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ABSTRACT: Who emerges as a candidate? This paper examines the decision to run for office among a 

group of highly ambitious women—participants in an intensive campaign-training program run by 

Emerge America—through interviews, qualitative data, and statistical analysis of an original survey 

in which 37% (n=702) of all Emerge alumnae participated. Drawing on theories from the political 

economy of gender literature, we argue that expressive ambition – the decision to file among those 

who want political jobs – may be influenced by income constraints and the gender division of labor 

in the household. Prospective female candidates may face an income constraint, where women from 

poorer households are less able to take on political roles, and a breadwinner constraint, where those 

who contribute more to overall household income emerge less often. We do not find an income 

effect, but provide evidence using multiple types of data that breadwinning negatively affects 

expressive ambition. 
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Why do some people who long to be politically involved emerge as candidates while others 

stay out of the electoral fray? In the American political system, where candidates for office mostly 

self-nominate, an individual’s aspiration to hold a public position – their “political ambition” – plays 

a large role in determining who ends up in the electoral arena (Schlesinger 1966). A key explanation 

for the persistent under-representation of women in public life has been that men and women have 

differential levels of ambition, which reduces women’s propensity to run for office (e.g., Fox and 

Lawless 2004; Lawless and Fox 2005, 2010). Although early scholarship on women’s ambition 

emphasized the economic and social structures that made political participation more difficult for 

women (e.g. Rule 1981; Sapiro 1982), over the past two decades, scholarship on the dearth of female 

candidates has focused more on institutional and perceptual concerns than material resources.2 More 

recently, women’s perceptions of the political environment and their attendant chances of success 

have dominated explanations of women’s under-representation.3 The gendered distribution of 

resources (both overall and within households) has not been as central to the study of political 

ambition, or has been explicitly discounted.4 

Though resource constraints may not correlate with political ambition in general, we argue 

that they matter tremendously for converting women with “nascent political ambition” (Fox and 

Lawless 2005) into actual candidates. In other words, when we focus on groups of women that are 
                                                
2 E.g., Ladam, Harden, and Windett 2018. For institutional accounts of women’s under-

representation see: Fox and Lawless 2011; Moore 2005; Palmer and Simon 2012; Sanbonmatsu 

2002, 2006.  

3 Barber, Butler, and Preece 2016; Kanthak and Woon 2015; Schneider et al. 2015; Maestas et al 

2006; Fulton et al 2006, but see Karpowitz, Monson, and Preece 2017 for an exception that ties 

together perceptions and party recruitment.  

4 Fox and Lawless 2014b and Lawless 2014; but c.f. Crowder-Meyer 2018.  
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further up the pipeline to political office, structural constraints may be an important part of 

conversion to candidacy. Specifically, for this group of politically interested women, we are curious 

about how the overall size of household income, and the distribution of income-earning 

responsibilities, influence whether women with nascent political ambition actually emerge as 

candidates. 

Theoretically, an income effect would influence the decision to run for office if, like “normal 

goods” in economics, wealthier people are more likely to become political candidates.5 In other 

words, we would observe a candidacy-income effect if higher incomes allow wealthier women to 

invest time in political service, while lower income depresses women’s emergence as candidates. We 

further theorize that even highly ambitious women might be subject to a breadwinner constraint: if they 

are responsible for the lion’s share of their household income, their conversion to candidacy may be 

lower relative to women who are not primary breadwinners. Further, the impact of breadwinning 

and income effects may depend on household composition. Familial responsibilities may interact 

with the allocation of financial responsibility within households, such that women without children, 

even if they are responsible for a large portion of household income, may be likelier to run.  

We study whether the decision to run is affected by income constraints, breadwinning 

constraints, or their interaction, by focusing on an unusual group of women who have already 

committed time, money, and energy to a political bid, but who vary in their decisions to seek office. 

Specifically, we examine the decision to run among the politically ambitious women who have both 

self-selected and been screened into one of the state affiliates of Emerge America, a well-known 

national candidate training program for Democratic women.6 Although it started out as a California-
                                                
5 They are; see Carnes 2012, 2016. 

6 Candidate training organizations have become increasingly common across the U.S. and abroad. 

See Kreitzer and Osborne 2018 and Piscopo 2018.  
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only venture, there are currently state-level Emerge training programs in 25 of the 50 states, with 

more added each year. Emerge boasts a high rate of conversion: of those who enroll in the intensive 

course, the organization estimates that a whopping 50 percent end up running for or securing 

appointment to political office.7 Yet this means, by extension, that about half of the women who 

enrolled in the program did not run. Our study utilizes several novel sources of data to understand 

these decisions including participant-observation in training sessions, interviews, intake and selection 

process records, and a detailed online survey from 2016 in which 702 of the then-2083 alumnae (37 

percent) participated.8  

Within this group of motivated women we find that the intra-household allocation of 

financial responsibilities are a critical and under appreciated part of what Fox and Lawless (2005) 

term “expressive ambition,” the conversion of nascent ambition into real candidacies. Some key 

findings from this project stand out. First, we present new evidence in line with a “breadwinner” 

constraint: women who contributed more than 50 percent of their household’s income were 8 

percentage points less likely to run than those who contributed less than half. Further, we find that 

breadwinner effects operate differently for women depending on family configuration. Women who 

were partnered (e.g., cohabitating or married) and not breadwinners had the highest rates of 

candidacy, while partnered women with heavy financial responsibilities and unpartnered women, 

were the least likely to throw their hats into the ring.  

                                                
7 This number is Emerge’s estimate; it is close to what our survey obtains. We believe alumnae who 

ran were as likely to answer our survey. See Appendix H.  

8 Before drafting the survey, we conducted participant observation during 140 hours of Emerge 

training sessions in 2015-2016, and interviewed approximately 35 participants, staff, and consultants 

to gain insight into attendees’ decision-making processes.  
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After describing the survey and presenting both qualitative and quantitative results, we 

consider the internal validity and generalizability of these findings. We consider whether the cost of 

running campaigns is a confounding variable, whether Emerge’s selection process attenuates the 

income effect, and whether breadwinner status presents different issues for women than for men.9 

In light of citizens’ preferences for female candidates that are both highly successful and have the 

trappings of family life (Gimenez et al. 2019), we conclude by considering the programmatic 

implications of breadwinning constraints, suggesting that childcare allowances may be a way that 

campaign finance reform can increase women’s expressive ambition.  

