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Introduction 

 When venturing into the world of political science early in my undergraduate career, I was 

often unsure of my ability and talent. Along with finding a passion for this field of study, two 

factors really motivated me to keep going down this path: first, the positive feedback I was 

receiving via test scores and grades. Second, the encouragement I received from faculty, who 

pushed me to pursue my political interests inside and outside of the classroom. 

The first out of classroom experience I had was an internship with a campaign aiming to 

elect Presidential candidate Hillary Clinton, and Senatorial candidate Katie McGinty. As a woman 

who had recently become interested in politics, female candidates were an inspiration to me. 

However, had it not been for the nudge of a professor— who not only made me aware of the 

opportunity but also told me I would be a great fit—I likely would not have applied for the 

internship. Both my classroom involvement and real-world experience were supported by the 

advocacy of those around me and led me to finding a place in the realm of politics. It has also led 

me to my interests as a scholar: more specifically, how to involve more women in the political 

process. I became confident in my abilities at least partly because I received encouragement from 

those in the field that I respected. My research sets out to answer the question of if we can bolster 

the participation of women in politics through messages that promote positive self-efficacy. 

 To uncover how to increase participation by women in politics, there are three questions 

that we must ask: how do women participate, when do women participate, and why do women 

participate? These questions were the focus of my attention when designing this study. To 

understand them, I analyzed a student-organized campaign that I organized at Allegheny College, 

where I attend school. As an organizer and as a scholar, I gave careful thought to the current 

political climate on Allegheny College’s campus, and how I could understand both the women 
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who do participate, and the ones who do not. Can women who are already active participants 

encourage those who are not? What is inhibiting those who are not participating? What is 

encouraging those who are participating? How does the kind of participation differ depending on 

gender? Ultimately, how can participation in grassroots politics look more equitable on 

Allegheny’s campus? 

 Such questions are worth asking in any context. The context for this study is one that has 

helped define my career at Allegheny College: an organized effort to promote respect for all work 

and all workers who contribute to Allegheny College’s community. This study and the Coalition 

for Labor were especially important to me given the abundance of female leadership and 

participation. As I will later explore, the labor movement has historically been very male-

dominated because the work force has historically been male. Knowing this, it creates the context 

into which these questions can be inserted: What has been different in Allegheny College’s labor 

movement, and how can these differences work to close the gender gap?   

 

A Brief History of the Coalition for Labor 

 Workers’ rights on Allegheny’s campus has been overwhelmingly supported by students 

and faculty alike and, despite having its roots in College Democrats, has non-partisan support. For 

these initial reasons, this issue has consistently garnered support from a wide variety of students. 

Even so, organizing around labor issues is a relatively new development at Allegheny College. It 

is important, then, to recollect the history of how the Coalition for Labor came to be. It is a history 

in which female leadership features prominently. 

 The College Democrats’ Coalition for Labor began in November 2016 after the college 

proposed a severe cut—a 10% reduction, totaling $150,000—to the budget of St. Moritz, the 
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outside contracting company Allegheny employed to clean the campus. Many of the staff would 

have had their hours reduced, resulting in lower pay. In addition, four full-time employees would 

have lost their jobs, and the remaining staff would be expected to meet the same standard with less 

staff and less time to work. While labor demands increased, compensation decreased for many 

workers. There was a significant decrease in cleanliness on campus simply because there were not 

enough workers nor time allocated.  

This is when students became involved. The first step was conscious-raising which 

involved many conversations between workers, professors, and students. Efforts at this point were 

extremely discreet and secretive. In addition to the workers directly affected by the budget cuts, 

there were four main people working at this point: one male professor, two male students, and one 

female student. All were a part of the College Democrat’s Coalition for Labor. 

The group decided to craft a memorandum about how the budget cuts would harm the 

workers and violate the values of Allegheny College—see appendix 1 for the memorandum. The 

female student took the lead in drafting the memorandum and proposed writing a petition to be 

signed by students to convey the breadth of oppositions to the budget cuts. Everyone in the 

Coalition for Labor was asked to circulate the petition and recruit others to help. In total, 

approximately 600 signatures were added to the petition, equaling about one-third of the student 

body. It took about two weeks for these signatures to be collected. Additionally, there was a faculty 

memorandum sent to some of the professors on campus that collected twenty-eight signatures. 

 Knowing there was significant support across campus by students and faculty alike, the 

Coalition for Labor launched the next step: the #WeStandWith poster campaign. #WeStandWith 

was adopted from a previous protest on campus in reaction to Donald Trump’s election. Students 

silently held posters around campus that listed threatened groups—immigrants, Black people, 
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members of the LGBTQIA community, women— that we as a community would “stand with” if 

they were attacked by the Trump administration. The Coalition for Labor wanted Allegheny’s 

administration to know that we as a community also stood with the workers. To make this clear, 

the coalition ran a poster campaign across campus. Workers were photographed and quoted 

explaining how difficult their jobs and financial situations had become. All photographs were 

taken by a female student, who was becoming an emerging leader on the coalition for labor. These 

posters covered campus: inside of bathroom stalls and on mirrors, above trashcans, dorm room 

doors, office doors, inside academic buildings. Students were seeing the faces and the stories of 

the people who would come behind them to clean. Administration and St. Moritz managers were 

seeing that the workers were backed across campus. Most importantly, workers saw that they were 

valued, listened to, and respected. 

 After it was made abundantly clear where students on campus stood on this issue, it was 

time for the petition to be delivered. The petition had four recipients: the college’s President, 

Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Officer, and Director of Major Capital Projects. A group 

of about a dozen students and two professors gathered to hand deliver the petition. The college’s 

newspaper—The Campus—was contacted before the petitions were delivered so that there was 

news coverage of what was happening. See appendix 2 for the press release. The press release sent 

to The Campus was crafted by three female students of color. Some of the students who delivered 

the petition perceived the reactions to be ranging from dismissive, to condescending, to angry. 

 Despite that, there was a palpable energy of support running through the campus, and the 

St. Moritz managers and Allegheny’s administration must have felt this. The budget cuts were 

abandoned. St. Moritz added additional workers to the third shift, a shift that recently had a redirect 

in workers. Two part-time workers were also moved up to full-time status. This both distributed 
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the work load in a more meaningful fashion and allowed two workers to receive more hours, a 

higher pay, and benefits. When it came time for negotiations of contracts, St. Moritz workers 

earned another win: there would be a $1.65 an hour raise for the first year, followed by a $0.35 

raise every year following that. This was significant improvement from their previous wages, 

where there was a $0.35 raise total in the previous four years. Part-time workers would now start 

at the same base pay as full-time workers, something the workers had been fighting for previously. 

The benefits of all workers were also improved. In addition to these financial improvements, many 

workers shared that they noticed a shift in students’ behaviors and attitudes towards them. They 

cited more greetings, more conversations, and more consciousness of their presence. Workers were 

gaining their rightful respect on campus, both from students and their employers, and much of that 

was due to the work of the Coalition for Labor. 

 In the affirmation of these victories, the Coalition for Labor turned its efforts to the future, 

and to the value our cleaning staff should preserve across time. Members of the Coalition for Labor 

asked ourselves this question: as new students come in who did not witness the Coalition for 

Labor’s initial campaign, how can we ensure that the respect and valuation of workers continues? 

Even with improved wages and benefits, workers should know that they are appreciated, and 

students should be aware of how valuable their contributions are to this campus. All workers 

should be equally as respected as professors, administration, and students are—after all, it is one 

community with a symbiotic relationship. To honor the workers’ place in our community, I raised 

the suggestion that the college should explicitly include this kind of work in our Statement of 

Community. Previously, members of the college’s administration stated that it was implied in the 

Statement. However, as members of the Coalition for Labor, we did not feel that this was enough. 

The Statement of Community is as follows:  
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“Allegheny students and employees are committed to creating an inclusive, 

respectful and safe residential learning community that will actively confront and 

challenge racism, sexism, heterosexism, religious bigotry, and other forms of 

harassment and discrimination. We encourage individual growth by promoting a 

free exchange of ideas in a setting that values diversity, trust and equality. So that 

the right of all to participate in a shared learning experience is upheld, Allegheny 

affirms its commitment to the principles of freedom of speech and inquiry, while at 

the same time fostering responsibility and accountability in the exercise of these 

freedoms. This statement does not replace existing personnel policies and codes of 

conduct.” 

We wanted to edit this language to explicitly include workers. Even if the official Statement 

of Community was not edited, as this is a very difficult process, we wanted a students’ version 

passed by the Allegheny Student Government so that future students would continue to uphold 

this appreciation and could question future administrators who do not. This is the goal that provides 

the context for my research. 

 

A Brief “Herstory” of the Coalition for Labor 

 Something has been very striking about a lot of the Coalition for Labor’s work: it has been 

noticeably female-driven. The coalition began with the work of a female and a male student 

coming together. The woman then drafted the memorandum to be sent to Allegheny College’s 

administration. Many of the conversations and planning were led by women, and the conversation 

included many women as participants. Of those who collected the signatures for the petition, the 

person who collected the most was me, a woman. The photographer of the posters was a woman. 
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Ultimately, the Coalition was filled with female leadership and participation. This is not to 

diminish the work done by male students and faculty. However, in an environment where political 

work and activism is still typically male-driven, this sort of exception is noteworthy. It is especially 

interesting because workers’ rights and union representation, something that often involves the 

livelihood of mostly men, is not typically an issue that is seen as a woman’s issue. I began to 

question, then, why it is that so many women on Allegheny’s campus played an active role on this 

issue. 

 I had a few ideas as to why this could be. First, it could be purely coincidental; the people 

who cared the most or were most effected just so happened to be women. Second, the advisor for 

the Coalition for Labor often delivers messages of self-efficacy to students when discussing their 

abilities to complete tasks such as this—perhaps these messages had a larger effect on the women 

he recruited than it did the men. Third, the trend may have begun with the initial woman who took 

the lead on organizing most of the efforts of the coalition. Did other women gain confidence in 

their ability to organize and be activists because they saw someone “like them” doing so? 

 This research sets out to discover exactly why it is that women have been so motivated on 

this issue, and if that motivation has kept up two years after the initial start of the coalition. With 

a different group of women on campus, will they file into the positions that women before them 

have held, or will they fall back? But perhaps more important than just if they are participating is 

how they are participating, and how that participation is being received by their colleagues, male 

and female alike. The hope is to discover what has been so different about the Coalition for Labor 

so that the lessons may be applied to other clubs on campus. The hope is not that men will be less 

motivated and less represented in leadership positions on campus, but that women may have an 

equal motivation to be represented. If we can foster the confidence and interest in young college 
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women to engage with politics, we may begin to see a shift in representation in grassroots activism, 

the American voting base, and ultimately, the representation of our government officials. 
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Chapter One: Literature Review 

The Gender Gap in Politics: What Is It? 

 The gender gap in politics is a phenomenon that has been observed throughout time, across 

various nations, within different modes of participation, and a through multitude of different types 

of women (Kittilson 2016). The gender gap is typically studied in terms of who is in office and 

who is not, outlining the lack of female representation in the United States. Often overlooked, 

however, is the gender gap between who participates at the grassroots level of politics. Who is 

calling and writing their legislators, who is involved in social movements and various forms of 

activism, and who is the most civically engaged? In my research, I aim to contribute to this field 

of study; why are women underrepresented at the grassroots level, and how can we change this 

disparity? Studies consistently show that men are more active in forms of participation at the 

grassroots level (Burns, Schlozman, Verba 2001; Coffé and Bolzendahl 2010; Kittilson 2016). 

Burns, Schlozman and Verba (2001) report that public officials receive, on average, 2,000,000 

fewer phone calls or letters from women every year. They continue by outlining that there are 

3,000,000 fewer women involved in community problem-solving efforts, 7,000,000 fewer 

campaign contributions, and 9,000,000 less women affiliated with a political organization. 

Scholars are questioning the role socialization and self-efficacy play when considering why 

women are turned off from politics (Lawless and Fox 2008; Lawless and Fox 2013; Kittilson 2016; 

Preece 2016). 

Lawless and Fox (2008) study why it is we see a lack of women in the electoral field. Though 

my focus in this research will not be on the electoral side of politics, many of their suggested 

reasons outline issues of socialization between men and women. To understand why women are 
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not equally represented, we must first understand the culture surrounding the political field. 

