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Political Participation
THE STATUS OF WOMEN IN THE STATES: 2O15

CHAPTER 1

Introduction
Th e equal participation of women in politics and government 

is integral to building strong communities and a vibrant 

democracy in which women and men can thrive. By voting, 

running for offi  ce, and engaging in civil society as leaders and 

activists, women shape laws, policies, and decision-making in 

ways that refl ect their interests and needs, as well as those of 

their families and communities. 

Public opinion polling shows that women express diff erent 

political preferences from men, even in the context of the 

recent recession and recovery, when the economy and jobs 

topped the list of priorities for both women and men. A 

poll conducted by the Pew Research Center (2012) found 

that women express concern about issues such as education, 

health care, birth control, abortion, the environment, and 

Medicare at higher rates than men. Women’s engagement in 

the political process—both voting and running for offi  ce—is 

essential to ensuring that these issues are addressed in ways 

that refl ect their needs. Research indicates that women in 

elected offi  ce make the concerns of women, children, and 

families integral to their policy agendas (Center for Ameri-

can Women and Politics n.d.; Swers 2002 and 2013).

Today, women constitute a powerful force in the electorate 

and inform policymaking at all levels of government. Yet, 

women continue to be underrepresented in governments 

across the nation and face barriers that often make it diffi  cult 

for them to exercise political power and assume leadership 

positions in the public sphere. Th is chapter presents data 

on several aspects of women’s involvement in the political 

process in the United States: voter registration and turnout, 

female state and federal elected and appointed representa-

tion, and state-based institutional resources for women. It 

examines how women fare on these indicators of women’s 

status, the progress women have made and where it has 

stalled, and how racial and ethnic disparities compound 

gender disparities in specifi c forms of political participation.

Best and Worst States on Women’s 
Political Participation

State   Rank  Grade

New Hampshire  1 B+

Minnesota 2 B

Maine 3 B

Washington 4 B

Massachusetts  5 B- 

Utah 50 F

Texas 49 F

West Virginia 48 F

Arkansas 47 F

Louisiana 46 D-
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The Political Participation 
Composite Score
Th e political participation composite index combines 

four component indicators of women’s political status: 

voter registration, voter turnout, representation in elected 

offi  ce, and women’s institutional resources. Across the 

50 states, composite scores range from a high of 14.40 

to a low of -8.12 (Table 1.1), with the higher scores 

refl ecting a stronger performance in this area of women’s 

status and receiving higher letter grades. 

■ New Hampshire has the highest score for women’s 

overall levels of political participation (Table 1.1). 

It ranks in the top one-third for women’s voter 

registration and voter turnout and is fi rst in the 

nation for women in elected offi  ce, with a score that 

is approximately one-third higher than that of the 

second-ranking state, Washington.1

■ Utah has the lowest levels of women’s political 

participation. Th e state ranks in the bottom ten for 

women’s voter registration, women’s voter turnout, and 

women in elected offi  ce, and is 36th for the number of 

institutional resources in the state. 

■ Women’s political participation is highest overall in 

New England (with New Hampshire, Maine, and 

Massachusetts all in the top ten states), the Midwest 

(with Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa ranking in 

1Percentages reflect the shares who reported being registered to vote or reported voting for all women aged 18 and older including noncitizens who are ineligible. In 
2012, 72.9 percent of  U.S. citizen women aged 18 and older reported registering to vote and 63.7 percent who reported voting, compared with 67.0 percent of  all 
women aged 18 and older who reported registering to vote and 58.5 percent who reported voting (U.S. Department of  Commerce 2013). State-by-state data on voter 
registration and turnout for both the adult citizen population and the total adult population are available at <http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/socdemo/voting/pub-
lications/p20/2012/tables.html>.  IWPR selected the larger population base for this indicator because the lack of  voting by noncitizens accurately reflects the lack of  
political voice for this population.

Map 1.1. Political Participation Composite Index

Note: For methodology and sources, see Appendix A1.
Calculated by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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Composite Index
Women in Elected 

Office Index

Percent of  Women 
Registered to Vote, 
2010/2012 Average

Percent of  Women 
Who Voted, 2010/ 

2012 Average
Women’s Institutional 

Resources Index

State Score Rank Grade Score Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Score Rank

Alabama –4.15 41 D– 1.28 43 68.8% 22 52.9% 28 1.00 25

Alaska –1.75 33 D 1.95 29 67.0% 26 52.7% 29 0.50 36

Arizona 1.79 14 C 2.73 9 59.3% 46 46.8% 43 1.50 11

Arkansas –5.93 47 F 1.51 38 62.8% 41 46.2% 44 0.50 36

California 4.84 8 C+ 3.38 3 53.8% 50 44.7% 50 2.00 1

Colorado 0.77 19 C– 2.22 18 67.2% 25 59.1% 8 0.50 36

Connecticut 2.32 12 C 2.60 10 65.0% 34 53.2% 27 1.00 25

Delaware –1.28 30 D+ 1.72 33 67.3% 24 57.6% 15 1.00 25

District of  Columbia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 69.9% 17 57.2% 18 1.00 25

Florida –0.93 27 D+ 2.00 27 60.0% 44 48.0% 39 2.00 1

Georgia –5.18 44 D– 1.01 49 63.4% 38 50.8% 34 2.00 1

Hawaii 1.22 17 C– 2.89 8 52.3% 51 45.1% 49 1.50 11

Idaho –3.71 40 D– 1.64 37 63.9% 36 54.0% 23 0.50 36

Illinois –0.86 26 D+ 2.23 17 65.9% 32 50.5% 35 0.50 36

Indiana 0.17 20 C– 2.20 20 65.2% 33 48.1% 38 1.50 11

Iowa 2.90 9 C 2.07 22 73.3% 8 60.2% 5 1.50 11

Kansas –1.54 32 D 1.70 35 69.8% 18 54.1% 22 1.00 25

Kentucky –2.77 36 D 1.13 46 71.0% 13 53.6% 26 2.00 1

Louisiana –5.55 46 D– 0.58 50 76.9% 2 58.7% 10 1.00 25

Maine 9.09 3 B 3.15 4 76.8% 3 64.3% 2 1.00 25

Maryland 1.16 18 C– 2.32 15 63.3% 39 52.1% 30 1.50 11

Massachusetts 7.82 5 B– 3.03 6 69.7% 19 57.4% 16 2.00 1

Michigan 1.74 15 C 2.01 26 73.0% 9 55.7% 19 1.50 11

Minnesota 9.86 2 B 3.12 5 73.6% 7 63.0% 4 2.00 1

Mississippi –1.21 28 D+ 1.29 42 80.8% 1 63.3% 3 0.50 36

Missouri 2.37 11 C 2.04 24 71.9% 11 54.6% 21 2.00 1

Montana 2.80 10 C 2.58 11 68.9% 21 58.1% 14 0.50 36

Nebraska –2.81 37 D 1.93 30 64.9% 35 49.4% 37 0.50 36

Nevada –4.46 42 D– 2.02 25 56.2% 49 45.4% 48 0.50 36

New Hampshire 14.40 1 B+ 4.58 1 70.1% 16 57.3% 17 1.00 25

New Jersey –1.49 31 D 1.85 31 61.9% 42 47.3% 40 2.00 1

New Mexico –0.07 23 C– 2.26 16 59.9% 45 49.8% 36 1.50 11

New York –0.06 22 C– 2.41 12 59.2% 47 45.8% 45 1.50 11

North Carolina 1.59 16 C– 2.07 22 70.6% 14 55.1% 20 1.50 11

North Dakota 0.16 21 C– 2.09 21 73.7% 6 58.2% 13 0.00 51

Ohio –1.21 28 D+ 1.66 36 68.4% 23 53.8% 25 1.50 11

Oklahoma –2.76 35 D 1.72 33 63.7% 37 47.2% 41 1.50 11

Oregon 6.82 6 B– 2.91 7 70.4% 15 59.8% 6 1.50 11

Pennsylvania –5.29 45 D– 1.02 48 66.9% 27 51.4% 32 1.50 11

Rhode Island –0.14 24 D+ 2.34 14 66.4% 30 50.8% 33 0.50 36

South Carolina –3.09 39 D– 1.20 44 71.7% 12 59.0% 9 1.00 25

South Dakota –0.75 25 D+ 1.79 32 72.2% 10 58.6% 11 0.50 36

Tennessee –3.01 38 D– 1.45 39 66.1% 31 46.9% 42 2.00 1

Texas –6.22 49 F 1.30 41 57.8% 48 40.9% 51 2.00 1

Utah –8.12 50 F 1.20 44 60.4% 43 45.4% 46 0.50 36

Vermont 1.97 13 C 2.22 18 74.2% 5 59.2% 7 0.50 36

Virginia –4.67 43 D– 1.12 47 66.7% 28 52.1% 31 1.50 11

Washington 8.35 4 B 3.45 2 69.0% 20 58.4% 12 1.00 25

West Virginia –6.08 48 F 1.39 40 66.5% 29 45.4% 47 0.50 36

Wisconsin 4.90 7 C+ 2.41 12 74.9% 4 64.8% 1 1.00 25

Wyoming –1.97 34 D 1.99 28 63.1% 40 54.0% 23 0.50 36

United States 2.04 64.3% 50.6% 1.00 (median)

Table 1.1. 
How the States Measure Up: Women’s Status on the Political Participation Composite Index and Its Components

Notes: N/A: The District of  Columbia is not included in the women in elected office index and composite index rankings. Data on voter registration and turnout include all women aged 18 
and older who reported registering to vote and voting. See Appendix A1 for methodology and sources.
Calculated by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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the top ten), and the Pacifi c West (with California, 

Oregon, and Washington also among the ten best-

ranking states). Montana also ranks in the best ten.