Political Ambition and Candidate Emergence 

 The concept of political ambition has a long scholarly pedigree. Starting in the mid-1960s, 

scholars began to theorize political ambition as it related to opportunities to become politically 

engaged.10 For early scholars, ambition was not “free floating” (Schlesinger 1966), but rather highly 

situational, responding to immediate forces in the political environment and based on rational 

decision-making about the costs and benefits of holding office, and likelihood of winning (Black 

(1972, 145).11 The next wave of scholarship formalized models of ambition and began identifying its 

                                                
9 For new accounts of women on the right, see Och and Shames (2018). 

10 See also Prewitt & Nolan (1969), Mezey (1970), Browning & Jacob (1964) and Swinerton (1968). 

11 Black disliked the idea of “innate” ambition: “[O]ne should pay much more attention to the 

immediate circumstances surrounding a politician at the time of a decision rather than some set of 

factors in his childhood or elsewhere” (145). 
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levels, effects, constraints, and exceptions.12 This work maintained a strong focus on the effects of 

context on individual political ambition, especially the structural and institutional realities that 

shaped electoral probabilities, but also tempered the “opportunity structure” view with an 

understanding that aspirational goals could simultaneously produce (or inflame) political ambition.13  

Without a doubt, the archetypical candidate in the first generation of ambition studies was 

male. But beginning in the early 1980s, gender scholars turned to ambition as a potential cause of 

women’s under-representation in government.14 As Sapiro (1982) noted, the structures and 

constraints differed for women as candidates, especially because the gendered division of labor in 

households put different social demands on women’s time.15 An early-1990s surge of female 

candidates in the U.S. – especially the press-dubbed “year of the woman” in 1992 – excited interest 

in the women and politics subfield within political science.16 Threaded through this body of work is 

a debate about whether resource constraints – women’s greater family and household responsibilities 

and relatively lower levels of salary, income, and wealth – still constitute a key barrier to women’s 
                                                
12 Hunt and Pendley (1972); Levine and Hyde (1977); Rohde (1979); Brace (1984); Fowler and 

McClure (1989); Kazee (1994); Hall and van Houweling (1995); Box-Steffensmeier (1996); Moncrief, 

Squire, and Jewell (2000); notably, see also Fenno (1978) and Mayhew (1974), on politicians’ desire 

for reelection. 

13 E.g. Fenno’s “good public policy” motivation (1978) or Fowler and McClure’s “political will” to 

win (1989). 

14 Rule (1981); Sapiro (1982). 

15 On the gendered division of household labor and its effect on women’s ambition for leadership 

roles, see Blau and Ferber 1985; Williams 2000; Fels 2004; Hewlett 2007; Crittenden 2002. 

16 On women as candidates and legislators, see: Duke 1993; Carroll 1994; Thomas 1994; on the 

“Year of the Woman,” see Cook et al 1993. 
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candidacies,17 or whether ambition is primarily a characteristic of personality,18 or based on gendered 

motivations, fears, and perceptions of politics and the political environment.19 

 While we cannot hope to settle this debate once and for all, this paper attempts to winnow 

the conversation with novel data. Linking expressive political ambition (i.e. candidate emergence) to 

nascent ambition requires that scholars overcome a formidable challenge: studying people who have 

already decided to run for office is too late in the game to understand the decision-making process, 

but it is difficult to systematically identify plausible candidates who have yet to make the decision to 

run. Some prior work circumvented this problem by surveying a pool of “potential” candidates, such 

as mid-career professionals in the key political feeder careers of law, business, education and 

activism (Fox and Lawless 2004; Lawless and Fox 2005, 2010). Another study further narrowed in 

on the potential pool of candidates by examining ambition in students in prestigious graduate 

programs that have produced many politicians (Shames 2017).20 Focusing on these groups has 
                                                
17 Fox and Lawless, for example, in a sample of 4,000 potential candidates, find “that traditional 

family dynamics do not account for the gender gap in political ambition. Neither marital and 

parental status, nor the division of labor pertaining to household tasks and child care, predicts 

potential candidates’ [nascent] political ambition” (2014, 399).  For contrasting view, see Silbermann 

2015. 

18 See Gaddie (2003); other works are not as explicit, but some, such as Lawless and Fox (2010, 

2005) directly link political ambition to confidence, perhaps even over-confidence, in the case of 

men.  

19 Schneider et al. 2015; Kanthak and Woon 2015; Maestas et al 2006; Fulton et al 2006. 

20 Other work has studied already-elected officials with obvious expressive political ambition (Carroll 

and Sanbonmatsu 2013; Fulton et al 2006; Fowler and McClure 1989), but these samples cannot be 

generalized to non-runners.  
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taught us a tremendous amount, but since most people will never exhibit expressive ambition, this 

research cannot give us leverage on the complex, over-time decision-making process that transforms 

women’s nascent ambition into candidacy. To our knowledge, only Karpowitz, Monson, and Preece 

(2017) have attempted to correct this problem, by running a recruitment field experiment during the 

Republican caucuses.  

In this project, we examine women who have sought candidate training (suggesting nascent 

ambition), but who have not yet sought office. Our focus is on understanding the relationship 

between the resource constraints shaping women’s daily lives (especially time and money) and their 

emergence (or not) as candidates. Because household work is still deeply uneven between the sexes, 

we would expect women, especially those facing competing work and family demands, to be less 

politically active and to be less represented in leadership.21 Holding office, in particular, is often a 

non-paid or poorly-paid second job, and only at higher levels of office does it usually come with a 

regular salary, meaning that the financial opportunity costs of politics can be quite high indeed.22  

From this research we propose two theoretical mechanisms that link structural/resource 

factors to women’s decision to emerge as a political candidate: an income constraint and a 

breadwinning constraint. We theorize that an income constraint means that women who are more 

resource-constrained will be less likely to run for office, while women who are wealthier may be able 

to invest time in political service. However, the absolute size of one’s household income might have 

less of an impact than who produces it; we thus also test for the influence of a breadwinner constraint 

for women who earn the lion’s share of their household’s income. Finally, we expect that these 

effects will also depend on household composition. Women who are not partnered with a second 
                                                
21 Williams 2000; Thomas 2002; Hochschild and Machung 2012; Hewlett 2007; Iverson and 

Rosenbluth 2010; Teele, Kalla, and Rosenbluth 2018; Burns, Schlozman, Verba 2001. 

