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Abstract
Studies of gender-ideology stereotypes suggest that voters evaluate male and female 
candidates in different ways, yet data limitations have hindered an analysis of candi-
date ideology, sex, and actual election outcomes. This article draws on a new data-
set of male and female primary and general election candidates for the U.S. House 
of Representatives from 1980 to 2012. I find little evidence that the relationship 
between ideology and victory patterns differs for male and female candidates. Nei-
ther Republican nor Democratic women experience distinct electoral fates than ide-
ologically similar men. Candidate sex and ideology do interact in other ways, how-
ever; Democratic women are more liberal than their male counterparts, and they are 
advantaged in primaries over Republican women as well as Democratic men. The 
findings have important implications for contemporary patterns of women’s repre-
sentation, and they extend our understanding of gender bias and neutrality in Ameri-
can elections.

Keywords  Gender · Ideology · Congressional elections · Partisan gap

The underrepresentation of women in American politics has motivated more than 
three decades of political science research. At the national legislative level, the U.S. 
is ranked 100th worldwide, with women comprising only 19% of the House of Rep-
resentatives (IPU 2017). Scholars have long sought to understand the extent to which 
the electoral environment hinders the advancement of women in politics. A host of 
studies in the 1990s found that “when women run, they win” at equal rates as their 
male counterparts (i.e., Burrell 1994, 2014; Carroll 1994; Cook 1998; Darcy et al. 
1994; Duerst-Lahti 1998; Gaddie and Bullock 2000; Seltzer et al. 1997; Thomas and 
Wilcox 1998). Female candidates receive as many votes and raise as much money 
as similarly situated men, and the main conclusion was that “winning elections has 
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nothing to do with candidate sex” (Seltzer et al. 1997, p. 79). Most of these analyses 
focused on general elections, but those on primary victory rates revealed the same 
patterns as well (Burrell 1994, 2014; Gaddie and Bullock 2000; Lawless and Pear-
son 2008; Palmer and Simon 2012).

At the same time, others have raised concerns that gender-neutral outcomes 
are not indicative of a gender-neutral electoral environment. Pearson and McGhee 
(2013) show that female candidates are more qualified than their male counterparts 
(see also Milyo and Schosberg 2000), and Fulton (2012) uncovers a gender differ-
ence in incumbent vote share once candidate quality is taken into account. Research 
on the intersection between candidate sex and ideology also suggests that women 
are perceived to be more liberal than men and that the relationship between ideol-
ogy and election outcomes differs for male and female candidates as a result (Koch 
2000, 2002; McDermott 1997, 1998). Republican women are believed to incur an 
additional penalty in the primary and receive an additional benefit in the general 
election than their male counterparts (King and Matland 2003). In contrast, Demo-
cratic women candidates are believed to be more likely to win the primary but less 
likely to win the general election than ideologically similar men (McDermott 1998).

Studies of gender-ideology stereotypes have focused on voter perceptions and 
evaluations of either hypothetical or actual candidates rather than candidate-level 
victory patterns. But as Dolan (2014) notes, it is important to evaluate the real-
world influence of candidate sex in elections as well. Furthermore, we also have 
good reason to believe that the relationship between candidate ideology and election 
results does not differ for men and women. The evidence is mounting that male and 
female candidates are evaluated in largely similar ways with respect to media cover-
age, voter perceptions, and vote choice (e.g., Brooks 2013; Dolan 2004, 2014; Hayes 
and Lawless 2015; Hayes et al. 2014). In a context of rising polarization, party and 
ideology have increasingly been shown to matter more than the gender cue (Hayes 
2011). Previous data limitations have hindered an analysis of ideology and sex in 
congressional elections, but this question matters for our understanding of gender 
bias and neutrality in American elections.

This article draws on a new dataset of male and female primary and general elec-
tion candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives from 1980 to 2012 to exam-
ine the relationship among candidate ideology, sex, and election outcomes. Ideol-
ogy is associated with primary and general election outcomes in ways we would 
expect. Among Republicans, conservative men as well as women are more likely 
to win the primary election and less likely to win the general election than their 
liberal counterparts; among Democrats, conservative men and women alike are less 
likely to win the primary and more likely to win the general election than their lib-
eral co-partisans (Hall and Snyder 2015). Yet the relationship between ideology and 
election outcomes does not differ between male and female candidates at either the 
primary or general election stage. Neither Republican nor Democratic female can-
didates experience distinct electoral fates than ideologically similar men, and there 
is little evidence that female candidates incur additional gains or losses at the ballot 
box than their ideologically similar male counterparts. Traditional factors such as 
incumbency, campaign resources, and district partisanship are strongly associated 
with primary and general election victory patterns.
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Candidate sex and ideology do interact in other ways, however, and the find-
ings shed additional light on the partisan gap among female officeholders. A grow-
ing number of scholars have begun to examine why the percentage of Democratic 
women in Congress has increased steadily over the past thirty years and why Demo-
cratic women now outnumber Republican women nearly three to one (i.e., Coop-
erman and Oppenheimer 2001; Crowder-Meyer and Lauderdale 2014; Elder 2008; 
Thomsen 2015; Thomsen and Swers 2017). Democratic women are more liberal 
than their male counterparts, and in terms of victory patterns, they are advantaged, 
albeit slightly, in primaries over Republican women as well as Democratic men. 
Moreover, Democratic women far outnumber Republican women in the pool of pri-
mary candidates. In an era where primary contests are often the most crucial, these 
differential rates of primary victory and the dramatic partisan skew in the num-
ber of women who run have important implications for the gender composition of 
Congress.

Previous Research on Candidate Sex and Ideology

The relationship between candidate ideology and victory rates has largely been 
examined among incumbents (Brady et al. 2007; Canes-Wrone et al. 2002; Erikson 
and Wright 2000; Hirano et al. 2010; but see Hall and Snyder 2015). Several studies 
suggest that those with moderate voting records do better than extremists, at least in 
the general election (Ansolabehere et  al. 2001; Burden 2004; Erikson and Wright 
2000). Canes-Wrone et al. (2002) show that extremism is negatively associated with 
vote share and that Democrats (Republicans) with more liberal (conservative) voting 
records are less likely to be reelected. Yet it is widely believed that ideologues do 
benefit at the primary stage, and Brady et al. (2007) find that moderate incumbents 
are more likely to lose the primary than extremists (but see Hirano et al. 2010). In 
the most thorough analysis of non-incumbents, Hall and Snyder (2015) demonstrate 
that moderates suffer in the primary and benefit in the general election.