■ Women’s political participation is lowest overall in the 

South (see Map 1.1). Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, 

Louisiana, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia all rank in 

the bottom ten. Nevada and Pennsylvania are also a part 

of this group, along with the worst-ranking state, Utah. 

■ Th e highest grade on the political participation 

composite index is a B+ (Table 1.1), which was given 

to one state, New Hampshire. Th is grade refl ects the 

state’s comparatively high levels of women’s political 

participation, but it also points to the need for 

improvement in this area of women’s status. Arkansas, 

Texas, Utah, and West Virginia all received a grade of 

F. For information on how grades are determined, see 

Appendix A1. 

Trends in Women’s 
Political Participation
Between 2004 and 2015, the number and share of 

women in state legislatures and in the U.S. Senate and 

House of Representatives increased, while the number 

and share of women in statewide elective executive offi  ce 

declined (CAWP 2015a; IWPR 2004). Women’s voter 

registration and turnout also showed signs of both prog-

ress and lack of progress: the percentage of women who 

registered to vote was lower in the 2010/2012 elections 

than in the 1998/2000 elections, but the percentage 

of women who went to the polls increased during this 

period (Table 1.1; IWPR 2004).

■ In 2015, 20 of 100 members of the U.S. Senate (20 

percent) and 84 of 435 members of the U.S. House 

of Representatives (18.4 percent) are women. Th ese 

numbers represent an increase since 2004, when 

women held 14 of 100 seats in the U.S. Senate and 

60 of 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives 

(CAWP 2015a; IWPR 2004). Still, even though at an 

all-time high for the U.S. Congress, the share of seats 

held by women in the U.S. Congress is well below 

women’s share of the overall population.

■ IWPR has calculated that at the rate of progress since 

1960, women will not achieve 50 percent of seats in 

the U.S. Congress until 2117 (IWPR 2015a).

■ Women held 1,786 of 7,383 seats in state legislatures 

across the country in 2015 (24.2 percent), compared 

with 1,659 of 7,382 seats (22.5 percent) in 2004 

(CAWP 2015a; IWPR 2004).

■ Th e number of women in statewide elective executive 

offi  ce declined from 81 (out of 315) in 2004 to 78 (out 

of 317) in 2015 (CAWP 2004a; CAWP 2015b).2

■ In the 1998 and 2000 elections combined, 64.6 

percent of women aged 18 and older registered to 

vote and 49.3 percent voted. In the 2010 and 2012 

elections combined, 64.3 percent of women registered 

to vote, and 50.6 percent went to the polls (Table 1.1; 

IWPR 2004).

Voter Registration and Turnout
Voting is a critical way for women to express their 

concerns and ensure that their priorities are fully taken 

into account in public policy debates and decisions. By 

voting, women help to choose leaders who represent 

their interests and concerns. Although women in the 

United States were denied the right to vote until 1920 

and in the following decades were often not considered 

serious political actors (Carroll and Zerrili 1993), 

women today have a signifi cant voice in deciding the 

outcomes of U.S. political elections. In the nation as a 

whole, women make up a majority of registered voters 

and have voted since 1980 at higher rates in presidential 

elections than men (Center for American Women and 

Politics 2015c). 

Women’s stronger voter turnout relative to men’s in the 

United States refl ects an ongoing worldwide struggle to 

increase women’s political participation. National-level 

eff orts to expand opportunities for women to engage in 

political processes, and the international movement for 

women’s rights, have helped to make the inclusion of 

women in the electorate acceptable in countries around 

the world. Although women’s political participation varies 

among nations, women today vote in all countries with 

legislatures except Saudi Arabia, sometimes at higher rates 

than men (Paxton, Kunovich, and Hughes 2007).

2The number of  available statewide elected executive offices for 2015 is based on unpublished data provided by the Center on American Women and Politics (CAWP 
2015b) and differs slightly from the number provided in CAWP’s published fact sheet on statewide elected executive offices (318; CAWP 2015a).
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In the United States, women are considerably more 

likely to be registered to vote and to go to the polls than 

men. Nationally, 61.5 percent of women were registered 

to vote in the 2010 midterm election and 42.7 percent 

voted, compared with 57.9 percent of men who regis-

tered to vote and 40.9 percent who cast a ballot (U.S. 

Department of Commerce 2011). In the 2012 general 

election, 67.0 percent of women were registered to vote 

and 58.5 percent voted, compared with 63.1 percent and 

54.4 percent of men (U.S. Department of Commerce 

2013). Registration and turnout are higher for both 

women and men in presidential election years than in 

midterm election years, when, in terms of national offi  ce, 

only members of Congress are elected.

Women’s voting rates vary across the largest racial and 

ethnic groups. In 2012, black and non-Hispanic white 

women had the highest voting rates among the total 

female population aged 18 and older, at 66.1 percent and 

64.5 percent, respectively (U.S. Department of Commerce 

2013). Th eir voting rates were approximately twice as 

high as the rates for Hispanic women (33.9 percent) and 

Asian women (32.0 percent; published rates from the 

U.S. Census Bureau are not available for Native American 

women).3  Th e higher voting rate among black women 

compared with non-Hispanic white women refl ects a shift 

that fi rst occurred in the 2008 elections, diff ering from the 

voting patterns of the elections up to 2004, when a larger 

share of white women had voted compared with any other 

3Asians here do not include Pacific Islanders.

Map 1.2. Women’s Voter Registration, 2010 and 2012 Combined

Note: Average percent of  all women aged 18 and older who reported registering for the congressional 
and presidential elections of  2010 and 2012.
Source: U.S. Department of  Commerce, Bureau of  the Census 2011 and 2013.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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group of women (U.S. Department of Commerce N.d.). 

Th is change likely stems from the participation of the 

nation’s fi rst African American candidate in the presiden-

tial election (Philpot, Shaw, and McGowen 2009). 

Nationwide, voting rates also vary considerably among 

women of diff erent ages. Young women have a much 

lower voting rate than older women. In the 2012 

election, 41.3 percent of women aged 18–24 voted, 

compared with 58.5 percent of adult women overall. 

Women aged 65–74 had the highest voting rate in 2012 

at 70.1 percent, followed by women aged 75 years and 

older (65.6 percent), women aged 45–64 years (65.0 

percent), and women aged 25–44 years (52.6 percent; 

U.S. Department of Commerce 2013). Overall, 81.7 mil-

lion women reported having registered to vote in 2012 

and 71.4 million voted, compared with approximately 

71.5 million men who said they had registered to vote 

and 61.6 million who cast a ballot (U.S. Department of 

Commerce 2013).

Women’s voter registration rates vary across states.

■ Mississippi and Louisiana had the highest voter reg-

istration rates for women in 2010 and 2012 combined 

at 80.8 percent and 76.9 percent, respectively. Six 

states in the Midwest—Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin—and 

two states in the Northeast (Maine and Vermont) 

were also in the top ten (Table 1.1).4  
■ Women’s voter registration is lowest overall in the 

western part of the United States. Hawaii had the 

lowest reported women’s voter registration rate in 

2010/2012 at 52.3 percent, followed by California 

(53.8 percent) and Nevada (56.2 percent). Texas, 

Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah also rank in the 

bottom ten. Th ey are joined by two Mid-Atlantic 

states—New Jersey and New York—and one Southern 

state (Florida; Table 1.1).

■ In 2010, women were more likely to register to vote 

than men in all but three states: Alaska, Montana, 

and New Hampshire. Th e state with the greatest 

gender gap in voter registration was Mississippi, where 

women’s voter registration exceeded men’s by 9.5 

percentage points (U.S. Department of Commerce 

2011). In 2012, the same general pattern held true: a 

higher percentage of women registered to vote than 

men in all but two states, Arizona and North Dakota. 

South Carolina had the largest gender gap in voter 

registration in this year, with a rate for women that 

was 8.4 percentage points higher than the rate for men 

(Table 1.1; U.S. Department of Commerce 2013). 

■ In 26 states, women’s voter registration increased 

between the 1998/2000 elections and the 2010/2012 

4The District of  Columbia and 10 states—Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, Wisconsin and Wyoming—allow for same-
day voter registration so that a resident of  a state can both register and vote on Election Day (California, Hawaii, and Illinois have also enacted same-day registration 
but have not yet implemented it). Other states mandate that voters register by a deadline prior to Election Day, with most deadlines ranging from eight days to a 
month before Election Day (National Conference of  State Legislatures 2015). Of  the states that offer same day registration, three—Maine, Minnesota, and Iowa—are in 
the top ten for women’s voter registration. North Dakota, which is ranked sixth for women’s voter registration, is the only state that does not require voters to register. 
In 2015, Oregon became the first state to pass an automatic voter registration law, which will use information collected at the DMV to automatically register qualifying 
residents to vote (Lachman 2015). 