22 Shames 2017. 
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income-earner, or women who are partnered but who bring in the larger share of their household’s 

income, may rationally need to focus their time and energy on “breadwinning” rather than 

extracurricular pursuits (particularly if unpaid or poorly-paid, as is the case with most political 

offices). Our survey results, which cover both household income and respondents’ contributions to 

that income, allow us to examine directly these theorized channels of candidate emergence and their 

potential intersections.  

Nuts and Bolts of the Emerge Study 

Emerge America, first established as Emerge California in 2002, is a widely-known national 

organization that trains Democratic women to run for office. With chapters now in 25 states, and 

813 candidates standing for office in 2018 alone, it is now among the largest and most visible 

programs of its kind.23 Aimed at “building the farm team” for the Democratic Party by getting high-

quality female candidates into state and local offices, Emerge provides comprehensive training 

across multiple domains, including public speaking, fundraising, field operations, messaging, and 

ethics. Though the schedule of training varies across the state chapters, each state’s program 

provides at least 70 hours of trainings led by national and local political consultants and experts.  

 In collaboration with the national office of Emerge America, we began our study of the 

decision to run among Emerge alumnae through participant observation of training sessions in the 

California chapter (the largest and oldest state affiliate) from 2015 to 2016. To this we added about 

60 combined hours of fieldwork in 2015-2016 and interviews of three leading national office staff 

members and eight state-level executive directors. From these conversations we compiled a set of 

questions and three sources of data to learn about the women who pass through Emerge. These 

                                                
23 Emerge America 2018. 
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qualitative observations informed our decisions to collect the data for the paper, which includes 1.) 

intake data: the initial demographic details filled out for all actual program participants which we 

use to understand the representativeness of respondents to the alumnae survey; 2.) screening data: 

records of screening interviews for more than 200 applicants to Emerge California from 2008-2012 

which we use to understand the mechanism of selection into the program;24 and 3.) our alumnae 

survey: an original survey enumerated to Emerge America alumnae who completed the program 

from 2003-2016.  

 Survey Recruitment: From 2003 to 2016, across all state branches, Emerge ushered 2083 

women through its program. This roster produced a list of 1953 alumnae with valid email address. 

Using this email database and Qualtrics, we recruited Emerge alumnae from all existing state 

affiliates (16 in 2015) to participate in our survey during an eleven-week period from May to August 

2016. In total, 702 women answered the survey. The survey received a final response rate of 37 

percent if considering only those with valid contact information, or 35 percent if including all known 

alumnae. Alumnae who had not taken or finished the survey were re-contacted via email after three 

weeks, six weeks, eleven weeks, and twelve weeks (the week before the survey was set to close). In 

the final week of the survey, alumnae were also contacted by phone by Emerge state executive 

directors and staff to ask for their participation.  

Survey Design and Analysis: Our fifteen-minute survey was designed to gather data related to 

several theoretical branches of the women’s emergence literature including 1.) resource and 

demographic factors, such as income, race, and geographic location; 2.) perceptions of and 

responsiveness to political and institutional constraints, such as local party and other support and 

                                                
24 An example interview assessment is shown in Appendix A.  
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open seats, and 3.) motivations toward and fears about running for office, including concerns about 

loss of privacy, facing discrimination from voters, and a like or dislike of competition.25  

In this paper, our primary dependent variable is the decision to run. Although we are 

interested in aggregate run rates among Emerge alumnae, in practice survey respondents fall into 

three categories: (1) those graduates who had run for office prior to attending the Emerge training 

(16 percent of respondents), (2) those who ran for office after completing the training (32 percent), 

and (3) those who had never run by the time of the survey (52 percent).26 We refer to alumnae that 

had not run prior to their Emerge training as “political novices.” Though we make reference across 

all these groups when pertinent, our primary focus will be on the decisions of political novices: those 

who could emerge as candidates for the first time after completing the program. 

Why Not Run for Office? Evidence from Open-Ended Answers 

As a first pass at understanding the decision to emerge as political candidates we analyzed 

open-ended responses to the following survey question, shown only to those who indicated they had 

not yet run for office at the time of the survey: “There are a lot of important reasons why people decide not to 

run for political office or find they are no longer able to. Why haven’t you run for office yet?”  

In reading the responses, we were struck by the prominence of the discussion of work-life 

balance issues, especially those related to time and money. Noting this and other key themes that 

stood out from the hundreds of open-ended answers, we coded four general types of response: 

those focused on structural factors and resources (marriage; personal financial situation or time 

                                                
25 Full survey instrument available upon request. Appendix B lists the key variables. 

26 Percentages are based on the 665 respondents who answered the questions about having run 

before. 
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commitments, such as mentions of salary, commute, time with children, etc.); those focused on the 

local political environment (such as mentions of an entrenched incumbent or living in a red versus blue 

district); those relating to fears or negative perceptions of the electoral process (such as being afraid of racial 

discrimination or not wanting one’s family’s privacy to be invaded); and lack of intrinsic motivation 

(such as lacking the desire to serve). 

Table 1 presents examples of the kinds of answers counted within each coding category, and 

Figure 1 displays the prevalence of answers in each category for respondents that did not seek 

office.27 As the figure shows, the most commonly cited reasons for not running were 

structural/resource constraints; just over half (52 percent) of non-runners cited these factors as their 

primary concern. In addition, and consistent with arguments that the political opportunity structure 

is a key factor in expressive ambition, 46 percent who had not run discussed the 

political/institutional environment.28 We return to this issue in the discussion. Another 27 percent 

cited concerns or fears about the act of running,29 and 25 percent cited a lack of motivation to seek 

or hold office as opposed to doing other work (volunteering, or behind-the-scenes politics, say) that 

felt more meaningful.30 All of these explanations, in other words, were prevalent in the minds of 

Emerge Alumnae, although the structural explanations—left un- or under-explored in much recent 

research on women’s ambitions – were the most common. 

 
                                                
27 Responses could count in more than one category; totals thus do not sum to 100. In Appendix C 

we constrained the coding so that each response could only fit into one category; the results are not 

meaningfully different. 

28 E.g. Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2013; Dittmar 2015; Sanbonmatsu 2002. 

29 E.g. Schneider et al 2016; Kanthak and Woon 2015. 

30 E.g. Shames 2017; Schneider et al 2016; Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2013. 
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Figure 1: Deterrent Factors in Candidate Emergence 

 

Note: Open-ended coding applies to respondents who had not run for office. Percentage gives the number of 

responses fitting into that category out of the total number of responses. The long form responses could 

count for multiple categories, so the total exceeds 100%.  