Lawless and Fox outline five main reasons: 

1. Women are less likely to be recruited than men 

2. Women are less likely to be willing to endure the rigor of a political campaign 

3. Women are less likely than men to have the freedom to balance family life with a political 

life 

4. Women are less likely than men to perceive a fair political environment 

5. Women are less likely than men to believe they are qualified 

All five reasons point to socialization issues, suggesting that women are not taught to be political 

or competitive in the way that men are. Not only are women taught to perceive themselves in this 

manner, but they are also taught that this is how others will perceive them. Reasons two and five 

show how women see themselves fitting into the political realm, while reasons one and four reveal 

how women are perceived by others. Reason three implies both internal and external issues. 

Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura (1994) is the belief a person has in their capabilities 

to effect change. Self-efficacy can manifest from different factors, including mastery of skills, 

models and observations, social persuasion, and emotions (Bandura 1994). Political self-efficacy, 

similarly, is the belief that one has in their ability to influence policy and government action 

(Sulitzeanu-Kenan and Halperin 2013). There are two types of political self-efficacy: internal and 

external. Internal political self-efficacy is the belief in one’s abilities and knowledge of politics. 

External political self-efficacy is the belief that the government will care about and respond to 

one’s efforts (Balch 1974). The fourth and fifth reasons from Lawless and Fox’s list point to issues 

of political self-efficacy. Reason four points to an issue with women’s external self-efficacy. It 

points out that women may be less interested in participating because they believe those in power 
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will not be responsive. Reason five suggests there is an issue with internal self-efficacy, as it 

reveals doubts women have about their own abilities in the field of politics. 

History would suggest that this inequity is deeply ingrained in American culture. Women 

throughout American history have been extraordinarily underrepresented in political participation. 

This underrepresentation is a result of the separate sphere ideology. The separate sphere ideology 

is the belief that innately, men and women function in different “spheres” in society; women, in 

the private sphere, and men, in the public sphere (Miller and Borgida 2016). Along with the 

separate sphere ideology, the cult of domesticity must also be analyzed. The cult of domesticity—

adopted mostly by middle- and upper-class white families—said that for a woman to be a “true 

woman,” she must uphold four cardinal values: piety, purity, domesticity, and submissiveness. She 

also must know her place in the home, staying away from issues like politics (Lippy and Williams 

2010). Both ideologies were the dominate way of thinking during the 18th and 19th century, though 

remnants of these concepts can still be seen today (Lewis 2017). 

The separate sphere ideology and the cult of domesticity both helped create and uphold 

certain ideas about gender roles in America’s culture. Both concepts held a common belief: politics 

are for men, and there is no space for women (Lippy and Williams 2010). It took women paving 

their own path into the public sphere to challenge these notions. With more and more women 

stepping out of the private sphere, America had been forced to face this ideology and question 

whether it should still hold true. Women in politics, alongside other women entering the work 

force, were able to break down the idea of the cult of domesticity and the enforcement of the 

separate spheres. Women are now “allowed” to enter the public sphere because of the women who 

went through the fight of gaining political office, using their platform to advocate for women. 

Though, as Miller and Borgida (2016) note, these ideologies have left their mark on American 
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culture to this day. This mark can be seen today in the aforementioned gap of political self-efficacy 

experienced by so many women. 

Knowing that this deficiency in self-efficacy exists, we turn to asking why it exists. Why 

is it that in the American political field, women are dissuaded both by themselves and by external 

influences from participating? Is there a way to change this deterrence and create a more equitable 

active electorate? My research is guided by three main questions: What motivates women to 

participate in politics, how do women participate in politics, and how does this participation differ 

from men’s participation? 

When discussing any sort of social inequity, it is important to humanize the issue. By this 

I mean that while I recognize that scholarship is significant, these inequities are felt much deeper 

than numbers alone would show. For this reason, the personal experiences of women and myself—

as a woman in the political realm—will be valued as much as scholarship. To get a wholistic view 

of how profound this problem is, the everyday experiences of those feeling the consequences are 

necessary to understand how injustices are felt from the ground-up.  

Based on what both the literature and experiences suggest, I have formed four hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: When given messages encouraging their own self-efficacy, women are more likely 

to engage in political activities. 

Hypothesis 2: While participating, women will speak less often than men and will be more 

tentative when sharing their thoughts. 

Hypothesis 3: Men will interrupt more often than women do, and their interruptions will target 

women more often than men. 

Hypothesis 4: Women’s contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be 

wrongfully credited, than men’s contributions. 
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 This chapter will justify the rationale for these hypotheses by first, explaining how they 

may cause gender inequities in politics. To do this, I will first discuss the different ways men and 

women participate in politics. I will then shift into a more focused explanation as to why women 

play a crucial role in the labor movement, as this movement provides the context for this story. 

Then, I will move into a discussion of previous studies that have found different ways to close the 

gender gap. Finally, I will conclude by explaining why moving towards a more equitable political 

environment is both necessary and relevant. 

 

How Participation Differs Between Men and Women 

 To understand the full extent of the gender gap in politics, it is important to discern different 

ways to participate. There are various ways to define involvement: voting, running for office, 

writing letters or calling legislators, participating in social movements, signing petitions, to name 

a few. Scholars suggest that women and men are more likely to engage in different activities 

(Kittilson 2016; Coffé and Bolzendahl 2010). Another difference is the way that men and women 

choose to occupy the space when they participate. Men tend to speak more than women, and they 

also tend to interrupt women more (Zimmerman and West 1975). Understanding both the forms 

of participation that typically attract men and women helps me to form a realistic hypothesis on 

which sex will be likely to participate in my study. From there, knowing how men take up space 

helps me to prepare to examine the difference in the amount of time taken up by both sexes. This 

section will explore the different ways in which men and women participate in politics, and the 

implications this may have on my study. 

 Kittilson (2016) describes the different ways that men and women engage in the political 

field. She explains that women and men are about equally as likely to vote, suggesting that this is 
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because voting requires the least amount of resources. This is an important note to make; women 

are more likely to participate in actions that require less resources like money and time. She also 

shows that women are less likely to participate in other forms of electoral politics, such as 

contacting their policymakers (Kittilson 2016). Kittilson also observes that since the 1960s, 

women are more likely to participate in nonconventional forms of participation such as protests or 

petition signings. Kittilson notes that the forms of participation women seem to be attracted to are 

focused more on single issues (2016). 

 Coffé and Bolzendahl (2010) found similar results as Kittilson. They explained the 

difference of participation between private and direct forms; women are more likely to engage in 

private forms of participation and men are more likely to engage in direct forms. Direct forms of 

engagement include activities that are more confrontational, such as contacting policymakers. 

Private forms of participation are less confrontational and can often be incorporated into everyday 

life. This includes things such as boycotts and petition signings. Coffé and Bolzendahl found that 

men and women are equally as likely to vote (2010). They explain the difference between types of 

participation by socialization, stating that women are taught to be more passive and private while 

men are taught to be leaders and autonomous (Coffé and Bolzendahl 2010).  

 Taken together, these studies provide a rationale for hypothesis one: When given messages 

encouraging their own self-efficacy, women are more likely to engage in political activities. 

Additionally, because of Kittson’s contributions, I knew the event I chose needed to rely on few 

resources and that it should focus on a single issue. Likewise, Coffé and Bolzendahl showed that 

the action asked should be more private than direct. To go against these three suggestions would 

be to potentially isolate women before the recruitment even began. Because I wanted to encourage 
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women to attend, I needed to design a form of political participation that was not too big of an ask 

or too far out of women’s comfort zone. 

 Aside from a difference in the type of participation men and women engage in, there is also 

a difference in how they behave. Men tend to talk more than women in professional group 

discussions (Sommers and Lawrence 1992; Kendall and Tannen 1997; Onnela et al. 2014). The 

degree to which men dominate the conversation and interrupt varies by context. Sommers and 

Lawrence (1992) found that women ask more questions and make more suggestions in 

conversations. Their study also found that women and men speak about equally in professor-driven 

discussions, while men speak significantly more in peer-driven discussions. Kendall and Tannen 

(1997) focus specifically on men and women in the workforce, finding that men take up more 

verbal space in the workplace. Onnela et al. (2014) found that the bigger the group, the more men 

spoke. Specifically, their findings suggested that groups of seven or more were more likely to be 

dominated by men. 

One more large gap exists between men and women: the confidence gap. Men, on average, 

tend to be more confident than women (Lundeberg and Punćcohaŕ 1994; Lawless and Fox 2008; 

Kay and Shipman 2014). Lundeberg and Punćcohaŕ studied undergraduate students’ confidence 

in their answers on tests. They found that both genders were overconfident in their answers, but 

men were especially so (1994). More focused on political confidence, Lawless and Fox (2008), in 

explaining why women run for office less than men, stated that women are less confident in their 

qualifications than men are. 

Preece’s study (2016) demonstrated the confidence gap when measuring self-efficacy on 

political tests. Preece gave participants a test to determine their political knowledge. She gave two 

messages: one, with positive feedback no matter the score and the other, with accurate feedback 
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on their score. Preece found that men, when presented with accurate feedback, had their confidence 

levels decreased. Women, on the other hand, had little change in their confidence levels from 

accurate results (Preece 2016). Preece’s findings show that men’s confidence levels do not 

necessarily reflect reality. 

The issue of the imposter syndrome is also a factor in confidence levels. In 1978, Clance 

and Imes introduced the imposter syndrome after observing that high achieving women found 

themselves to be unintelligent. Despite their success, these exceptional women felt that they had 

simply fooled others into believing that they were bright. As someone who has both experienced 

it and witnessed it in other women, the imposter syndrome is still very much a concern for high 

achieving women. In fact, many times while working on this project I experienced this first-hand. 

The imposter syndrome suggests that women are insecure in their intellectual ability. Insight into 

this phenomenon offers another scope for me to study: how do confidence levels differ between 

male and female participants? Based on the scholarship presented on the amount of time men and 

women speak and the confidence gap, I posit hypothesis two: While participating, women will 

speak less often than men and will be more tentative when sharing their thoughts. I hypothesize 

that even when women contribute to discussions, they will be more hesitant, more likely to phrase 

their contributions as suggestions, and more likely to use phrases such as “if that makes sense,” 

and “I don’t know” to soften their tone. 

 Just as important as the amount of time men speak is how they choose to use their time. 

Men tend to interrupt in professional settings more often than women do, studies suggest (Smith-

Lovin and Brody 1989; Zimmerman and West 1975; Hancock and Rubin 2014). Zimmerman and 

West (1975) found that, in 31 separate conversations between two people of varying gender 

combinations, there were forty-eight total interruptions. Of these forty-eight, forty-six were 
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initiated by men. The findings in this study suggest that men are more likely to interrupt than 

women are by a significant margin. Hancock and Rubin (2014) found that men were 33% more 

likely to interrupt women than they were to interrupt men. 

Combining the results from these three studies as well as previous information presented 

on the variance of time men and women speak, I was able to form a hypothesis on how often the 

women in my study would be interrupted. Hypothesis three posits that men will interrupt more 

often than women do, and their interruptions will target women more often than men. Knowing 

both how men and women choose to engage in politics, as well as what that participation looks 

like, helped form the scope of my observations. 

Hypothesis four is a synthesis of all scholarship presented. The findings point to a clear 

issue: women are not valued as much as men in professional settings. Likewise, women’s 

contributions are not valued as much as men’s, even by women themselves. With this in mind, I 

suggest hypothesis four: Women’s contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or 

to be wrongfully credited, than men’s contributions. 

 

Labor Issues as a “Woman’s Issues” 

 Knowing that women respond best to single issue political events, I chose to focus on one 

issue for my study (Kittilson 2016). Deciding upon an issue was a difficult process. Because I 

wanted to include both Republican and Democratic women in my research, I needed to find a non-

partisan issue. To pique as much interest as possible, the issue also needed to be salient to either 

Allegheny’s culture, or more broadly America’s culture. Finally, the issue had to be widely 

supported by Allegheny’s students. Briefly, I considered looking at issues that are typically sorted 

as “women’s issues.” Included in this category are issues such as reproductive rights and access, 
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the wage gap, and childcare. Ultimately, I decided against this idea. When considering women’s 

role in politics, their voices should be heard on every issue. I did not want to isolate women from 

other topics. 

Anecdotally, when women enter the political field, they are expected to focus on “women’s 

issues.” Senator Kamala Harris (D-CA) describes this perfectly when asked to discuss women’s 

issues:  

"I'm so glad you want to talk about the economy. It's a woman's issue to care about climate 

change. It's a woman's issue to want comprehensive immigration reform. It's a woman's 

issue to think about criminal justice reform. It's a woman's issue to care about reproductive 

healthcare and the affordable care act. It's a woman's issue to care about so many of these 

things.” 

Simply put, Sen. Harris is articulating how every issue is a woman’s issue because every issue 

affects women. Ultimately, I decided to use the issue of labor as the context for my study. 