Best and Worst States on Women’s Voter 
Registration, 2010 and 2012 Combined

State   Rank  Grade

Mississippi 80.8% 1

Louisiana 76.9% 2

Maine 76.8% 3

Wisconsin 74.9% 4

Vermont 74.2% 5 

Hawaii  52.3% 51

California 53.8% 50

Nevada 56.2% 49

Texas 57.8% 48

New York 59.2% 47

Best and Worst States on Women’s 
Voter Turnout, 2010 and 2012 Combined

State   Rank  Grade

Wisconsin 64.8% 1

Maine 64.3% 2

Mississippi 63.3% 3

Minnesota 63.0% 4

Iowa 60.2% 5

Texas  40.9% 51

California 44.7% 50

Hawaii 45.1% 49

Nevada 45.4% 48

West Virginia 45.4% 47
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elections, while in 24 states and the District of 

Columbia women’s voter registration decreased. Th e 

states with the largest increases in women’s voter regis-

tration were Mississippi (6.0 percentage points) and 

Arizona (5.1 percentage points). Th e states with the 

greatest decreases were North Dakota and Minnesota 

(17.4 and 7.4 percentage points, respectively; Table 1.1 

and IWPR 2004).

Women’s voter turnout also varies among the states.

■ Wisconsin had the highest women’s voter turnout in 

the country in 2010/2012 at 64.8 percent, followed 

by Maine (64.3 percent) and Mississippi (63.3 

percent). Other states that ranked in the top ten were 

geographically diverse: Colorado, Iowa, Louisiana, 

Minnesota, Oregon, South Carolina, and Vermont 

(Table 1.1).

■ Women’s voter turnout was lowest in Texas in 

2010/2012, where only 40.9 percent of women 

reported voting. Voter turnout in Texas was substan-

tially lower than in the second and third worst states, 

California (44.7 percent) and Hawaii (45.1 percent). 

Other states that ranked among the bottom ten for 

women’s voter turnout include Arkansas, Arizona, 

Nevada, New York, Tennessee, Utah, and West 

Virginia (Table 1.1).

■ Women’s voter turnout was higher than men’s in the 

District of Columbia and 39 states in 2010. Among 

jurisdictions where women’s voter turnout exceeded 

men’s, the greatest diff erences were in Mississippi (7.6 

points) and the District of Columbia (6.1 points). In 

2012, women’s voter turnout was higher than men’s 

in all but two states, Arizona and North Dakota (the 

same two states where women’s voter registration was 

also lower than men’s in this year). Th e largest diff er-

ences in voter turnout rates were in South Carolina 

and Louisiana, where women’s turnout was higher 

than men’s by 10.6 and 9.0 percentage points, re-

spectively (Table 1.1; U.S. Department of Commerce 

Map 1.3. Women’s Voter Turnout, 2010 and 2012 Combined

Note: Average percent of  all women aged 18 and older who reported voting in the congressional and presidential elections of  
2010 and 2012.
Source: U.S. Department of  Commerce, Bureau of  the Census 2011 and 2013.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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The Impact of Voter Identification Laws on Women

Although women constitute a powerful force in the electorate, a new wave of  recently passed state 
voter identification laws has raised concern that some women (and men) may be prevented from 
casting ballots in future elections. The momentum behind voter identification laws in the United 
States has increased since the passage of  the first “strict” voter identification laws in Georgia and 
Indiana in 2005, which required voters to show identification at the polling place at which they vote 
(other states had previously requested, but not required such identification, starting with South 
Carolina in 1950; National Conference of  State Legislatures 2014a). As of  March 2015, total of  34 
states had passed voter identification laws (National Conference of  State Legislatures 2014b), which 
varied across states in their requirements and degree of  “strictness” (Keysar 2012). Some states 
require that voters must show government-issued photo identification to vote, while others are more 
lenient and accept non-photo identification such as a bank statement with name and address (Na-
tional Conference of  State Legislatures 2014b).

Studies focusing on the populations most likely to be affected by voter identification laws indicate 
that women, especially low-income, older, minority, and married women, may be particularly affected 
by stringent voter identification laws (Brennan Center for Justice 2006; Gaskins and Iyer 2012; Sobel 
2014). For example, women are more likely to be prevented from voting by laws that require them 
to show multiple forms of  identification with the same name—such as a driver’s license and birth 
certificate—since women who marry and divorce often change their names. A national survey spon-
sored by the Brennan Center for Justice in 2006 found that more than half  of  women with access to 
a birth certificate did not have one that reflected their current name, and only 66 percent of  wom-
en with access to any proof  of  citizenship had documents reflecting their current name (Brennan 
Center for Justice 2006). The Brennan Center survey showed that 11 percent of  the 987 randomly 
selected citizens of  voting age did not have a photo ID.  Low-income women (and men) who lack 
photo identification may face barriers like limited transportation and financial costs associated with 
accessing other identifying documents like birth certificates and marriage licenses; once time, travel, 
and the costs of  documents are factored in, the cost associated with a “free ID card” can range from 
$75 to $175; when legal fees are included, the costs can be as high as $1,500 (Sobel 2014). These 
laws could make acquiring an identification card prohibitively expensive for women, who represent a 
greater share of  those in poverty (IWPR 2015d). Older women may also be affected by voter identi-
fication card requirements, since older populations are less likely to have a valid identification card 
than younger eligible voters (Brennan Center for Social Justice 2006). 

The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted a quasi-experimental design to see if  
voter ID laws affected turnout in Kansas and Tennessee by comparing the two states to neighboring 
states and controlling for certain factors. It found that “turnout among eligible and registered voters 
declined more in Kansas and Tennessee than it declined in comparison states—by an estimated 
1.9 to 2.2 percentage points more in Kansas and 2.2 to 3.2 percentage points more in Tennessee—
and the results were consistent across the different data sources and voter populations used in the 
analysis.” It also found that young voters, those who had been registered for less than one year, and 
African American voters had turnout reduced by larger amounts (U.S. GAO 2014).

Because the laws are new and their impact is difficult to measure, their effects are not yet fully 
understood. Recent studies have yielded mixed results; some have found that voter identification 
laws have a negative impact on voter turnout (Alvarez, Bailey, and Katz 2007; U.S. GAO 2014), while 
others have deemed the effects of  such laws too minimal to make an impact (Mycoff, Wagner, and 
Wilson 2009). More research is needed to determine exactly how laws that tighten identification 
rules for voting may affect women and men differentially.
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2011; U.S. Department of Commerce 2013).
■ In 30 states, women’s voter turnout increased between 

the 1998/2000 elections and the 2010/2012 elections, 

while in 20 states and the District of Columbia their 

voter turnout decreased. Th e states with the largest 

increases in women’s voter turnout were Mississippi 

(10.8 percentage points) and North Carolina (8.1 

points). Th e states with the greatest decreases were 

Alaska (7.8 points) and Wyoming (6.3 points; Table 

1.1; IWPR 2004).

The Women in Elected Office Index
Trends in Women’s Share of Elected Offi  cials 

Although women have become increasingly active in 

U.S. politics, the majority of political offi  ce holders at the 

state and federal levels are still male. As of March 2015, 

women held just 104 of 535 (19.4 percent) seats in the 

U.S. Congress, 1,786 of 7,383 (24.2 percent) seats in the 

nation’s state legislatures, and 78 of 317 (24.6 percent) 

statewide elective executive offi  ces (Table 1.2). Among 

women of color, the level of representation is especially 

low: women of color—who constitute approximately 

18 percent of the population aged 18 and older (IWPR 

2015b)—hold about 6.2 percent of seats in the U.S. 

Congress, 5.3 percent of seats in state legislatures, and 

2.8 percent of statewide elective executive positions 

(Table 1.2).5   

While these fi gures refl ect substantial advances for 

women over the last several decades, little progress 

has been made in recent years. In 1979, women held 3 

percent of seats in the U.S. Congress, 10 percent of state 

legislature seats, and 11 percent of statewide elective 

executive offi  ces. Th e percentage of seats in the U.S. 

Table 1,2,
Women of  Color in Elected Office in the United 
States, 2015

Source: Center for American Women and Politics (CAWP) 2015a, 2015b, 2015d, 
and 2015e.

Number and Percent of 

Women in the U.S. Congress

104 of  535 19.4%

U.S. Senate 20 of  100 20.0%

Women of  Color 1 1.0%

U.S. House 84 of  435 19.3%

Women of  Color 32 7.4%

Number and Percent of 

State Senate and House 

Seats Held by Women

1,786 of  7,383 24.2%

 State Senate 436 of  1,972 22.1%

Women of  Color 102 5.2%

 State House 1,350 of  5,411 24.9%

Women of  Color 288 5.3%

Number and Percent of 

Women in Statewide 

Executive Elected Office

78 of  317 24.6%

Women of  Color 9 2.8%
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Figure 1.1

Share of  Elective Offices Held by Women, United States

Source: IWPR compilation of  data from the Center for American Women and Politics 2015a.

5 The number of  women of  color in state legislatures is based on unpublished data provided by CAWP (CAWP 2015e) and differs slightly from the number provided in 
CAWP’s published fact sheet on women of  color in elective office (387; CAWP 2015m).
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Barriers to Political Office for Women

Women’s active participation in elective office is critical to ensuring the democratic character of  our 
nation. Still, women are largely underrepresented at every level of  office, and progress toward achiev-
ing parity has nearly stalled.