 

Given the prominence of structural/resource themes in Emerge alumnae’s descriptions of 

their choices, we begin our statistical analysis by examining these factors in the survey data. In 

particular, we wanted to understand the ways that household income and women’s contribution to 

the family budget might play into the probability that alumnae would run for office.  
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Table 1. Qualitative Data Coded from Open-Ended Answers 

CATEGORY EXAMPLE 
Structural 
factors and 
resources  

• “Afraid of my Debt, and not having money to live or someone to take care of my 
daughter” 

• “Financial obligations (student loans, in particular).” 
• “I don't have the time and energy that it will take to do the job well. I am too busy 

with my job and parenting. I learned that campaigning is a full time job. I would love 
to run but I honestly don't know how working people and especially working parents 
can do it.” 

• “I was caring for an ill parent and I wanted my son to graduate from high school 
first.” 

Local Political 
Environment 

• “I live in a very conservative, Republican area and I'm LGBT so it would be almost 
impossible to win.” 

• “Incumbent very well liked.” 

• “Not the right opening.” 
•  “I recently returned to the state after a 5 year absence and am not invested in a 

particular community yet.” 
• “Determined that I'm better behind the scenes and don't want to run. Also DC does 

not have actual voting rights and the City Council is a mess.” (note: this would be 
coded as “Motivational” also) 

Fears/Negative 
Perceptions of 
Electoral 
Process 

• “…I don't like the exposure and ugliness of campaigns.” 
• “I value my privacy too much.” 
• “Afraid of the personal scrutiny, dislike fundraising and not good at answering 

questions on the fly.” 
• “Concerned about the economic impact on my family as I am the primary wage 

earner. Secondary concern at having my personal life or private medical decisions 
publicly trashed by negative campaigning.” (note: this would be coded as “Resource-
Based” also) 

Lack of 
Intrinsic 
Motivation 

• “I have other gifts to share as an educayor [sic]” 
• “I don't have the desire to serve in public office.” 
• “Hate politics” 
• “I'm demoralized by politics in general, and the Democratic party in specific. I would 

run for local office in a nonpartisan race because I would feel like my work actually 
mattered.” (note: this would be coded “Political Environment” also.) 
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Breadwinner Effects and the Decision to Run  

Arguments about the impact of structural/resource characteristics on women’s position in the 

economy and public sphere suggest that because home and child work is still deeply uneven between 

the sexes, we would expect women, especially those facing competing work and family demands, to 

be less represented in leadership.31 From this research, we derived two theoretical mechanisms that 

link structural factors to link the women’s nascent ambition to their expressive ambition:  

 

(H1) an income constraint means that women who are more resource-constrained will 

be less likely to run for office, while wealthier women will be able to invest time in 

political service.  

 

(H2) a breadwinner constraint suggests that women who are responsible for the 

lion’s share of the household income will be less able, and therefore less likely, to run.  

 

 Is there an income constraint? In the most basic analysis, using simple bivariate 

regressions, we see no relationship between income and candidate emergence, counter to the income 

effect hypothesis, but we do see a negative, statistically significant relationship between share of 

household income contributed and candidate emergence, supporting the breadwinning constraint 

idea. Figure 2, below, presents raw data for the relationship between respondents’ contributions to 

household income and their propensity to run for office after Emerge. On the x-axis for the first 

chart, showing the income constraint, we depict bands of income from $0-$40,000 in $20,000 

                                                
31 Hochschild and Machung 2012; Iverson and Rosenbluth 2010; Hewlett 2007; Crittenden 2002; 

Thomas 2002; Burns et al 2001. 
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increments, up to the final category of $101,000 or more. Though there is a slight rise in propensity 

to run across the distribution, it does not reach statistical significance.32   

                                                
32 Two explanations exist for this lack of relationship: first, censoring income at “$100,000 or more,” 

in the survey gives a coarse measure of wealth, risking a mechanical attenuation of an effect that 

more data on higher incomes would reveal. Second, due to either the potential expense of the 

Emerge program or the admissions process, women in the lower income categories might select or 

be selected out. We return to this possibility in the section on inferential concerns. 
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Figure 2: Income Fails to Predict Emergence (top panel), but Breadwinners Less Likely to 

Run (bottom panel).  

 

Note: Bivariate regression coefficients are reported with 95% confidence intervals. Number of respondents 

in each category is reported in the bubble below each category. Only novices (those who had not run prior to 

the training) are included. Appendix D illustrates the breadwinner plot with all respondents, which shows that 

the results hold (and strengthen) when all graduates are included.  
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Is there a breadwinner constraint? In the lower chart of Figure 2 we show the run rate 

within five categories of household income contribution: those who contributed nothing to their 

household income, those who contributed up to 25 percent, 26-50 percent, 51-75 percent, and those 

who contributed 75 percent or more to their household’s income. Figure 2 reveals that graduates 

have substantial differences in their propensity to run after the program across the breadwinning 

spectrum, but with a recognizable pattern.  

Recall that around 50 percent of political novices ran for office after the Emerge training 

program. We find that that is driven largely by non-breadwinners. Indeed, there is a 13 percentage-

point difference in run rates as we move from women who contribute less than 25 percent of the 

household’s income (around 50 percent ran for office after the Emerge training program) to women 

who contribute more than 25 percent (37 percent ran). Thereafter, the relationship continues to 

slope downward, though less dramatically. For novices, a t-test for the difference between women 

who contributed 0-50% of household income and women who contributed 51-100% is statistically 

distinguishable from zero (p=0.061) with a difference in run rate of -7.98 percentage points. A linear 

OLS regression using all household income categories is also distinguishable from zero (p=0.006 for 

run rate difference of -4.15 percentage points). This means that each categorical jump on the 

distribution of breadwinning decreases the probability that Emerge alumnae ran for office by about 

4 points.33 This initial evidence supports the idea of a breadwinner constraint: as the proportion of 

income that women contributed to the household increases, the likelihood of their running for 

office decreases. 
                                                
33 This finding is not an artifact of clustering in the population included in the study. The bubbles 

denoting bin size indicates that graduates are distributed across the breadwinning spectrum—the 

graduates that contributed nothing to the household income made up 15 percent of the sample 

while those who contributed 51-75 percent of household income made up 26 percent of the sample. 
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Figure 3: Breadwinning Constrains Run Rates, but Income Does Not.  