 Labor rights filled every requirement I had for the issue to choose. First, labor is inherently 

an issue that involves women. Unions have been integral to the labor movement, from which 

women across the country have greatly benefited. Of all members of unions in 2018, 45% were 

women (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019). Women who are members of unions earn, on average, 

30.9% more per week than non-union women; likewise, they experience a smaller gender wage 

gap of 88.7 cents on a man’s dollar (Anderson et al. 2015). Both the gendered makeup of unions 

and the economic benefits for female union members show that labor rights are relevant to women. 

 Secondly, but just as importantly, on Allegheny’s campus labor is non-partisan, widely-

supported by students and professors alike, and vastly salient. As noted in the introduction of this 

study, the Coalition for Labor was formed in 2016 after a 10% cut from the St. Moritz budget was 
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proposed. Students and professors fought together to make it clear to the administration that we 

did not support this proposal. The Coalition for Labor had widespread, non-partisan support. 

Through a petition drive, we collected signatures from nearly a quarter of the student population. 

The Coalition for Labor wanted more than just policy change; we wanted a shift in the culture at 

Allegheny in how community members viewed and valued workers and different types of labor. 

We began holding campaigns urging students to respect those who work tirelessly to keep our 

campus beautiful. Workers showed their appreciation, stating that the way students treated them 

had significantly improved with the work of the Coalition for Labor. 

 Selecting the labor rights movement on Allegheny’s campus had purpose for another 

reason: from its roots and leadership, the Coalition for Labor included many successful women. 

Many of the leadership positions were filled by women, beginning with one of the founders, Julia 

Robinson. Then, many women took on large roles in the organization, including Kelsey Evans and 

myself. Campbell and Wolbrecht (2006) suggest that women seeing other women run for political 

office inspires them to run. Could this same idea be transferred to include women at the grassroots 

level having female role models? Is it possible that seeing female leadership in a club encouraged 

more women to get involved with the issue? To test this questioning would be outside the scope 

of this study, but it is worth exploring, nonetheless. 

 Alternatively, I propose that a reason could be through the recruitment tactics used. 

Professor Andrew Bloeser, the advisor to the Coalition for Labor, is known for being especially 

encouraging to students. Knowing this, it is plausible that his strategy of recruitment of offering 

words of encouragement was most effective on the women that he spoke with. Scholars have found 

similar patterns, suggesting that women respond well when given messages that increase their 

feeling of self-efficacy (Preece 2016; Smith and Preece 2015). Though my research is not studying 
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the Coalition for Labor’s demographics, it is still important to understand. Are women so heavily 

involved with the Coalition for Labor because they see other women doing this work, because of 

the praise given to them in recruitment, or even simply coincidentally? Understanding the 

possibilities helps to make sense of the effectiveness of my recruitment methods because I can 

adjust for different variables. That said, I will move into a synthesis of the different studies done 

on self-efficacy and the gender gap to understand what will be effective in my own study. 

 

How Encouragement and an Increase in Self-Efficacy Helps Narrow the Gender Gap 

As was discussed in the introduction, this topic is relevant to my own entrance to politics. 

When I first began college, I had yet to choose a field of study. I began my exploration with a few 

random classes that I had not really considered taking before; Introduction to American Politics 

was one of those courses. Because of this class, I had not only a huge increase in my interest in 

politics, but also in my ability to perform. The increase of efficacy came first with positive 

feedback from the grades I was receiving. It was bolstered even more when the professor went out 

of his way to encourage me to pursue this field because he believed I had great potential. This class 

was the first time I had felt confident and knowledgeable in the political field, and that was in large 

part due to the grades and words of affirmation. 

The scholarship on self-efficacy supports my own experience. Researchers have completed 

studies to show the effect of certain treatments on self-efficacy, and how that self-efficacy 

translates into political efficacy. Preece (2016) found two very different ways to decrease the 

gender gap: the first of which increases women’s participation, and the second of which decreases 

men’s participation. Men and women were given identical tests measuring political knowledge 

where they could be given one of three messages: first, a message of praise for their performance 
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on the test. The second treatment was a message with accurate results of their score in comparison 

to the average score on the test. The third treatment, which was the control group, gave a message 

that simply thanked them for participating. Preece found that women, when given the positive 

message in the first treatment, had their self-efficacy bolstered enough to lessen the gender gap. 

Participants’ self-efficacy was measured via surveys (2016). Preece’s findings are directly relevant 

to my study. Even though she focused on the effects of self-efficacy on test scores, it shows that 

women respond well when given encouragement. These results can be transferred to my study 

because I believe that women are likely to be empowered by the message of positive self-efficacy 

that I give them during recruitment. 

Smith and Preece (2015) studied self-efficacy in politics among a very different group of 

women and in a very different setting. Instead of focusing on political knowledge, they focused on 

the socialization of women in religious settings. Mormon women in this study were read one of 

two messages from their Bible: one, focusing on their importance in the domestic sphere and the 

second, focusing on the importance of political participation. Ultimately, they found that, in a 

religious setting, women responded positively and exhibited an increase in self-efficacy when 

reading messages from their Church that stressed the importance of their participation in politics. 

Their response in this study was compared to women who received messages stressing their 

importance in the home, and the gap was considerable at about 25% higher self-efficacy for women 

receiving the former message. This study suggests that when external efficacy is increased by 

indicating to women that their participation is welcome, they will respond positively enough to 

lessen the gender gap. Smith and Preece’s results indicate that religious socialization plays a role 

in women’s involvement with politics, but that this role can be catered to bolster their outlook on 
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politics. By, again, offering encouragement to women, it becomes evident that these messages 

have a positive effect on women’s desires to engage in politics. 

 Conversely, Burnette et al. (2010) found that the presence of negative reinforcement, or 

stereotype threat, will decrease women’s feeling of self-efficacy. Burnette et al. define stereotype 

threat as the potential to confirm a negative stereotype about one’s social group (2010). They 

studied women’s response to stereotype threat in a high-stakes environment. Women were found 

to have their self-efficacy lowered after being presented with the stereotype, as measured through 

a self-evaluation. The results of this study indicate that when women are given negative feedback, 

they feel less efficacious. Combining this with the aforementioned studies indicates that women 

are more likely to feel efficacious and confident when given encouragement through either internal 

or external means, and less likely when presented with negative forms of feedback. The words and 

messages given to women influences their ability and desire to perform well. The question then, 

is whether priming women’s efficacy not only leads them to come to a meeting, but also to 

participate confidently while there. 

 

Why Women’s Participation Matters and Why It’s Needed 

Why does it matter if women are being represented in politics, though? Should it matter? 

Skeptics would argue that men can, and have, done just as well as women in positions of power 

and in grassroots efforts. The Heritage Foundation claims that the only identity that should matter 

is our shared identity as Americans, and that all others should be ignored when considering the 

best people to represent us (2018). Other critics would say that identifying political actors by these 

categories is a limiting, rather than liberating, experience because it restricts them from being seen 

outside of those categories (Gutmann, 2003). The rationale behind being in opposition to identity 
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politics is essentially that everyone can perform well in a position of political power because we 

all have a shared identity as the American electorate. While this reasoning may sound ideal in 

theory, it presents a plethora of issues in practice. The truth of the matter is that though we may all 

share a common identity, the experience of being “American” is unique for every person. We can 

bring these unique experiences together to create a democracy and representation that works for 

everyone though. This can only be done, however, by respecting the value that identity politics 

plays. 

Descriptive politics, as defined by Pitkin (1967), means legislators sharing features such as 

class, gender, race, or education level with their constituencies. So, does—or should—descriptive 

politics have a place in a democracy? Kittilson (2016) would argue that descriptive politics does 

matter, and in fact, to have inequalities of representation or political participation is to pose a threat 

to our democracy and to undermine the “quality of deliberation, representation, and legitimacy in 

the democratic process.” (Kittilson 2016, page 1). This is not to say that people cannot serve well 

in the government without offering a diverse perspective; more specifically, this is not to say that 

men cannot do well in office without voices of women being heard. The structure of our 

democracy, however, can only stand to be strengthened with more women being represented, 

whether that representation comes in the form of political office or grassroots activism. Holding 

political office is something that only a small portion of the population can do. Grassroots activism, 

on the other hand, can be performed by every single citizen in a democracy in varying degrees and 

countless forms. 

Theoretically, it makes sense to have a close to equal representation of men and women in 

politics, just as there is near equal representation of the electorate.  Simply put, it would be 

equitable and just to have fair representation. To expand on this concept of justness, I find it useful 
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to examine the merits of civic republicanism. Civic republicanism asserts that in a healthy 

democracy, citizens would put the interests of their community and nation above their own self 

interests. What is best for the nation and the people within it may not be what is directly best for 

them, and that is okay. Civic republicanism puts the community before the self. Beyond just 

interests though, civic republicanism encourages every citizen to take an active role in political 

life; the definition of everyone would include women and other underrepresented groups in 

America (Maynor 2007). Civic republicanism offers a basic insight into how our democracy can 

stand to be strengthened by the active participation of different people. 

To discuss more complex reasoning behind the benefit of having a more equitable, active 

citizenry, I have included research compiled by Katherine W. Phillips (2014) on how diversity 

makes teams more productive, innovative, and ultimately better. Phillips outlines that when faced 

with diverse perspectives, people are forced to consider ideas previously ignored. She also 

presented the way in which people prepare for discussions with those they perceive as “different” 

than themselves, whether that be because of race, ideology, class, gender, or another factor. Her 

findings showed that when it was believed they would be presenting to someone different, they 

prepared more than when it was believed they would be presenting to someone the same as them. 

Strikingly, even when told that they disagreed on an issue, if sameness was perceived, those being 

studied still prepared less well than those expecting a diverse audience. These findings suggest 

that if women’s voices were being heard and represented, legislators would be pushed to consider 

ideas and perspectives that they may otherwise be ignoring, whether willfully or unknowingly. 

These different perspectives could lead to more carefully thought-out and considered legislation 

that takes multiple groups and ideas into consideration, which in turn would lead to a healthier 

democracy according to Kittilson (2016). 
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In summary, adopting a civic republicanism approach to democracy and embracing identity 

politics is beneficial simply because it is considering more of the electorate. These two concepts, 

when combined, help protect historically marginalized groups of people and ensure that they have 

a seat at the table. If altruism is not enough to convince the skeptic, then research suggests that 

diversity makes groups smarter, harder-working, and ultimately, better. If this can be done in small 

groups of people, imagine the effect it would have on our democracy and nation if we had equitable 

diversity. Everyone benefits from diversity; therefore, embracing identity politics and discovering 

new ways to include historically marginalized groups—like women—in the political process is 

essential to a strong democracy. 
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Chapter Two: The Study Design 

My research sets out to continue observing these three questions: What motivates women 

to participate in politics, how do women participate in politics, and how does this participation 

differ from men’s participation? From these questions, I have formed four hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: When given messages encouraging their own self-efficacy, women are more likely 

to engage in political activities. 

Hypothesis 2: While participating, women will speak less often than men and will be more 

tentative when sharing their thoughts. 

Hypothesis 3: Men will interrupt more often than women do, and their interruptions will target 

women more often than men. 

Hypothesis 4: Women’s contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be 

wrongfully credited, than men’s contributions. 

To test these hypotheses, I have designed a study to see what, at Allegheny College, 

motivates women to participate in the grassroots labor movement. This study involves multiple 

steps and uses a combination of participant observation, in-depth interviews, surveys, and one 

experimental procedure.  The project traces a student collaboration which aims to recognize the 

contributions of campus workers such as support staff, cleaning crews, and food service workers. 

The project begins with me, the researcher, inviting 20 students to meet about how students 

can recognize the contributions of campus workers. One topic of conversation will be whether 

students would like to see language that specifically mentions respecting workers’ contributions 

in the college’s Statement of Community. I will recruit students to attend this meeting and will 

incorporate an experimental procedure in the recruitment process. 
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 Ten male students and ten female students were recruited to this meeting.  The recruitment 

was done face-to-face, to the greatest extent possible. Gerber and Green (2000) conclude that face-

to-face asks are the most effective way to encourage someone to participate. Knowing this, I chose 

face-to-face contact to allow for the most success of the project. Face-to-face contact helps increase 

the likelihood of someone participating rather than if they were asked another way, eliminating 

one potential variable. The recruitment tactic that was used is designed to prime a sense of efficacy 

which may, in turn, make the probability of attending the meeting more likely. The message given 

to the people being recruited will follow this basic script: “Hi (student’s name)! I am putting 

together a meeting on (date) to discuss adding to the Statement of Community a part that explicitly 

includes outside contractors, like St. Moritz and Parkhurst, to show value for their hard work. I 

thought that you would be an excellent addition to the conversation because I know you have 

(previous experience, personality trait, interest in the topic). Your input would be very beneficial 

to our team. Would you consider coming out to the event?” 

