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The Contingent Effects of Candidate Sex on Voter Ch  oice

Abstract

A prominent explanation for why women are signifitg underrepresented in public office in
the U.S. is that stereotypes lead voters to favaermandidates over female candidates. Yet
whether voters actually use a candidate’s sexvasigg heuristic in the presence of other
common information about candidates remains a simgty unsettled question. Using a
conjoint experiment that controls for stereotypes,show that voters are biased against female
candidates but in some unexpected ways. The aveftag of a candidate’s sex on voter
decisions is small in magnitude, is limited to patestial rather than congressional elections, and
appears only among male voters. More importanmtyependent voters have the greatest
negative bias against female candidates. The sesudfgest that partisanship works as a kind of
“insurance” for voters who can be sure that theypaifiliation of the candidate will represent
their views in office regardless of the sex of thedidate.



The number of female candidates running for eleatiffice in the United States has
been increasing for decades, but women are stik#tapresented in politics compared to men.
Women hold fewer than one in five congressionalsseéaspite the fact that women compose a
majority of the U.S. population. Why is there sachimmense disparity in descriptive
representation? One prominent answer is that vaterbiased against female candidates. When
asked directly, around 20 percent of respondertsaiiunited States answer that they believe
men make better political leaders than do worn&ven attempts to elicit sensitive attitudes in a
more honest manner find a segment of the popul&tstile to seeing a woman as president
Burden, Ono, and Yamada 2017; Streb et al. 2008)thé reasons for this bias remain unclear.

Theory suggests that voters might use candidatasexproxy for other information
that actually affects how they vote. Voters fredlyemake decisions based on heuristics or
information cues (Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Pod@81), so those who are biased against (or
toward) female candidates might readily use candidex as a shortcut that implies other
information about candidates. This is often domeuph stereotyping. Although voters do not
necessarily assign feminine attributes to fematelickates (Bauer 2017; Brooks 2013; Dolan
2014; Schneider and Bos 2014), voters often stgoeatandidates based on their gender and
associate certain personality traits and policytmrs with men and women (Alexander and
Andersen 1993; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Kahn 18@4¢h 2002; Lawless 2004; McDermott
1997; Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009; Sapiro 1981 )e¥ample, lacking direct knowledge of

such things, a voter might assume that a femaldidate is more focused on domestic policy

! This result was drawn from the World Values SurWgye 6, conducted in the United States in
2011 (http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumeiataVV6.jsp).
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issues such as education or that a male candglatere experienced.

At the same time, candidate sex is only one of mafoymation cues that are available
to voters. It is likely that other important cueseovhelm the effect of candidate sex on voting
decisions. Political party is the most likely oéfie cues. Scholars have documented that politics
is becoming highly polarized along party lines ooly at the elite level but also at the mass
level, a trend that makes party a more useful diayn for how a candidate would act in office.
The polarization of partisans spills over beyontitisal choices and even exerts a significant
influence on social judgments and economic behdlyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012; lyengar
and Westwood 2015; Mason 2015; McConnell et al7208or partisan voters who have hostile
feelings toward the opposing party, a candidataisypaffiliation might be a determinative cue
for their choice of candidates that overwhelms othfrmation about candidates. Even if
stereotypes are influential amidst strong partysciieemains unknown whether voters also
discriminate against female candidates based opesese

Our contribution in this manuscript is threefoldsg and most importantly, using an
original conjoint experiment, we uncover the direffect of candidate sex on voter decisions
after accounting for various other information abcandidates, especially their partisanship and
gender stereotyped attributes. Our research desligoh is relatively new in political science,
enables us to not only to more closely reflect lvawdidates are presented to voters than do
traditional survey experiments by jointly varyingmerous candidate attributes at a time, but
also to identify the extent to which candidate s®tters in voter evaluatiaelative toother
crucial cues about candidates. Second, we manégptiatlevel of office that candidates in our
experiment are seeking, to assess whether thédwasd female candidate varies between

congressional and presidential elections. No erpant has tested whether voters’ treatment of



male and female candidates depend on the poldftiaé being sought. Our experiment provides
a unique opportunity to test the theory of gendéc® congruency. Third, we demonstrate how
the marginal effect of candidate sex varies acsaggroups within the population by carefully
scrutinizing the interactions of candidate sex witkers’ background characteristics such as
gender and partisanship. While the gender-affigitgct has been tested extensively in the
literature, only limited attention has been paiavttether same-gender voting still appears when
party cues are present. To mimic the different tioée party plays in primary and general
elections, our conjoint experiment also randombates the context of electoral competition
where a pair of candidates shown to voters eithares or does not share the same party label.
This enables us to identify whether and to whagmixa candidate’s party label helps partisan
voters to overcome bias against male or femaleidates.

To preview the results, we find that voters used@date sex as a heuristic even when
provided with information on other attributes ohdalates such as party affiliations and policy
positions. Voters are generally biased against keicendidates and punish them compared to an
identical male candidate. Although the averagecefiéa candidate’s sex on vote choice is
relatively small in magnitude compared to the éffexf information about party affiliations and
policy positions, its impact on election outcomesld be decisive in tight races such as the
2016 presidential elections where small margingotés separate the candidates. This reality
might deter women away from running for electedcefin the first place.

At the same time, the bias against female candidgipears only among male voters
and is limited to presidential rather than congoesd elections. The results of our study further
reveal that independent voters, who do not relg candidate’s party affiliation as a cue, have

the greatest negative bias against female cangidateng the public. Moreover, Republican



voters lose their hostility toward female candidatden candidates can be differentiated by a
party label, while Democratic voters do not usedidate sex as a voting heuristic in any
context. This finding suggests that partisanshipke#@s a kind of “insurance” for Republican
voters who can be confident that the party affdiatof the candidate will represent their views
in office regardless of the sex of the candidakes Turther implies that the particularly acute
underrepresentation of women in the RepublicanyPaaty be partly driven by the biases that
female candidates are likely to face in primarycetms, where the party label is not a point of
differentiation.
Candidate Sex and Voters’ Evaluation of Candidates

Previous studies suggest that voters make infesdmaged on a candidate’s sex
(McDermott 1997). For instance, voters often prestinat female candidates lack masculine
traits such as competence and strong leadersaits, tinat are often considered to be significant
for elected officials to achieve success in pditidlexander and Andersen 1993; Huddy and
Terkildsen 1993; Lawless 2004; Schneider and BdglR(®Bome studies argue that such gender
stereotypes lead voters to favor male candidatesfewmale candidates (Dolan, Deckman, and
Swers 2015; Lawless 2004). In contrast, othersncthat gender stereotypes exert almost no
influence on the evaluation of female candidatesragvoters (Brooks 2013) and that party and
issue cues are weightier than gender stereotypsdef8on, Lewis, and Baird 2011; Dolan
2014a, 2014b; Hayes 2011; Matland and King 2002nijpson and Steckenrider 1997).

Female candidates are also assumed to be ablaltsmdes effectively with “women’s
issues,” such as those concerned with the envirofyreducation, and healthcare, while male
candidates are viewed to be well suited to dedl i88ues such as defense, crime, and the

economy (Dolan 2010; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993;rKa894; Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009).



Not only are male and female candidates thoughétmterested in different policy areas, but
they are also considered to have different staosegkose issues. Voters in particular tend to
think female candidates are more liberal and psxjve than their male counterparts on various
issues (Koch 2000; Sapiro 1981).

As important as these perceptions are, they atci$rom the direct effects of
candidate sex that result from a voter’s “baseaijeeder preference” (Sanbonmatsu 2002). While
scholars generally agree that voters have cereidey stereotypes toward men and women
running for public office, it remains an unsetttpaestion whether candidate sex has an
independent effect on voter evaluation. Failuradoount for stereotypes and other candidate
characteristics makes it ambiguous as to whetmealie candidates are disadvantaged compared
to their male counterparts. We hope to resolveetkey sources for this ambiguity.