 

Note: Marginal effects of contribution to household income (left, n=598) and income (right, n=562) on 

likelihood of running for office are reported with 95% confidence intervals. Each successive model includes 

all the variables specified in the previous model. Appendix E provides summary statistics for each variable, 

and F specifies each successive model’s covariates.  
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Figure 3 further investigates the relationships between income, breadwinning, and the 

decision to run by adding control variables in OLS analyses. The coefficient plot on the left shows 

the marginal effect and 95% confidence intervals for percentage contribution to household income, 

for each model specified; the plot on the right shows the same but for total household income. Each 

coefficient plot should be read from top to bottom, as each successive model includes all the 

variables specified in the previous model. For instance, the third model down, “Demographics,” 

adds several demographic variables as controls in addition to Emerge state and year fixed effects 

(“Emerge Fixed Effects”); the fourth model, “Political Environment,” adds political network and 

nascent ambition variables to the demographic variables and Emerge program fixed effects.  

As Figure 3 shows, regardless of model specification, higher household income is 

uncorrelated with the decision to run.34 However, the strength of the breadwinner effect varies 

depending on the right-hand side variables included, though the point estimate is consistently 

negative. The biggest change in estimate occurs when variables related to family structure—marital 

status, having children, and age of children—are added as controls. Why? We hypothesized that 

there might be an interaction effect between these variables and breadwinning that might 

dramatically change the “bite” of the breadwinner constraint. We investigated by testing for a simple 

interaction effect: do women with partners, or women with children, feel the constraints of being a 

breadwinner more or less sharply than those without?   

Figure 4 illustrates that there is a significant interaction between breadwinning and family 

structure. Specifically, mothers feel the bite of breadwinning sharply, while non-mothers do not. The 

interaction effect between motherhood and breadwinning is strongly negative and statistically 
                                                
34 However, as we show in the analysis of intake data below, income is positively correlated with 

enrolling in Emerge’s program. As Carnes (2016) has shown, American politicians tend to come 

from wealthier backgrounds and have higher education attainment than the general population. 
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significant (B=-.07, p=.026). Non-working mothers are the most likely group to run for office, 

presumably because they have support from partners or other family members. In contrast, single 

women and women without children are no more likely to run when they are breadwinners than 

when they are not, and much less likely to run in general. In short, when women bear increasingly 

heavy financial responsibilities—being a solo head of household, and especially raising children—

they are less likely to take the final step to express their ambition. However, having children on its 

own, if one does not have the additional burden of breadwinning, does not depress candidacy. We 

thus see in the quantitative survey data the same sorts of structural/resource constraints that the 

women expressed in their open-ended answers. 

Figure 4: Different Challenges for Breadwinner Mothers.  

 

Note: Bivariate regression coefficients are reported with 95% confidence intervals. Only novices are 

included.  
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Inferential Concerns  

Our ability to make internally valid inferences about the decision to run for office among 

Emerge alumnae requires the absence of two forms of selection bias, and further requires that we 

haven’t overlooked crucial omitted variables. First, respondents to our survey need to be 

representative of the general population of Emerge alumnae. Second, to interpret the breadwinning 

constraint as causally related to emergence, women who enter the program as breadwinners need to 

be similar to those who are not breadwinners. Third, we consider whether the cost of running races 

is an omitted variable. Finally, to consider the general relevance of these inferences, we ask whether 

we should expect similar breadwinning constraints for men.  

Are survey respondents representative of Emerge alumnae? It is important that the 

respondents to our survey are representative of the type of women that enrolled in Emerge. We use 

all available measures from intake data to compare the difference of means for all available social, 

economic, and demographic information between alumnae who took the survey with those who did 

not (Appendix G). For the full sample of Emerge alumnae, on the measurable dimensions of age, 

sexual orientation, and having children, alumnae who took the survey were not demonstrably 

different than those who did not. Yet while 61 percent of alumnae were white, white alumnae 

represented 65 percent of those surveyed and 59 percent of those not surveyed. Finally, alumnae 

from later class years were slightly more likely to take the survey. For the sample of interviewees 

from California where we have better information, we find that alumnae who took the survey were 

not more likely to be union members, to be first generation immigrants, or to be older. Yet those 

with higher family wealth (measured only for one year), and those whose self-reported race is white, 

were more likely to take the survey.  

  Are breadwinners different on other observable characteristics? A second empirical 

concern is that Emerge’s selection process may have resulted in choosing candidates who, along 
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with being breadwinners, were disadvantaged in other ways that relate to the decision to emerge. To 

probe this possibility we examined the selection mechanism into the program using screening data 

(Appendix H).  

Emerge has a competitive interview process where multiple staff members weigh in on a 

candidate’s dedication to running for office, prior service, and star power (in California it could be as 

many as 10 people). From 2008-2012 the California branch interviewed 214 women, 94 of which (45 

percent) enrolled in the program.35 As part of the interview packet, applicants filled in basic 

demographic and employment information. We created a dataset with this information for all 

interviewees, and looked to see whether enrollees that are breadwinners were disadvantaged on 

other observable dimensions at the interview stage.36 Specifically, we know each applicant’s age, race, 

immigrant status, union membership, total household income, and whether the applicant requested 

financial aid to cover the program costs (the appendix contains an example of an application cover 

sheet). Appendix H compares these basic demographic categories for applicants to California’s 

branch that did and did not enroll in the program.37 Importantly, enrollment in the program was 

uncorrelated with the applicant’s age, race, whether they requested financial aid, union membership, 

or whether they were first generation Americans.  

The only variable that stands out for enrollees is household income: enrollees were richer 

(p=0.05, one tailed) than interviewees who did not enroll. However, applicants that indicated they 
                                                
35 We can distinguish between applicants who enrolled and those who did not, but we do not know 

if some of the non-enrollees were offered a spot but refused.  

36 Likely because of legality, the applications did not ask whether the applicant was married with 

kids, employed full time, or whether they contributed to household income (likely these questions 

are illegal).  

37 Note that we do not know, of the non-matriculates, whether they were offered a space. 
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would need financial aid were not disadvantaged in the selection process (supporting Emerge’s claim 

that they are blind to financial need). When we liked the screening data to intake information about 

enrollees, we found no meaningful correlation between total household income and breadwinning 

(Pearson’s r=-0.12, p=0.99). In other words, Emerge did not select seemingly accomplished 

breadwinning women from poorer households, but instead tended to select women from wealthier 

backgrounds, regardless of breadwinning.  

