at the individual-district
level—when aggregated with other districts and states—may
have a substantive effect on representation overall. For
example, Nevada’s 63-seat legislature is 50.8% female—one or
two individuals made the difference in achieving this first-ever
female majority. Our data indicate that moving from a closed

primary to a semi-closed primary would yield an expected
increase of 0.01 female candidates in a district. Although this is
a small effect in one district, suppose we implemented semi-
closed primaries nationally: withmore than 7,000 state legislative
districts, we would expect a result of approximately 70 new
female candidates running for office.

Candidate Success

We also are interested in determining the effects of primary
type on electoral support for male and female candidates.
However, we cannot simply compare the success of women
in the election with the success of their male counterparts
because of the selection bias inherent in the previous results:
women are less likely to run. Selection bias occurs when a
phenomenon that is relevant to the model we are trying to
estimate affects whether a particular observation is observed
in the first place. In our case, candidates in the general election
literally are selected in the primary election, and primary-
election outcomes are determined by some of the same factors
that determine general-election outcomes. In other words, we
never observe the general-election performance of some
potential candidates because they were selected out in the
primary—in all likelihood, many of those candidates would
have performed poorly in the general election. Ignoring this
selection mechanism, therefore, would bias our estimates of

the effects of these factors on general-election results. There-
fore, we used a Heckman two-stage selection specification in
which the dependent variable in the first stage is whether the
candidate won their primary election contest and in the second
stage is the vote share garnered by the candidate. The results
are shown in table 3.7

The outcome models allow us to assess how primary type
affects the general-election vote share for male and female
candidates. It is notable that the coefficient for primary type in
the outcome model, in all cases, is higher for women than for
men, although the difference is not always statistically signifi-
cant. The results are consistent with the conclusion that, after
accounting for the selection process, women tend to perform
better than men following any type of primary. The results
suggest a simple but powerful conclusion: as far as candidate
quality is concerned, women should runmore andmen should
run less. If women perform better in elections once we account
for selection, then more women—even women who are not
likely to perform as well as the current female entrants—could
enter without making their average performance decrease. At
the same time, the data indicate that more poorly performing
men run than women, after we account for the selection
process. Because election outcomes are stochastic, some of
the poorly performing men sometimes may win. This phe-
nomenon may explain why there are fewer women than men
in most legislatures worldwide: perhaps men run too much.

A final observation about these data concerns the electoral
context: whereas many female candidates who ran for office
were motivated in part by concerns about the Trump presi-
dency, the results of this study imply that these were not
impulsive or gratuitous campaigns: the women who ran per-
formed well. They outperformed men in general elections
across every primary type. They were attractive to voters
because inherently well-qualified women were those who felt
encouraged to run; because voters were more interested in
female candidates in 2018; or because of some combination of
the two. This, in turn, produced a record-breaking number of
women serving in state legislatures nationwide.

CONCLUSION

Assigning relative weights to the myriad factors that influence
men and women to run for office is a difficult task: many
variables interact with one another to produce effects that are
often modest at the district level. Rejecting a null hypothesis at
typical levels when studying one election cycle is exceedingly
difficult and produces a reasonable likelihood of a Type II error.
Yet, this study reveals important conclusions about a critical
phenomenon thus far not addressed in the literature, setting the
stage for further analysis of candidate emergence in American
elections. We uncovered evidence that women and men alike

The results suggest a simple but powerful conclusion: as far as candidate quality is
concerned, women should run more and men should run less.
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are motivated to participate in certain types of primaries rather
than others. Furthermore, whereas efforts to encourage more
women to run for office are certainly part of the solution to
increase the number of women candidates on the ballot, our
data also suggest that institutional choices matter. They dictate
the eligible electorate that potential primary candidates con-
sider when pondering a run for office. This study suggests,
among other conclusions, that policy changes such as replacing
semi-closed primaries with semi-open or nonpartisan contests
may be critical factorsmotivating potential female candidates to
throw their hat in the electoral ring. If the representation gap in
state legislatures is not the result of sexist voters but rather a
dearth of female candidates onballots, then solutionsmust start
long before people go to the polls in November.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

To view supplementary material for this article, please visit
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244.▪

NOTES

1. Only major party (i.e., Democratic and Republican) candidates are considered
in this table and the subsequent analysis.