In a recent report, Shifting Gears: How Women Navigate the Road to Higher Office (Hunt Alternatives 
Fund 2014), Political Parity, a program of  the Hunt Alternatives Fund, has identified the barriers 
women face in seeking political office, especially in attempting to move to higher political office 
(such as governorships and positions in the U.S. Congress). The report uses the analogy of  the 
“driver” and “the road” to describe the debate in the political science field about whether women are 
holding themselves back because they have less ambition (Lawless and Fox 2012) or whether women 
are held back by various pot holes and barriers along the road (Baer and Hartmann 2014; Carroll 
and Sanbonmatsu 2013). It suggests that both the driver and the road are essential to any journey. 
Women are often seen to perform as well as men when they campaign for office—with similar fund-
raising totals and electoral success—yet fewer women decide to pursue candidacy. 

One study on the “driver” side attributes the underrepresentation of  women in higher office to a 
gender gap in political ambition (Lawless and Fox 2012). The study analyzed data from a survey of  
4,000 male and female potential candidates—those who are well situated to pursue candidacy—and 
found that 62 percent of  men, compared with 46 percent of  women had ever considered running 
for office, and 22 percent of  men and 14 percent of  women were interested in running for office in 
the future. On the “road” side, a qualitative study of  60 women candidates who have run for the U.S. 
Congress or for state and local offices (or have seriously considered running for office) identified bar-
riers women face to running for higher office, and action items for increasing the number of  women 
in elected office. Among the most cited barriers were fundraising, which must be ramped up to a 
much higher level when running for Congress or a state-wide office—making the ask, developing rela-
tionships with donors so that when asked, donors respond, and having access to good call lists—as 
well as campaigning while female, balancing family obligations and office holding with campaigning, 
and the dominance of  informal, male political networks that often exclude women (Baer and Hart-
mann 2014). 

Proposed action items for increasing the number of  female officeholders include recruiting and ask-
ing women to run; expanding and enhancing woman-centered campaign training, especially on-going 
training that emphasizes pursuing politics as a career and making longer run plans for strategically 
choosing which offices to seek; launching an organized effort to build the pipeline to office and im-
prove strategic race placement; providing for mentoring and sponsorship of  women candidates and 
elected officials; increasing understanding of  fundraising, which includes building relationships with 
sponsors, who may be established office holders or those who do not hold political office but often 
support candidates they think can be successful; strengthening networks of  women’s organizations; 
raising awareness among the public of  female role models and increasing respect for women; and 
making campaigning and office holding more family-friendly (Political Parity 2014). Many of  these 
strategies require that outside groups, such as a strengthened network of  women’s organizations, 
become more active in supporting women who run for office (Baer and Hartmann 2014; Carroll and 
Sanbonmatsu 2013).

Following through with these recommendations may make the difference in encouraging more wom-
en to run for office and in helping them excel once they get there. Only then will our institutions of  
government be able to fully elevate women’s perspectives and policy priorities and will the nation be 
able to benefit from women’s leadership.
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Congress held by women is now six times larger, and 

the percentage of state legislature and statewide elective 

executive offi  ces held by women has more than dou-

bled; yet, in the six year period between 2009 and 2015, 

women’s representation in Congress grew only minimal-

ly, from 16.8 percent to 19.4 percent. During this same 

time period, their representation in statewide elective 

executive offi  ces also barely changed (increasing slightly 

from 22.6 percent to 24.6 percent), and their representa-

tion in state legislatures decreased from 24.3 percent to 

24.2 percent (Figure 1.1).

Research suggests that women generally win elected 

offi  ce at similar rates as men (Dolan 2004), but fewer 

women run for offi  ce (Lawless and Fox 2008). Other 

studies emphasize the barriers women face nearly every 

step of the way (Baer and Hartmann 2014). Women are 

less likely than men to decide to run on their own and 

need to be recruited to run for offi  ce (Sanbonmatsu, 

Carroll, and Walsh 2009; Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 

2013), yet women are much less likely than men to be 

encouraged to run (Lawless and Fox 2010) and to have 

access to networks of political leaders who could help 

them get elected (Goetz 2007). For some women, the 

lack of supportive policies for working families in the 

United States—such as subsidized child care and paid 

maternity and caregiving leaves—may be a deterrent to 

running for elected offi  ce. One study that investigated 

how women make the decision to run for elected offi  ce 

also found that in some cases, women are discouraged 

by political party leaders, their peers, or other elected 

offi  ceholders from running for or serving in higher 

offi  ces (Baer and Hartmann 2014). 

How the States Compare: Women in 
Elected Offi  ce

Th e Women in Elected Offi  ce index measures women’s 

representation at state and national levels of government: 

the U.S. Congress, statewide elective offi  ces, and state 

legislatures.  

■ New Hampshire has the highest score on the elected 

offi  ce index, followed by Washington and California 

(Table 1.1). 

■ Louisiana has the lowest score on the index on 

women in elected offi  ce, followed by Georgia and 

Pennsylvania.

■ Th e states with the highest scores are in New England 

and the West. In addition to New Hampshire, three 

New England states—Connecticut, Maine, and Mas-

sachusetts—rank in the top ten. Two western states in 

addition to California and Washington—Oregon and 

Hawaii—are also in the best-ranking group. Other 

states in the top ten include Arizona and Minnesota. 

■ Th e states with the worst scores on women in elected 

offi  ce are primarily in the South. In addition to 

Louisiana and Georgia, six Southern states—Ala-

bama, Kentucky, Mississippi, South Carolina, Texas, 

and Virginia—are in the bottom ten. Pennsylvania 

and Utah also rank in the bottom ten for women’s 

representation in elected offi  ce. 

Figure 1.2 demonstrates the percent change in states’ 

scores in the women in elected offi  ce index between 

2004 and 2015. Twenty-three states declined in women’s 

representation, while 27 states improved their score. 

Among the states that increased their score, New 

Hampshire (281.6 percent), New Jersey (121.3 percent), 

and Rhode Island (106.0 percent) all more than doubled 

their score. Louisiana (-77.7 percent), Delaware (-50.8 

percent), and Michigan (-44.4 percent) experienced the 

largest declines. 

New Hampshire’s substantial gains place it fi rst on the 

women in elected offi  ce index (up from 42nd place 

in 2004). Th ree of its four Congressional seats (both 

Senators and one of two representatives) are held by 

women. It ranks sixth for women in its state senate and 

is in the top third for women in its lower house. New 

Hampshire also has a woman governor. 

Best and Worst States on Women
in Elected Office, 2015

State   Rank  Grade

New Hampshire 4.58 1

Washington 3.45 2

California 3.38 3

Maine 3.15 4

Minnesota 3.12 5

Louisiana 0.58 50

Georgia 1.01 49

Pennsylvania 1.02 48

Virginia 1.12 47

Kentucky 1.13 46
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Map 1.4. Women in Elected Office, 2015 

Note: Index of  share of  state and national elected officials who are women, 2015.
Source: Center for American Women and Politics 2015b, 2015f, 2015g, 2015h, and 2015i.
Calculated by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.

HI

Top Third (17)

Middle Third (17)

Bottom Third (16)

WY

WV

WI

WA
VT

VA
UT

TX

TN

SD

SC

RI

PA

OR

OK

OH

NY

NV NE

ND

NJ

NC

NM

NH

MT

MS

MO

MN

MI

ME

MD

MA

LA

KYKS

INIL

ID

IA

GA

FL

DE

CO

CT

CA

AZ AR

AL

AK



Political Participation  13

Figure 1.2. 

Percent Change in Women in Elected Office Composite Score, 2004–2015

Source: Table 1.1
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Women in the U.S. Congress 
Th e 19.4 percent of seats (104 of 535) that women hold 

in the U.S. Congress represents an all-time high (CAWP 

2015a). Progress is moving at a snail’s pace, however, and 

if it continues at the current rate of change since 1960, 

women will not achieve equal representation in Congress 

until 2117 (IWPR 2015a).

■ In fi ve states—Hawaii, Maine, New Hampshire, 

South Dakota, and Wyoming—women constitute 

at least half of the state’s representatives to the U.S. 

House of Representatives. Th ese are all small states: 

Hawaii, Maine, and New Hampshire each have two 

seats, and South Dakota and Wyoming each have one 

seat. Eighteen states have no female representatives 

(see Appendix B1.1).6  

■ Th ere are only three states in which both senators are 

female: California, New Hampshire, and Washington. 

Th irty-three states have no female senators (Appendix 

Table B1.1). 

■ Th ree states have never sent a woman to either the 

U.S. House or the Senate: Delaware, Mississippi, and 

Vermont (CAWP 2015j). 

■ In 21 states, the share of representatives to the U.S. 

Congress who were female increased between 2004 

and 2015, while in 7 states the share decreased, and in 

22 states the share stayed the same (Appendix Table 

B1.1; IWPR 2004). 

■ In 10 states, the share of Senators to the U.S. Congress 

who were female increased between 2004 and 2015, 

while in 5 states the share decreased, and in 35 states 

the share stayed the same (Appendix Table B1.1; 

IWPR 2004).