First of all, if voters display a bias against féene@andidates, it might be because they
dislike the idea of women in office per se — a ‘@@ gender preference” for male politicians —
or because they associate female politicians igiestypes such as passivity and a focus on
issues such as health care that they value lessrihbe-linked stereotypes such as strong
leadership style and a focus on economic policaddition, during electoral campaigns, voters
receive other significant information about cantégdaincluding characteristics such as party
affiliation, policy positions, personal backgroumad polling results (Lau and Redlawsk 2006).
Because voters often enter the campaign with idgcdb orientations, issue preferences, and
attachments to particular parties, information dllbese attributes of candidates may play a
more significant role than candidate sex in degjdireir vote choice even if voters have certain
stereotyped views toward men and women runninglgwtoral office. This leads to a testable

hypothesis that voter do not use candidate sexatray heuristic after accounting for



stereotypes and other candidate characteristics.

Any “baseline gender preference” that exists withie population might vary across
subgroups. The literature has paid particular atterio the difference between male and female
voters to examine whether female voters supportéferrandidates at higher rates than do male
voters due to “gender affinity” (Dolan 2008; Rod&it1995; Sanbonmatsu 2002). The gender
affinity effect has received mixed support in therbture. Some studies show that women do not
necessarily vote for female candidates more they dlo for male candidates (Ekstrand and
Eckert 1981; Higgle et al. 1997; Lynch and Dolai£0Sapiro 1981) and that this effect is
limited under the presence of policy issue cuegigkson, Lewis, and Baird 2011). Our study is
able to resolve whether there is a baseline prederéor candidates of one sex or the other for
both male and female voters.

Second, female candidates appear to face a gatatbenge when they run for
executive office than when they run for legislatoféce (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Lawrence
and Rose 2014; Rose 2013). The common explanatidhé difference across offices also
hinges on stereotypes in that voters may perceale nandidates are more likely to have
characteristics such as strong leadership and phvasize issues such as foreign policy that align
well with expectations of presidents, while femedadidates are more likely to be seen as
compassionate and emphasizing domestic issuesasuutalth care and education that are well-
suited to being a legislator (Eagly and Karau 2@0ghn 1996; Koch 2002; Sapiro 1981). This
“gender-office congruency theory” thus generatag@othesis that the use of candidate sex as a
voting heuristic among voters does not vary acpadisical offices being sought when we isolate
the effect of candidate sex from stereotypes thtdrg associate with male and female

politicians.



The third question we address is the degree towpactisanship dominates other
factors. Partisanship has been considered as theimportant factor behind most voting
decisions; in the contemporary polarized environmgarty labels convey a lot of information
and might leave little room for partisan votersety on candidate sex. We analogize that voting
for a co-partisan provides a kind of “insurancedttessentially guarantees how a politician will
act in office. This leads to a hypothesis that petelents, who do not have any attachments to
particular parties, are more likely to rely on calate sex when they evaluate candidates and to
exhibit the greatest bias against female candidatesg voters.

But this effect may be limited to general electiortsere party labels differentiate
candidates. Candidate sex is likely to operatedifitly in a primary where voters make choices
between two competing candidates of the same gastyDemocrats, candidate sex does not
convey as a clear ideological signal; thus, theatfbf candidate sex is expected to be marginal
regardless of a candidate’s party label. In cohtRapublicans tend to view female candidates
more liberal than comparable male candidates, wigjit lead them to withdraw their support
to female candidates unless a party signal difteatss the two competing candidates (see King
and Matland 2003). This implies that both Democeaid Republicans do not rely on candidate
sex when the party label is a point of differembiat and that candidate sex has different effects
between them when they choose a candidate frone thiosiing from the same party.

Research Design

It is challenging to isolate gender effects in alvaBonal data where female candidates
might have been selected differentially duringrberuitment process (Dolan and Sanbonmatsu
2011). The quality of emerging female candidatee&u differs significantly from their male

counterparts (Anzia and Berry 2011; Fox and LawBs); Lawless and Pearson 2008).



Candidates are also strategic actors whose arttmipaf the electorate’s response can shape
their decisions. Thus, an extensive amount of rekdzas conducted survey experiments to
understand the effect of candidate sex on votasies (e.g., Bauer 2016; Brooks 2013;
Fridkin, Kenney, and Woodall 2009; lyengar et &96; Kahn 1994; Sanbonmatsu 2002; Sapiro
1981). These experimental studies contribute macut understanding by intentionally
manipulating candidate profiles and behavior. Widlan these studies by varying more
candidate attributes simultaneously and randomittiegorder of those attributes.

We test the hypotheses laid out above using a ictirgorvey experiment. Recently
introduced to political science, conjoint experirtsewere widely used in marketing to assess the
impact of many product characteristics simultangolunlike more familiar factorial designs,
conjoint experiments vary all treatments simultarsgypto allow for assessment of the impact of
the independent and interactive effects of multy@gables on a common outcome metric
without sacrificing much statistical power or impagsassumptions about functional form
(Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014). Thisrdegf power and flexibility is appealing
in our application because it allows us to randowalyy many more candidate traits than have
previous studies. This permits us not only to sajeathe baseline effect of candidate sex from
the other characteristics such as gender steredtypgartisanship that voters might infer, but
also to assess simultaneously the relative impoetaif these factors on voter evaluation.

In our experiment, we present each subject withiaqf opposing candidates whose
profiles are randomly generated from the set ofattaristics, and then ask him/her to choose
between the two candidates. Although some studvesegch subject only one candidate at a
time to evaluate, presenting two opposing candidigtenore realistic as it mimics the decision

that voters must make on real ballots. We askgubretents which candidate they would vote for



if it was an actual election, a familiar task fooshof the electorate. The profiles of candidates
are created in line with the existing literaturevarter decisions as well as gender stereotypes
more specifically (Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Lynch Badan 2014). We manipulate candidate
attributes within four broad categories of inforimoatthat a voter might encounter in a salient
campaign: personal information, party informatimsue information, and polling information.
First, to varyper sonal information that describes a candidate’s backgrounds and
personality in the candidate profiles, we includmadidate’s sex, race/ethnicity, age, marital
status, experience in public office, and saliemspeality trait. These attributes have been
considered to play an important role when voterkerdecisions. For instance, scholars have
paid extensive attention to the effect of a cartédidaace on voter decisions in expectation that
black candidates are disadvantaged compared te wéiitdidates. We are especially interested in
personality traits because, in the absence oftdimarmation, these are the stereotypes that
voters are most likely to ascribe to male and fencahdidates. These perceptions rather than sex
itself might drive voting choices. For example, gezceived competence and personality traits
of candidates have been discussed as possibleesaifrdisadvantage to women running for
public office (Fridkin and Kenney 2011). Most impantly, as noted above, male candidates are
often viewed to be more decisive and stronger lesithan female candidates. Hence, having
experience in public office may help female cantiddend off criticism over the lack of
competence toward them; and having personalitistthat contradict their gender stereotypes
may alleviate bias against female candidates. Engopality traits of candidates are adopted
from survey questions conducted by the Americanddat Election Studies that routinely ask
whether candidates provide strong leadership, @rgassionate, are honest, are intelligent, are

knowledgeable, and really care about people like yo



Second, many American voters have psychologicaththents to one of the major
political parties, making it natural to rely party infor mation about candidates. Some recent
studies suggest that, even if voters hold gendattéddes, they are still heavily influenced by a
candidate’s party label rather than a candidatsihen they decide for whom to vote
(Anderson, Lewis, and Baird 2011; Dolan 2014a; el Kenski 2006; Hayes 2011; Matland
and King 2002). Hence, we include a candidate’sydabel as an essential attribute to vary in
the candidate profiles. Importantly, by varying treety labels for both candidates, we are able to
investigate the effects of candidate sex when éimeliclates are from opposing parties (as in a
general election) and when they are from the saarty pas in a primary election).