2. See table SA1 in the online appendix for detailed descriptions of state primary
types.

3. We do not consider minor party or independent candidates in this analysis
because state laws concerning their ballot access vary considerably. Addition-
ally, we do not consider primaries for “free-for-all” multimember districts
(FFA-MMDS) because variation in the number of seats could overestimate
(underestimate) the impact of the variables of interest depending on the
magnitude of the seats to be filled. However, we do examine MMDs with
positions and posts. FFA-MMDs typically are lower-chamber districts (except
the Vermont Senate); therefore, states that have numerous FFA-MMDs
(i.e., Arizona, South Dakota, and North Dakota) are represented within the
data by mostly upper-chamber districts. Because no weighting of the data is
used, most of the cases in the analysis are from lower-chamber districts. We
explore chamber differences in the analysis in table SA3 of the online appendix,
which presents consistent findings for lower-chamber elections. However, for
upper-chamber elections, a sign change was observed for semi-open primaries
that failed to attain a conventional level of statistical significance.

4. We also considered several other factors that should impact the emergence of
candidates, including how attractive the position is (i.e., upper chamber),
level of competition associated with the seat (i.e., incumbent present, prior
general, prior general election uncontested, district size, and multimember),
diversity of the districts (i.e., percent African American and percent Latino/
Hispanic), district conditions (i.e., female labor), and political trends in the
2018 election (i.e., Democrat and Democratic proportion). Full variable
coding descriptions and sources are in table SA2 of the online appendix.

5. This analysis was preregistered with the Center for Open Science on April
11, 2018.

6. The results for women are robust to dropping upper chambers, using separate
dummies for male and female incumbents present, and running separate
regressions for Democrats and Republicans. These analyses are presented in
tables SA3, SA4, and SA5, respectively, in the online appendix.

7. This particular analysis was preregistered with the Center for Open Science
on June 4, 2018; as such, it considers only primary-election contests that
occurred after this date (i.e., 66 legislative chambers in 33 states).

REFERENCES

Ambrosius, Margery M., and Susan Welch. 1984. “Women and Politics at the
Grass-Roots: Women Candidates for State Office in Three States, 1950–
1978.” Social Science Journal 21 (January): 29–42.

Babcock, Linda, and Sara Laschever. 2003.Women Don’t Ask: Negotiation and the
Gender Divide. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Babcock, Linda, and Sara Laschever. 2007. Women Don’t Ask: The High Cost of
Avoiding Negotiation. New York: Bantam Dell.

Black, Gordon. 1972. “A Theory of Political Ambition: Career Choices and the
Role of Structural Incentives.” American Political Science Review 66 (March):
144–59.

Brady, David, Hahrie Han, and Jeremy C. Pope. 2007. “Primary Elections and
Candidate Ideology: Out of Step with the Primary Electorate?” Legislative
Studies Quarterly 32 (February): 79–105.

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

Carroll, Susan J., and Kira Sanbonmatsu. 2013. More Women Can Run: Gender
and Pathways to the State Legislatures. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Center for American Women and Politics. 2018. “2018 Summary of Women
Candidates.” November 14. Available at https://cawp.rutgers.edu/potential-
candidate-summary-2018#stleg.

Diamond, Irene. 1977. Sex Roles in the State House. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Fox, Richard L., and Jennifer L. Lawless. 2003. “Family Structure, Sex-Role
Socialization, and the Decision to Run for Office.” Women & Politics 24
(January): 19–48.