The main concern here is whether the relationship between ideology and victory 
rates differs for male and female candidates. Others have examined ideology in con-
junction with gender and the types of districts in which men and women run for 
Congress and win. For example, Frederick (2009) uses DW-NOMINATE scores to 
analyze ideological changes in the makeup of male and female members of Con-
gress over time. He shows that women in the U.S. House are more divided along 
partisan and ideological lines than at any point over the past two decades and that 
they are even more ideologically distant than their male counterparts. In their com-
prehensive study of House elections, Palmer and Simon (2012) find that female can-
didates come from districts that are smaller, urban, racially and ethnically diverse, 
wealthier, and more educated. Yet these studies are either limited to members of 
Congress or conducted at the district level rather than the individual level. There are 
no previous analyses of the relationship among candidate ideology, sex, and election 
outcomes at the candidate level.

Scholars have also uncovered differences in how voters evaluate the ideology of 
male and female candidates, with women perceived to be more liberal than their 
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male counterparts (Koch 2000, 2002; McDermott 1997, 1998). An explicit implica-
tion of this stereotype is that the relationship between ideology and election out-
comes differs for male and female candidates and that Republican and Democratic 
women are helped or hurt at the ballot box. As McDermott (1997, p. 276) explains, 
“If voters are assuming that women candidates are more liberal than candidates of 
the same party, ideology should have a stronger impact on the vote in races with 
Democratic women running and less of an impact on the vote in races with Republi-
can women running.” Koch (2000, p. 414) similarly notes, “For Democratic female 
candidates, gender ideological stereotypes increase the distance between female 
candidates and voters, increasing the likelihood citizens will vote for the Republi-
can opponent, ceteris paribus. For Republican female candidates, gender stereotypes 
for ideology reduce the distance between them and most voters, thereby increasing 
their electoral prospects.” The opposite pattern is expected to occur in the primary 
stage. As King and Matland (2003, p. 606) write, “To the extent conservatives are 
active in primaries, the impression that female Republicans are more liberal than 
otherwise identical male candidates works against women trying to win votes in the 
nomination.”

In sum, a host of studies at the voter level suggest that conservatism has a 
stronger impact on vote choice for Republican women in primary elections and for 
Democratic women in general elections than their male co-partisans because gen-
der-ideology stereotypes increase the perceived distance between female candidates 
and voters. Conversely, conservatism is posited to have a weaker impact on vote 
choice for Democratic women in primaries and for Republican women in general 
elections because stereotypes decrease the perceived distance between female candi-
dates and voters. As discussed above, the effects of these perceptions are expected to 
matter for election outcomes. Ideological conservatism is believed to be negatively 
and positively related to primary election victory for female Republicans and Demo-
crats, respectively, and positively and negatively related to general election victory 
for female Republicans and Democrats, respectively (Koch 2000, 2002; King and 
Matland 2003; McDermott 1997, 1998). To be clear, the question of interest here 
is not whether gender-ideology stereotypes do or do not exist, and it is quite pos-
sible that stereotypes exist but do not shape outcomes. The contribution is to instead 
examine whether the electoral gains and losses posited above map onto actual elec-
tion results.

Candidate Ideology and Sex in the Contemporary Context: 
Theoretical Expectations

Several recent studies suggest that candidate sex matters in other ways on the cam-
paign trail as well. For example, voters do not ascribe feminine stereotypes to female 
politicians, and as a result, female politicians seem to be losing on male stereotypi-
cal qualities but not receiving an advantage on qualities typical of women (Schnei-
der and Bos 2014). Cassese and Holman (2017) show that women candidates are 
vulnerable to negative attacks that emphasize traits and policies stereotypically asso-
ciated with their party. Times of security threat also amplify the negative effect of 
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gender stereotypes on the evaluations of Democratic women candidates (Holman 
et  al. 2016). Ditonto et  al. (2014) finds that gender effects come from differences 
in the amounts and types of information that voters search for during a campaign. 
There is significant variation in gender stereotype reliance across individuals as well 
(Bauer 2015). All of these studies help us to understand how voters perceive candi-
dates through a gendered lens. However, the main goal here is to draw on aggregate 
election results rather than individual voter behavior to further understand the obsta-
cles that women face in winning elections.

Data limitations have hindered a systematic analysis of ideology and gender in 
elections, yet we also have good reason to believe that the relationship between can-
didate ideology and election outcomes does not differ for men and women. A grow-
ing body of scholarship has shown that factors other than candidate sex have far 
greater implications for election outcomes. Dolan (2004, 2014) has long argued that 
vote choice is shaped by partisanship and incumbency rather than candidate sex. 
Hayes and Lawless (2015) also demonstrate that media coverage and voter evalu-
ations stem primarily from partisanship and ideology, not the sex of the candidate. 
Brooks (2013) finds little evidence that the public makes less favorable assumptions 
about women candidates or that women candidates are held to a higher standard than 
men. Even studies of gender-ideology stereotypes show that the effect of candidate 
sex is smaller than that of other predictors of vote choice, such as incumbency, party, 
and ideology (Koch 2000; McDermott 1997). For example, McDermott (1997) finds 
that in open seat races with a Democratic woman and a Republican man, the prob-
ability that the most liberal voters support the Republican is 0.01, compared to 0.93 
for the most conservative voters; in races with only men these values change to 0.03 
and 0.90, respectively. In other words, while candidate sex changes the probability 
of voting for a Republican by 0.02 or 0.03, respondent ideology does so by 0.92 and 
0.87.1

In addition, the broader political context has changed dramatically over the past 
few decades. Candidate sex may convey less information as women candidates have 
become more common and as political elites and the public have become more 
receptive of women in politics (Hayes and Lawless 2015). Moreover, the two par-
ties have continued to polarize ideologically, which has further increased the sali-
ence of party and ideology in U.S. elections. Congressional districts have become 
more homogenous as the electoral bases of the parties shifted from being diverse 
to more uniform (Stonecash et al. 2003). Voters are better sorted along party lines, 
and they increasingly match their partisanship with their ideology (Hetherington 
2001; Levendusky 2009). Electoral competition in House elections has declined as 
a result of partisan consistency in voting behavior, and fewer representatives come 
from districts that lean toward the opposite party (Abramowitz et al. 2006; Jacobson 

1  The magnitude of the effect of candidate sex on perceptions of candidate ideology is much smaller 
than that of factors like respondent ideology, feeling thermometer ratings, and perceptions of party ideol-
ogy (Koch 2002, p. 421). Moreover, the size of the effect of actual candidate ideology on voter percep-
tions of her ideology is between two and four times that of candidate sex (Koch 2002, p. 421).
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2015). Factors such as party and incumbency are more likely to matter for election 
outcomes, especially in the current partisan era.