Some research suggests that female citizens are more likely to respond to efficacy primes 

than their male counterparts (Preece 2016) and the experimental procedure just described is 

designed to see if that pattern emerges in the context of social organizing among college students.  

After everyone was recruited, they were all contacted via email to explain the purpose of 

the meeting. In the email, everyone was encouraged to bring any interested friends or colleagues 

along with them. With this gentle invitation, I am observing what a more natural form of 

recruitment looks like after an efficacy prime. Will women be more likely to bring friends, or less 

likely? And of those who do recruit others, what do the gender dynamics look like? 
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Next, I conducted a participant observation of the aforementioned meeting among student 

collaborators, which was held shortly after the recruiting was done.1 A participant observation is 

a qualitative method that involves me directly engaging with the subjects that the research is 

studying. The purpose is for me to become immersed in a social process so that I can observe and 

document the conduct of social actors. This method is often used in the context of various forms 

of social and political discussion so that the researcher can directly pose questions or elicit 

responses from those being studied in order to understand their beliefs, values, and motivations 

(Cramer Walsh 2004). This participant observation focused on whether students would like the 

Allegheny Student Government (ASG) and possibly other entities of the college to consider adding 

language to the Statement of Community that recognizes workers for their contributions. My 

participation included introducing the meeting’s agenda, calling on students during the meeting’s 

discussions, and occasionally asking participants to explain the rationale for their suggestions 

during the meeting’s conversations. This approach enabled me to engage with those being studied 

as a co-participant with a specific role—a participant who helps organize the discussion.2 

The meeting concluded with an invitation for participants to help generate student support 

for recognizing workers’ contributions. This will take the form of a petition through which students 

can choose to demonstrate their support for a proposal to add language to the college’s Statement 

                                                 
1 At the beginning of the meeting, the participants were asked for their permission to record the meeting. The 
participants were told that I intend to analyze the content of the meeting to trace the process by which students 
collaborated to reach decisions. A vote was held to determine if it is okay to record the meeting. The vote was a 
unanimous yes to allow for the meeting to be recorded. The meeting was recorded using a standard electronic 
recording device. 
2 The participants were also provided with a written consent form which they were asked to sign before the meeting 
began. Because multiple people attended the meeting and will be able to attribute particular statements to specific 
individuals, I asked all participants in the meeting to use their discretion when talking about the proceedings of the 
meeting to others who did not attend the meeting. It was also explained to all participants at the meeting that anonymity 
cannot be guaranteed for any statements that participants make during the meeting because the meeting is a public 
space and those who participate in the meeting are at liberty of discussing the proceedings of the meeting with 
whomever they choose.  This instruction was also included in the consent form provided to all participants at the 
beginning of the meeting. 
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of Community. Participants at the meeting were asked whether they would be willing to help 

circulate the petition. Due to time constraints, the petition was not written that night. Later, there 

was a collaborative effort to write the memorandum. Unfortunately, the petition drive was not very 

successful. For the purposes of this research, the petition drive will not be included in analyses.3 

At the end of the meeting, participants were asked to complete a brief survey about their 

reasons for attending the meeting and their impressions about the discussion that occurred during 

the meeting.4 There was also a survey sent out to those who were recruited but did not attend the 

meeting. Both surveys can be found in the appendix as appendix 3 and 4. 

 The next step of the project followed the meeting mentioned above. For participants that 

consented, I conducted an interview with them to ask about their experience. See the appendix 5 

for interview questions.5 The interview focused on the participant’s experiences at the 

aforementioned meeting and the participants’ experience with being recruited to the meeting. 

 Following the completion of the study in early April 2019, all participants in the study 

received one final debriefing form via email.  This final debriefing form summarized key findings. 

It also disclosed that people recruited to the aforementioned meeting were invited using the 

recruitment tactic of an encouraging message of self-efficacy so that I could understand the 

effectiveness of this tactic. I also indicated that the analysis of the collaboration among students 

included an analysis of gender dynamics among the collaborators so that I could study whether 

and why gender disparities in participation had occurred.  The disclosure of different recruitment 

                                                 
3 It was explained that participation in this activity is voluntary and that participants can refuse without penalty. 
Additionally, everyone who agreed to circulate the petition was instructed that they cannot compel anyone to sign 
the petition—signatures on the petition must be voluntary. 
4 Before deciding to take the survey, participants in the meeting were presented with a written consent form explaining 
the purpose of the survey and indicating their participation in the survey is voluntary. The consent form was explained 
orally when the consent form was distributed. 
5 . Before the interview began, participants were presented with a written consent form which was also explained 
orally. Once the participant consented to being interviewed, the interview commenced. The interview was recorded if 
and only if the participant consented. 
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tactics and the disclosure of the research’s interest in gender dynamics will occur at the end of the 

project because divulging this before then could alter the behavior of the people being studied. The 

purpose of the project is to understand the behavior of participants in a collaborative effort. 

Although it is important to tell the participants that research is happening during their 

collaboration, mention of specific recruitment tactics of specific research interests—like gender 

dynamics—could lead to participants altering behavior in a way that would compromise the 

research’s ability to learn about the actual behavior of people involved in collaborations. 

Due to the nature of this project, it is impossible for me to be blind to the identities of the 

people participating in the study. I conducted a participant observation of the aforementioned 

meeting and interviewed the participants who consent in person following the meeting. However, 

confidentiality will be ensured to the respondents who participate in the meeting, the surveys 

following the meeting, and the interviews which will also follow the meeting. All participants were 

given a pseudonym in the results section to follow. Although the gender of individual participants 

may be referenced when writing this report, I avoid using other descriptions that may reveal the 

identity of the participant. Any discussion of patterns that involve demographic differences in 

participation or differences in the perception of social dynamics in the collaboration among 

students are discussed in aggregate terms and do not include discussions that could lead to an 

individual being identified for their remarks during the study.6 

                                                 
6 All records of participation in events studied for this project are saved in a secure location. Audio recordings of the 
meeting and individual interviews are saved on an electronic storage device that is stored in a locked location in the 
student researcher’s home when not in use. All written records obtained through surveys and interviews are saved in 
the same secure location. 
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Chapter Three: The Results 

Recruitment Results 

 Recruitment for the meeting began during the second week of classes, when it was assumed 

many students had a lighter schedule. Over the course of two weeks, I contacted ten men and ten 

women and gave them all a very similar message: “Hi (student’s name)! I am putting together a 

meeting on (date) to discuss adding to the Statement of Community a part that explicitly includes 

outside contractors, like St. Moritz and Parkhurst, to show value for their hard work. I thought that 

you would be an excellent addition to the conversation because I know you have (previous 

experience, personality trait, interest in the topic). Your input would be very beneficial to our team. 

Would you consider coming out to the event?” I tried to keep every conversation as uniform as 

possible. 

Working with other people, the actual execution of this experiment was slightly different 

than the plan I had. Though I tried to keep every message verbatim from the script, obviously there 

were some natural variants. There were questions asked that I did not anticipate, difficulties getting 

in contact with people, and very different levels of enthusiasm. In this section, I will discuss the 

most noteworthy differences, and then I will shift into a discussion of the differences in enthusiasm 

between men and women being recruited. 

After two weeks of inviting people, I was pushing the deadline and could not wait to see 

the last two people on my list in person. Thus, two men were not recruited face-to-face. The 

message given to them and the conversations were exactly the same, but one was done via email 

and one, via text message. For the purposes of anonymity, I will refer to the person contacted by 

email as “J” and the one contacted by text message as “M”. Both men attended the meeting. 
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While inviting M, the conversation took an interesting turn. After I invited him to the 

meeting, he quickly responded by asking me to assist him with a project he was working on as 

well. His exact message was as follows: “Would love to be involved! Also… I have a project you 

may be interested in working on with me?” It was a fascinating exchange; it seemed as if he was 

wanting to exchange favors for each other. So as not to taint the results by saying yes or no, I told 

him I would give him an answer in two weeks. My thought process was that a yes may mean he 

only says yes to me to return the favor, while a no may be met with spite and a returned no to my 

invitation. Ultimately, M did end up attending the event. 

Another slight variance I had was that in asking two women—they will be referred to as S 

and C—they were together, and I asked them at the same time. During the planning process, I 

received an interesting email from S regarding her plans to attend the meeting: “I am excited to 

get started on this and if I don’t get back to you immediately I’m so sorry, but don’t worry I’ll be 

at the meeting besides, I live with [C] so we’ll both remind each other.” Since they were recruited 

together, it seemed striking that they relied on each other to remember the meeting. Scholarship 

suggests that when women see other women involved in politics, they are more likely to get 

involved as well (Campbell and Wolbrecht 2006). Though this specific study by Campbell and 

Wolbrecht analyzes women running for office—a much bigger ask than attending a meeting—the 

similarity is still noteworthy. S and C both made it clear that they would attend the meeting because 

of the other and relied on each other for that push. Though it should be noted that neither woman 

attended the meeting, I did receive individual emails from both explaining why they could not be 

there, offering an apology, and promising to be involved with the movement post-meeting. 

Though I did not divulge it during recruitment, some of the people I invited did know that 

this meeting was for research purposes. However, this factor played no role in the likelihood of a 
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person attending the meeting. Of the eight people who knew prior to being invited, four people 

attended, and four people did not. Even though there was virtually no effect on the results, I chose 

to include this information in the interest of full transparency. 

Though there were few variances in recruitment—save for the aforementioned stories—

there were many differences in enthusiasm. These were the answers I received during the initial 

recruitment: For women, six said yes and four said maybe. For men, eight said yes, one said maybe, 

and one said no. Every “maybe” from women was followed by an explanation that their schedule 

may not allow for it. The maybe I received from the man was more of a no, with a distinct lack of 

interest. His disinterest came through, not in his words, but in his body language. He barely 

acknowledged that I was speaking to him and his tone was very monotone. The one no I received 

from a man was very abrupt—I was unable to finish the ask because he quickly told me no. 

However, he did offer an apology and blamed his full schedule. One man offered a very 

enthusiastic yes—he thanked me multiple times for thinking of him, told me it meant a lot to him, 

and promised to attend. Despite his enthusiastic response, he did not attend the meeting. 

After recruitment was finished, I emailed everyone that had been contacted—except for 

the person who explicitly said no—to discuss a good meeting time. The email reiterated the 

message that was given during recruitment; specifically, in the email I said: “I would like to extend 

a huge thank you to all of you for agreeing to come together for this important discussion. Every 

single one of you was invited because of your passion, drive, and talent for issues such as this.” 

Please see appendix 6 for the full email. After reiterating this message, I asked everyone to fill out 

a short poll indicating when they would be available to meet so that we could choose a time that 

worked for most people, so as to eliminate the variable of scheduling conflicts. I also asked that 

everyone indicate whether they would like the advisor of the previous Coalition for Labor, Andrew 
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Bloeser, to attend. I asked that everyone fill it out within a day, but quickly realized that was too 

short of notice. In reality, it took about a week for everyone to fill out the poll. I sent one follow 

up email two days after the initial email two days later to those who had not yet filled out the poll. 

After this follow-up, I had received sixteen responses out of the nineteen people who had been 

asked to fill it out. All three of those who did not fill out the poll were men. 

After the time was selected, I sent another email informing all participants of the date, time, 

and location. Please see appendix 7 for this email. In the email, I stated that I would keep everyone 

posted on next steps even if they could not attend the meeting. Once this email was sent, I received 

five emails in response informing me that while they could not attend the meeting, they would like 

to be kept in the loop moving forward and want to help with future events. All five of these emails 

were from women. 

Perhaps the justifications sent for not being able to attend were due to a socialization issue. 

It is possible that women are more accustomed to making excuses for why they cannot allocate 

their time to something. Women are, in fact, less likely to say no in professional settings than men 

(O’Brien 2014). The literature would suggest, however, that there is something more going on. 

Knowing that women are more likely to express interest when they have a high level of self-

efficacy, it is likely that, because of the message they received during recruitment, women 

responded in a more positive way than men did (Preece 2016). Because I made them feel welcome 

and wanted in this environment, they perhaps felt that they should give an explanation as to why 

they could not make it. Obviously, it would be impossible to know for sure why it is women felt 

more compelled to reach out than men did—they may not even know the real reasons themselves, 

and it could have been more of a subconscious response. However, it is a safe assumption, based 
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on experience and the scholarship, that the message they received made them feel as if this political 

space was “for” them. 