Third, the effect of candidate sex on voter decisimay be dampened whisaue
information such as a candidate’s policy positions and exgeersi given to voters. Female
candidates are often seen to have different pplicyities and preferences from their male
counterparts (Swers 2002). The issue informatibibates in the candidate profiles include a
candidate’s positions on abortion, immigration, fib@eral budget deficit, and national defense.
In addition, to distinguish positions from emphasie include the following six policy areas as
varying attributes to describe the policy specalan of candidates: economic policy, foreign
policy, public safety (crime), education, healtlhecand the environment.

Fourth, and finally, we vargolling infor mation that describes a candidate’s popular
support in the public. Voters have been known lp @e polling data as a sign of the relative
desirability of candidates. Therefore, they mayagmgin strategic voting behavior by jumping
on the bandwagon when one candidate is performaibimvthe polls. Voters with such
incentives may pay attention to the public opinidren they evaluate candidates. The reported

favorability rating of each candidate is randoméyigd among five levels from relatively
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unpopular (34%) to highly popular (70%).

Table 1 summarizes all the attributes of candigatéles used in our experiment. There
is a total of 13 varying attributes. Some attrilsuteke only two values, as in the case of
partisanship (Democrat or Republican), whereasrsttaée on several values, as in the case of
polling favorability (five values ranging from 348 70%). For each profile, we randomly
assign a value of each attribute. This researcigniggelds 9,953,280 possible combinations of
candidate profiles. The use of a conjoint experimather than a factorial design makes it
possible to allow all of these combinations to é&lized and to estimate the effect of each
attribute with a modest number of observations.

[Table 1 about here]

Our experiment asks respondents to review thelpsadif two candidates that are
randomly created from the set of attributes and tbechoose between them. This evaluation
task is repeated ten times, with each pair of chatds displayed on a new screen. The categories
of attributes of candidates such as age and exyeria office are shown in randomized order
across respondents so that the exercise doesaueriently focus respondent attention on
specific attribute$. Because so many attributes are varied, we thiiskunlikely that
respondents would be able to surmise the purpoeaxperiment and behave strategically
rather than simply choosing the candidate that sewost appealing.

Figure 1 presents an example of one set of corigredsandidate profiles that was
shown to a respondent in our experiment. The vigtedentation mimics the one used by

Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto (2014) and tleesenples illustrate how types of

2 The order is fixed across ten pairs for each nedgot to minimize his or her cognitive burden.

11



attributes are varied across respondénts.
[Figure 1 about here]

In addition to varying attributes of the candidates also vary the office being sought
to examine whether candidate sex has a differéattedn voter decisions between presidential
and congressional elections. Specifically, we shétten pairs of candidates being evaluated into
five sets of congressional candidates and fivedgtsesidential candidates, and ask respondents
to evaluate candidates both for president and émrg@ess. The order of evaluation is randomly
determined across respondents. Hence, approxima#lyespondents in our experiment first
evaluated five pairs of candidates for presidedttaen moved on to evaluating another five
pairs of candidates for the House of Representgtihe remaining respondents evaluated the

two groups in the reversed order.

3 This design creates some combinations of candataibutes that would be rare in real
elections. For instance, voters seldom encountandidate who is female, black, Republican,
pro-choice, and who wants to increase taxes. Suplausible combinations may introduce
some biases to the results by leading our subjectske artificial judgments without much
cognitive effort (Auspurg, Hinz, and Liebig 2008)owever, as we show in the appendix, the
likelihood of having implausible combinations isted, and the results remain almost the same
even after excluding those combinations. We addressssue at greater length in the appendix
using response timers to assess whether respornidkatthe experiment less seriously when
candidates’ policy positions seem incongruent \witkir party affiliations.

4 We randomize the order of evaluation in this waynitigate the concern that respondents may
change their behavior when they evaluate the l&attepairs of candidates.
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Data and Method of Analysis

We collected data through an online survey expanrtrtieat was fielded in March 2016.
The sample of voting-eligible adults in the Unitthtes was drawn by Survey Sampling
International (SSIY. In collecting the data, we stratified the sampleth® region of residence
(Northeast, Midwest, South, and West), sex (matkfamale), race/ethnicity (white, black,
Hispanic, Asian, and others), and age groups, basd¢ke latest U.S. Census dafa be more
specific, we first asked demographic screening tipesto 3,152 people in the SSI panel, and
then invited 1,733 respondents among them to awegwaccording to fixed quotas so that the
total sample matches the adult U.S. Census popnolati age, sex, geographic region, and
race/ethnicity’. In the survey, we also collected data of othergreabinformation about

respondents such as educational background, stass, partisanship, political interest, and

5 SSI samples of this kind have been used in atyasfesurvey studies published in top tier
journals in political science (Berinsky, Margoks)d Sances 2014; Bullock 2011; lyengar and
Westwood 2015; Kam 2012; Malhotra, Margalit, and 204.3).

6 Some might be concerned that actual voters mégrdibm the overall adult population.
While our survey does not directly ask responderhtsther they have cast a ballot in the general
election, we have a measure of their politicalriese The turnout and political interest are
indeed highly correlated. According to data from 8912 ANES, 92% of people who are very
interested in politics report they voted for theation; in contrast, only 37% of people with no
political interest report their positive turnoutowWever, we find that the bias against female
candidates does not vary across respondents Vifighattit levels of political interest (see the
appendix for more details).
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ideological position. A total of 1,583 respondetaspleted the conjoint experiment tasks in our
survey (a completion rate of 91.3%). A detailedcdipsive statistics on our sample are shown in
the appendix. Because each of our respondentsaggdlten pairs of candidates, we have data
from 31,660 profiles or 15,830 evaluated pairingss is large enough to estimate the effect of
each attribute in the candidate profiles.

The outcome variable of interest in this study 8ol candidate was chosen by a
respondent. The choices are coded as a binanblariahere a value of one indicates that a
respondent supported the candidate and zero oger\Wie analyze the data following the
statistical approach developed in Hainmueller, Hiopkand Yamamoto (2014) to estimate non-
parametrically what they define as the average margomponent effect (AMCE). To estimate
the AMCE of each attribute on the probability ttte¢ candidate will be chosen, we employ the
“cjoint” package (ver. 2.0.4) developed by Strezheeal. (2016). The standard errors are
clustered by the respondent to account for therigrece of observations across respondents. In
the following sections, we first present the averdgect effect of a candidate’s sex on voter
decisions, including separate examinations forigessial and congressional candidates to test
for the gender-office congruency hypothesis. Wa ghresent the results that test for
heterogeneous treatment effects by including ttexactions between candidates’ attributes and
respondents’ characteristics to reveal how biagagemale candidates varies among different
subpopulations within the electorate to test ferglender-affinity hypothesis. Finally, we explore
differences by party to test whether party affiiatmoderates any gender bias that exists in the

full population.
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Effects of Candidate Sex and Gender-Office Congruen  ce

We begin with Figure 2, which shows the relativ@artance of candidate attributes on
electoral support for the full sample of respondemtd candidate pairings. The dots denote point
estimates for the AMCESs, which indicate the averiffgct of each attribute on the probability
that the candidate will be chosen. The horizoraa$ Ishow 95% confidence intervals. Our main
interest here is the importance of candidate sexoter decisions. Because each attribute is
dichotomous, the estimated effects can be directhgpared to one another. Note that within
each category of attributes, one treatment israrilit chosen as the omitted reference category,
just as in a regression framework where one cayeggives as the baseline. For candidate sex,
we set male as the baseline.