These findings would instead suggest that the relationship between conservatism 
and election outcomes does not differ for male and female candidates, at least at 
the congressional level. It is possible, however, that candidate ideology and sex do 
interact in other ways. Differences in the ideological positions of male and female 
candidates may matter for the election of women, especially on the Democratic side. 
Frederick (2009) shows that Democratic women in Congress have remained to the 
left of their male counterparts. Democratic women may have higher rates of primary 
victory than Democratic men given that liberal Democrats are more likely to win the 
primary than conservative Democrats (Hall and Snyder 2015). Lawless and Pearson 
(2008) indeed find that in virtually every election from 1990 to 2004, Democratic 
women received more votes than Democratic men in congressional primaries. The 
reason for these differences in ideology is beyond the scope of the article, but it 
may reflect the cultures of the parties. While the Democratic Party embraces group 
differences, Republican candidates are united by a common conservative iden-
tity (Freeman 1986; Grossman and Hopkins 2015). In short, ideology and sex may 
shape patterns of women’s representation, but not because the relationship between 
ideology and victory rates differs for male and female candidates.

It is important to note that the role of candidate sex in elections may differ across 
levels of office. The focus here is on congressional candidates, but it is possible that 
gendered evaluations in congressional campaigns are distinct from those at other 
levels of office. For example, Lawless (2004) and Streb et al. (2008) find that voters 
may still harbor negative perceptions of women running for president even if they do 
not feel the same way about women running for other offices. Huddy and Terkildsen 
(1993) also suggest that gender stereotypes matter in different ways at different lev-
els of office, and others leave open the possibility that a glass ceiling may remain for 
women who seek the presidency in particular (i.e., Brooks 2013).

Descriptive Changes in Candidate Ideology

This article uses newly available ideology data to examine the relationship among 
candidate ideology, sex, and victory patterns. The analyses are based on primary 
and general election results for the U.S. House of Representatives from 1980 to 
2012. The dataset includes 24,125 primary candidates and 13,660 general election 
candidates (Republicans and Democrats). The election results were obtained from 
the Federal Election Commission and the America Votes series (Scammon et  al. 
1990–2006). These data were then merged with Bonica’s (2014) ideology estimates 
of U.S. House candidates (CFscores). Bonica uses campaign finance records to place 
the vast majority of candidates, winners as well as losers, on a common ideology 
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scale.2 Bonica et  al. (2013) and Bonica (2014) have conducted a series of analy-
ses to establish the validity of the scores. They are highly correlated with measures 
of legislator ideology that are derived from roll-call votes, most notably Poole and 
Rosenthal’s (2007) DW-NOMINATE scores.

There are several reasons why CFscores are particularly useful for the purposes 
here. The main advantage is that we can analyze the ideology of those who won as 
well as lost their races, rather than just incumbents. Of the full sample of those who 
appeared on the ballot, 17,639 (73%) of the primary candidates and 12,632 (92%) 
of the general election candidates have CFscores.3 Second, the data span 17 elec-
tion cycles and allow for a long-term analysis. Lastly, due to the size of the dataset, 
there is ample variation across a host of key political and electoral variables such as 
incumbency and district partisanship.

One potential concern is that CFscores differ systematically for those who are 
and are not elected to office. Bonica (2014) addresses this concern by showing that 
the scores are robust to changes in incumbency status. He estimates two distinct 
ideal points for when the candidate ran as an incumbent and as a non-incumbent 
and shows that non-incumbent CFscores are correlated with incumbent CFscores 
at 0.96. In addition, the relationship between non-incumbent CFscores and future 
DW-NOMINATE scores is no weaker than it is for incumbent CFscores (Bonica 
2014, pp. 371–2).4 A second possible concern is that CFscores reflect gender biases 
of donors and that women candidates will have more liberal CFscores than would be 
apparent from their voting behavior because donors perceive them to be more liberal 
than men, yet this is somewhat alleviated by the fact that the correlation between 
DW-NOMINATE scores and CFscores does not differ for male and female candi-
dates (0.92 for both). More generally, the benefits of using the CFscores far out-
weigh the tradeoffs, and they are the best available metric for the purposes here.

Figure  1 shows the average ideology of male and female primary and general 
election candidates from 1980 to 2012.5 CFscores range from approximately − 1.5 to 
1.5, with higher values indicating more conservative positions. The trends are simi-
lar across primary and general election candidates. Republican women candidates 
were to the left of their male counterparts in the 1990s (p < 0.01), but this pattern 

2  See Bonica et al. (2013) and Bonica (2014) for a full description of the data and validation (see also 
Bonica et al. 2013 for an application to economic inequality). I use the dynamic CFscores in the analyses 
below, but the results are very similar with the static CFscores.
3  The DIME dataset includes candidates who filed with the FEC. Candidates who do not exceed the 
$5000 threshold of campaign fundraising are not required to file. Those who are excluded are thus more 
likely to be long-shot candidates, but it is not clear that they are more likely to be ideologues or moder-
ates. Even so, these excluded candidates comprise only 6% of primary winners and 0.02% of general 
election winners, so they are highly unlikely to have an influence on policy outcomes or women’s repre-
sentation. Furthermore, these data provide the best publicly available measures of the ideological posi-
tions of congressional winners and losers over time.
4  Bonica suggests that contribution records may even offer a more complete measure of ideology than 
does legislative voting. Contributors can consider factors beyond candidates’ voting behavior, such as 
policy goals, endorsements, or cultural values. Yet Bonica’s goal is not to replicate DW-NOMINATE 
scores, and he notes that the two measures should be viewed as complementary.
5  These averages include races in which candidates do and do not face opposition.
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was not as evident in the 1980s. This is somewhat surprising given that the Republi-
can women who held office during this time were more liberal than the Republican 
men (Frederick 2009; Welch 1985). GOP female primary candidates had an average 
ideology score of 0.80 and 0.78 in the 1980s and 1990s, respectively, compared to 
0.85 and 0.87 for Republican men. These differences again disappeared by the mid-
2000s. Since then, women running in the primary and general election have been at 
least as conservative as the men, though the differences are not statistically signifi-
cant. The average ideology score of female and male Republican primary candidates 
in the 2000s was 1.01 and 1.01, respectively.