It is important to note that at this point in the experiment, I had not heard from three of the 

men originally recruited; one, who initially said no, and the other two who ignored every email 

that I had sent. Once the email was sent choosing a time for the meeting, I stopped hearing from 

another man. By the time the meeting came around, I only had six responsive men and ten 

responsive women. Men seemed to lose interest much quicker while also being less likely to 

explain their disinterest. This raises an interesting question of if men became less interested, or if 

women were more interested, because of the female leadership. Possibly, the answer is both. The 

American Psychological Association reports that women prefer female leadership, while men 

prefer male leadership (2006). This could suggest that while women felt empowered by my 

leadership, men lacked enthusiasm. A lack of enthusiasm could help explain why men were 40% 

less responsive at this point in the process. 

The purpose of this research is not to dissuade men from entering the political field; rather, 

it is to understand why women are not equitably represented. My goal is not to lessen the gender 

gap by having less men at the table. Despite this, it is still important to understand what about this 

recruitment tactic turned men away from the cause. As suggested above, it is probable that men 

were put off by female leadership. It is also possible, however, that men were simply not as 

encouraged as women were by the message they received while being recruited. The sections to 

follow will discuss how men and women differed in how they participated at the meeting, as well 

as how they explained their own experiences with this project through interviews and surveys. 
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Meeting Results 

 Present at the meeting were five men and four women, as well as me and the advisor of the 

Coalition for Labor, Andrew Bloeser. Two of the men and one of the women who attended were 

recruited by men. Of the ten men recruited by me, three attended the meeting. Of the ten women 

recruited by me, three attended the meeting. While at first blush this may seem as if the message 

did not prove to be successful, upon further examination we can see the different results the 

message had. 

As was discussed in the previous section, women were much more responsive to me and 

made honest attempts to attend the meeting. In addition to this observation, women were more 

likely to remember the message they were given during recruitment. All four of the women in 

attendance filled out the post-meeting survey. Of the three women recruited by me who attended, 

all three of the women (100%) remembered the message given to them during invitation. The one 

other woman in attendance was recruited by someone other than me, and she while she did 

remember what was said to her, the message did not have anything to do with self-efficacy. Four 

of the five men in attendance filled out the post-meeting survey. Of the four men who attended, 

two were recruited by me. One was recruited by Andrew Bloeser, who delivered the same message 

that I did. One was recruited by another man, who did not give the same message. Of these men, 

two of the three given the treatment message remembered it (66%). The other man did not 

remember what was said to him. Now, despite attendance, we can see that the treatment of a 

message of positive self-efficacy worked 100% of the time with women and 66% of the time with 

men. This result supports my first hypothesis, which is when given messages encouraging their 

own self-efficacy, women are more likely than men to engage in political activities. 
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Just as interesting was the recollection of the people who did not attend the meeting after 

being invited. Four of the seven women who did not attend the meeting filled out the post-

recruitment survey. Of these four, three (75%) remembered the message given to them. Five of the 

seven men who did not attend the meeting filled out the post-recruitment survey. Of these five, 

three (60%) remembered the message given to them. Based on these results, women were less 

likely to attend the meeting when they did not remember the encouragement given to them. Men 

were also less likely to attend, but by a much smaller gap—66% to 60%. With 100% of women 

who attended the meeting compared to 75% who did not attend the meeting remembering the 

message given to them, it is fair to conclude that given a positive message of their own self-

efficacy, women are more likely to participate in politics. Compared to 66% of men who did attend 

and 60% of men who did not attend remembering the message, it is also fair to conclude that while 

the positive message may influence some men, it has a much smaller allure for men than for 

women. 

Turning up for political events is not enough for true equity, though. There needs to also 

be a discussion on the dynamics of how both men and women participate when they are present. 

Research suggests that men and women participate different in politics; men, in “harder” forms of 

politics and women, in “softer” spots (Kittilson 2016; Coffé, Bolzendahl 2010). Scholars also 

suggest that men talk and interrupt more in situations such as this (Sommers and Lawrence 1992; 

Kendall and Tannen 1997; Onnela et al. 2014; Smith-Lovin and Brody 1989; Zimmerman and 

West 1975; Hancock and Rubin 2014). My second hypothesis—while participating, women will 

speak less often than men and will be more tentative when sharing their thoughts—was supported 

in this meeting. First, I will discuss the differences in the amount of times men and women spoke. 
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Then, I will look at the amount of interruptions by men and women and what sex they were directed 

at. Finally, I will look at the lack of confidence displayed by men and women while speaking. 

During the meeting, two of the five men never spoke. All four women spoke, though one 

only spoke one time. Therefore, when looking at the amount of time spent speaking, my analysis 

of the event will focus heavily on the six active participants. Of the active participants, three were 

male and three were female. The active male participants spoke 86 times, while the active female 

participants spoke 69 times. The count included any participation beyond a one-word 

acknowledgement like “yeah,” “mhm,” “right.” With these numbers, men spoke 55% of the time, 

while women spoke 45% of the time. 

More striking than a simple count of how many times each sex spoke, is the actual amount 

of time both took up. With men seemingly speaking 10% more than women, one would guess that 

the time occupied by men was much greater. It was quite the opposite, however. When timing each 

comment, I found that men spoke for 9.75 minutes of the meeting. Women, on the other hand, 

spoke for 17.04 minutes. This means men spoke 36% of the time, and women 64%. The variances 

examined here point to a significant difference in quantity and quality of speaking. While men had 

a higher quantity of speaking, the speech may lack quality. Quality here can be defined as a 

comment of substance that offered a question, solution, or was thought-provoking. The difference 

in quality is supported by the amount of interruptions by men. 

When counting interruptions, I looked for both obvious and subtle indications. There were 

some smaller interruptions, such as a “yeah” or “right” to indicate agreeance; in these instances, I 

only counted it if the original speaker paused during the interjection, indicating a disruption in 

flow. Other forms of interruptions included clear body language that was disruptive such as a hand 

raised in the middle of speaking that stayed in the air while the original speaker continued, an 
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overlap in speech when the speaker did not indicate that they were going to finish speaking, and 

any large disruption to the speaker’s thought. I did not include interruptions that were accidental, 

such as in cases when the speaker indicated that they were finished speaking and the interrupter 

halted the interruption when the speaker continued. Using these standards, here is what I observed: 

Gender of the person being interrupted 

 Men Women 
Men 3 19 

Women 5 4 
Table 1: Who is interrupted? Who is doing the interrupting? 

Women were interrupted 23 times, 83% of which were by men. Men, in comparison, were 

interrupted 8 times, nearly 2/3 less than women. This also means that of the 70 times women spoke, 

they were interrupted 33% of the time, or 1/3. These observations are significant; how can women 

be made to feel welcome in a political environment if they are interrupted 1/3 of the time that they 

speak? If, 1/3 of the time, women are being told that what they have to say is less important than 

what men have to say? 

In addition to these interruptions, there was a fair amount of negative feedback from men 

in the room. To count negative feedback, I looked at times that a person’s input was explicitly put 

down or made to seem insignificant by other participants. In this instance, there were six instances 

of men putting down women, and zero of men putting down men. There were no instances of 

women doing this to either sex. So, there were more subtle instances of women being made to feel 

like their contributions were not important, but there were also very obvious, verbal remarks made 

as well. 

One instance in particular stands out. Near the end of the meeting, when I asked for final 

comments from everyone, one woman—who I will refer to as G—stated that she would like to 

address the issue of defining community in our statement. The man sitting next to her, M, was not 

Gender of 
the person 
doing the 

interrupting 
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only obviously packing up his things, checking his phone, and rolling his eyes at her statement, 

but he also made an inaudible comment that completely disrupted her contribution. While his 

comment was quiet enough that the audio recorder did not pick up on it, his tone was clear through 

his body language and the inflection in his voice. Also, hearing his comment was not needed to 

see her reaction to it; her tone instantly shifted to be on the defense, she relinquished her original 

statement, and withdrew any desire to push it further. Her body language and tone indicated a total 

sense of defeat on the issue. Even the fact that the comment was low enough that the audio recorder 

could not pick up on it is noteworthy. By speaking so low, M made it clear that he was not 

addressing the room, or making any meaningful contribution to the issue at hand; instead, his 

comment sought to directly undermine G. This interaction between M and G goes back to the 

quality versus quantity of men and women speaking. While M and G spoke the same number 

amount of time in this situation, G was speaking with substance and using more amount of time. 

M, on the other hand, was using his time to undercut G with a short remark that did not add to the 

actual time spent speaking but did add to the amount of times men spoke. 

 It is important to note times that women were interrupted, undercut, or otherwise torn down 

during this meeting because these subtle and not-so-subtle signs signaled to women that this 

conversation is not their place. While it may not have always been the intention, it was the effect. 

Even in an instance when the men and women in the room were relatively equally qualified, given 

the same messages, and made to feel as welcome in the shared space, it still seems that men—even 

if it is subconscious—aim to tear women down. It could be, too, that it was not even a gendered 

subconscious effort; however, there was a gendered outcome. How can we adjust the political 

playing field and make it equitable through different recruitment tactics if women are made to feel 

unwelcome even once we pass the barrier of recruitment? 
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 Women feeling less confident was evident throughout the meeting. While of course, not 

all of this can be connected to the atmosphere in the room, it does suggest another large issue of 

political self-efficacy and confidence in women. During the meeting, I counted what I will call 

signs of “obvious lack of confidence.” My criteria of this were statements such as “I don’t know,” 

“does that make sense?” “I don’t know if that makes sense.” I took a tally of every time I heard a 

person make a statement like these. During the meeting, women made comments showing a lack 

of confidence a total of nineteen times. Men, on the other hand, did not make a single comment 

indicating a lack of confidence. This discrepancy may point to a difference in socialization. Men 

are, on average, more confident than women (Kay and Shipman 2014). In addition, the imposter 

phenomenon could be a factor for women, in which successful women feel as though they do not 

belong in their field and are less successful than their equal counterparts (Clance and Imes 1978). 

Here, it is important to note that the participants in the room were all selected because of their 

distinct intellect, ability, and success. Every woman in the room was very successful in her political 

ability. Despite their success, there were still nineteen instances of women showing—at least 

outwardly—a lack of confidence in their ability. It should also be noted that most of these signs of 

doubt were from one woman: G. G was not recruited by me, and therefore she did not receive the 

treatment message of a positive self-efficacy. Knowing this, it is possible that the message made a 

big enough difference in confidence level that there was such a large divergence. 

 On the same note, I noticed even myself displaying these signs of insecurity in my ability. 

Two times throughout the meeting I ended a sentence with “if that makes sense.” Even though I 

knew exactly what I was looking to lessen and was looking for this exact issue, I still showed the 

same wavering confidence. Though it was less than other women in the room, it was still present 

and still showed my own grappling with the imposter phenomenon. 
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 On the post-survey meeting, I asked participants a question to measure their self-efficacy: 

“With respect to recognizing workers in the statement of community: How much can people like 

you affect what the college does?” They were then asked to rate their effectiveness on a scale from 

a great deal, a lot, a moderate amount, a little, or not at all. These answers were coded on a scale 

of 4-0, respectively. For women, the average answer was 3. For men, the average answer was 3. 

There was another question on the survey intended to gauge participants’ external political self-

efficacy: “How much do college administrators, like the president and his staff, care what people 

like you think?” This question was ranked the same way as the previous question. For this, women 

answered with an average answer of 1.75. Men answered with an average answer of 1.5. The 

answers again are relatively similar. It is interesting, then, why the qualitative results are so 

different from what I observed. Were respondents not honest with themselves about their answers, 

or were they perhaps hesitant to share their true confidence level with another person? Confidence 

could also manifest differently out loud than on paper. There could be many answers as to why the 

average answers on the survey were so similar between men and women while the actual 

discussion was so different. 

 The exact same questions were listed on the surveys for those who did not attend the 

meeting but were invited. Regarding their internal self-efficacy, women responded with an average 

answer of 2.75; men responded with an average answer of 2.8. Regarding their external self-

efficacy, women responded with an average answer of 2.75; men responded with an average 

answer of 3.2. Women and men alike that attended the meeting had a higher feeling of internal 

self-efficacy. On the other hand, however, women and men who attended also had a lower feeling 

of external self-efficacy. The results found here are not atypical. William A. Gamson (1968) found 
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that people with high internal-efficacy but low external-efficacy tend to be the most active 

participants. 