[Figure 2 about here]

The results of our experiment show that candidexesa significant voting heuristic,
even under the presence of many other cues abodidedes. On average, respondents are 1.3
percentage points less likely to vote for a fencaledidate. Importantly, because of complete
randomization of all attributes, this effect canbetattributed to other factors such as age,
experience, issue priorities, or even personaigiys that might differ (in reality or perception)
between male and female candidates in real electlorother words, it seems that voters are
biased against female candidates as a baselirergmee and not just because of traits inferred
when evaluating a female candidate. We show imfpendix that the effect is larger — 2.5
percentage points — when the analysis is limiteapjposite-sex pairings that include a male
candidate and a female candidate. Relative to shes variables such as political experience
and policy positions, the effect of candidate sexoter decisions appears relatively small in

magnitude. However, the magnitude of the gendecei$ similar to the penalty faced by
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minority candidates and candidates with the lowaegtroval ratings and thus is likely to matter
in a tight race where the winner is determined bya@ow margin.

As explained above, scholars have suggested thkt whmen might be discriminated
against in presidential elections, female cand&latight face less bias or even be favored in
congressional elections. Although the logic of haters might connect perceived traits of male
and female candidates with specific offices isitie, the gender-office congruency theory has
not been fully tested. To provide some resolutethts question, our experiment presented half
of the candidate pairs as seeking the presidentyalh as seeking seats in the House of
Representatives. Analyzing these two groups seggnatovides a clean test of this theory.
Incidentally, it also provides a check on the variktude of our experiment by revealing
whether respondents are taking the task seriomslygh to differentiate between offices.

Figure 3 shows the results of our analysis, whichicates the estimated marginal effect
of candidate sex by the type of political officartgesought. We find a clear and statistically
significant difference between the two types oftpall office (p < .05). The overall effect of 1.3
points disadvantage presented earlier was an aethgt masked this difference by office.
Figure 3 shows there is no female disadvantagengressional elections, but voters punish
female candidates running for president by 2.4gm@ege pointsp(< .05).

[Figure 3 about here]

This finding suggests that female candidates fageeater challenge when they run for
executive office than when they run for legislatoféce, but this is true even after controlling
for stereotypes that voters associate with malefemdle politicians. As a result, the standard

gender-office congruency theory does not fully akpivhy voters have a bias against women
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being elected as presidéntor example, because we randomly varied perstrambcteristics
and experience in office, it is not the case thapondents preferred male candidates in the
hypothetical presidential election because thegrietl that the men were stronger leaders or
more experienced. An additional explanation maghlaéthe public simply has more experience
with women in Congress, including even the formgeaker of the House Nancy Pelosi. In
contrast, the public must use imagination to gpdit? what a female president would do in office
(Burden, Ono, and Yamada 2017). Research on stesfection of black candidates finds that
white voters are initally resistant becaue of theautainty and lack of experience with black
elected officials (Hajnal 2003). It is plausiblethhe difference between presidential and
congressional elections may be because havingperierce of a female president brought
some fears and uncertainties to voters about chg@sfemale candidate in presidential
elections.

We further show in the appendix that this resuttas necessarily driven by people’s
attitudes toward Hillary Clinton, who was runniray the Democratic presidential nomination at
the time when our survey was conducted. It isaliffito test for whether attitudes toward
Clinton underlie views about a female presidentabee those who have bias against a female
president are prone to dislike Clinton as well. ldger, as we show in the appendix, there is

little evidence for a “Hillary effect” in our dat&ven among those who do not have a negative

" It is possible that voters are biased against fewendidates only when it comes to the
presidency and not for other executive offices saglgovernor and mayor. Additional
experiments will be necessary to pursue these mgarsfdhe gender-office congruency theory.
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favarability rating toward Clinton, we still fouradtendency that people have a greater bias
against female candidates in presidential electioas they do in congressional elections.
Effects of Candidate Sex by Subgroups of Voters

We have so far analyzed the overall effect of odauei sex on voter decisions. While we
found a modest negative bias against female caradidaot all voters are likely to punish female
candidates in the same manner. To examine theogeteeity of treatment effects, Figure 4
compares the estimated marginal effects of canglisket on voter decisions for several
subgroups of voters. This figure shows how thedliaatage of a female candidate varies across
the respondent’s characteristics such as sex, gdudavel, age, social class, region of
residence, race/ethnicity, and partisanship.

[Figure 4 about here]

Although treatment effects do not actually diffemeh across respondent attributes, we
do uncover some differences across levels of delftified social class. Whereas lower class
voters tend to punish female candidates, uppes ®laiers do not have any bias against female
candidates. Differences by race and ethnicityomgand age are modest to nonexistent. Our
results further indicate that female voters dovaté disproportionately for female candidates at
higher rates when other candidate attributes aedidnstead, the results show that male voters
prefer male candidates over female candidatesidrt,save find no evidence for the gender
affinity effect in the form that is often believéalexist among female voters, but we do find

evidence for an opposite affinity among male voters

8 Note that we cannot rule out the possibility tiat effects for male and female respondents are
themselves not statistically significant from omether p > .10).
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A more dramatic pattern emerges across voters depeon party identificatiof.
While Republicans have a negative bias againstleepsndidates about two percentage points,
Democrats do not punish female candidates. Thisti®@specially surprising given the
preponderance of women who identify as Democraissanve as Democrats in elective office,
although we find that it holds even when other abtaristics of the candidate such as policy
positions are held constant via randomization. ey be more surprising is that independents
exhibit a larger negative bias against female @atds than do Republicat’sThe probability
that independents support a candidate is 3.2 pagepoints lower if that candidate is woman.

This result is consistent with our hypothesis. \&ijecture that among voters with
partisan affiliations, partisanship acts as a gfrfonce that leaves relatively little room for
candidate sex to affect the voting decision. Pamsgip is in fact a better diagnostic for how
election officials will behave in office than pefdsaany other characteristic, so partisan voters

rationally focus on that dimension over candidabe $ndependents, in contrast, lack a

% We measure party identification using the firstted standard branching questions. That is,
“leaners” are not distinguished from other indeparid. However, we also have a measure of
attitude toward each party. Our data suggest th&04 of those who identified themselves as
independents are truly neutral to both partiesréise of the self-identified independents (59.8%)
have an attitude leaning toward either party, battiit is often slight and they are almost equally
split between the two parties (28.9% for Repubkcand 29.9% for Democrats). We discuss
more details about the distribution of leaners agnodependents in the appendix.

10 The estimated effect for independents is grehtar the one for Republicans by 1.2
percentage points, but the difference between ikerat statistically significanp(> .10).
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predisposition to favor one of the candidates baseparty. Without a clear indicator that one of
the candidates will act as a faithful agent oftiralependent voter’s interests in office, theadi
against female candidates is more readily appalreshort, partisan labels provide a kind of
“insurance” for partisans that guards against tieettainty that a different kind of officeholder
might bring. A candidate’s party brings a high levkpredictability that allows partisan voters to
discount other information. Independents, who ldeksecurity provided by a party affiliation,
end up relying more on other factors including c¢daté sex.

Interestingly, this result conflicts with what resglents say when asked about candidate
sex in isolation. For example, a survey conduatedavember 2014 asked respondents whether
they hoped to see a female elected presidentiinlifietimes or whether it did not matter to
them. A majority of Democrats said they hoped #ngild happen, and more than one-third of
independents did, but fewer than one in five Reipabk did!! This suggests that Republicans
would be most likely to harbor bias against fent@edidates, or Democrats to harbor bias in
favor of them, but this only appears to be truthmabstract when other factors about candidates
are absent. Our conjoint experiment shows thdtercbntext of making a decision between two
candidates with realistic profiles, candidate sexally matters most to independents because
partisanship does not provide them with a reasatsétif to override it. For a voter who
identifies with a party, choosing a candidate ef$lame party provides some “insurance” about

what the official would do in office regardlesstbéir sex.