On the Democratic side, women candidates in both primary and general elections 
have remained to the left of their male co-partisans throughout this time period, and 
the difference is significant in every election (p < 0.01). Democratic women had an 
average score of − 0.80 in the 1980s and − 0.83 in the 1990s, respectively, com-
pared to − 0.47 and − 0.55 for Democratic men. The gap has been similar in recent 
elections as well, with Democratic women and men having an average score of 
− 1.06 and − 0.86, respectively, in the 2000s. The diminishing of the ideological 
gap between male and female Republican candidates and the continued liberalism of 
female Democratic candidates relative to Democratic men are similar to Frederick’s 
(2009, pp. 185–6) findings with DW-NOMINATE scores.

What is clear is that Republican and Democratic candidates, men and women 
alike, are moving away from the ideological center. This trend emerges among 
primary and general election candidates. Indeed, the changes over time are more 
dramatic than the disparity between men and women at any specific point in time. 
Republican women had an average ideology score of 0.74 and 0.68 in 1980 and 
1990, respectively, but this figure increased to 0.80 in 2000 and 1.10 in 2010. Simi-
larly, the average score of Republican men was 0.89 in 1980 and 0.78 in 1990, ver-
sus 0.89 in 2000 and 1.14 in 2010. The patterns are the same for Democrats. The 
average score of Democratic women was − 0.53 in 1980, − 0.77 in 1990, − 0.84 in 
2000, and − 1.14 in 2010. Democratic men also became more liberal, with scores 
of − 0.35 in 1980, − 0.52 in 1990, − 0.65 in 2000, and − 0.88 in 2010. In sum, 
both men and women have become more polarized over the last thirty years, and the 
question of how candidate ideology and sex are associated with election outcomes is 
even more important as the parties have drifted apart.

Data and Method

The remainder of the article examines the linkages among candidate sex, ideology, 
and victory rates, and I use a series of regressions to test whether the relationship 
between ideology and election outcomes differs for male and female candidates. 
Candidate ideology is measured with Bonica’s CFscores, and CFscores are coded 
so that higher values correspond to ideological conservatism.6 Candidate sex was 

6  Ideology could also be measured as liberalism, but I opted to use this measure in light of the above 
research on whether conservatism has a stronger effect on election outcomes for female candidates.
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obtained in part from this dataset and through additional online and newspaper 
searches.7 The gender breakdown of primary candidates is similar to that in Lawless 
and Pearson (2008), which provides additional validation. A total of 3035 and 1753 
women ran in U.S. House primaries and general elections, respectively, and women 
comprised 12.6% of all primary candidates and 12.8% of all general election candi-
dates. This figure is higher than the average of 8% reported by Lawless and Pearson 
(2008) because of the difference in time periods. Of the full sample of primary and 
general election female candidates, 2380 and 1644 have CFscores (78% and 94%, 
respectively). Due to the focus on ideology, the empirical analyses include only can-
didates with CFscores.

I account for several political and electoral factors shown to influence victory pat-
terns. I include a dummy variable for whether or not the candidate is an incumbent, 
as the vast majority of incumbents win the primary and general election. Incum-
bency was obtained from Bonica’s dataset and confirmed through additional merges 
with Jacobson’s (2013) congressional elections data and Pettigrew et  al.’s (2014) 
data of House primary candidates.8 In addition, the number of primary candidates is 
expected to be negatively associated with winning the primary (Lawless and Pearson 
2008) but positively associated with winning the general election. I include the total 
number of primary candidates as well as this variable squared, as the negative effect 
of additional candidates should diminish as the number of competitors increases.9 
Candidates who raise more money are also expected to be more likely to win (Hall 
and Snyder 2015). Contributions were obtained from Bonica’s dataset and measured 
as logged values of total campaign receipts. I also include a dummy variable to con-
trol for extreme ideological outliers, measured as those who are the most extreme 1 
percent of their party. Palmer and Simon (2008, 2012) and Elder (2008) demonstrate 
that district and regional characteristics influence the election of women to office as 
well. Like Palmer and Simon (2012), district partisanship is measured as the propor-
tion of the two-party vote won by the Republican candidate in presidential elections 
(Jacobson 2013). Republicans are expected to be less likely to win the primary but 
more likely to win the general election in more heavily Republican districts, and the 
opposite pattern is expected to occur for Democratic candidates (Stone and Maisel 
2003). Lastly, state and year fixed effects are included in all of the models.10

10  I also ran the models with controls for partisan eras (1980–1992; 1994–2004; 2006–2012), and the 
results are virtually identical to those presented below (see Table 3). In addition, I account for whether it 
was a presidential election year and whether the candidate was running in the South, and the results are 
the same (see Table 4). Standard errors are clustered by race in the primary models.

7  Candidate sex was unable to be identified in 13 cases.
8  Pettigrew et al.’s (2014) data and the data presented here are virtually identical. There are very minor 
discrepancies due to the omission of a few states and/or districts in a handful of years, but the fact that 
they were collected independently provides further validation to both datasets.
9  I calculated the total number of primary candidates by party, congressional district, and year. The num-
ber of candidates was calculated by congressional district and year in states where the top two vote get-
ters advance to the general, regardless of party (i.e., CA, LA, and WA in various cycles).
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Results

The main hypothesis is that the relationship between ideology and election out-
comes is unlikely to differ for male and female candidates in the contemporary par-
tisan context.11 Conservative Republicans are predicted to be more likely to win the 
primary and less likely to win the general election, and conservative Democrats are 
predicted to be less likely to win the primary and more likely to win the general 
election (Hall and Snyder 2015); however, the interaction between ideological con-
servatism and sex is not expected to be significant.