 Another difference in feelings of self-efficacy came between those who remembered the 

message they received during recruitment and those who did not. To refresh, there were eleven 

survey respondents who remembered the message given to them and four who did not, excluding 

the two who were recruited by someone other than me or Andrew Bloeser using a different 

message. For those who remembered the message given to them during recruitment, their answers 

to the question of internal self-efficacy were an average of 2.8. Those who did not remember the 

message answered the question of internal self-efficacy with an average of 2.75. For external 

efficacy, those who did remember answered with an average of 2.1. Those who did not remember 

answered with an average of 2.25. There is not a significant gap in answers between those who 

remembered the message and those who did not. This would suggest that encouraging a person’s 

self-efficacy, then, may serve in the short-term to get them to attend an event and participate, but 

is less effective in changing their overall feelings about themselves. A sustained effort may look 

different; maybe multiple messages over an extended period of time given by different people 

would have a different effect. Conceivably, it was a way to make women feel more welcome and 

therefore they turned out more when given the message, but it did not change their outlook on 

themselves. This explanation would also explain the difference in conversation results versus 

survey results. 
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 Internal self-efficacy External self-efficacy 

Women- did attend 3 1.75 

Men- did attend 3 1.5 

Women- did not attend 2.75 2.75 

Men- did not attend 2.8 3.2 

Remembered message 2.8 2.1 

Did not remember message 2.75 2.25 

Table 2: What were the levels of self-efficacy for those who did and did not attend the meeting? 

 These discrepancies show why it is important to look at more than just survey results. As 

was discussed in chapter one, qualitative analysis of personal experience can be just as significant 

as quantitative data. With just the survey results, I would not have a full grasp on how women and 

men were feeling during the meeting. I would also not fully understand why it is that even though 

women, on paper, appear to feel as efficacious as men, they are not attending political events as 

much. The analysis of the meeting makes it clear, though, that even when women are recruited the 

same as men, there are many subtle ways in which they are made to feel unwelcome in a political 

space. From interruptions to outright condescending remarks, women were not as valued in the 

discussion by male participants. 

 

Post-Meeting Interview Results 

 Post meeting, I reached out to all participants for a one-on-one follow up interview. See 

appendix 5 for the interview questions. The purpose of the interviews was to get an understanding 

of each participant’s experience in a narrative way. By speaking individually to everyone, I gained 

a better understanding than the surveys and meeting alone could give me. I wanted to understand 

what motivated people to attend the meeting originally and what they believed the purpose was, 

then talk about if they felt that purpose was fulfilled, and finish by talking about things they noticed 
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during the meeting. Every interview was concluded by asking participants if they felt their 

contributions were important and valued, if they would continue with this work, and finally, 

allowing them space to make any comments they felt they could not say at the meeting or any last-

minute thoughts. All five men agreed to be interviewed, and all but one woman agreed. The woman 

later apologized and blamed her full schedule. The interviews began about a week after the 

meeting. 

 One thing I took notice of during the interviews was, like in the meetings, obvious signs 

that a participant was lacking confidence. Since the interviews relied on audio alone, these signs 

were defined by comments such as “I don’t know” or “I’m not sure” or “if that makes sense.” 

Essentially, I looked for any clear sign that, while a participant was vocalizing a thought, they were 

also doubting their ability. To refresh, during the group discussion there were nineteen signs of a 

lack of confidence displayed by women, and none by men. In the individual discussions, 

confidence levels looked much different. Men had two signs of a lack of confidence, one of which 

was from a man that did not speak once during the group conversation. This change from zero to 

two, while still a small number, suggests that men may be more confident in group dynamics or 

that they are less confident one-on-one. Women, on the other hand, showed more confidence in 

these individual interviews. During the interviews, there were eight signs of a lack of confidence. 

While eight is still a high number, it shows a 50% decrease. In addition, the signs were spread out 

between all the women interviewed. In the group discussion, the signs were heavily concentrated 

with one woman, G. With this, it indicates that G felt much more comfortable in a one-on-one 

conversation than in front of a group. There are a few suggestions for why this could be the case. 

First, with our conversation being between two women, G may have felt more comfortable talking 

without men present. This may not be caused by just a lack of male presence though; to refresh, G 
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was torn down frequently by men in the group meeting. While it may not be men that lowered G’s 

confidence, it could be their comments. 

 Of the eight people interviewed, I received four different answers for what people 

perceived the turning point of the meeting to be. One answer was that there was no turning point; 

this was from a man I will refer to as A. Recruited by Andrew Bloeser instead of myself, A was a 

remarkable participant. A did not speak during the meeting and seemed exceptionally nervous 

during the interview. His answers did not provide a lot of insight into his thinking; many of his 

answers were that nothing stood out to him or that he could not remember. One thing about A’s 

interview did strike me, though. A stated that one of the main reasons that he did not feel 

comfortable speaking up in the meeting was that he felt he was inexperienced compared to 

everyone else. He mentioned that while he felt passionate about the issue, he did not want to 

overstep in the meeting. A, when asked about participants who spoke a lot, only cited M and none 

of the women who spoke often. This is interesting to think about in terms of him considering his 

experience with the movement. M did not offer as much experience as some of the other group 

members; why then, did A find his own lack of experience to be such a barrier? Would A have felt 

the same way if he cited a woman, equally or more experienced than M, to be the main discussion 

leader? Despite not speaking a lot, A did tell me that he felt his presence was welcome and valued 

in the group. 

 One of the women who spoke most of the group, referred to as Z, stated that the turning 

point was our discussion of valuing labor as labor instead of as an identity. Z humanized the issue 

by discussing various conversations she has had with Allegheny’s employees about how they “do 

not feel human sometimes.” J mentioned that for him, the turning point of the conversation was 

moving to a conversation about the broader community and what it means to be part of a 
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community. Many other participants cited this conversation as a significant contribution to the 

discussion, but J was the only one to name it was the turning point. This input was provided by G, 

a woman. 

 The most agreed upon turning point, referred to by five participants, was when I put the 

Statement of Community on the screen and as a group, we began to edit the document. G, M, and 

three other participants that I will call H, K and R all pointed to this. The consensus was that it 

seemed as if we were getting somewhere and doing something real with the time instead of simply 

discussing what we could do. What was interesting about this, however, came from M. M stated 

that the turning point was when he, H, and Z edited the Statement of Community, not when the 

group edited it. Z was one of the most outspoken women, and H was the man who spoke the most 

after M. During the editing of the document, the group was the most lively it had been all night—

every single person, except R and A who did not speak once all night, had something to add to the 

Statement of Community. Why did M only contribute himself, Z, and H then? 

 This leads into a broader discussion of misremembering and wrongfully crediting 

contributions during the interviews. The results of this support hypothesis 4, women’s 

contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be wrongfully credited, than 

men’s contributions. I kept track of just how many wrong and correct acknowledgements there 

were. A correct credit was when a person being interviewed correctly identified the comment and 

the person who made the comment. An incorrect credit was counted if a person credited the wrong 

person or could not remember who made the contribution. If, for example, a person credited M for 

a comment Z made, I would tally that as a wrong credit for a woman, since Z was the woman 

whose comment went without full recognition. The count was for specific recognitions; if, for 

example, someone simply said “Z added a lot to the conversation” this was not counted, as they 
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did not remember the specific idea brought to the group. I was looking clearly for an idea to be 

cited and created—for example, “I think Z made a helpful contribution when she said that we need 

to humanize the issue.” By this count, my final results were as follows: men did not credit men 

wrong one time, but credited women wrong eight times. Women did not credit anyone incorrectly. 

Men did not credit anyone correctly. Women correctly credited men two times, and women three 

times. Of the thirteen contributions credited in the interviews, 66% were wrongly crediting women 

or crediting another person for a woman’s ideas. 

 One thing that really struck me was the amount of times M was credited with a comment 

G had made. G brought up the idea of community many times and asked how we can define 

community and expand our campaign to the greater Meadville area instead of just Allegheny’s 

campus. M explicitly tore this idea down at the end of the meeting, as was outlined in the previous 

section. One person correctly identified G as the original contributor of this idea, and that was Z, 

another woman. Every other person who mentioned the idea attributed it to M. Perhaps the 

reasoning behind this is because M took up so much space in the discussion that he was just the 

first person that came to mind when thinking of a specific contribution. Z and G, however, also 

took up a significant portion of the speaking time and yet were never credited with an idea that 

was not theirs. Instead, their contributions were credited to the wrong person multiple times. 

 The individual interviews helped support my fourth hypothesis: Women’s contributions 

will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be wrongfully credited, than men’s 

contributions. The two women who were the most vocal are very intelligent, accomplished 

women—why, then, were they so often miscredited? Admittedly, because the interviews were held 

a week after the meeting, it is possible that the amount of misciting can be blamed on honest errors. 

This, however, would not explain the full story. If it were simply honest mistakes, it would be 
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expected that the misciting would look more equitable among different gender dynamics. Instead, 

the results show that women were disproportionately miscited by men. The abundance of 

misremembering women’s contributions indicates that they were not as valued enough to be 

remembered as much as men’s contributions. The pattern to miscite a woman’s contributions as a 

man’s also indicates that participants, even when they could not remember who made the 

contribution, were more likely to expect that it came from a man than a woman. 

            Failure to credit    Accurate credit given 

Table 3: Who received credit? 

 The issue of misciting goes back to making women feel as though, even though they are 

physically present in a discussion, they are not as welcome or respected as men in the room are. 

Attitudes such as these can lead to an isolation of women from politics and the political sphere. It 

leads to a bigger issue though, as I have indicated previously: even if we can solve the barrier of 

recruiting women, there still may be issues of how women are perceived and respected in the field 

of politics. Even if women are physically present, how many times will they continue to come 

back to a place where they are held to a lower level of respect than their male counterparts? 

 My results from recruitment, the meeting, the surveys, and the post-meeting interviews all 

support my four hypotheses. Being given a positive message of their own self-efficacy, women 

were more likely to participate than men being given the same message were. Additionally, when 

they did show up, women were more likely to remember the message they were given of 

encouragement. During the meeting, though women took up more time when speaking, men spoke 

on more occasions than women. Men also showed more confidence than women did when sharing 

their thoughts, with women showing an obvious lack of confidence nineteen times in a one-hour 

 Men Women Men Women 
By men 0 8 0 0 

By women 0 0 2 3 
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meeting. The amount of interruptions was also heavily concentrated in men interrupting women, 

with this occurring nineteen times. Finally, the post-meeting interviews showed that people were 

less likely to correctly contribute women’s comments to women. Men miscredited women eight 

times during the meeting, which was an outlier in comparison to other instances of wrongly 

crediting someone. 

 With all results being presented, I return to a look at my original hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: When given messages encouraging their own self-efficacy, women are more likely 

to engage in political activities. 

Hypothesis 2: While participating, women will speak less often than men and will be more 

tentative when sharing their thoughts. 

Hypothesis 3: Men will interrupt more often than women do, and their interruptions will target 

women more often than men. 

Hypothesis 4: Women’s contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be 

wrongfully credited, than men’s contributions. 

Hypothesis one had a slight variance; though there was not a significant difference in if women 

and women showed up after the prime of self-efficacy, there was certainly a difference in who 

remembered the prime and who did not. 30% of women attended the meeting after being given the 

message attended, and the same was true for men. What was different was who remembered the 

message they were given. Of the women who attended the meeting, 100% remembered the prime. 

On the other hand, only 66% of men recalled what they were told. Of the people who did not attend 

the meeting after being recruited, 75% of women remembered the message compared to 60% of 

men. It can be concluded, then, that the message of positive self-efficacy had a greater effect on 

women, as they recalled it more often than men. 
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 Hypothesis two also had a slight variance. Men, while speaking more frequently than 

women, spoke for nearly half the time that women did. This was different than what I anticipated 

but was explained by the amount of interruptions of women. That being said, women in this 

meeting were more tentative and showed less confidence than men. This was shown by the amount 

of times women and men showed signs of a lack of confidence: nineteen and zero, respectively. 

Even though women spent more time talking than men, they were more likely to show a lack of 

confidence than men were. 

 Hypothesis three played out exactly as I expected; women were far more likely to be 

interrupted than men were. Of these interruptions, most came from men. 71% of the interruptions 

were done by men, and of that 70%, 86% were interruptions of women. Women, on the other hand, 

were more likely to interrupt men than they were to interrupt women. 55% of women’s 

interruptions were of men, while 45% were of women. This was a different of 5 to 4 interruptions, 

respectively, so the results are not vastly different. The interruptions done by women were also far 

less likely than the ones done by men, which supports my hypothesis. 

 Hypothesis four was also supported in my study. Of the thirteen times credit was given in 

the post-meeting interviews, 62% were wrongly crediting women. Men, on the other hand, were 

wrongly credited 0% of the time. From this same observation, I discovered something that I did 

not predict in my hypotheses: women were more likely than men to give correct credit to anyone, 

and men were more likely than women to give incorrect credit to anyone. Every time accurate 

crediting was done, it was by a woman; every time incorrect crediting was done, it was by a man. 