This may bear on our earlier (lack of) evidence for an income constraint. If Emerge is more 

likely to admit women from wealthy families, this could attenuate the effect of income in our 

statistical analyses by removing variation from the lower end of the scale. Read in that light, it 

suggests that one potential avenue by which income “bites” could be through elite gate-keeping, 

rather than through the individual woman’s self-selection into or out of politics.  

Costs of entering elections. Are the effects that we observe related to the costs of entering 

a political race? Most novice enrollees that ran did so in local races – only three novices in our 

dataset ran in national races. Among the enrollees who ran, breadwinners were slightly more likely to 

enter the least expensive races (such as local party committee positions) than they were to run in 

difficult-to-enter races, such as state senate races, but these differences were not statistically 

significant. In local party races (n=110), 60% of entrants were breadwinners; in city races (n=68), 

breadwinners made up 49% of entrants; and in state-level races (n=72), 51% were breadwinners. In 

contrast, among women who did not run (n=346), 63% are breadwinners. In other words, most 

breadwinners opted out of running at all, rather than selecting into less time- or cost-intensive races. 

We find no differences in average income by the level of office women sought.  

What about men? A final concern in interpreting breadwinning as a fundamental problem 

for women’s political emergence is that it assumes men and women to be fundamentally different. 

Men who are breadwinners, who face similar levels of risk (if they lose income) and time constraints, 
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may also have lower political ambition. So what can we concluded grom these data on a women-

only program? 

 Feminist scholars have long stressed that gender dynamics present greater burdens for 

working women than working men insofar as household labor is still largely a woman’s domain (see 

Bianchi et al. 2012 Hook 2017, Iversen and Rosenbluth 2006, Teele et al. 2018). Yet it is an 

empirical question whether structural or resource constraints impinge on the expression of political 

ambition in a similar fashion for men and women. We cannot tackle this question directly using our 

data, but can gain some insight into this question comparing our findings to others’ work.  

In a series of papers utilizing their Citizen Political Ambition Survey, Lawless and Fox (2004, 

2014a) and Lawless (2014) have argued that women’s under-representation stems primarily from 

women having less nascent political ambition than men. Fox and Lawless (2014b) examine the issue 

of the family’s role in women’s political ambition by comparing the average self-reported ambition 

of women and men in feeder careers (such as law and business) across variables such as whether 

they are married, have children, do the majority of childcare or housework, and so on. They note 

that there are big differences in the baseline reported ambition between men and women (62 percent 

of men in these feeder fields voice nascent ambition, compared to 45 percent of women, a 17 

percentage point gap), but argue that the size of the ambition gap is not influenced by gender 

differences in household labor.38  

Our study, however, suggests that for the most likely female candidates -- relatively elite 

Democrats who have been trained as candidates -- the conversion of nascent into expressive 

ambition is indeed correlated with household labor configuration, to wit, with breadwinning. Since 

42 percent of all Emerge novices eventually ran for office, compared with 56 percent among non-
                                                
38 Note however that Carroll and Sanbonmatsu (2013) take issue with the idea of the “feeder fields” 

being an equal pathway to politics for men and women. 
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breadwinners, breadwinning is associated with a 14 point gap in expressive ambition. To put this 

figure in context, this difference is larger than the gender gap in expressive ambition in the Citizen 

Ambition Survey, which finds that 12 percent of men actually ran for office, compared with six 

percent of women (a six point gap).39 In other words, for the most politically ambitious women (the 

sort that complete the Emerge training program), the 14 point breadwinner effect is more than 

double the size of the long-touted gender gap in expressive ambition (6 points), and nearly the size 

of the gender gap in nascent ambition (17 points) identified in the Citizen Ambition Survey.  

 Other studies, while not as directly related, give useful hints. Shames (2017) studies political 

ambition in a sample of elite graduate students in law and policy schools to investigate decision-

making calculi “upstream” of the Lawless and Fox sample. Although the average age of the sample 

is young (25), more than a quarter of respondents were partnered or married, and in that subgroup, 

women were already doing more of the household work.40 This finding is securely supported by 

decades of time-diary and other studies showing that although men today are doing more parenting 

and housework than their fathers and grandfathers did, women continue to spend more time than 

men in these activities.41 And while it addressed participation far more generally and not running for 

office specifically, the largest to-date study of the gender gap in political participation in the United 

States found that even when men worked more hours in paid jobs, they also had more leisure time 

available for politics than did women (Burns et al. 2001: chapter 7).  

 Recent reports from Pew and McKinsey, looking at gender and breadwinning in the general 

population, show that far more women than men are non-partnered breadwinners for families. Pew 
                                                
39 Authors’ calculations based on Fox and Lawless (2004, figure 1) and sample sizes.  

40 Shames 2017. 

41 Recent sociological surveys of time use in households: Hook 2017; Bianchi et al. 2012. See also 

Hochschild and Machung 2012; Williams 2000.  
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(2013) speaks in particular of the rising trend of “breadwinner moms,” estimating that now about 4 

in 10 children grow up in households run by an un-partnered woman.42 In addition, a 

WSJ/McKinsey research project from 2012, which surveyed over 4,000 employees at fourteen major 

companies, found that about half of the women in their sample were simultaneously primary 

breadwinners and primary caregivers, while most of the men who reported being breadwinners were 

not primary caregivers.43 In other words, even if breadwinning affected men and women in the same 

way, since there are far more female breadwinner-caregivers more women than men would be 

impacted by these constraints.44  

                                                
42 The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that 17.2 million children live with a mother only, compared 

with 3.0 million living with a father only, further supporting the point of numerical imbalance in the 

un-partnered-breadwinner situation for women versus men. Houston 2013; see also Pew Research 

Center 2013. 

43 Barsh and Yee 2012, 8. 

44 A final interpretation suggested by a global literature on development incorporates both structural 

and psychological factors. Mothers’ marked sensitivity to the breadwinning constraint may reflect 

the fact that women tend to spend more of their income on their children, improving their 

children’s health and education outcomes (see Duflo 2012). We might thus expect mothers to be 

more reluctant than fathers to campaign and forego income if they see themselves as taking money 

from their children rather than from more emotionally neutral types of spending (e.g., retirement 

savings).    
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 Does Emerge Work?  

A final question to consider is whether the Emerge training program “works” to get more 

women to enter politics.45 This question is especially relevant given that Emerge appears to select 

women from wealthier households (even if they are similar on other dimensions such as race, age, 

immigration and union status). To gain traction on this question we need to know about the “data 

generation process”, in other words, how women are selected into the program.  