The results are presented in Table  1. In columns 1 and 2, the dependent vari-
able is whether the candidate won the primary; in columns 3 and 4, the dependent 
variable is whether the candidate won the general election.12 We can see that the 

Table 1   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary and general election outcomes

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win Primary Election DV: Win General Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats) (3: Republicans) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.03** (0.01) − 0.07** (0.01) − 0.09** (0.01) 0.10** (0.01)
Woman − 0.04 (0.03) 0.06* (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) − 0.06* (0.02)
Ideological conserva-

tism × woman
0.02 (0.03) 0.02 (0.02) − 0.03 (0.03) − 0.04 (0.02)

Incumbent 0.42** (0.01) 0.42** (0.01) 0.65** (0.01) 0.62** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates − 0.08** (0.01) − 0.06** (0.01) 0.05** (0.01) 0.04** (0.00)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) − 0.00 (0.00)

Logged campaign receipts 0.06** (0.00) 0.05** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.13** (0.04) − 0.22** (0.03) − 0.02 (0.04) 0.08 (0.05)
Republican presidential vote 

share
− 0.11** (0.01) 0.06** (0.00) 0.10** (0.00) − 0.09** (0.00)

Constant 0.40** (0.07) − 0.21* (0.10) − 0.46** (0.08) 0.29** (0.08)
Number of observations 5097 4933 5735 5973
R2 0.34 0.39 0.69 0.70

11  Like Lawless and Pearson (2008), I exclude primary and general election candidates who are unop-
posed. Of the 17,639 primary candidates with CFscores, 7606 (43%) were unopposed; of the 12,632 gen-
eral election candidates with CFscores, 916 were unopposed (7%). This figure is higher than the percent-
age of unopposed candidates in the full sample of 24,125 primary candidates (35%), because those with 
CFscores were more likely to run unopposed than those without CFscores (43% and 12%, respectively). 
Since the focus is on the interaction between candidate ideology and sex, the candidates with ideology 
scores are of primary interest here.
12  I also ran logistic regression models, and these results are presented in Table  5. I also present the 
most basic specification of the models with ideology, sex, the interaction term, and incumbent (Table 6). 
Lastly, I ran the models with primary and general election vote share as the dependent variable (Table 7), 
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interaction coefficient is not statistically significant across the primary and general 
election models, and there is little evidence that the relationship between ideological 
conservatism and victory rates differs for male and female candidates.13 Although 
we cannot definitively rule out an effect as the standard errors are quite large, the 
coefficient is substantively small across models.14

Figures 2 and 3 show the predicted probability of winning the primary and gen-
eral election, respectively, across male and female candidates. The left panels dis-
play the values for Democrats and the right panels display those for Republicans.15 
Among men and women, conservative Republicans are more likely to win the pri-
mary and less likely to win the general election than their liberal co-partisans, and 
conservative Democrats are less likely to win the primary and more likely to win the 
general election than their liberal co-partisans.16 Various current and former mem-
bers of Congress are noted in the figures to make the discussion more concrete. For 
instance, the probability of winning the primary is 48% for a liberal male Demo-
cratic candidate like Chris Van Hollen (MD) and 44% for a moderate like Steny 
Hoyer (MD). The same pattern emerges among Democratic women: the likelihood 
of victory is 50% for a liberal woman like Nancy Pelosi (CA) and 48% for a moder-
ate like Blanche Lincoln (AR). For Republicans, the probability of primary victory 
is 43% for a conservative male candidate like Paul Ryan (WI) and 41% for a moder-
ate like Steve LaTourette (OH). Similarly, for a conservative female candidate like 
Marsha Blackburn (TN), the likelihood of winning is 41%, compared to 37% for a 
moderate like Connie Morella (MD). The trends are the same for men and women in 
both parties.

Figure  3 displays the predicted values for general election outcomes. Among 
Republicans, the likelihood of winning the general election is 22 and 19% for con-
servative candidates like Ryan and Blackburn, compared to 27 and 29% for moder-
ate candidates like LaTourette and Morella. Among Democrats, the probability of 
general election victory is 21 and 20% for liberal candidates like Van Hollen and 
Pelosi, compared to 26 and 23% for moderate candidates like Hoyer and Lincoln. 
The relationship is again the same for men and women in both parties.

Footnote 12 (continued)
but I opted to focus on victory rates because they are of ultimate relevance for patterns of women’s rep-
resentation. Across specifications, the results remain largely the same, and the interaction term does not 
reach conventional levels of significance. The sole exception is the general election model for Democrats 
in Table 7, but again, the size of the coefficient is small, and the overwhelming pattern indicates statisti-
cal and substantive insignificance across models.
13  Marginal effect graphs are presented in Figs. 4 and 5. The effect of conservatism on primary and gen-
eral election outcomes does not differ for male and female candidates in either party.
14  It is possible that the pooled models mask variation over time and that sex and ideology were associ-
ated with victory rates in the 1980s and early 1990s. To examine this question, I ran separate models for 
each election year (see Lawless and Pearson 2008 and Frederick 2009 for similar empirical approaches). 
The results are presented in Fig. 6. In general, the relationship between ideology and election outcomes 
does not differ for men and women across this 30-year period.
15  All other variables are set at their mean or mode so these values are for non-incumbents.
16  The results conform to those in Hall and Snyder (2015), though their focus is not on candidate gender. 
Their sample differs from that in Table 1 as Hall and Snyder analyze races with no incumbent, but the 
results are similar to those presented here.
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Perhaps one reason the interaction is not significant is that traditional factors 
such as incumbency, campaign resources, and district partisanship are enormously 
important for election outcomes (i.e., Burrell 1994, 2014; Dolan 2004, 2014; Hayes 
2011; Lawless and Pearson 2008; Palmer and Simon 2008, 2012).17 As expected, 
incumbents and those who raise more money are more likely to win the primary 
and general election. The huge effect of incumbency in particular echoes a long line 
of research on how consistently successful incumbents are at winning both primary 
and general elections (i.e., Jacobson 2013). In addition, candidates are less likely to 
win the primary but more likely to win the general election as the number of pri-
mary competitors increases; the squared term is positive and significant in primary 
elections but the coefficient is very small. Very extreme ideological outliers are also 
less likely to win the primary. Finally, candidates in districts with more favorable 
partisan leanings are less likely to win the primary and more likely to win the gen-
eral election (Stone and Maisel 2003).
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Fig. 2   Predicted probability of primary election victory, by party and sex. Note Values are calculated 
from the models in columns 1 and 2 in Table 1