11 pew Research Center, “American’s Views of WomeR@l&ical Leaders Differ by Gender,”
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/05/19/acaams-views-of-women-as-political-
leaders-differ-by-gender/
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To explore partisan differences further, Figureéspnts the estimated marginal effects
of candidate sex separately for the two competitimmexts—competitions between different-
party candidate pairings (Democrat vs. RepubliGardmates) and competitions between same-
party candidate pairings (Democrat vs. Democratlicites or Republican vs. Republican
candidates). These two scenarios mimic the optiweisvoters actually face in general elections
and primary elections, respectively. We argue ithd¢pendents have the greatest bias against
female candidates because a candidate’s partydabhabt work for them to ensure that their
views are reflected in politics. If this is the eathe effect of candidate sex on voter decisions
should be more determinative among partisan véésggecially among Republicans) in the
context of electoral competition where the parheldas not a point of differentiation.

The results shown in Figure 5 are consistent withexpectations. When electoral
competition is between two candidates frdiffierentparties, both Democrats and Republicans
show no hostility toward female candidates (ilee, @éstimated marginal effect of candidate sex
for each group is not statistically discerniblenfraero). In contrast, when electoral competition
is between the two candidates running fromdammeparty, Republicans show biases against
female candidates of 2.8 percentage points, whale@rrats remain to have no bias against
female candidate’$. These findings suggest that candidate sex becormesimportant for
Republicans when candidates cannot be differedtiayea party label; candidate sex does not
matter among Democrats regardless of the eleatordéxt. In other words, partisanship helps

Republicans override the bias based on candidatd ke implies that candidate sex is likely to

12 Democrats actually favor female candidates bypgr2entage points, but this estimated effect
is not statistically significant at the .10 level.

21



play a more important role for voters (especialgpRblicans) in evaluating candidates in
primary elections or in nonpartisan elections wtbeeparty label—so consequential in general
elections—is not a point of differentiation.

[Figure 5 about here]

In summary, the results of our conjoint experimdgronstrate that voters use
candidate sex as a voting heuristic even wheneinbedded among various other cues about
candidates. At the same time, the overall effectanididate sex on voter decisions is relatively
small compared to other candidate attributes sagbsaie positions and public office experience,
and its magnitude is almost the same as the effex@ndidate race/ethnicity. In addition, the
punishment to female candidates is limited to plessiial rather than congressional elections,
and appears only among male voters. More impoytaht results further show that the effect of
candidate sex varies significantly among voterssgparty lines, and in particular, that
independent rather than Republican voters shoviiegteatest negative bias against female
candidates. We attribute this to the “insuranceat thparty label provides to partisan voters and
argue that the lack of such relevant informatianifidependents allows their bias against female
candidates to emerge. Republicans display biasnpartisan elections but appear to overcome
the bias when they can differentiate candidatesdas the party label.

Conclusion

Even though a majority of the population and ofevstin the United States is female,
women are sorely underrepresented in Congress atnan has yet to be elected president. A
complete explanation for the underrepresentatiomashen in elective office is necessarily
complex and multifaceted, yet its elements areuatyl coming to fruition. In particular, recent

research has shown that part of the explanatitiratspotential female candidates are less likely
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to view themselves as qualified, are less willioghdure the demands of campaigning, and are
less likely to be recruited than are men in simgiacumstances (Kanthak and Woon 2015;
Lawless 2012; Lawless and Fox 2005; Sanbonmatsé)200

Previous studies have demonstrated that voters céemidates from gendered
perspectives. This in itself could lead to the garidequality in elected office. However, the
scholarly literature has not made clear whetheengoactually use candidate sex as a voting
heuristic. This is partly because various othes@lmut candidates—such as candidate’s party
label and even policy positions—are also availabheoters. These other cues may overwhelm
the effect of candidate sex on voter decisiongjqaarly in the contemporary era as public
resistance to women in public life has declined pady cues have become so powerful.

The design of our study allows for new insight bis aspect of women'’s representation.
It is difficult to evaluate the effect of candidaex on vote decisions by using actual election
results due to the presence of endogeneity prolseicts as entrance barriers for female
candidates. Hence, multiple prior studies have gotatdl experiments to determine whether a
candidate’s sex has a direct effect on voting datssamong people by manipulating candidate
profiles in campaign advertisements and newspatietes to make firmer causal inferences.
However, those studies test the effects of multpledidate attributes in separate experiments
rather than simultaneously, and the number of ngrgandidate attributes in each experiment is
quite limited. Omitting potentially relevant chatagstics is a concern because voters have been
shown to infer things about candidates based angbe. Because the conventional
experimental designs cannot fully decompose maeltiggatment effects and rule out these
inferential mechanisms, we instead employed a cangoirvey experiment. This design enables

us to examine the relative importance of candidateon vote decisions by randomly varying a
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large number of candidate attributes in profilesule out endogenous effects, spurious effects,
and mechanisms that are distinct from a baselindeyepreference.

The results of our study demonstrate that a catel&gdsex affects voter decisions even
under the presence of many other information cbesitacandidates. Voters pay attention not
only to a candidate’s party label and issue passtidut also to the candidate’s sex. However, the
overall magnitude of the bias against female catdglis relatively small compared to other
candidate attributes such as issue positions abkicpffice experience, and its magnitude is
almost the same as the effect of candidate racedéih Moreover, the bias does not occur
because women disproportionately support femaldidates; rather, the gender-based affinity
effect is found only among male voters who prefaterxtandidates to female candidates. The
effect of candidate sex also differs between pesgidl and congressional elections. However, in
an apparently challenge to the gender-office cogngry theory, we found that female candidates
running for presidential elections face a greaballenge than those running for congressional
elections even after isolating the effect of caathdsex as distinct from stereotypes that voters
associate with male and female politicians. Thues role of gender stereotypes among voters
cannot fully explain the difference between theele\wf office that candidates are competing for.

Most importantly, our results further showed tlne effect of a candidate’s sex varies
significantly among voters across party lines, enplarticular, that independent rather than
Republican voters show the greatest negative lgiasist female candidates. We attribute this to
the “insurance” that a party label provides to igart voters, who can be sure that the party
affiliation of the candidate will represent theiews in office regardless of the sex of the
candidate, and argue that the lack of such relaaémmmation for independents allows their bias

against female candidates to emerge. Republicagrside their bias against female candidates
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when they can differentiate candidates based opdhg label. In contrast, independents have
no such insurance, and always react more immegittelandidate sex.

Our findings point to at least two intriguing patior further research about conditions
where candidate sex might be more consequentialfii$t path is to explore election
environments where candidate information is leds. iThe importance of candidate sex as an
informational cue may be different depending ontyipes of other candidate attributes shown to
voters. Indeed, the information cues availabledi®ss differ depending on the context of
electoral campaign. The sex of a candidate is lyseaby to discern from advertising or from the
names listed on the ballot, but policy informatraight be more elusive, particularly in lower
level elections where knowledge about candidatdsnser. A study by Kirkland and Coppock
(forthcoming) also uses conjoint experiments andsisome evidence for voter bias against
malecandidates in an environment where voters arendeags information, notably the absence
of any partisan information. Further research edeel to understand how the office in question
and richness of candidate information might sheftder bias back and forth from one setting to

another® In addition, there is also a possibility that esyp@ to candidate attributes related to

13 The Kirkland and Coppock (forthcoming) study diéfédrom ours in two important ways.
First, the authors compare elections with and withoarty labels, but do not examine elections
where both candidates are from the same party.n8etizeir experiment does not tell
respondents what office is being sought. Instdeekperiment varies the previous office held
by the candidate, ranging from local offices susltity council to representative in Congress. It
is possible that respondents infer what officeem) sought by the backgrounds that are
presented to them in each candidate pairing.

25



gender stereotypes activates voters showing aag@isst female candidates (see Bauer 2015).
As a future extension, we need to systematicalymene how the effect of candidate sex
changes as voters across variation in the infoomagnvironment.