Women in State Legislatures 

Women’s representation in state legislatures is progress-

ing at diff erent speeds in states across the nation. As of 

2015, there were no states in which women held half of 

the seats in either the state senate or the state house or 

assembly. 

■ Th e share of state senate seats held by women is 

largest in Arizona (43.3 percent), Washington (36.7 

percent), and Montana (36 percent) and smallest in 

Wyoming (3.3 percent), West Virginia (2.9 percent), 

and South Carolina (2.2 percent; Appendix Table 

B1.2).

■ Th e share of seats in the state house or assembly held 

by women is largest in Colorado (46.2 percent) and 

Vermont (43.3 percent), and smallest in Louisiana 

and Utah (13.3 percent each) and in Oklahoma (12.9 

percent; Appendix Table B1.2.)

■ Between 2004 and 2015, the share of state senate seats 

held by women increased in 27 states, with the largest 

gains in Montana, where women’s share of these 

seats increased from 16.0 to 36.0 percent. Among 

the 16 states where women’s share of seats decreased, 

Michigan experienced the greatest decline (from 28.9 

percent in 2004 to 10.5 percent in 2015; Appendix 

Table B.2 and CAWP 2004b).

■ Between 2004 and 2015, the share of state house or 

assembly seats held by women increased in 32 states, 

with the largest gains in New Jersey, where women’s 

share of these seats grew from 16.3 percent to 31.3 

percent. Among the 17 states that experienced a 

decline, Utah had the largest decrease (from 22.7 

percent to 13.3 percent; Appendix Table B.2 and 

CAWP 2004b).

Women in Statewide Elected 
Executive Offi  ce

■ As of March 2015, six states had female governors: 

New Hampshire, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, 

Rhode Island, and South Carolina. Th e largest number 

of female governors to have served simultaneously 

is nine, in both 2004 and in 2007. Th roughout U.S. 

history, 36 women have served as governors in 27 

states (CAWP 2015k), out of a total of more than 

2,300 governors (National Governors Association 

2015). 

■ In nine states, women hold at least half of statewide 

elected executive offi  ce positions aside from gover-

6These 18 states are Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Vermont, and West Virginia.  
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Campaigning-While-Female

“Campaigning-while-female” refers to experiences that many women running for elective office 
believe are different from men’s. Campaigning-while-female highlights experiences that differ from 
incidents of  discrimination. Discrimination is seen in instances where women candidates and elect-
ed officials may receive fewer resources such as campaign donations and party financial support, 
or fewer opportunities to sponsor legislation or participate in influential committees (Baer and 
Hartmann 2014). Rather, campaigning-while-female refers to a range of  inappropriate and sexist 
comments and behaviors, such as a focus on outward appearance, questioning of  qualifications for 
office, and increased curiosity about a woman’s personal life, such as her role as a wife and mother. 
While male candidates may also experience unwelcome curiosity about their private lives, women 
believe these concerns are expressed much more strongly to women candidates, including frequent 
comments, for single women, on their dating life (Baer and Hartmann 2014). Women candidates 
and elected officials have expressed the need to be always “on,” to always observe societal norms 
for how a woman in leadership should act and look. Many have experienced the “double bind” and 
seek to overcome it—they act like strong leaders but hope to escape the stigma of  being labeled an 
aggressive woman (Political Parity 2014). 

Campaigning-while-female is relatively common; one study of  women candidates and elective offi-
cials found that approximately nine in ten (88 percent) participants said women’s campaign expe-
riences are different from men’s (Baer and Hartmann 2014). The most notorious example of  cam-
paigning-while-female came about during the 2008 presidential election, when Democratic candidate 
Hillary Clinton and Republican Vice Presidential nominee Sarah Palin were often portrayed as the 
“bitch” and the “ditz” (New York Magazine, 2008). This sexist treatment is most commonly associat-
ed with media coverage, but women also receive it from constituents, donors, peers and colleagues, 
and political party operatives and leaders. 

The sexist treatment of  women candidates and elected officials may dissuade women from running 
for political office, or may influence a voter’s likelihood of  supporting a female candidate (Lake 
Research Partners 2010). In one survey of  800 likely voters nationwide, both female and male 
participants who heard sexist attacks by media on a hypothetical female candidate were less likely 
to vote for her than the control group that heard a non-sexist attack on the candidate. There was 
also backlash against the male candidate for issuing sexist attacks; however, the female candidate 
endured the greatest toll on her favorability and the likelihood that a voter might vote for her. When 
the female candidate or a surrogate called out the sexist treatment by the media, the support for the 
female candidate resurged (Lake Research Partners 2010). This finding emphasizes the importance 
of  candidates and supportive networks calling out double standards and unfair treatment not only by 
the media but also by other candidates (Political Parity 2014).  
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norships. Ten states have no women in their statewide 

elected executive offi  ces 7 (Appendix Table B1.2).  

■ Between 2004 and 2015, the share of women in 

statewide elected executive offi  ces other than gover-

norships increased in 17 states, decreased in 16 states, 

and stayed the same in 14 states.8

Women of Color in Elected Offi  ce

While women of color have made progress in gaining 

representation, they are still vastly underrepresented at 

every level of government reviewed here.

■ Women of color make up 7.4 percent (32 of 435 

representatives) of the U.S. House of Representatives 

(Appendix Table B1.3). California has the greatest 

number of women of color in the House, at 10 of its 

53 representatives. Florida and New York, each with 

27 members, each have three women of color serving 

in the House. Th e states with the greatest proportions 

of women of color in the House are Hawaii (50.0 

percent, or one of two members), New Mexico (33.3 

percent, or one of three members), and Utah (25.0 

percent, or one of four members). Th irty-four states 

have no women of color serving as representatives.

 
■ Of the 32 women of color serving in the House of 

Representatives, 18 are black, nine are Hispanic, and 

fi ve are Asian/Pacifi c Islander.

 
■ Th ere is only one woman of color—Senator Mazie 

Hirono of Hawaii—serving in the U.S. Senate 

(CAWP 2015d).

 
■ Women of color are 5.3 percent (390 of 7,383 

legislators) of the state legislators in the United States 

(Appendix Table B1.4). Th e states with the greatest 

number of women of color legislators are Maryland 

(25 of 188 legislators) and Georgia (27 of 236 

legislators). Th e states with the greatest proportions 

of women of color in state legislatures are Hawaii (15 

of 76 legislators, or 19.7 percent), and New Mexico 

(18 of 112 legislators, or 16.1 percent). Five states—

Kentucky, Maine, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 

Wyoming—have no women of color serving in their 

state legislatures.

 ■ Of the 390 women of color state legislators, 250 are 

black, 80 are Hispanic, 44 are Asian/Pacifi c Islander, 

11 are Native American, and fi ve are multiracial.

■ Th ere are nine women of color in statewide executive 

elective offi  ce, including two governors (CAWP 

2015d). California and New Mexico have the greatest 

number of women of color in statewide elective offi  ce, 

at two each. Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, Rhode 

Island, and South Carolina each have one woman of 

color serving in statewide elective offi  ce. Of the nine, 

four are Hispanic, two are Asian/Pacifi c islander, one 

is African American, one is Native American, and one 

is multiracial.

 
■ Two Governors—Nikki Haley of South Carolina, 

and Susana Martinez of New Mexico—are women 

of color (CAWP 2015d). Governor Haley is Indian 

American and Governor Martinez is Latina.

Women’s Institutional Resources 
In addition to women’s voting and election to local, state, 

and federal offi  ces, institutional resources dedicated 

to helping women succeed in the political arena and 

to promoting and prioritizing women’s policy issues 

play a key role in connecting women constituents to 

policymakers. Such resources include campaign trainings 

for women, women’s Political Action Committees 

(PACs), women’s commissions, and state chapters of 

the National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC). 

Th ese institutional resources serve to amplify the voices 

of women in government and increase the access of 

women, their families, and their communities to decision 

makers on the policy issues that matter most to them. 

Institutional resources and statewide associations also 

provide peer support systems for female elected offi  cials 

and establish informal networks that can help them 

navigate a political system that remains predominantly 

male (Strimling 1986).

Campaign trainings for women provide valuable insight 

into running a successful campaign and strengthen 

the pipeline to higher offi  ce. One study found that 

nine in ten women who participated in a training 

before running found it extremely helpful; many also 

believed that campaign trainings should be expanded 

7The nine states with at least half  of  statewide elected executive office positions held by women are Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, Oregon and Wyoming. The 10 states where no women hold statewide elected executive office positions are Alaska, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii, 
Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Missouri, Utah, and Virginia.
8Three states do not have statewide elective offices other than governorships: Maine, New Hampshire, and Tennessee. 
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to be more women-centric so as to address the issue 

of “campaigning-while-female” (Baer and Hartmann 

2014). Experienced women candidates also expressed a 

need for a range of candidate training, from running for 

one’s fi rst offi  ce to running for a seat in one’s congres-

sional delegation, which as a national offi  ce requires the 

candidate to learn a new range of skills. Most training, 

however, seems to be aimed at encouraging women to 

run for their fi rst offi  ce.

Political action committees (PACs) raise and spend 

money for the purpose of electing and defeating 

candidates. A PAC may give directly to a candidate 

committee, a national party committee, or another PAC, 

within the contribution limits (Open Secrets 2015). 