17  Candidate quality has long been a key factor in congressional elections as well, but data limitations 
prevent its inclusion here. Pettigrew et al.’s (2014) dataset includes the previous political experience of 
primary candidates from 2000 to 2010, and this variable is correlated with campaign receipts at 0.60 and 
with incumbent at 0.82 so I am confident the models are capturing a key dimension of quality. Yet I also 
ran the models with this measure of candidate quality among non-incumbents from 2000 to 2010, and 
the interaction term is insignificant (see Table 8).
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The preceding analysis provided little evidence that the relationship between ide-
ology and election outcomes differs, on average, for male and female candidates. Yet 
we can also examine this question by looking at specific primary matchups between 
male and female candidates. In particular, we can test whether Republican women 
are as likely to win the primary as equally conservative male alternatives in the race 
and whether Democratic women are as likely to win when running against ideo-
logically similar men. To examine victory rates between male and female primary 
competitors, I created five ideology categories for Republican and Democratic can-
didates, and I focus only on primary races that have male and female competitors 
in the same ideology category.18 Given the reduced sample size and the fact that 
virtually all of the incumbents who sought reelection won their primaries, the analy-
sis is restricted to open seat races. I control for the number of primary candidates, 
campaign receipts, and ideology category. The aim is to analyze whether Republi-
can and Democratic women are as likely to win the primary as ideologically similar 
male competitors.

The results are shown in Table 2, and they echo those above. Among open-seat 
candidates, Republican women are not significantly less likely to win the primary 
than ideologically similar men, and Democratic women are not significantly more 
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Fig. 3   Predicted probability of general election victory, by party and sex. Note Values are calculated 
from the models in columns 3 and 4 in Table 1

18  Male and female candidates were statistically indistinguishable in all five categories. The ideology 
category controls are not shown in Table 2, but the coefficients are not significant.
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likely to do so. The number of primary candidates and campaign receipts are again 
associated with victory rates.

Although ideologically similar male and female candidates seem to fare equally 
well in primary and general elections, candidate ideology and sex do intersect in 
other ways, particularly on the Democratic side. As illustrated in Fig. 1, Democratic 
women have been to the left of their male counterparts for the last three decades, and 
this ideological difference has implications for primary and general election victory 
rates. While Democratic men still dramatically outnumber women in the candidate 
pool, a greater percentage of female Democratic non-incumbents won the primary 
(46% of women and 42% of men; p < 0.05). Among non-incumbents, the predicted 
probability that the “typical” Democratic female candidate wins the primary is 0.50, 
on average, compared to 0.44 for the typical Democratic man. In fact, Democratic 
women have higher rates of primary victory than Democratic men, Republican 
women, and Republican men (p < 0.05 for all groups) (see also Lawless and Pearson 
2008). At the same time, the predicted probability that Democratic non-incumbent 
women candidates win the general election is lower than that for Democratic men 
(0.20 and 0.26, respectively).19

Ideology differences among congressional candidates have been smaller on the 
Republican side. Roughly equal percentages of Republican male and female non-
incumbents won the primary (42% and 41%, respectively). Republican women are 
less likely to win the general election than Republican men (19% and 14%, respec-
tively; p < 0.05), but this difference is not significant once electoral and partisan 
factors are taken into account. There is no difference in the primary and general 
election victory rates between male and female incumbents in either party. It is also 
important to consider these findings in light of contemporary patterns of women’s 
representation. In an era where primary contests are often the most critical, one ave-
nue for future research is to further examine why the Democratic Party has been 

Table 2   The relationship 
between candidate sex and 
primary election outcomes for 
ideologically similar male and 
female competitors

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS 
regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats)

Woman 0.05 (0.06) 0.08 (0.05)
Number of primary candidates − 0.02* (0.01) − 0.02** (0.01)
Logged campaign receipts 0.11** (0.01) 0.10** (0.01)
Constant − 0.82** (0.20) − 0.82** (0.17)
Number of observations 206 269
R2 0.26 0.24

19  These values are calculated from the models in Table  1. Additional models that exclude the inter-
action term are provided in Tables 9 and 10. In the primary models, candidate sex is insignificant for 
Republicans but positive and significant for Democrats, with and without the inclusion of ideology. In 
the general election models, candidate sex is insignificant for Republicans but negative and significant for 
Democrats, with and without the inclusion of ideology.
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more successful than the Republican Party at grooming female candidates who are 
ideologically congruent with the activist base of the party.

Indeed, the main advantage that Democratic women have relative to Republi-
can women is their greater numerical makeup of the primary candidate pool (see 
also Burrell 2014). In the sample here, women constitute 18% of Democratic pri-
mary candidates but only 11% of Republican primary candidates, and Democratic 
women candidates outnumber Republican women more than one and a half to one. 
This amounts to a difference of about 300 women candidates during this time period 
(870 Democratic women and 570 Republican women). Of the women who ran, 482 
Democratic women and 273 Republican women won (55% and 48%, respectively). 
Thus, Democratic women win the primary at a slightly higher rate due in part to 
their liberal ideological leanings; and despite their slight disadvantage in the gen-
eral election, they are much more numerous in the candidate pool than Republican 
women. Although factors such as incumbency, campaign resources, and patterns 
of electoral competition have a far greater impact on election outcomes than can-
didate sex, ideology and gender do intersect in ways that contribute to the steady 
increase in the number of the Democratic women and the widening of the partisan 
gap among women in Congress.