Hamm, Keith, David M. Olson, Gary F. Moncrief, and Joel A. Thompson. 1992.
“Midsession Vacancies: Why Do State Legislators Exit and How Are They
Replaced?.” In Changing Patterns in State Legislative Careers, ed. Gary F.
Moncrief and Joel A. Thompson, 127–46. Ann Arbor: University ofMichigan
Press.

Herrick, Rebekah. 1996. “A Reappraisal of the Quality of Women Candidates.”
Women & Politics 15 (August): 25–38.

Jenkins, Shannon. 2007. “A Woman’s Work Is Never Done? Fund-Raising
Perception and Effort Among Female State Legislative Candidates.” Political
Research Quarterly 60 (June): 230–39.

Jordan, Mary, and Dan Balz. 2018. “Women Will Decide the Election: Here’s
What They Think.” Washington Post. Available at
www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2018/national/suburban-women-
midterms-2018.

Kanthak, Kristin, and Jonathan Woon. 2015. “Women Don’t Run? Election
Aversion and Candidate Entry.” American Journal of Political Science 59
(July): 595–612.

Kazee, Tomas A. 1994. “The Emergence of Congressional Candidates.” In Who
Runs for Congress? Ambition, Context, and Candidate Emergence, ed. Tomas
Kazee, 1–22. Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Lawless, Jennifer L., and Richard L. Fox. 2010. It Still Takes a Candidate: Why
Women Don’t Run for Office. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lawless, Jennifer L., and Kathryn Pearson. 2008. “The Primary Reason for
Women’s Underrepresentation? Reevaluating the Conventional Wisdom.”
Journal of Politics 70 (January): 67–82.

Mitchell, Nathan K. 2014. “Ballot Access Rules and the Entry of Women
Candidates in the State Legislative Primaries.” Journal of Power, Politics, and
Governance 2 (3 & 4): 1–25.

Moncrief, Gary F., Peverill Squire, andMalcolm E. Jewell. 2001.Who Runs for the
Legislature? Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Norris, Pippa. 1997. Passages to Power: Legislative Recruitment in Advanced
Democracies. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

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,
Chicago.

Pritchard, Anita. 1992. “Strategic Considerations in the Decision to Challenge
a State Legislative Incumbent.” Legislative Studies Quarterly 17 (August):
381–93.

Rohde, David. 1979. “Risk-Bearing and Progressive Ambition: The Case of the
US House of Representatives.” American Journal of Political Science 23
(February): 1–26.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2002. “Political Parties and the Recruitment of Women to
State Legislatures.” Journal of Politics 64 (August): 791–809.

Schlesinger, Joseph A. 1966. Ambition and Politics: Political Careers in the United
States. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Stone, Walter J., and L. Sandy Maisel. 2003. “The Not‐So‐Simple Calculus of
Winning: Potential US House Candidates’ Nomination and General
Election Prospects.” Journal of Politics 65 (October): 951–77.

Welch, Susan, Margery M. Ambrosius, Janet Clark, and Robert Darcy. 1985.
“The Effect of Candidate Gender on Electoral Outcomes in State Legislative
Races.” Western Political Quarterly 38 (September): 464–75.

446 PS • July 2020

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Po l i t i c s Sympos ium : S t a t e L e g i s l a t i v e E l e c t i o n s o f 2 0 1 8
..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244
https://cawp.rutgers.edu/potential-candidate-summary-2018%23stleg
https://cawp.rutgers.edu/potential-candidate-summary-2018%23stleg
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2018/national/suburban-women-midterms-2018/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2018/national/suburban-women-midterms-2018/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096520000244

	Candidate Emergence and the Success of Women
	ELECTION RESULTS IN BRIEF
	PRIMARY TYPES AND CANDIDATE EMERGENCE AND SUCCESS
	DATA AND METHODS
	RESULTS
	Candidate Emergence
	Candidate Success

	CONCLUSION
	Supplementary Materials
	NOTES