During the admissions process, Emerge screens all applications by scoring them on five 

different characteristics: commitment to run for elected office, prior campaign participation, 

leadership, commitment to service, and communication ability (see Appendix A). Each candidate 

can receive up to 25 points, or five points per category, where a 25 indicates “outstanding” 

suitability for the program; however, there is no rule or cut-off used to determine admission. With 

the help of a research assistant, we collected run histories for those California interviewees from 

2008-2012 that did not enrol in the program. 

Women who enrolled in Emerge were much more likely to run for office (53%) than those 

who did not (24%). Even though there was a broad range of interviewer scores among both the 

enrolled (mean=20.4, SD=2.74, min=11, max=25), and the non-enrolled (mean=18.3, SD=3.09, 

min=9, max=25), a difference-of-means tests reveals that the enrolees received higher scores 

(B=2.1, p<.001). Among the non-enrolled, those who requested financial aid had lower screening 

scores (B=-1.65, p=.016), and those with lower screening scores were less likely to run eventually for 

                                                
45 To our knowledge, the only other study to directly test the efficacy of a gender recruitment 

intervention is Karpowitz, Monson, and Preece (2017) experiment with the Republican Caucus in 

Utah, which does not test the effects of a candidate training program—yet such programs have 

spread around the world (Piscopo 2018).  
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office (B=.04, two-tailed t-test p = .005). However, among enrolees, who were more likely to run 

than non-enrolees, neither requests for financial aid nor initial screening scores were associated with 

the run rate.  

We interpret these results to mean that Emerge’s selection bias toward the wealthy could be 

a function of selection based on score: in attempting to identify the most “outstanding” applicants, 

Emerge does a good job identifying those who are likely to run—and the process advantages 

wealthier candidates. This makes sense given that previous research on both men and women has 

found that candidates are richer than average Americans (Carnes 2016). However, once enrolled, the 

program seems to have some “levelling” effect, making even women with low initial scores as likely 

to run as their higher-scoring peers. One might interpret this as evidence of program effectiveness. 

In terms of our specific quantitative findings, either selection bias against poorer candidates 

or the “levelling” effect of the program itself may be responsible for the null effect of household 

income on run rates. Once enrolled, income does not matter for running, but financial responsibility 

is consequential.  

Conclusion  

Recent research on women’s relatively lower political ambition has emphasized the 

importance of both the fear-based and the motivational concerns that keep women out of politics, 

particularly by depressing nascent political ambition. Our work does not diminish these findings, but 

adds that for women who already harbor ambitions for office, their ability to become candidates is 

heavily constrained by how they share financial burdens in the household. Though past research on 

the political economy of gender has often suggested that women’s candidacies would increase as 

they entered the workforce, through acquisition of skills, capital, and social networks (Burns, 

Schlozman, and Verba 2001), more recent work casts doubt on the ability of women with family 



 30 

obligations to overcome hurdles in the electoral arena (Gimenez et al. 2018, Silbermann 2015, Teele 

et al. 2018).  Our findings further suggest incremental change in family roles may not be enough for 

elite women who have been trained as candidates. For this group, women’s breadwinning 

responsibilities—in other words, economic parity with men—may inhibit, rather than promote, 

conversion to candidacy.46  

Most broadly, our evidence points to previously unobserved and important heterogeneity on 

the road to candidate emergence. Women with nascent political ambition may face a different set of 

constraints and motivations than women in political feeder careers. These constraints fall heavily on 

breadwinners (especially mothers), even accounting for demographic differences in income in those 

groups, and selection against less wealthy women during Emerge’s admissions process. To be sure, 

our sample is unusual. But this case study improves our understanding by providing a rare glimpse 

of candidate emergence in the subset of women most likely to run: relatively elite Democratic 

women who have been trained to be candidates.  

Our research suggests that new interventions may be needed to promote women’s 

candidacies, especially as recent work suggests that women’s absence from politics de-legitimates 

democracies.47 Many training programs, such as Emerge America and its state affiliates, work hard to 

address female candidates’ fears, often explicitly basing program choices on the large literature on 

affective deterrents from politics. Yet our data suggests that many of these women are unable to 

become candidates because of their financial responsibilities at home. If political parity with men is 

the goal, future research (including potential randomized controlled trials) must thus explore new 
                                                
46 The roles of wives and husbands in the household are far from equivalent: men’s historical role as 

breadwinners is dependent on women’s role as support for that breadwinner. Even when women 

are breadwinners they rarely have stay-at-home support (Williams 2000). 

47 E.g., Clayton, O’Brien, and Piscopo 2019; Barnes and Burchard 2013.  
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possibilities to alleviate the burden on breadwinners. Such interventions may require much more 

expensive and extensive interventions than repeatedly “asking” women to run. Possibilities might 

include subsidies for candidates’ childcare, “candidate leave” policies that allow women to run while 

retaining all or part of their income, public funding for campaigns to alleviate the time burden of 

fundraising, allowing candidates to use campaign funds as income supplement and/or for childcare, 

and other financial or institutional reforms.  

Ultimately, the vast literature outside of political science testifying to the persistence of 

gender gaps in household and child and elder care work, coupled with the rise of women as 

breadwinners around the world, suggests that our findings have applicability for better 

understanding the factors that influence descriptive representation, in this country and beyond.   
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APPENDIX A – SAMPLE SCREENING DATA 

Figure A.1: Applicant Score Sheets 

 

 

In addition to these score sheets, each applicant has a file of written materials, recommendation 
letters, and interview notes. We compiled all scores and coded all information from notes for the 
screening data discussion in the paper.   
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APPENDIX B – SURVEY INSTRUMENT OVERVIEW 

Training Outcome Measures 

Have you run? 

Have you won? 

(if run) Why did you decide to run? (open-ended) 

(if run) What was the biggest challenge? (open-ended) 

(if run) Do you plan to run again? 

(if yes) When? 

(if no run) Why haven’t you run yet? (open-ended) 

(if no run) Do you still plan to run? 

(if yes) When? 