Conclusion

This article builds on the gender and politics literature in several important ways. 
First, I draw on a new dataset of U.S. House candidates to provide a systematic analy-
sis of candidate sex, ideology, and primary and general election outcomes from 1980 
to 2012. Previous research has shown that gender-ideology stereotypes affect the per-
ceived distance between voters and female candidates, yet data limitations have hin-
dered an analysis of gender, ideology, and actual election results. At the same time, 
a growing number of scholars have suggested that factors other than candidate sex 
play a more prominent role in American elections, and the divides are often along 
ideological and partisan lines in the contemporary context. Indeed, I find little evi-
dence that the relationship between candidate ideology and election outcomes differs 
for men and women. Furthermore, in comparisons of ideologically similar male and 
female primary competitors, Republican women do not fare significantly worse nor 
do Democratic women fare significantly better than their male counterparts. Tradi-
tional variables such as incumbency, campaign resources, and district partisanship 
are strongly associated with electoral success. The influence of incumbency in par-
ticular in both primary and general elections is consistent with a long line of research 
and highlights the key role that seat type plays in congressional elections.

Second, candidate ideology and sex do interact and intersect in other ways that 
contribute to recent partisan trends in women’s representation. Democratic women 
have remained to the left of their male counterparts, and they are advantaged, how-
ever slightly, in primaries over Republican women as well as Democratic men. 
Moreover, liberal Democratic women far outnumber conservative Republican 
women in the pool of primary candidates. The higher rate of victory for Democratic 
women and their larger presence in the candidate pool bode well for future patterns 
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of women’s representation in the Democratic Party. By comparison, Republican 
women are dramatically underrepresented in the candidate pool, and Republican 
women as a group face much higher barriers to equal political representation than 
Democratic women. Burrell (2014) also details the large differences in the number 
and success rates of Republican and Democratic women, and more attention should 
be given to the partisan distribution of the pool of female candidates in addition to 
on average victory patterns and rates of candidate entry.

Third, the findings demonstrate how the composition of congressional candi-
dates has changed over the last thirty years. Ideology has become a central part of 
American politics, and it shapes who runs for Congress as well as their behavior in 
office (Osborn 2012; Thomsen 2015). Male and female candidates, winners as well 
as losers, are now first and foremost partisans who adhere to the party line. These 
ideological shifts have profound consequences for the policymaking process, and 
particularly for debates on women’s issues. In the contemporary partisan environ-
ment, male and female legislators enter office with a strong party identity, and they 
have diverse ideas about how to represent the interests of their constituents (Osborn 
2012). While women’s issues have historically been associated with feminist values, 
conservative women are instead likely to pursue policies that are linked with tradi-
tional family values (Osborn 2012; Swers 2014). And even in cases where women 
would be inclined to find common ground, the gulf in the political middle further 
limits the legislative opportunities for women to do so.

Finally, the results highlight the importance of using a variety of methodological 
approaches to tackle broad questions in gender and politics. Experimental studies 
and individual-level analyses of voter perceptions help us to understand the micro-
processes that underlie macro-level trends, yet it is also important to examine how 
these processes map on to the broader political environment. Electoral and partisan 
dynamics have a significant impact on election outcomes for both male and female 
candidates, and future research on women’s underrepresentation should consider 
how to include contextual variables more prominently in our designs and analyses. 
Understanding the linkages between candidate sex and a host of other factors is cru-
cial for considering remedies to the dearth of women in office. The electoral envi-
ronment intersects with gender in some ways and not others, and it is valuable to test 
our expectations across contexts and with multiple types of data. Only then can we 
gain better insights into gender bias in elections and the various causes of women’s 
underrepresentation in elected office.
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See Figs. 4, 5, and 6 and Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.
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Fig. 4   Marginal effect of con-
servatism on primary election 
victory, by party. Note Values 
are calculated from the models 
in Table 1. The graphs show the 
marginal effect of ideological 
conservatism on primary elec-
tion victory by party. The effect 
is positive for Republicans and 
negative for Democrats, but 
it does not differ for male and 
female candidates in either party
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Fig. 5   Marginal effect of con-
servatism on general election 
victory, by party. Note Values 
are calculated from the models 
in Table 1. The graphs show the 
marginal effect of ideological 
conservatism on general election 
victory by party. The effect is 
negative for Republicans and 
positive for Democrats, but it 
does not differ for male and 
female candidates in either party
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Table 3   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary and general election outcomes, with partisan eras

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win Primary Election DV: Win General Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats) (3: Republicans) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.03** (0.01) − 0.07** (0.01) − 0.09** (0.01) 0.10** (0.01)
Woman − 0.04 (0.03) 0.06* (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) − 0.06* (0.02)
Ideological conserva-

tism × woman
0.02 (0.03) 0.02 (0.02) − 0.03 (0.03) − 0.04 (0.02)

Incumbent 0.42** (0.01) 0.42** (0.01) 0.65** (0.01) 0.62** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates − 0.08** (0.01) − 0.06** (0.01) 0.05** (0.01) 0.04** (0.00)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) − 0.00 (0.00)

Logged campaign receipts 0.06** (0.00) 0.05** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.13** (0.04) − 0.22** (0.03) − 0.02 (0.04) 0.08 (0.05)
Republican presidential vote 

share
− 0.11** (0.01) 0.06** (0.00) 0.10** (0.00) − 0.09** (0.00)

First partisan era (1980–1992) 0.04 (0.02) 0.05* (0.02) 0.04 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)
Second partisan era (1994–

2004)
0.05* (0.02) − 0.02 (0.02) 0.04 (0.02) 0.00 (0.02)

Constant 0.40** (0.07) − 0.21* (0.10) − 0.46** (0.08) 0.29** (0.08)
Number of observations 5097 4933 5735 5973
R2 0.34 0.39 0.69 0.70
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Table 5   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary and general election outcomes, logistic regression models

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are logistic regression coefficients with stand-
ard errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win Primary Election DV: Win General Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats) (3: Republicans) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.41** (0.09) − 0.48** (0.09) − 2.34** (0.26) 1.68** (0.20)
Woman − 0.26 (0.23) 0.24 (0.17) − 0.22 (0.50) − 0.67 (0.47)
Ideological conserva-

tism × woman
0.08 (0.20) 0.07 (0.15) − 0.03 (0.55) − 0.33 (0.47)