A women’s PAC may be critical to supplying a female 

candidate with the campaign contributions she needs to 

launch a successful campaign. A women’s PAC may also 

bolster candidates who support women-friendly policy 

and legislation. In 2014, there were 23 national and 47 

state or local PACs or donor networks that either gave 

money primarily to women candidates or had a primarily 

female donor base (CAWP 2014). 

A commission for women is typically established by 

legislation or executive order and works to prioritize 

issues that may disproportionately aff ect women’s lives 

(National Conference of State Legislatures 2014c). 

In many states across the nation, women’s commis-

sions—which can operate at the city, county, or state 

level—strive to identify inequities in laws, policies, and 

practices and recommend changes to address them. 

Women’s commissions may engage in a variety of 

activities to benefi t women in their geographic areas, 

including, but not limited to, conducting research on 

issues aff ecting the lives of women and families, holding 

briefi ngs to educate the public and legislators on these 

issues, developing a legislative agenda, and advocating 

for gender balance in leadership throughout both the 

public and private sectors (Cecilia Zamora, National 

Association of Commissions for Women, personal 

communication, May 1, 2015).

Th e National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC) is 

a multi-partisan, grassroots organization dedicated to 

increasing the number of women who run for offi  ce and 

who are elected or appointed into leadership positions 

(National Women’s Political Caucus 2015). Th e NWPC 

has state and local chapters that work with women in 

their communities to provide institutional support by 

recruiting women to run for offi  ce, endorsing women 

candidates, helping them raise campaign contributions, 

and providing them with campaign trainings (National 

Women’s Political Caucus 2015). 

■ Th irty-fi ve states have state-level campaign trainings 

specifi cally for women, 34 states have a women’s 

commission, 33 states have a women’s PAC, and 16 

states have chapters of the National Women’s Political 

Caucus (Appendix Table B1.6). 

■ Ten states have all four of these institutional resources 

for women at the state level: California, Florida, 

Georgia, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mis-

souri, New Jersey, Tennessee, and Texas. Th ese states 

are all tied for the fi rst place ranking and are shown 

as the top third in Map 1.5. An additional 14 have 

three institutional resources and are all tied for 11th 

place. Ten states plus the District of Columbia have 

two. Th is group of 25 jurisdictions is shown as the 

middle third in Map 1.5. Th e bottom third consists 

of 15 states that have one institutional resources and 

the one state—North Dakota—that has no resources 

to help women in their political participation. North 

Dakota ranks 51st on this indicator of women’s status 

(Appendix Table B1.6).
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Map 1.5. Women’s Institutional Resources

Note: Number of  institutional resources for women in the state.
Source: Center for American Women and Politics 2015l, National Women’s Political Caucus 2015, 
and National Conference of  State Legislatures 2014. Calculated by the Institute for Women’s Policy 
Research..
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Labor Unions and Women’s Leadership

The labor movement spearheaded many of  the basic workplace protections we enjoy today, such as 
the minimum wage, the 40-hour work week, overtime pay, and adequate workplace health and safety. 
Unions play an important role in collective bargaining for workers’ rights, and in raising issues to 
the forefront of  the national agenda. On many policy issues, labor unions have taken the lead in both 
national and state policy development. 

Women’s participation in unions is beneficial for several reasons. Unionized women have greater 
earnings—$212, or 30.9 percent more per week—and higher rates of  health insurance coverage than 
nonunionized women (IWPR 2015c; IWPR 2015d). Women’s leadership is also critical to promoting 
issues of  importance to women and families—including paycheck fairness, access to affordable child 
care, raising the minimum wage, and expanding access to paid sick days—and raising these issues 
to the forefront of  unions’ agendas. 

Women make up a large proportion of  union members and have been closing the gender gap in 
union membership. In 2004, 57.4 percent of  members were male, while 42.6 percent were female 
(U.S. Department of  Labor 2005). By 2014, women were 45.5 percent, or 6.6 million of  14.6 million 
union members (U.S. Department of  Labor 2015a). Of  wage and salary workers overall in the United 
States, 11.7 percent of  men and 10.5 percent of  women are members of  unions, with public sector 
workers five time as likely to belong to a union as private sector workers (35.7 percent compared 
with 6.6 percent; U.S. Department of  Labor 2015b).   

Women are also working toward better representation within union leadership. Women are 18.2 per-
cent (10 out of  55) of  the Executive Council of  the AFL-CIO, 25.7 percent (9 of  35) of  the Interna-
tional Vice Presidents of  AFSCME, 38.1 percent (8 of  21) of  the Executive Board of  the CWA, 42.9 
percent (18 of  42) of  the AFT Vice Presidents, 50.0 percent (4 of  8) of  the leadership of  SEIU, and 
60.0 percent (3 of  5) of  the General Officers of  UNITE (AFL-CIO 2015; AFSCME 2015; AFT 2015; 
CWA 2015; SEIU 2015; UNITE HERE 2015). While these numbers do not provide information about 
the leadership of  the local chapters of  these unions, they do speak to the composition of  their na-
tional union leaderships. 

Several obstacles often make it difficult for women to get involved in union leadership. One qualita-
tive study of  women union activists identified six barriers that women face in union work: women 
experience difficulty making room for the time demands of  union leadership, especially given their 
competing family obligations; women and people of  color have an acute fear of  retribution by em-
ployers; few women serve at the top of  union leadership, where they could serve as role models to 
other women activists; women express discomfort with public authority based on an understanding 
that this is not a female role; women are not aware of  how union leadership may benefit their lives as 
workers; and unions place inadequate emphasis on the priorities and concerns of  women (Caiazza 
2007). The report also identified seven strategies for promoting women’s leadership within unions. 
Unions can highlight the importance of  women’s contributions; provide trainings on effective ways 
to mobilize women; encourage and support more women in leadership positions both nationally and 
locally; create and strengthen mentoring programs for women; provide dedicated space for women 
to voice their concerns; address women’s priorities by using imagery and language that reflects their 
experiences; and provide flexible options for involvement by finding creative times and places to 
meet and providing supports such as childcare (Caiazza 2007). 
 
These strategies encourage women’s activism and strengthen unions by enabling them to be more 
inclusive of  the needs and priorities of  all their members. 
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Conclusion
Although there are many institutions that promote 

women’s civic engagement and political participation, 

obstacles to women’s political participation and lead-

ership persist. Women’s lesser economic resources (as 

shown in other releases from the Status of Women in 

the States project) compared with men’s, their greater 

caregiving responsibilities, their more limited access to 

important supports that would help them to run for 

offi  ce, and succeed as offi  ce holders, and the greater scru-

tiny that women candidates seem to face from the public 

and the media all restrict women’s political participation 

and leadership in states across the nation. Progress in 

advancing women’s political status continues to move at 

a glacial pace. As of 2015, women’s representation at all 

levels of government remains well below their share of 

the overall population. IWPR projects that women will 

not reach 50 percent of the U.S. Congress until 2117 

(IWPR 2015a).  Eff orts to recruit more women to run 

for offi  ce and to increase their success as candidates and 

offi  ce holders will be crucial to increasing their represen-

tation in the coming years and decades. 
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Calculating the Composite Index
Th is composite index refl ects four areas of political 

participation: voter registration; voter turnout; women 

in elected offi  ce, including state legislatures, statewide 

elected offi  ce, and positions in the U.S. Congress; and 

institutional resources available to women, including a 

commission for women, a campaign training for women, 

a women’s PAC, and a state chapter of the National 

Women’s Political Caucus. 

To construct this composite index, each of the compo-

nent indicators was standardized to remove the eff ects 

of diff erent units of measurement for each state’s score 

on the resulting composite index. Each component was 

standardized by subtracting the mean value for all 50 

states from the observed value for a state and dividing 

the diff erence by the standard deviation for the United 

States as a whole. Th e standardized scores were then 

given diff erent weights. Voter registration and voter 

turnout were each given a weight of 1.0. Th e indicator 

for women in elected offi  ce is itself a composite refl ect-

ing diff erent levels of offi  ce-holding and was given a 

weight of 4.0 (in the fi rst two series of reports, published 

in 1996 and 1998, this indicator was given a weight of 

3.0, but since 2000 it has been weighted at 4.0). Th e last 

component indicator, women’s institutional resources, 

is also a composite of scores indicating the presence or 

absence of each of four resources, and received a weight 

of 1.0. Th e resulting weighted, standardized values for 

each of the four component indicators were summed for 

each state to create a composite score. Th e states were 

then ranked from the highest to the lowest score. 

To grade the states on this composite index, values for 

each of the components were set at desired levels to 

produce an “ideal score.” Women’s voter registration and 

voter turnout were each set at the value of the highest 

state for these components; each component of the 

composite index for women in elected offi  ce was set 

as if 50 percent of elected offi  cials were women; and 

scores for institutional resources for women assumed 

that the ideal state had each of the four resources. Each 

state’s score was then compared with the ideal score to 

determine its grade.

WOMEN’S VOTER REGISTRATION: Th is 

component indicator is the average percent (for the 

presidential and congressional elections of 2012 

and 2010) of all women aged 18 and older (in the 

civilian noninstitutionalized population) who reported 

registering, including noncitizens who are ineligible. In 

2012, 72.9 percent of U.S. citizen women aged 18 and 

older reported registering to vote, compared with 67.0 

percent of all women aged 18 and older. IWPR selected 

the larger population base for this indicator because the 

inability of noncitizens to register accurately refl ects the 

lack of political voice for this population. Source: U.S. 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 2010 

and 2012, based on the Current Population Survey.