The second path is about how voter experiencesfeiitiale elected officials might
themselves change attitudes over time. The nunfifen@le representatives is increasing in
Congress, especially on the Democratic side oaitle. Voters often rely on stereotypes in
evaluating unfamiliar candidates due to fear anzkrtainty associated with them, but those
uncertainties tend to dissipate as voters expegiamre members of underrepresented groups in
elective office. Thus, the experience of havingdenrepresentatives in Congress may have
reduced the bias against female candidates amomgp&ats. Moreover, the presence of female
president may change how voters evaluate femaldidaties in presidential elections afterwards.
Researchers might test this possibility by exangmimether female candidates are evaluated
differently between voters who have any incumbenidle representatives before and those who

do not have such an experience.
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Table 1. Types of Attributes Varied in Candidate Profiles

Attributes

Values

Per son infor mation
Sex

Age

Race/ Ethnicity

Family

Experiencein public office

Salient personal characteristics

Party information
Party affiliation

Mae

Female

36 yearsold

44 yearsold

52 yearsold

60 years old

68 years old

76 yearsold

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian American
Single (never married)
Single (divorced)
Married (no child)
Married (two children)
12 years

8 years

4 years

No experience
Provides strong leadership
Really cares about people like you
Honest
Knowledgeable
Compassionate
Intelligent

Democratic Party
Republican Party
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Table 1 (continued). Types of AttributesVaried in Candidate Profiles

Attributes

Values

I ssueinformation
Policy area of expertise

Position on national security

Position on immigrants

Position on abortion

Position on government deficit

Poll infor mation
Favorability rating among the public

Foreign policy

Public safety (crime)

Economic policy

Health care

Education

Environmental issues

Wants to cut military budget and keep the U.S. out of war
Wants to maintain strong defense and increase U.S.
influence

Favors giving citizenship or guest worker status to
undocumented immigrants

Opposes giving citizenship or guest worker status to
undocumented immigrants

Abortion is a private matter (pro-choice)

Abortion is not a private matter (pro-life)

No opinion (neutral)

Wants to reduce the deficit through tax increase
Wants to reduce the deficit through spending cuts
Does not want to reduce the deficit now

34%
43%
52%
61%
70%

Note: This table shows the attributes and attribute values that are used to generate the candidate

profiles for our conjoint experiment.



Figure 1. Experimental Design (Congressional Election)

Please carefully review the two potential candidates running for election to the U.S. House of Representatives, detailed below.

Candidate 1 Candidate 2
Race / Ethnicity Hispanic Asian American
Age 52 60
Favorability rating among the 70% 349

public

Position on immigrants

Favors giving citizenship or guest worker
satus to undocumented immigrants

Opposes giving citizenship or guest worker
status to undocumented immigrants

Party affiliation

Republican Party

Democratic Party

Position on abortion

Abortion is not a private matter (pro-life)

Abortion is a private matter (pro-choice)

Position on government deficit

Wants to reduce the deficit through tax
increase

Wants to reduce the deficit through tax
increase

Salient personal characteristics

Really cares about people like you

Really cares about people like you

Position on national security

Wants to cut military budget and keep the
U.S. out of war

Wants to maintain strong defense and
increase U.S. influence

Gender Female Female
Policy area of expertise Education Foreign policy
Family Single (divorced) Married (no child)
Experience in public office 12 years 4 years

If you had to choose between them, which of these candidates would you vote to be a member of the U.S. House of Representatives?

Candidate 1

e}
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o




Figure 2. Marginal Effect of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decision

All Respondents (N = 1583)
Sex:
(Baseline = Male)
Female

(e 36 id) :
fzfe ine =36 years o )
ears 0 —T——
52 ¥ears old : —T—
gg years oIg . ——
ears o 1
76 ¥ears old - —
Race/Etth{%: ) 1
(Baseline = White)
Black .
Hispanic
Asian American

Family; 1
Baséline = Single (never married 1
( Single divorcged( ) ] —&—

Married (no chil 1 ——
Married Etwo chil)dren) 1 —*—

E(Eé(peril_ence Il{l] public c_)fflcei
aseline = No experience )
4 years P ] ——
8 years 1 ——

J] Xears L
Salient personal characteristics: .
(Baseline = Provides stronrq leadership)
Really cares about people like you
Honest
Know ledgeable
Compassionate
Intelligent
Party affiliation: .
(Baseline = Democratic Party)
Republican Party .
Policy area of expertise: .
(Baseline = Environmental issues)
Foreign policy | 1
Public safety’ (crime) 1 ——
Economic policy 1 ——
Health care 1
Education . . I ——
Position on national securl(tiy: 1
(Baseline = Cut military budget)
Maintain strong defénse
Position on immigrants:, 1
(Baseline = Favors giving guest w orker status)-
Opposes giving guest worker status :
Position on abortion;
(Bgrsellr%e = No opinion (neutral))
o-choice :
Pro-life . . ——
Position on government deficit; 1
(Baseline =Don't reduce deficit now)
Reduce deficit through tax increase
Reduce deficit through s endlnF] cuts
Favorability rating among the public:
(Baseline = 34%?
43%

Change in Pr(Preferred Candidate)

Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the randomly assigned candidate attributes on the
probability of being supported by voters. Bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 3. Marginal Effect of Candidate Sex on Voting Decision by Office Type

By Office Type

Presidential election

Congressional election’ ——

-1 0 1
Change in Pr(Preferred Candidate)

Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the randomly assigned candidate sex (female) on the

probability of being supported by voters, conditional on the assumed level of office. Bars
represent 95% confidence intervals.

37



Figure 4. Marginal Effects of Candidate Sex on Voting Decision by Respondent Attributes

Female Candidate Disadvantage By Respondent Attributes

Sex
Male
Female
Education 1
No BA degree 1 —*
BA or above y —&—
Age 1
18-29 yearsold - ——
30-50years old - ——
51-65 years old y ——
66 years old or older- ¢
Social class 1
Lower class
Middle class
Upper class
Region
South
Nonsouth
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black
Hispanic
Other
Partisanship
Democrats ; —T—*&—
Republicans ; ——
Independents . —*—

-1 -.05 0 05 1
Change in Pr(Preferred Candidate)

Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the randomly assigned candidate sex (female) on the

probability of being supported by voters, conditional on voter attributes. Bars represent 95%
confidence intervals.

38



Figure 5. Marginal Effects of Candidate Sex by Respondent Party | dentification

Female Candidate Disadvantage By Respondent Partisanship

Same-party pairings

Democrats . @

Republicans y @

Independents
Different-party pairings”
Democrats
Republicans
Independents
-1 -.05 0 05 1
Change in Pr(Preferred Candidate)
Note: Plots show the estimated effects of candidate sex on the probability of being preferred to
vote in elections. They are separately estimated by the same-party pairings and different party
pairings for the group of respondents who are Democrats, Republicans, and Independents,
respectively. Bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Appendix

The Contingent Effects of Candidate Sex on Voter Choice

The purpose of this appendix is to provide addélonformation about topics that could not be

fully addressed in the manuscript.

1. Sampling Methodology

The sample has been stratified by the regionsiflemce (Northeast, Midwest, South,
and West), sex (male and female), race/ethnicityitByblack, Hispanic, Asian, and others), and
age groups, based on the 2010 U.S. Census datalldnting data, we first asked demographic
screening questions to 3,152 people in the SSll@emkinvited 1,733 people among them
according to fixed quotas so that the total sampé&ched the adult U.S. Census population. A
total of 1,583 respondents completed the conjoipeement tasks in our survey. Detailed

descriptive statistics on our sample are showrainld Al.



Table Al. Sample Descriptive Statistics

Number Per centage

Sex

Male 766 48.4%

Female 817 51.6%
Education level

No BA degree 388 57.1%

BA degree 666 42.9%
Agegroup

18-29 years old 305 19.3%

30-50 years old 678 42.8%

51-65 years old 450 28.4%

66 years old or older 150 9.5%
Social class

Lower class 481 31.0%

Middle class 812 52.3%

Upper class 261 16.8%
Region

South 569 35.9%

Nonsouth 1014 64.1%
Race/Ethnicity

White 1055 66.7%

Black 190 12.0%

Hispanic 226 14.3%

Other 112 7.1%
Partisanship

Democratic Party 614 41.0%

Republican Party 467 31.2%

Independent 414 27.7%

Note: DK/NA respondents have been excluded.