Incumbent 3.18** (0.29) 3.61** (0.23) 4.20** (0.15) 4.05** (0.15)
Number of primary candidates − 0.47** (0.04) − 0.36** (0.03) 0.55** (0.09) 0.27** (0.07)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.02** (0.00) 0.01** (0.00) − 0.03** (0.01) − 0.02** (0.01)

Logged campaign receipts 0.57** (0.05) 0.41** (0.04) 0.37** (0.04) 0.46** (0.04)
Extreme ideologue − 1.09** (0.34) − 1.88** (0.37) − 3.21** (0.84) 0.21 (0.87)
Republican presidential vote 

share
− 0.70** (0.04) 0.49** (0.04) 1.86** (0.09) − 1.84** (0.09)

Constant − 2.99** (0.65) − 6.76** (0.72) − 14.97** (0.98) 2.89** (0.90)
Number of observations 5097 4933 5735 5973
Log-likelihood − 2379.89 − 2126.48 − 1243.03 − 1185.89

Table 6   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary and general election outcomes, reduced models

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win Primary Election DV: Win General Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats) (3: Republicans) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.02 (0.01) − 0.04** (0.01) − 0.04** (0.01) 0.08** (0.01)
Woman − 0.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.03) − 0.03 (0.04) − 0.00 (0.03)
Ideological conserva-

tism × woman
0.01 (0.03) 0.00 (0.03) − 0.01 (0.04) − 0.02 (0.03)

Incumbent 0.54** (0.01) 0.54** (0.01) 0.75** (0.01) 0.76** (0.01)
Constant 0.40** (0.01) 0.40** (0.01) 0.22** (0.01) 0.23** (0.01)
Number of observations 5097 4936 5735 5981
R2 0.15 0.22 0.59 0.63
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Table 7   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary and general election vote share

Source: Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with stand-
ard errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Primary Election Vote Share DV: General Election Vote Share

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats) (3: Republicans) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.00 (0.00) − 0.02** (0.00) − 0.03** (0.00) 0.05** (0.00)
Woman − 0.03* (0.01) 0.03** (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) − 0.02** (0.01)
Ideological conserva-

tism × woman
0.02 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) − 0.02 (0.01) − 0.03** (0.01)

Incumbent 0.27** (0.01) 0.29** (0.01) 0.18** (0.00) 0.15** (0.00)
Number of primary candidates − 0.11** (0.01) − 0.08** (0.01) 0.01** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00) − 0.00 (0.00) − 0.00 (0.00)

Logged campaign receipts 0.02** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00) 0.01** (0.00) 0.01** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.07** (0.01) − 0.10** (0.01) − 0.04** (0.01) 0.00 (0.02)
Republican presidential vote 

share
− 0.04** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00) 0.06** (0.00) − 0.07** (0.00)

Constant 0.57** (0.03) 0.29** (0.04) − 0.05** (0.02) 0.75** (0.02)
Number of observations 5097 4933 5735 5973
R2 0.67 0.68 0.81 0.82

Table 8   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary election outcomes, with candidate quality (among non-
incumbents)

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Quality candidate data are from Pettigrew et  al. 
(2014) and they extend from 2000 to 2010. Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard errors 
in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win Primary Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism 0.03 (0.02) − 0.02 (0.02)
Woman − 0.03 (0.05) 0.10 (0.06)
Ideological conservatism × woman − 0.00 (0.04) 0.01 (0.05)
Quality candidate 0.23** (0.03) 0.19** (0.03)
Number of primary candidates − 0.06** (0.01) − 0.12** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates squared 0.00* (0.00) 0.01** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.23* * (0.05) − 0.27** (0.06)
Republican presidential vote share − 0.11** (0.01) 0.11** (0.01)
Constant 0.85** (0.15) 0.08 (0.16)
Number of observations 1566 1096
R2 0.16 0.20
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Table 9   Candidate ideology, sex, and primary election outcomes (without interaction)

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0

DV: Win Primary Election DV: Win Primary Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Republicans) (3: Democrats) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism – 0.04** (0.01) – − 0.06** (0.01)
Woman − 0.03 (0.02) − 0.03 (0.02) 0.05** (0.02) 0.04* (0.02)
Incumbent 0.41** (0.01) 0.42** (0.01) 0.41** (0.01) 0.42** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates − 0.08** (0.01) − 0.08** (0.01) − 0.07** (0.01) − 0.06** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00) 0.00** (0.00)

Logged campaign receipts 0.06** (0.00) 0.06** (0.00) 0.05** (0.00) 0.05** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.12** (0.03) − 0.13** (0.04) − 0.20** (0.03) − 0.22** (0.03)
Republican presidential vote 

share
− 0.11** (0.01) − 0.11** (0.01) 0.06** (0.00) 0.06** (0.00)

Constant 0.46** (0.06) 0.40** (0.07) − 0.13 (0.10) − 0.21* (0.10)
Number of observations 5097 5097 4933 4933
R2 0.34 0.34 0.38 0.39

Table 10   Candidate ideology, sex, and general election outcomes (without interaction)

Source Ideology estimates are from Bonica (2014). Entries are OLS regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects
**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

DV: Win General Election DV: Win General Election

(1: Republicans) (2: Republicans) (3: Democrats) (4: Democrats)

Ideological conservatism – − 0.10** (0.01) – 0.09** (0.01)
Woman − 0.01 (0.01) − 0.02 (0.01) − 0.04** (0.01) − 0.03* (0.01)
Incumbent 0.68** (0.01) 0.65** (0.01) 0.65** (0.01) 0.62** (0.01)
Number of primary candidates 0.05** (0.01) 0.05** (0.01) 0.04** (0.01) 0.04** (0.00)
Number of primary candidates 

squared
0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) − 0.00* (0.00) − 0.00 (0.00)

Logged campaign receipts 0.02** (0.00) 0.02** (0.00) 0.03** (0.00) 0.03** (0.00)
Extreme ideologue − 0.01 (0.04) − 0.02 (0.04) 0.03 (0.04) 0.09* (0.05)
Republican presidential vote 

share
0.10** (0.00) 0.10** (0.00) − 0.09** (0.00) − 0.09** (0.00)

Constant − 0.59** (0.08) − 0.46** (0.08) 0.15 (0.08) 0.28** (0.08)
Number of observations 5735 5735 5973 5973
R2 0.69 0.69 0.70 0.70
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