What assistance could Emerge give? (open-ended) 

 

Demographic and Personal Measures  

Age 

Race 

Marital status 

Children 

Youngest child’s age 

Sexual orientation 

Education level 

Income 

Employment 
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Occupation 

Leadership in occupation 

Breadwinning  

State of residence 

State of training 

Year of training 

Region of residence 

Veteran status 

Distance to state capitol 

Home ownership 

 

Opportunity Structure Measures  

Participation in local Democratic Party   

Time spent on political activities (battery) 

Time spent on non-political activities (battery) 

Reason for attending training 

Local political environment (battery) 

 

Political-Psychology literature Measures 

Discrimination fears (battery) 

Views of politics (battery) 

Traits needed to campaign (battery) 

Traits needed to govern (battery)  



 

 

5 

APPENDIX C – SINGLE CATEGORY QUALITATIVE CODING 

Figure C.1: Single Category Coding of qualitative survey responses. 

 

 

When responses are forced to pertain to one category only, rather than multiple categories, the 

ordering of the categories by frequency does not change from that presented in Figure 1 in the main 

body of the paper, though the percentages decrease by default.  
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APPENDIX D – BREADWINNER EFFECT FOR ALL ALUMNAE 

 

Figure D.1: All Breadwinners Less Likely to Run. Bivariate regression coefficients are reported 

with 95% confidence intervals. Number of respondents in each category is reported in the bubble 

below each category. All Emerge respondents are included.  

 

 

For all respondents, a t-test for the difference between all 0-50% and all 51-100% is significant at 

p=.015 (difference in run rate of -9.67%). A linear OLS regression using all household income 

categories is significant at p=.001 (B=-4.46%). This means that for each income contribution 

category a woman goes up, she is approximately 4.5% less likely to run for office. Because this chart 

includes all women (compared to Figure 3), thanks to increasing sample size each bin has a) a higher 

mean estimate and b) lower variance.     
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APPENDIX E – SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR ANALYZED VARIABLES 

Table E.1: Summary statistics for the covariates used in the multivariate regressions of run rates 
for political novices in Figure 3 in the main body of the text. P-value for the difference of means 
between non-runners (0) and runners (1).  
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APPENDIX F – MULTIVARIATE MODEL SPECIFICATIONS 

 

The models are identical for contribution to household income and total income, so only total 

income is shown below. As with previous figures, every model is run only on the subset of novices. 

Summary statistics for all covariates are provided in Appendix E.  

 

Bivariate:    Run ~ Income 

 

+ Emerge Fixed Effects:  Run ~ Income + State + Emerge Graduation Year 

 

+ Demographics:  Run ~ Income + State + Emerge Graduation Year + Ethnicity + 

Education + Area + LGBT 

 

+ Political Environment:  Run ~ Income + State + Emerge Graduation Year + Ethnicity + 

Education + Area + LGBT + Nascent Ambition + Active Dem 

Party 

 

+ Psychological Fears:  Run ~ Income + State + Emerge Graduation Year + Ethnicity + 

Education + Area + LGBT + Nascent Ambition + Active Dem 

Party + Fear Index 
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+ Family Structure:  Run ~ Income + State + Emerge Graduation Year + Ethnicity + 

Education + Area + LGBT + Nascent Ambition + Active Dem 

Party + Fear Index + Single Household + Children 
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APPENDIX G – SURVEY RESPONDENT REPRESENTATIVENESS 

Table G.1: Representativeness of Survey Respondents using Intake Data for All Alumnae 

     
        

  

Did not Take 
Survey  Took Survey  T-Test 

 
Total Obs N mean  N mean  Difference p-value 

Entire Population of 
Emerge Alumnae (N=2083) 
 

      Age 1090 637 42.71 453 42.83 -0.108 0.882 
Class Year 2072 1310 2011.49 762 2012.43 -0.940 0.000 
White 2050 1298 0.587 752 0.653 -0.065 0.003 
Has Kids 1059 589 0.713 470 0.674 0.038 0.175 
LGBTQO 1734 1077 0.098 657 0.1080 -0.009 0.52 

 

The intake data recorded by Emerge was somewhat incomplete. We did not assume that missing 
data meant “no” in the case of questions about sexual identity and children. We noted Alumnae who 
took the survey came from a slightly later class year (2012 among respondents, instead of 2011 
among non-takers). Survey takers were also slightly more likely to be white (.65 versus .59). 61 
percent of our alumnae had self-identified as white, although 33 of 2083 alumnae did not self-report 
ethnicity.   
 
Table G.2: Representativeness of Survey Respondents using California Interview Data 

 
       

  

Did not Take 
Survey  Took Survey  T-Test 

 
Total Obs N mean  N mean  Difference p-value 

Enrollees (N=94 of 214 interviewed) 
 

    Union Member 94 56 0.02 38 0.11 -0.09 0.06 
First Generation 
Immigrant 94 56 0.05 38 0.03 0.03 0.53 
Income >100k* 19 10 0.30 9 0.78 -0.48 0.04 
White 91 53 0.42 38 0.63 -0.22 0.04 
Age in 2011 94 56 38.27 38 38.76 -0.50 0.78 

Note: We had access to 214 interview files for the California branch – the first and largest -- from 
2008- 2012. *Emerge only asked about family income in 2012.   
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APPENDIX H – SELECTION EFFECTS IN EMERGE ENROLLMENT 

Figure H.1. California Interviewees Demographic Characteristics for Enrollees and non-
Enrollees 

     
        
  

Non-Enrolled  Enrolled  T-Test 

 
Total Obs N mean  N mean  Difference p-value 

California Interviewees 
(N=214) 
Enrolled 120 

 
94 

   Age in 2011 207 113 36.69 94 38.47 -1.78 0.92 
White 169 78 0.45 91 0.51 -0.06 0.46 
Requested Financial Aid 207 113 1.44 94 1.35 0.09 0.18 
Income >100k* 38 19 0.26 19 0.53 -0.26 0.95 
First Generation 
Immigrant 214 120 0.06 94 0.04 0.02 0.30 
Union member 214 120 0.05 94 0.05 0.00 0.54 
Median District Wealth 208 113 82624 95 78583 4041.18 0.28 
Mean District Wealth  208 113 106,250 95 100,775 5475.18 0.30 
District population  208 113 34,431 95 34,800 -369.79 0.89 
Application Points 
Assessment^ 149 84 18.30 65 20.35 -2.06 0.00 
Ran for Office  213 117 0.24 96 0.53 -0.29 0.00 
        

Note: We had access to 214 interview files for the California branch – the first and largest -- from 
2008- 2012. *Emerge only asked about family income in 2012. ^Emerge only began scoring 
applicants in 2019. 
 

 

 

 