 

WOMEN’S VOTER TURNOUT: Th is component 

indicator is the average percent (for the presidential and 

congressional elections of 2012 and 2010) of all women 

aged 18 and older (in the civilian noninstitutionalized

population) who reported voting, including noncitizens 

who are ineligible. In 2012, 63.7 percent of U.S. citizen 

women aged 18 and older reported voting, compared 

with 58.5 percent of all women of this age range. IWPR 

selected the larger population base for this indicator 

because the lack of voting by noncitizens accurately 

refl ects the lack of political voice for this population. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 

Census 2010 and 2012, based on the Current Population 

Survey.

WOMEN IN ELECTED OFFICE: Th is index has 

four components and refl ects offi  ce-holding at the state 

and national levels as of January 2015. For each state, 

the proportion of offi  ce-holders who are women was 

computed for four levels: state representatives; state 

senators; statewide elected executive offi  cials and U.S. 

representatives; and U.S. senators and governors. Th e 

percent values were then converted to scores that ranged 

from 0 to 1 by dividing the observed value for each state 

by the highest value for all states. Th e scores were then 

weighted according to the degree of political infl uence of 

the position: state representatives were given a weight of 

1.0, state senators were given a weight of 1.25, statewide 

executive elected offi  cials (except governors) and U.S. 

representatives were each given a weight of 1.5, and U.S. 

senators and state governors were each given a weight of 

Methodology
Appendix A1:
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1.75. Th e resulting weighted scores for the four compo-

nents were added to yield the total score on this index 

for each state. Th e highest score of any state for this 

offi  ce-holding index is 4.58. Th ese scores were then used 

to rank the states on the indicator for women in elected 

offi  ce. Sources: Data were compiled by IWPR from the 

Center for American Women and Politics 2015a, 2015b, 

2015c, 2015d.

WOMEN’S INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES: Th is 

index measures the number of institutional resources for 

women available in the state from a maximum of four, 

including a commission for women (established by leg-

islation or executive order), a campaign training program 

for women, a women’s political action committee (PAC), 

and a state chapter of the National Women’s Political 

Caucus (NWPC). In order to score the states, each of 

the four components for this indicator was weighted 

equally at 0.5 points, for a total of 2.0 points. Th ese 

scores were then used to rank the states on the indicator 

for resources available to women. In 2002 and 2004, 

the institutional resources indicator measured whether 

a state had a commission for women (established by 

legislation or executive order) and a legislative caucus 

for women (organized by women legislators in either 

or both houses of the state legislature). In earlier years 

(1996 and 1998) a third resource, a women’s economic 

agenda project, was also included in this indicator. 

Sources: Data were compiled by IWPR from the Center 

for American Women and Politics 2015k, Political 

and Leadership Resources for Women database; the 

National Conference of State Legislatures 2014c; and 

the National Women’s Political Caucus 2015. 
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Tables by State and 
Race/Ethnicity

Appendix B1:
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State 
Number of  U.S. Senators 

Who Are Womena

Proportion of  U.S. Representatives 
Who Are Womenb

Alabama 0 28.6%

Alaska 1 0.0%

Arizona 0 33.3%

Arkansas 0 0.0%

California 2 35.8%

Colorado 0 14.3%

Connecticut 0 40.0%

Delaware 0 0.0%

Florida 0 25.9%

Georgia 0 0.0%

Hawaii 1 50.0%

Idaho 0 0.0%

Illinois 0 22.2%

Indiana 0 22.2%

Iowa 1 0.0%

Kansas 0 25.0%

Kentucky 0 0.0%

Louisiana 0 0.0%

Maine 1 50.0%

Maryland 1 12.5%

Massachusetts 1 22.2%

Michigan 1 21.4%

Minnesota 1 12.5%

Mississippi 0 0.0%

Missouri 1 25.0%

Montana 0 0.0%

Nebraska 1 0.0%

Nevada 0 25.0%

New Hampshire 2 50.0%

New Jersey 0 8.3%

New Mexico 0 33.3%

New York 1 29.6%

North Carolina 0 23.1%

North Dakota 1 0.0%

Ohio 0 18.8%

Oklahoma 0 0.0%

Oregon 0 20.0%

Pennsylvania 0 0.0%

Rhode Island 0 0.0%

South Carolina 0 0.0%

South Dakota 0 100.0%

Tennessee 0 22.2%

Texas 0 8.3%

Utah 0 25.0%

Vermont 0 0.0%

Virginia 0 9.1%

Washington 2 30.0%

West Virginia 1 0.0%

Wisconsin 1 12.5%

Wyoming 0 100.0%

United States 20 19.3%

Sources: aCAWP 2015f; bCAWP 2015g.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. 

Table B1.1. 
Women in the United States Congress, 2015
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State 

Proportion of  State 
Senators Who Are 

Womena

Proportion of  State 
Representatives Who 

Are Womena

Proportion of  
Statewide Elected 
Executive Offices 
Held by Womenb

Number of  
Governors Who Are 

Womenc

Alabama 11.4% 15.2% 22.2% 0

Alaska 25.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0

Arizona 43.3% 31.7% 30.0% 0

Arkansas 20.0% 20.0% 33.3% 0

California 27.5% 25.0% 28.6% 0

Colorado 34.3% 46.2% 0.0% 0

Connecticut 25.0% 29.1% 60.0% 0

Delaware 28.6% 22.0% 20.0% 0

Florida 30.0% 22.5% 25.0% 0

Georgia 16.1% 25.0% 0.0% 0

Hawaii 32.0% 25.5% 0.0% 0

Idaho 25.7% 27.1% 16.7% 0

Illinois 25.4% 33.9% 60.0% 0

Indiana 20.0% 21.0% 83.3% 0

Iowa 14.0% 27.0% 33.3% 0

Kansas 32.5% 22.4% 0.0% 0

Kentucky 10.5% 19.0% 33.3% 0

Louisiana 10.3% 13.3% 0.0% 0

Maine 22.9% 30.5% N/A 0

Maryland 27.7% 32.6% 0.0% 0

Massachusetts 30.0% 23.8% 80.0% 0

Michigan 10.5% 24.5% 33.3% 0

Minnesota 34.3% 32.8% 75.0% 0

Mississippi 15.4% 18.0% 28.6% 0

Missouri 17.6% 25.8% 0.0% 0

Montana 36.0% 29.0% 40.0% 0

Nebraska 20.4% 20.4% 20.0% 0

Nevada 23.8% 35.7% 20.0% 0

New Hampshire 33.3% 28.5% N/A 1

New Jersey 27.5% 31.3% 100.0% 0

New Mexico 14.3% 32.9% 16.7% 1

New York 17.5% 26.7% 33.3% 0

North Carolina 24.0% 21.7% 55.6% 0

North Dakota 17.0% 20.2% 25.0% 0

Ohio 21.2% 26.3% 20.0% 0

Oklahoma 12.5% 12.9% 30.0% 1

Oregon 26.7% 33.3% 50.0% 1

Pennsylvania 18.0% 17.7% 25.0% 0

Rhode Island 26.3% 26.7% 25.0% 1

South Carolina 2.2% 17.7% 12.5% 1

South Dakota 20.0% 21.4% 22.2% 0

Tennessee 18.2% 17.2% N/A 0

Texas 22.6% 19.3% 12.5% 0

Utah 20.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0

Vermont 30.0% 43.3% 20.0% 0

Virginia 20.0% 16.0% 0.0% 0

Washington 36.7% 30.6% 12.5% 0

West Virginia 2.9% 19.0% 20.0% 0

Wisconsin 33.3% 22.2% 20.0% 0

Wyoming 3.3% 18.3% 50.0% 0

United States 22.1% 24.9% 27.0% 6

Notes: Nebraska has a unicameral legislature. Data on women in statewide elected executive offices do not include governorships. 
Maine, New Hampshire, and Tennessee do not have statewide elected executive offices aside from the governorship. 
Sources: aCAWP 2015i; bCAWP 2015h; cCAWP 2015h.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.