Table A2 displays how our sample compares to thes@® Each cell reports the
deviation between the Census and our sample fartecplar group. An example is black
females aged 65 and over in the Midwest wheretiaeesour sample differs from the Census by
just -.10 percentage points. In most cases thetlens are extremely small, always below one
percentage point, and are always within the maw§grror. The results show that our samples
quite accurately reflect the entire U.S. populatod weighting would not change the results
materially. We also checked to see if the respoaige(the ratio of missing data) for our conjoint
experiment question varies across groups, and foarduch variation that might introduce

significant bias into our results.

Table A2. Deviations of Key Demographic Characteristicsfrom U.S. Census

_ _ Excluding Hispanic
Hispanic . .
Region Age White Black Asian Other

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
18-24 -0.01 -0.05 -035 -0.27 0.04 -0.15 -0.01 0.05 -0.02 0.04
25-44 0.09 035 0.95 049 023 006 0.03 0.07 -0.04 0.08
45-64 0.17 0.02 0.99 0.27 -0.04 009 -0.09 -0.10 0.03 0.09
65-over -0.07 -0.11 -047 -0.14 -0.10 -0.16 -0.05 -0.06 -0.01 0.05
18-24 -0.07 -0.11 -047 -063 -0.11 0.08 -0.05 -0.04 -0.04 0.02
25-44 005 -0.17 -0.18 035 -0.12 0.10 0.06 -0.14 0.06 -0.07

Northeast

Midwest
45-64 -0.09 0.11 0.08 0.89 0.06 0.20 0.12 -0.02 -0.05 o0.08
65-over -0.03 -0.04 -059 -1.14 0.02 -0.10 -0.02 -0.03 0.05 -0.02
18-24  0.01 0.02 -0.87 -0.14 0.17 -0.10 -0.07 0.00 0.07 0.13
25-44  -0.08 -0.22 0.49 0.14 -0.12 0.22 -0.04 -0.01 -0.06 0.18
South 45-64  0.09 0.45 -0.06 1.10 -0.09 -0.14 0.17 -0.05 0.03 0.21
65-over 0.05 -0.21 -046 -162 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04
18-24 019 -020 -0.36 0.07 -0.02 -0.01 -0.08 -0.13 -0.03 -0.09
West 25-44  -0.05 0.40 0.65 0.19 0.05 0.00 0.22 -0.09 0.0 o0.07

45-64 -0.11 -0.06 0.45 081 007 027 -002 -0.16 0.00 0.05
65-over -0.07 -0.20 -0.11 -0.50 0.07 -0.07 -0.08 0.06 -0.04 -0.05




2. Question Wording

To test the theory of gender-office congruency meamipulated question wording and
asked our respondents to evaluate candidates dopinesident and for Congress. In our conjoint
experiment, we presented a total of ten pairs nfliciates, and changed the introductory script
shown before asking respondents to review candtafdes for the first five pairs and for the
last five pairs, respectively. We prepared fortthe types of introductory script as follows (one
is for asking respondents to assume a presideetion, and the other is for asking

respondents to assume a congressional election):

Introductory script for a presidential election

Suppose you were asked to choose between two ataxlidr U.S. president. In the following
questions, we will show you five pairs of potertahdidates running for the U.S. presidential
election. For each pair, please indicate whichta two candidates you would like to vote for.
Introductory script for a congressional election

Now, suppose you were asked to choose betweerahdaates for U.S. Congress. In the
following questions, we will show you five pairgofential candidates running for the U.S.
House of Representatives. For each pair, pleasieatel which of the two candidates you

would like to vote for.

In addition to manipulating the introductory scrifatr every pair, we presented a pair of
candidate profiles with the following question wimgl so as to remind our respondents that they

are evaluating candidates running for either pesgidr Congress:



Question about a presidential election

Please carefully review the two potential candidateinning in the U.S. presidential election,
detailed below. If you had to choose between thdritch of these candidates would you vote
to be U.S. President?

Question about a congressional election

Please carefully review the two potential candidatenning for election to the U.S. House of
Representatives, detailed below. If you had to sadmtween them, which of these candidates

would you vote to be a member of the U.S. HouBepfesentatives?

3. Effects of Electoral Competition Context

In our conjoint experiment, we ask individual sultgeto choose between a pair of
candidates after reviewing their profiles. The ddaté profiles shown to our subjects are
generated randomly from the set of characterisiibas, the combination of candidate profiles is
set at random and varies across pairs of candidadesnstance, some cases ask subjects to
review two candidates competing between differeres (male vs. female candidates), while
others ask subjects to choose between a pair d-samcandidates (male vs. male candidates or
female vs. female candidates). Similarly, some s£ask subjects to evaluate between a pair of
candidates running from the same party (DemocraDemocrat candidates or Republican vs.
Republican candidates), while others ask subjeatyaluate those who are running from
different parties (Democrat vs. Republican candiglatThis section explores the effects of such
different contexts of electoral competition on valecisions.

First, we examine the cases when electoral congeig between two candidates with
different sexes (male vs. female candidates) totifyethe effect of candidate sex on vote choice

more precisely. Our original findings based orttedl candidate pairings in our dataset shown in



Figure 2 suggest that voters overall are 1.3 péagenpoints less likely to vote for a female
candidate. However, there is a concern that tfesemay have been underestimated because
this is the average effect including cases thaessex candidates are competing. Among 15,840
evaluated pairings in our data, 7,930 pairingsl®).indeed have the identical sex between the
two candidate$. Thus, we reanalyze data by eliminating these ssemepairings to focus
exclusively on the cases where a pair of candiddtes/n to subjects have different sexes.
Figure Al shows the results based on differentesexiidate parings. The dots denote
point estimates for the AMCEs, which indicate therage effect of each attribute on the
probability that the candidate will be chosen. Tibezontal bars show 95% confidence intervals.
The findings suggest that, when the competitiorefectoral office is held between male and
female candidates, voters are 2.5 percentage pges#dikely to choose a female candidate
simply because the candidate is a woman. In sth@rtias against female candidates almost
doubles under such circumstances. The effectshef @andidate attributes remain almost the
same as the average ones in Figure 2, but thealanity rating among the public seems to be

slightly less important when voters evaluate défdrsex candidate pairings.

1 Whether a pair of candidates have the same sieinprofiles is determined by chance.



FigureAl. Marginal Effect of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decisions (different-sex
parings)

All Respondents (N = 1583)
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the rariglassigned candidate attributes on the
probability of being supported by voters. Bars esgant 95% confidence intervals. Only
different-sex candidate pairings (15,820 evalugiegfiles) have been included for estimating
the results.



Second, we compare the results of competitionsdmvdifferent-party candidate
pairings (Democrat vs. Republican candidates) antksparty candidate parings (Democrat vs.
Democrat candidates or Republican vs. Republicadidatesf. In our data, among 15,840
evaluated pairings, 7,809 pairings (49.3%) havedéstical party label between the two
candidates, and the rest of them (8,031 pairingeg ldifferent party labels between the two
candidates.

Figures A2 and A3 illustrate the results for diffiet-party pairings and same-party
pairings, respectively. The results show that, weleatoral competition is between two
candidates from different parties, independentglaysa substantial negative bias against female
candidates of 3.6 percentage points while both @eate and Republicans show no hostility
toward female candidates (0.6 and 0.8 percentaigéspoespectively}. In contrast, when
electoral competition is between the two candidatesing from the same party, independents
and Republicans show biases against female cardida®R.9 and 2.8 percentage points,
respectively, while Democrats remain to have ng bgainst female candidates (1.2 percentage

pointsrewardto female candidates, but it is not statisticalfynificant at the 10% level).

2 Our experiment permitted competition between ojtegarty candidates and candidates
running from the same party. Thus, we are ablexéonéne the difference between these distinct
contexts, which roughly approximate general electiand primary elections, respectively.