Hypothesis four was supported, while also being added to. 

 My findings in this study were consistent with what I and the literature predicted. There 

were some shocking findings; for example, the fact that women took more time than men when 
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speaking was alarming. Though the literature helped to predict my hypotheses, it is also important 

where my findings added to the literature. While it is true that the message of positive self-efficacy 

helped to increase women’s turn out to the event, how the meeting unfolded suggested a much 

deeper socialization issue when it comes to women participating. Even though women were 

physically present and seemed relatively comfortable speaking—though lacking in confidence—

their contributions were undercut, forgot, and undervalued. These are important observations to 

understand why it is that women are not participating in grassroots level politics. Why bother to 

participate if your contributions are not appreciated? This question will be further examined in the 

conclusion. 
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 Conclusion 

 My research sought out to understand three main questions: how do women participate, 

when do women participate, and why do women participate? I wanted to understand the answers 

to these questions through the lens of self-efficacy. Would giving a recruitment message with a 

prime of self-efficacy alter if and how women engaged with the grassroots activism event? The 

study began with four main hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: When given messages encouraging their own self-efficacy, women are more likely 

to engage in political activities. 

Hypothesis 2: While participating, women will speak less often than men and will be more 

tentative when sharing their thoughts. 

Hypothesis 3: Men will interrupt more often than women do, and their interruptions will target 

women more often than men. 

Hypothesis 4: Women’s contributions will be less likely to receive credit than men’s, or to be 

wrongfully credited, than men’s contributions. 

My study had five key findings: 

1. Women were more likely than men to remember the prime of self-efficacy. 

2. Women were more likely than men to engage with me after being recruited, even if they 

did not attend the event. 

3. Women were more likely than men to display a lack of confidence during the meeting. 

4. Women were more likely than men to be interrupted, especially by men. 

5. Women were more likely than men to have their ideas not credited or wrongly credited. 

Overall, the prime of a message about self-efficacy was effective in getting women to participate 

at the grassroots level. These results are optimistic, but also raise concerns. The first two key 
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findings suggest that there is hope; women respond positively to message of self-efficacy. The last 

three results, however, are reason for concern. Even when encouraged enough to participate, 

women are not valued as much as men are, both by others and themselves. 

 Before discussing the points of concern, I would like to focus on the optimistic results. 

Because of the success of this recruitment tactic, we can understand a more nuanced way women 

relate with the political field. Here, I would suggest expansions on this project to get a broader 

understanding of the results. This study could be expanded in many ways: first, we could break 

down the demographics of the women. How do women of color respond versus white women? Is 

religion a factor to consider in recruitment? In what ways does socio-economic status matter? Does 

the message resonate differently between Republican women and Democratic women? “Women” 

is just one branch of the innumerable identities that could be analyzed. Another potential expansion 

could be changing the researcher’s gender; would I have received different results if I were a man 

giving the same recruitment message? The topic could be changed as well, studying if perhaps 

women relate more, or less, with other issues. There are essentially countless suggestions for 

further research and expansions. 

 Notwithstanding further research, my results offer an important precursor to an 

understanding of self-efficacy on the gender gap at the grassroots level. What I found here is that 

women are emboldened when poor socialization and stereotypes are broken. This is significant in 

and of itself because it offers a solution to the inequities of recruitment. Despite this optimism, the 

results also open more questions and concerns. Even though the prime of self-efficacy was 

effective for women, there was still a discrepancy in the level of respect and confidence men and 

women receive. How can this issue be resolved or lessened? 
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 The third key finding—women were more likely than men to display a lack of 

confidence—was disheartening. Even though women speak for nearly double the amount of time 

than men, they were not confident in their contributions. This came out in both obvious displays 

of insecurity during the meeting—such as ending a thought with “I don’t know” or “if that makes 

sense?”—as well as the individual meetings. Women did not present their ideas with confidence. 

Solving an issue of confidence will present itself to be more of a challenge. As a student, I have 

seen colleagues show the same lack of confidence in class. I have seen one professor try to mitigate 

this issue by responding with a boost of confidence. If, for example, a female student ended a 

sentence with “I don’t know,” the professor would respond “no, you do know.” I saw in myself, 

as well as my female classmates, a decrease in the usage of these phrases by the end of the semester. 

It is likely that the affirmation from the professor served, as it was intended, to boost overall 

confidence in the class. The key to the professor’s method was consistency. Every single time a 

woman showed that she was unsure of her contribution, the professor made it a point to reassure 

her. The same technique could be applied to this experiment. If self-efficacy is bolstered 

throughout the event, would confidence levels go up? 

 The fourth result—women are more likely than men to be interrupted—shows disrespect 

towards women’s voices. Though it may not be intentional, women were undercut often in the 

event. During the individual interviews, there was one dialogue I had with the participant Z that, 

though it did not make the results section, was significant. I asked Z how it felt for her to be 

continually cut off and interrupted by another participant, M. While in the meeting, Z made no 

indications that the interruptions bothered her; in fact, she seemed to hardly notice them. Z 

remarked that while she noticed the interruptions, she felt it was better for the group effort if she 

kept her annoyance to herself and did not disturb the group. In other words, Z was grinning and 
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bearing it for the sake of the greater good. Is this the right response, though? Even though Z 

continued to talk after being cut off, she had to refocus herself because of it. Any distraction, no 

matter how small, means the quality of the work is suffering. Could her input have been more 

meaningful had she been allowed the uninterrupted freedom to express herself? If Z had responded 

with negative reinforcement—for example, saying “excuse me, I was still speaking”—what would 

the result have been (Skinner 1938)? Or, if another participant had responded in the same manner, 

what could this have looked like? 

 Finally, the fifth result was cause for concern as well: women were more likely than men 

to be wrongfully credited or not credited at all for their contributions. Even though the crediting 

was done one-on-one and therefore women had no way of knowing how often their ideas were 

miscredited, the result of this showed in the meeting before the interviews. Miscredited ideas, 

combined with an abundance of men interrupting women, gave a clear message: women were not 

valued as much as men were. When adding confidence levels to the discussion, we can see that 

this devaluation of women was present even towards themselves. What can be done to alleviate 

the depreciation of women’s presence and contributions?  

 A change in the design could answer these questions. If the experiment were to be run 

again, there could be designated martyrs planted within the group to negatively reinforce 

interruptions and put downs, credit ideas to their speakers, and encourage all participants to speak 

(Skinner 1938). Essentially, the study could be changed to look at the effect of on-going messages 

of positive self-efficacy versus simply the one at recruitment. Would women keep responding 

positively to the encouragement? 

 Despite the negative results, there is still room for great hope. This project is just the 

beginning of a much more focused look into how women engage with politics at the grassroots 
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level. Understanding these results will lead to a much bigger comprehension of the inequities in 

the political field. As was said in the acknowledgements, this research is just a small piece in the 

fight for justice and equity. There is still a long journey to go, for women and other groups of 

historically marginalized people. But the key point that I want to leave readers with is that there is 

hope, and that this is a fight worth fighting. Equitable representation at both the electoral level and 

the grassroots level can only serve to strengthen our democracy. Every single person benefits from 

equality. That being said, this project can only stand to be strengthened through the expansions I 

have suggested in this study. It is going to take many dedicated scholars and activists to achieve 

an equal political field, but it can be achieved. It is worth the fight. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Memorandum written by the Coalition for Labor 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Eileen E. Petula; Clifford Willis; James H. Mullen; Linda Wetsell 

From: Allegheny College Democrats-Coalition for Labor 

Date: November 30, 2016 

Subject: Opposition to Budget Cuts for St. Moritz Cleaning Services 

Since the beginning of the academic year, we have grown increasingly concerned about 
the quality of maintenance our buildings have received. We have noticed that despite dedicated, 
hard work by the St. Moritz workers, our campus’ general cleanliness has suffered as a result of 
the necessary, however unfortunate, budget cuts. Especially as winter approaches, we have 
concerns that the quality of maintenance will further decline and the job of the workers will 
become far harder when students, faculty, and others track snow and salt into buildings. 
Additionally, we question the sustainability and morality of the sacrifice we have asked of the St. 
Moritz employees. 

 
For these reasons, we strongly oppose any further cuts to the portion of Physical Plant’s 

budget that pertains to St. Moritz’ workers and the cleaning services they provide. Beyond this, 
we ask that previous cuts to this part of the budget be fully restored. We understand that 
balancing the school’s budget will not be easy and everyone must sacrifice. However, we feel 
strongly that our buildings cannot afford further neglect. By the same token, it would be both 
disrespectful and unreasonable to ask more of the cleaning staff. Due to the cuts, they are 
overworked and overwhelmed. By not offering them security and equity, we risk compromising 
fundamental parts of our collective identity. 

 
The job we have asked them to do is nearly impossible. Since the cuts, the night workers 

only have three hours to clean a building and they must complete seven buildings a night. This is 
not enough time for them to keep up with the task of keeping the buildings clean. We believe 
that their task will only become more difficult in winter. In past winters, the workers have often 
needed to devote three hours in a single building just for cleaning the floors due to salt and snow. 
Any further cuts to the housekeeping budget would make the housekeepers work even more 
difficult and would be detrimental to Allegheny's mission. In our opinion, the Physical Plant 
budget, especially the portion that covers the cost of St. Moritz’ cleaning staff, has been trimmed 
to its limit. 

 
By investing in the local staff of St. Moritz, we invest in the economy we share with the 

City of Meadville. As local residents, they patronize local businesses and pay local taxes. The 
economy of Meadville is a direct concern of the college. Furthermore, we have a responsibility 
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to the city. As students, we take pride in the college’s efforts to build a stronger relationship with 
the Meadville community. Justifiably, the college uses programs that support engagement in the 
community as a marketing tool. Consequently, our actions must stand as evidence that we are 
fair to Meadville and its residents. 

 
Allegheny College has a beautiful campus. In order to attract and retain students, we must 

commit to maintaining our buildings. Students do not expect luxury, but we do require a standard 
of cleanliness. Likewise, as flu season approaches, poorly cleaned facilities could impact the 
health of students, faculty, and staff. Many of us have experienced messes in our bathrooms that 
have remained for days. The residential advisors hear numerous complaints a day: there is 
standing water in the showers or mold; there hasn’t been toilet paper in over twenty four hours. It 
is uncomfortable for us and for the St. Moritz workers. During Parents Weekend, parents 
approached the cleaning staff and expressed their disappointment in the quality of the cleaning. It 
is not fair for the St. Moritz workers to be apologetic and embarrassed as they are simultaneously 
working harder than ever. 

 
For the sake of generations to come, we must protect our institution. We can proudly say 

that Allegheny is a place of integrity. Contributing to and protecting our heritage are and should 
be priorities for staff, faculty, students and administration. Thanks to the dedication of those who 
came before us, we have beautiful buildings that have served many generations of students. It is 
our duty to treat them with dignity in order to preserve them for future generations. 

 
Our statement of community is an even greater point of pride. As students at the college, 

we pledge to be a part of an inclusive, respectful and safe residential learning community. The 
St. Moritz workers are part of our community, and as a result, we offer them the same dignities 
we offer any student or faculty member. We will not ask them to sacrifice any further. Our 
legacy depends on it. 
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Appendix 2: Press Release Written by the Coalition for Labor 

PRESS RELEASE 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

November 29, 2016 

Allegheny College Democrats – Coalition for Labor: Statement on Memorandum in 

Opposition to Budget Cuts for St. Moritz Cleaning Services 

At 12:00 p.m. on 30 November 2016, a group of students and members of the Allegheny College 
Democrats – Coalition for Labor will be delivering a memorandum to Executive Vice President 
Eileen E. Petula, Physical Plant Director Clifford Willis, President James H. Mullen and Chief 
Financial Officer Linda Wetsell to voice student opposition to proposed budget cuts for St. 
Mortiz Cleaning Services. Attached to the memorandum will be a petition signed by 522 
members of the student body. 
 
The Coalition’s decision to do so is the result of a growing concern about both the quality of 
maintenance campus buildings have been receiving as well as the ethical implications of further 
budget cuts with regard to St. Moritz workers. Since the most recent cuts, the time that night 
workers have to clean 7 buildings has been reduced to 3 hours. The Coalition believes that the 
expectations placed on the workers are unreasonable. The Coalition is also concerned that these 
expectations will only become more difficult for the workers to meet as the winter months 
approach. Due to the snow and salt that gets tracked into the buildings, previous winters have 
required workers to devote 3 hours to a single building.  
 