Table B1.2. 
Women in State Government, 2015
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State 
Proportion 

Women
All 

Representatives
All 

Women
White 

Women
Hispanic 
Women

Black 
Women

Asian/Pacific 
Islander Women

Native American 
Women

Multiracial 
Women

Alabama 28.6% 7 2 1 0 1 0 0 0

Alaska 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Arizona 33.3% 9 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Arkansas 0.0% 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

California 35.8% 53 19 9 5 3 2 0 0

Colorado 14.3% 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Connecticut 40.0% 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Delaware 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Florida 25.9% 27 7 4 1 2 0 0 0

Georgia 0.0% 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hawaii 50.0% 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

Idaho 0.0% 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Illinois 22.2% 18 4 2 0 1 1 0 0

Indiana 22.2% 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Iowa 0.0% 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kansas 25.0% 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Kentucky 0.0% 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Louisiana 0.0% 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Maine 50.0% 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Maryland 0.0% 8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Massachusetts 22.2% 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Michigan 21.4% 14 3 2 0 1 0 0 0

Minnesota 12.5% 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Mississippi 0.0% 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Missouri 25.0% 8 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Montana 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nebraska 0.0% 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nevada 25.0% 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

New Hampshire 50.0% 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

New Jersey 8.3% 12 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

New Mexico 33.3% 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

New York 29.6% 27 8 5 1 1 1 0 0

North Carolina 23.1% 13 3 2 0 1 0 0 0

North Dakota 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ohio 18.8% 16 3 1 0 2 0 0 0

Oklahoma 0.0% 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oregon 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Pennsylvania 0.0% 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rhode Island 0.0% 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Carolina 0.0% 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Dakota 100.0% 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Tennessee 22.2% 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Texas 8.3% 36 3 1 0 2 0 0 0

Utah 25.0% 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

Vermont 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Virginia 9.1% 11 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Washington 30.0% 10 3 2 1 0 0 0 0

West Virginia 0.0% 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Wisconsin 12.5% 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

Wyoming 100.0% 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

United States 19.1% 435 83 52 9 18 5 0 0

Table B1.3. 
Women’s Political Representation by Race and Ethnicity: Women in the U.S. House of  Representatives, 2015

Sources: Data on women of  color are from CAWP 2015d; data on all women are from CAWP 2015g.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
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State 
Proportion 

Women
All 

Legislators
All 

Women
White 

Women
Hispanic 
Women

Black 
Women

Asian/Pacific 
Islander Women

Native American 
Women

Multiracial 
Women

Alabama 14.3% 140 20 8 0 12 0 0 0

Alaska 28.3% 60 17 16 1 0 0 0 0

Arizona 35.6% 90 32 22 7 0 1 1 1

Arkansas 20.0% 135 27 23 0 4 0 0 0

California 25.8% 120 31 16 6 4 5 0 0

Colorado 42.0% 100 42 34 6 2 0 0 0

Connecticut 28.3% 187 53 47 2 4 0 0 0

Delaware 24.2% 62 15 13 0 2 0 0 0

Florida 24.4% 160 39 26 3 10 0 0 0

Georgia 22.9% 236 54 27 0 27 0 0 0

Hawaii 27.6% 76 21 6 0 0 14 0 1

Idaho 26.7% 105 28 24 0 1 2 1 0

Illinois 31.1% 177 55 36 5 14 0 0 0

Indiana 20.7% 150 31 25 1 5 0 0 0

Iowa 22.7% 150 34 30 0 4 0 0 0

Kansas 24.8% 165 41 36 0 4 0 0 1

Kentucky 16.7% 138 23 23 0 0 0 0 0

Louisiana 12.5% 144 18 9 0 9 0 0 0

Maine 29.0% 186 54 54 0 0 0 0 0

Maryland 31.4% 188 59 34 3 19 3 0 0

Massachusetts 25.0% 200 50 46 1 2 1 0 0

Michigan 20.9% 148 31 23 2 5 1 0 0

Minnesota 33.3% 201 67 63 1 1 0 1 1

Mississippi 17.2% 174 30 15 0 15 0 0 0

Missouri 24.4% 197 48 38 0 10 0 0 0

Montana 31.3% 150 47 43 0 0 0 4 0

Nebraska 20.4% 49 10 9 0 1 0 0 0

Nevada 31.7% 63 20 15 3 2 0 0 0

New Hampshire 28.8% 424 122 120 0 1 1 0 0

New Jersey 30.0% 120 36 20 0 8 8 0 0

New Mexico 25.9% 112 29 11 13 2 0 3 0

New York 23.9% 213 51 33 3 15 0 0 0

North Carolina 22.4% 170 38 24 1 13 0 0 0

North Dakota 19.1% 141 27 27 0 0 0 0 0

Ohio 25.0% 132 33 25 0 8 0 0 0

Oklahoma 12.8% 149 19 17 0 1 0 1 0

Oregon 31.1% 90 28 26 1 1 0 0 0

Pennsylvania 17.8% 253 45 36 1 7 1 0 0

Rhode Island 26.5% 113 30 27 2 0 0 0 1

South Carolina 13.5% 170 23 17 0 6 0 0 0

South Dakota 21.0% 105 22 22 0 0 0 0 0

Tennessee 17.4% 132 23 15 1 7 0 0 0

Texas 19.9% 181 36 18 9 8 1 0 0

Utah 15.4% 104 16 10 4 1 1 0 0

Vermont 41.1% 180 74 71 1 1 1 0 0

Virginia 17.1% 140 24 14 0 10 0 0 0

Washington 32.7% 147 48 43 1 0 4 0 0

West Virginia 14.9% 134 20 19 0 1 0 0 0

Wisconsin 25.0% 132 33 28 2 3 0 0 0

Wyoming 13.3% 90 12 12 0 0 0 0 0

United States 24.2%  7,383  1,786  1,396 80 250 44 11 5

Table B1.4. 
Women’s Political Representation by Race and Ethnicity: Women in the State Legislatures, 2015

Sources: Data on women of  color are from CAWP 2015e; data on all women from are CAWP 2015i.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. 
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State 
Proportion of  

Women
All Elected 
Officials All Women

White 
Women

Hispanic 
Women

Black 
Women

Asian/Pacific 
Islander Women

Native American 
Women

Multiracial 
Women

Alabama 22.2% 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Alaska 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Arizona 30.0% 10 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Arkansas 33.3% 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

California 28.6% 7 2 0 0 0 1 0 1

Colorado 0.0% 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Connecticut 60.0% 5 3 2 0 1 0 0 0

Delaware 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Florida 25.0% 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Georgia 0.0% 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hawaii 0.0% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Idaho 16.7% 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Illinois 60.0% 5 3 2 1 0 0 0 0

Indiana 83.3% 6 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

Iowa 33.3% 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Kansas 0.0% 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kentucky 33.3% 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Louisiana 0.0% 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Maine N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Maryland 0.0% 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Massachusetts 80.0% 5 4 4 0 0 0 0 0

Michigan 33.3% 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Minnesota 75.0% 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Mississippi 28.6% 7 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Missouri 0.0% 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Montana 40.0% 10 4 3 0 0 0 1 0

Nebraska 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Nevada 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

New Hampshire N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

New Jersey 100.0% 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

New Mexico 16.7% 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

New York 33.3% 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

North Carolina 55.6% 9 5 5 0 0 0 0 0

North Dakota 25.0% 12 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Ohio 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Oklahoma 30.0% 10 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Oregon 50.0% 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Pennsylvania 25.0% 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Rhode Island 25.0% 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

South Carolina 12.5% 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

South Dakota 22.2% 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Tennessee N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Texas 12.5% 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Utah 0.0% 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vermont 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Virginia 0.0% 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Washington 12.5% 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

West Virginia 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Wisconsin 20.0% 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Wyoming 50.0% 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

United States 27.0% 267 72 65 3 1 1 1 1

Notes: Data on women in statewide elected executive offices do not include governorships. Maine, New Hampshire, and Tennessee do not have statewide elected executive offices aside from the governorship.
Sources: Data on women of  color are from CAWP 2015d; data on all women are from CAWP 2015h; data on available statewide elected executive offices are from CAWP 2015b.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research.

Table B1.5. 
Women’s Political Representation by Race and Ethnicity: Women in Statewide Elected Executive Office, 2015
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State
Campaign Training for 

Womena

Women’s 
PACa

National Women’s Political 
Caucus State Chapterb

Women’s 
Commissionc

Alabama 1 0 0 1

Alaska 0 1 0 0

Arizona 1 1 1 0

Arkansas 1 0 0 0

California 1 1 1 1

Colorado 0 1 0 0

Connecticut 1 0 0 1

Delaware 0 1 0 1

District of  Columbia 1 0 0 1

Florida 1 1 1 1

Georgia 1 1 1 1

Hawaii 1 1 0 1

Idaho 0 1 0 0

Illinois 1 0 0 0

Indiana 1 1 0 1

Iowa 1 1 0 1

Kansas 1 1 0 0

Kentucky 1 1 1 1

Louisiana 0 1 0 1

Maine 1 0 0 1

Maryland 0 1 1 1

Massachusetts 1 1 1 1

Michigan 1 1 0 1

Minnesota 1 1 1 1

Mississippi 0 0 0 1

Missouri 1 1 1 1

Montana 0 1 0 0

Nebraska 1 0 0 0

Nevada 1 0 0 0

New Hampshire 1 0 0 1

New Jersey 1 1 1 1

New Mexico 1 1 0 1

New York 1 1 1 0

North Carolina 1 1 0 1

North Dakota 0 0 0 0

Ohio 1 1 1 0

Oklahoma 1 1 0 1

Oregon 1 1 0 1

Pennsylvania 1 1 0 1

Rhode Island 0 0 0 1

South Carolina 1 0 0 1

South Dakota 0 1 0 0

Tennessee 1 1 1 1

Texas 1 1 1 1

Utah 1 0 0 0

Vermont 0 0 0 1

Virginia 1 1 1 0

Washington 0 1 1 0

West Virginia 0 0 0 1

Wisconsin 1 0 0 1

Wyoming 0 0 0 1

Table B1.6. 
Women’s Institutional Resources, 2015

Source: aCenter for American Women and Politics 2015l; bNational Women’s Political Caucus 2015; cNational 
Conference of  State Legislatures 2014c.
Compiled by the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. 
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