3 Those partisan voters mostly determine their ehtgice by a candidate’s party label.



Figure A2. Marginal Effects of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decisions by Respondent
Party ldentification (different-party parings)
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the rantiglassigned candidate attributes on the
probability of being preferred to vote in electiofi$iey are separately estimated for the group of
respondents who are Democrats, Independents, apdbReans, respectively. Bars represent
95% confidence intervals. Only different-party cialade pairings (16,062 evaluated profiles)
have been included for estimating the results. Nwethe range of x axis differs from Figure
A3 and other figures because the effect of a cateisl party affiliation is so large among
partisan voters relative to the effects of othemdidate attributes.



Figure A3. Marginal Effects of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decisions by Respondent
Party ldentification (same-party parings)
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the rantiglassigned candidate attributes on the

probability of being preferred to vote in electiofi$iey are separately estimated for the group of

respondents who are Democrats, Independents, apdbReans, respectively. Bars represent

95% confidence intervals. Only same-party candigatieings (15,618 evaluated profiles) have
been included for estimating the results.
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4. Party ldentification and Attitudes toward Parties

We measure party identification as well as attitubevard each party using the following

questions. The order of the parties in the questasbeen randomized to minimize bias.

Question about party identification

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yodrasla Republican (Democrat), a
Democrat (Republican), an Independent, or somethisg?

Question about attitude toward each party

What do you think about each of the following jditparties? Please rate it on a scale
from O to 10, where 0 means you strongly dislike: prarty and 10 means you strongly like

that party. If you feel you do not know enough abloe party, just choose “don’t know.”

Among independents, we take the difference betwhesinrates for Democratic Party

and for Republican Party to see if they have aagiley attitude toward either party. Figure A4

shows the number of independents for each catexjoglative preference.
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Figure A4. Relative party preference among independents
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Note: A negative value on the x-axis indicatesé&spondent is leaning toward the Republican
Party, while a positive value indicates the respamtds leaning toward the Democratic Party.
5. Political Interest and Bias against Female Candidates

We asked respondents to report the extent to whehare interested in politics on a
four-point scale from not at all interested (1y&oy interested (4). Figure A5 summarizes the
results, which indicate the number of respondemtgéch category. As shown in this figure,

most of our respondents (85.7%) report they aleeegomewhat or very interested in politics.
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Figure A5. Palitical interest among respondents
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To examine whether the bias against female cateidearies depending on the extent
to which respondents are interested in politicsiese for heterogeneous treatment effects by
including the interaction between candidates’ ladiies and respondents’ political interest.
Figure A6 shows the results of voter bias agamstale candidates. While respondents who are
more interested appear to have a slightly larges bgainst female candidates, we find no
statistically significant difference between monel dess interested respondemis (.10). Thus,
we believe there is no much difference in theislagainst female candidates between actual

voters and our samples matched to the adult popnlat
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Figure A6. Marginal Effects of Candidate Sex on Voting Decision by Political Interest

Female Candidate Disadvantage By Respondent Political Interest
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the rariglassigned candidate sex (female) on the
probability of being supported by voters, condiéiban the extent of respondent political
interests. Bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

6. Implausible Combinations of Candidate Attributes

The conjoint experiment creates many different coations of candidate attributes.
Almost most combinations will seem plausible tqoeslents, some candidate profiles will not.
For example, political parties represent distiradttigal positions that make it likely that
Republican candidates will have conservative viamd Democratic candidates will have liberal
positions. In our conjoint experiment, however,didates are randomly assigned to take a
particular position in four policy areas: natiosaturity, immigration, abortion, and the federal
deficit. For each policy issue, there are bothriband conservative positions. Hence, some
combinations of candidate profiles may appeardesdible and cause respondents not to take
the exercise seriously.

To examine whether implausible combinations inteelany biases to the results by

leading our subjects to make artificial judgmentithaut much cognitive effort, we focus
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attention to some of the least plausible combimatiof candidate characteristics to see if the
results differ in thee settings. In particular, mghlight instances where candidates have
contradictory positions from their parties on ditlee four policy domains simultaneously. These
would be of two types: (1) Democratic candidates &te hawkish on military, hostile towards
undocumented immigrants, pro-life, and supportiveut government spending and (2)
Republican candidates who are dovish on militagicaming to undocumented immigrants,
pro-choice, and supportive to tax increase.

In our data, the number of such implausible cartdgles quite small: only 856 out of
15,830 pairs (5.4%) feature at least one candwofatas type. First, we investigate whether our
subjects make artificial judgments without payingatm cognitive effort when they are exposed
to such pairs in our conjoint experiment. We follother research that uses response times to
measure effort exerted by respondents (BerinskygMes, and Sances 2013; Malhotra 2008). In
the full sample our subjects on average spent$&:6nds to complete each task. While it took
only 35.9 seconds for subjects to complete thewdsn they are asked to choose from a pair of
plausible candidates, it took 82.3 seconds to cetafthe task when they evaluate a pair of
candidates with at least one implausible combinafidve difference of response time between

them is statistically significanp(< .01)# Thus, we find no evidence to suggest that ouresibj

4 There are some extreme values in our responsedtitae \We suspect that this is because some
subjects interrupted their conjoint tasks in ouwey. To avoid biases causes by such extreme
cases, we reanalyze the data after eliminatingreésens in top percentile. The results show
that subjects who were exposed to implausible ceates still spent 1.7 seconds more time on

the evaluation task on average than those withalt exposure9(< .10).
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make artificial judgments to save cognitive effotien they are exposed to candidate pairs with
implausible profile combinations. Rather, the feelof a candidate to fit expectations results in a
more effortful evaluation.

Second, we exclude pairs with these implausiblelioations to see if voters still
punish female candidates when they are not expossach combinations. Figure A7 shows the
results after excluding these pairs. The resuitsame similar to the initial results shown in
Figure 2. Respondents are still less likely to otea female candidate, and the negative bias

against female candidates is, on average, abogetc2ntage points.
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Figure A7. Marginal Effect of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decision after Excluding
Candidate Pairswith Implausible Combinations
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the ramglassigned candidate attributes on the
probability of being supported by voters. Bars esgant 95% confidence intervals.
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7. “Hillary Effect” on the Office Congruency

We examine whether attitudes toward Hillary Clintorderlie views about a female
president by using a measure of the degree to whipondents like or dislike Clinton. We draw
on the following item, which is contained in a leaytof questions about various political figures
in our survey. The distribution of respondentsugirtfavorability toward Hillary Clinton is

shown below the question.

What do you think about each of the following goléns? Please rate it on a scale from
0 to 10, where 0 means you strongly dislike thditip@n and 10 means that you
strongly like that politician. If you have not hdaof, or you feel you do not know

enough about the politician, just choose “donowa

Figure A8. Favor ability toward Hillary Clinton
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As discussed in the text, we found that voteragbufemale candidates running for
president while they do not in congressional eterdi If this is because attitudes toward Hillary
Clinton underlie views about a female presidentstveuld not observe such a pattern of attitude
change among those who are neutral or like Clirkigure A9 shows the results after excluding
those who dislike Clinton. We find that attitudesvard Clinton do not necessarily lead
respondents to show a greater bias against a feredelent. Even among the respondents who
indicate they are neutral or like Clinton, theri# skists a tendency that female candidates face a
greater challenge when they run for executive effian when they run for legislative office.

The AMCE estimate of a female candidate is -.0J40 (10) in presidential elections and .0036
in congressional elections, respectively, thoughdifference between the two is not statistically

significant.
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Figure A9. Marginal Effect of Candidate Attributes on Voting Decision among
Respondentswho are Neutral or Like Hillary Clinton (by Office Types)
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Note: Plots show the estimated effects of the ramglassigned candidate attributes on the
probability of being supported by voters. Bars esgant 95% confidence intervals.
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