The Coalition also believes that—although luxury is not an expectation—students do require a 
standard of cleanliness, which has been threatened by previous and proposed budget cuts to St. 
Moritz Cleaning Services. Complaints to residential advisors about standing water, mold, and 
lack of toilet paper in restrooms are frequent. In order to attract and retain students, the college 
must commit to maintaining campus buildings. St. Moritz workers have indicated to the 
Coalition that family members of students had expressed disappointment in quality of the 
cleaning services to workers during Family Weekend. Due to these cuts, workers are being asked 
to work harder than ever while simultaneously being made to feel remorseful and humiliated for 
the quality of their work. 
 
The coalition opposes any further cuts to the portion of Physical Plant’s budget that pertains to 
St. Moritz’ workers and the cleaning services they provide. Additionally, the Coalition is asking 
that previous cuts to this part of the budget be fully restored. The Coalition believes that these 
proposed cuts are inconsistent with Allegheny College’s Statement of Community—by which 
students pledge to be a part of an inclusive, respectful and safe residential learning community—
as the St. Moritz workers are a part of this community and, as such, deserve the same dignities 
offered to students and faculty members. 
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Appendix 3: The Survey for Those Who Attended the Meeting 
 
1) Do you identify as:  
 Male 
 Female 
 Another gender (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________ 
 
2) What is your year at Allegheny: 
 First-year 
 Sophomore 
 Junior 
 Senior 
 Other ____________________________ 
 
3) What race do you best as [Please check all that apply]: 
 White 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 Black or African American 
 Native American or American Indian 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 
 Other (please specify, as best as you can)_______________________________ 
 
4) What are your: 
Major(s): ___________________________________________________ 
Minor(s):____________________________________________________ 
 
5) Do you identify as: 
 Republican/Conservative  
 Democrat/Liberal 
 Libertarian 
 Socialist  
 Other (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________________ 
 
6) How strong is this affiliation? 
 
                                                                                                                               
Very Strong                      Strong                   Moderately                   Weak                    Very Weak 
 
7) Some people work in “white collar” jobs like business, law, teaching, accounting and other 
forms of office work.  Some people work in “blue collar” jobs like factory work, food service, 
custodial work, auto mechanics, landscaping, and other forms of manual labor.   
 
Which kind of work is most like the kind of work your parents do? 
  
 Blue collar  
 White collar  
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8) The Coalition for Labor organized this meeting to discuss how to recognize workers in our 
Statement of Community. This would require adding language to the Statement of Community 
that specifically expresses respect for the contributions of campus workers. Campus workers 
include the cleaning crews, food service workers, and support staff.   
 
Sometimes people attend these meetings because they support a cause. However, sometimes 
people also attend meetings to learn more about issues before they decide to take a position. 
Sometimes people also attend meetings to express reservations or opposition. 
 
We would like to know your opinion recognizing campus workers in the Statement of 
Community. Is this something you: 
 
 Strongly support 
 Support  
 Oppose  
 Strongly oppose 
 Have not thought enough about it to form an opinion 
 
Please briefly explain why you hold this position: 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9.) There many types of workers on campus, besides the professors you see in classrooms. These 
workers include people on cleaning crews, food service workers, maintenance workers, and 
office workers. In general, do you think these workers: 
 
 Deserve more recognition and respect than they receive 
 Receive an appropriate amount of recognition and respect 
 Receive more recognition and respect than they deserve 
 
10) How did you find out about the event? 
 Someone directly asked me to come 
 I heard people talking about the event  
 Other (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
11) If someone directly asked you to come tonight, was the person who invited you: 
 Male 
 Female 
 Another gender (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________ 
 
12) What was the race of the person who asked you, to the best of your knowledge: 
 White 
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 Hispanic or Latino 
 Black or African American 
 Native American or American Indian 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 
 Other (please specify, as best as you can)_______________________________ 
 
13) How close are you with the person who asked you: 
 Close friend 
 Friend 
 Close acquaintance 
 Acquaintance 
 Stranger 
 
14) Think back to when you were asked to attend tonight’s meeting.  Did the person who asked 
you to come say anything in particular that encourage you to attend? 
 No, nothing in particular 
 Yes, the person who asked me did say something that encouraged me 
 I don’t recall what the person said when they asked me to come 
 
15) If you answered yes to Question 14, can you recall what the person said? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
16) Did you bring anyone to the event with you?  
 Yes  
 No 
 
17) If you answered “yes” to Question 16, please indicate the race and gender of each person you 
brought with you to the meeting: 
 
                            Race                Gender 
 
Person 1 
 
 
 
Person 2 
 
 
 
Person 3 
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Person 4 
Lastly, let’s turn to your thoughts about tonight’s meeting and future steps.  
 
18) Did you feel as though your voice mattered during tonight’s meeting? Why, or why not? Please 
try to be as honest as possible. Remember these answers are anonymous. 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
19) Would you come to another meeting? 
 Yes  
 No 
 
20) Are you able to help collect signatures on a petition? 
 Yes  
 No 
 
21) The goal of this effort is to add language that recognizes workers in the college’s Statement of 
Community. 
With this goal in mind, please the following questions: 
 
22) How much do college administrators, like the president and his staff, care what people like 
you think? 
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount 
 A little 
 Not at all  
 
23) With respect to recognizing workers in the statement of community: 
How much can people like you affect what the college does?  
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount  
 A little 
 Not at all  
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Appendix 4: Survey for Those Who Did Not Attend the Meeting 
 
1) Do you identify as:  
 Male 
 Female 
 Another gender (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________ 
 
2) What is your year at Allegheny: 
 First-year 
 Sophomore 
 Junior 
 Senior 
 Other ____________________________ 
 
3) What race do you best identify with: 
 White 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 Black or African American 
 Native American or American Indian 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 
 Other (please specify, as best as you can)_______________________________ 
 
4) What are your: 
Major(s): ___________________________________________________ 
Minor(s):____________________________________________________ 
 
5) Do you identify as: 
 Republican/Conservative  
 Democrat/Liberal 
 Libertarian 
 Socialist  
 Other (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________________ 
 
6) How strong is this affiliation? 
                                                                                                                               
Very Strong                      Strong                   Moderately                   Weak                    Very Weak 
 
7) Some people work in “white collar” jobs like business, law, teaching, accounting and other 
forms of office work.  Some people work in “blue collar” jobs like factory work, food service, 
custodial work, auto mechanics, landscaping, and other forms of manual labor.   
 
Which kind of work is most like the kind of work your parents do? 
  
 Blue collar  
 White collar 
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8) The Coalition for Labor recently held a meeting about adding new language to our Statement 
of Community. More specifically, the Coalition would like to see the Statement of Community 
add language that recognizes the contributions of campus workers. This includes the cleaning 
crews, food service workers, and support staff.  The current Statement of Community emphasizes 
respect for all people on the basis of race, gender, sexual orientation and other characteristics. 
However, the current statement of community does not include language about respecting workers 
for their contributions to the college. 
 
We would like to know your opinion recognizing campus workers in the Statement of 
Community.  Is this something you: 
 
 Strongly support 
 Support  
 Oppose  
 Strongly oppose 
 Have not thought enough about it to form an opinion 
 
Please briefly explain why you hold this position: 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
As you may recall, you were recently invited to meeting organized by the Coalition for Labor.  
The meeting was organized by students who want to add language to the Statement of 
Community.  
 
9) Was the person who asked you to attend 
 Male 
 Female 
 Another gender (please specify, as best as you can) __________________________________ 
 
10) What was the race of the person who asked you, to the best of your knowledge: 
 White 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 Black or African American 
 Native American or American Indian 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 
 Other (please specify, as best as you can)_______________________________ 
 
11) How close are you with the person who asked you: 
 Close friend 
 Friend 
 Close acquaintance 
 Acquaintance 
 Stranger 
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12) Think back to when you were asked to attend tonight’s meeting.  Did the person who asked 
you to come say anything in particular to encourage you to attend? 
 No, nothing in particular 
 Yes, the person who asked me did say something that encouraged me 
 I don’t recall what the person said when they asked me to come 
 
13) If you answered yes to Question 14, can you recall what the person said? 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
14) People are often unable to attend meetings and events for many reasons.  Which of the 
following reasons prevented you from attending the meeting mentioned above? Please check all 
that apply: 
  Scheduling conflict with another event 
  Workload for classes 
  Other campus issues are higher priority 
  I oppose adding language to the Statement of Community that recognizes campus workers 
  I do not wish to collaborate with the students who are working on this issue 
  I was not feeling well on the evening of the meeting 
 Other: ______________________________________________________________________  
 
15) Would you ever consider attending an event such as this one? 
 Yes  No 
 
16) Are you able to help collect signatures on a petition? 
 Yes  
 No 
 
The goal of this effort is to add language that recognizes workers in the college’s Statement of 
Community. 
With this goal in mind, please answer the following questions: 
 
17) How much do college administrators, like the president and his staff, care what people like 
you think? 
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount 
 A little 
 Not at all  
 
18) With respect to recognizing workers in the statement of community: 
How much can people like you affect what the college does?  
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount  
 A little 
 Not at all  
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Appendix 5: Post-Meeting Interview Questions 
 
Recently, you participated in a meeting intended to construct a memorandum to the administration 
at Allegheny. The purpose was to add to the statement of community a section that includes outside 
contractors and workers, like Saint Moritz and Parkhurst. I’d like to follow up with you by asking 
you some questions about the meeting. I’d like to start off by asking how you got interested in this 
topic and how you felt the meeting went. So, let’s get started. 

1. What made you interested in participating in this meeting? 
 
 

2. Do you have any personal connections to this issue being discussed at the meeting?  
 
Probe if necessary: For example, do you come from a working-class background? Does 
someone in your family do this kind of work? Have you had conversations with people 
who work on the cleaning crews in food service?  Have you had conversations with 
building coordinators or other support staff? 
 

3. Have you been involved with this issue on campus before? 
 

 
4. How passionate do you feel about the issue at hand? Explain why you feel this way about 

this issue. 
 
Now, let’s talk about the meeting itself and how that meeting unfolded. 
 

5. What was the main purpose of the meeting?  What did the students who attended the 
meeting want to accomplish? 

 
6. Do you feel that the meeting was productive? Did the people at the meeting accomplish 

what they intended before the meeting ended? Why/why not? 
 
Let’s talk a bit about the conversations that happened at the meeting.  
 

7. Did anything happen during the meeting that was particularly helpful or particularly 
unhelpful to the group effort? 

 
IF RESPONDENT HIGHLIGHTS SOMETHING THAT WAS “PARTICULARLY HELPFUL” 
GO TO QUESTION 8 
 

 
8. Can you point to a turning point in the conversation where you felt that the conversation 

had really taken off in a positive direction? 
 

9. What comments or contributions did you feel were most helpful to the group discussion? 
Do you recall you made these comments or contributions? 
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10. Do you feel that you made significant contributions during the meeting? Why or why 

not? Is there a particular point or comment that you feel very proud of? 
 

11. Do you feel that your contributions were valued? If so, was there anyone who you felt 
valued your contributions most? Anyone who you felt dismissed your contributions? 

 
12. Do you feel your contributions made a difference in how effective our efforts will be? 

 
13. Did you notice any power structures within the group? For example, did you notice 

anyone dominating the conversation or anyone who did not speak a lot? 
 
PROBE IF NECESSARY: Why do think some talked more than others?  OR Why do 
you think [a particular person] talked more/or less than others?  Did the greater 
participation of [a particular person or people] help or hinder the group’s effort? 
 
 

IF THE RESPONDENT SAYS SOMETHING “PARTICULARLY UNHELPFUL HAPPENED, 
ASK THIS QUESTION AFTER QUESTION 7, THEN PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 8 
THROUGH LAST QUESTION ON SURVEY. 
IF THE RESPONDENT DOES NOT IMMEDIATELY VOLUNTEER A “PARTICULARLY 
UNHELPFUL” EVENT IN THE MEETING, ASK THIS QUESTION AFTER QUESTION 13, 
THEN PROCEED TO QUESTION 15 
      

14. [Returning to the question of whether there were any unhelpful comments or 
conversations…] Why were these comments/this incident unhelpful? Why do think this 
happened?  

 
We are almost done with the interview.  I just have a few more questions.  I would like to ask for 
your thoughts about what is likely going to happen next. 

15. In your opinion, how likely is it that the group can create real change through our 
organizing efforts? 
 

PROBE IF NECESSARY: Why do you think this? 
16. Would you participate in a meeting like this again? Why?   

 
 

17. Was there anything you wanted to say during the meeting but did not have the 
opportunity to? Do you have any final comments now? 
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Appendix 6: The Email Post-Recruitment 
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Appendix 7: The Email with Information on the Meeting 
 

 
 


	Emily Scanlon Cover page
	Emily Scanlon Final

