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Abstract

This manuscript is comprised of three papers that examine the far-reaching and often

invisible political outcomes of gender role socialization in the United States. These

papers focus primarily on two areas: political confidence amongst girls and women,

and the effects of gender on survey measurement and data quality.

Chapter one focuses on political confidence, and the likelihood that women will

run for political office. Women continue to be underrepresented at all levels of po-

litical leadership, and their lack of political ambition, relative to men, has been

identified as a primary cause. In this paper, I explore the relationship between an

individual’s masculinity and femininity and her development of political ambition.

Using original survey data from the 2012 Cooperative Congressional Election Study

(CCES), I first empirically demonstrate that gender (masculinity/femininity) and

sex (male/female) are unique elements of identity and, moreover, are both indepen-

dently related to political ambition. I then explore the relevance of gender for the

study of candidate emergence, testing whether and how masculinity and femininity

might be related to political ambition are supported empirically. While the results

suggest that masculinity is positively associated with the development of political

ambition, the relationship between femininity and candidate emergence seems to

be more complicated and not what prevailing stereotypes might lead us to expect.

Moreover, while the relationship between masculinity and political ambition is the

same for men and women, the relationship between femininity and political ambition

iv



is very different for women than it is for men. This study suggests that gender role

socialization is highly related with both men’s and women’s desire to seek positions

of political leadership.

Chapter two continues this exploration of gendered differences in the development

of political ambition, this time exploring how social attractiveness and gendered per-

ceptions of political leadership impact the desire to hold political office.Women are

persistently underrepresented as candidates for public office and remain underrepre-

sented at all levels of government in the United States. Previous literature suggests

that the gendered ambition gap, gender socialization, insufficient recruitment, media

scrutiny, family responsibilities, modern campaign strategies, and political opportu-

nity structures all contribute to the gender imbalance in pools of officeholders and

candidates. To explain women’s reticence to run, scholars have offered explanations

addressing structural, institutional, and individual-level factors that deter women

from becoming candidates, especially for high positions in the U.S. government. This

paper examines a previously unexplored factor: how dating and socialized norms of

sexual attraction affect political ambition. This study investigates whether young,

single, and heterosexual women’s desire for male attention and fear of being perceived

as unattractive or “too ambitious” present obstacles to running for office. The re-

sults of these experiments suggest that social expectations about gender, attraction

and sexuality, and political office-holding may contribute to women’s reticence to

pursue political leadership. Chapter two is a co-authored work and represents the

joint efforts of Laura Lazarus Frankel, Shauna Shames, and Nadia Farjood.

Chapter 3 bridges survey methodology and gender socialization, focusing on how

interviewer sex affects survey measurement and data quality. Specifically, this paper

examines whether and how matching interviewer and respondent sex affects panel

attrition—respondents dropping out of the study after participating in the first wave.

While the majority of research on interviewer effects suggests that matching inter-
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viewer and respondent characteristics (homophily) yields higher quality data, little

work has examined whether this pattern holds true in the area of panel attrition.

Using paradata from the General Social Survey (GSS), I explore this question. My

analysis reveals that, despite its broader positive effects on data quality, matching

interviewer and respondent sex increases likelihood to attrit. Interestingly, this phe-

nomenon only emerges amongst male respondents. However, while assigning female

interviewers to male respondents decreases their propensity to attrit, it also increases

the likelihood of biased responses on gender related items. These conflicting outcomes

represent a tradeoff for scholars and survey researchers, requiring careful consider-

ation of mode, content, and study goals when designing surveys and/or analyzing

survey data. The implications of these patterns and areas for further research are

discussed.

Together, these papers illustrate two ways that gender norms are related to po-

litical outcomes: they contribute to patterns of candidate emergence and affect the

measurement of political attitudes and behaviors.
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1

Masculinity, Femininity, and Political Candidacy

In early 2016, as Hillary Clinton stands poised to become the first female presidential

nominee of a major political party in US history, gender equity in political leadership

is on the minds of many. Secretary Clinton’s perhaps history-making candidacy

comes at a time when promoting women’s leadership, politically and otherwise, is

already a powerful topic in the cultural ether. The number of women in elected

positions at the federal level has remained relatively stagnant since the gains achieved

during the much famed Year of the Woman in 1992.1

It is well recognized that one of the primary barriers to gender equality in political

leadership is the lack of female candidates (Lawless and Fox, 2010). Simply put:

women don’t run for office at the same rates as men. Research demonstrates that

the relative lack of female candidates is due, in part, to the fact that women and girls

do not feel as qualified to run for office as their male counterparts (Lawless and Fox,

2010). Thus, a number of programs, interventions, and groups have emerged, seeking

to cultivate leadership capacity amongst girls and young women. For example, Sheryl

Sandberg and The Girl Scouts Association of America recently teamed up to launch

1 See http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/current-numbers for Current Numbers.
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a new Lean In-themed leadership program specifically designed for young girls.2

These types of programs work to address gender differences in political confidence

by encouraging girls and young women to step up, Lean In, “man up,” and demand

positions of professional leadership and political power in what are currently highly

masculine institutions.3

The Lean In strategy implies that success comes, at least in part, from women

behaving in more masculine ways. This implication rests upon the assumption that

masculinity is positively associated with political and/or professional confidence.

However, we know very little about the relationships between masculinity, femininity

and deciding to pursue positions of power, as no existing research empirically explores

them. Does masculinity promote the development of political ambition and, likewise,

does femininity hinder it? This question has implications beyond gender parity in

political office. Answering it may also shed light on the types of political leaders—

male and female—we might expect to see emerge in the future.

In this paper, I use original survey data from the 2012 Cooperative Congressional

Election Study (CCES) to explore the relevance of gender role socialization for the

study of candidate emergence. Specifically, I test the relationship between respon-

dents’ self-reported masculinity and femininity and their expressed confidence about

political candidacy. As expected, my analysis reveals a positive connection between

masculinity and political ambition amongst both men and women. Interestingly,

the relationship between femininity and political ambition was not what we might

intuitively expect—for either men or women. Amongst men, femininity seems to be

entirely unrelated to political ambition, whereas, for women, this connection is pos-

itive. These latter results runs counter to what previous research might suggest we

should expect, but are consistent with the broader social expectations of women to

2 See http://banbossy.com for more.

3 See http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/education training for more.
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do it all. Finally, both masculinity and femininity produce effects above and beyond

those accounted for by respondent sex.

Background/Motivation

A rich literature sheds light on the various reasons that the number of women in

political leadership has stagnated since the early 1990s. Research points to to a vari-

ety of institutional, cultural, and psychological factors, which include: lack of quotas

in the US, the structure of campaign financing, incumbent advantages, political so-

cialization, the social construction of politics and political institutions generally, the

gendered division of household labor, the feminization of poverty, male-centered po-

litical networks, and many more.4 It is thought that one of the primary reasons we

see enduring inequality between the number of men and women in political leader-

ship is that fewer women than men run for office (Lawless and Fox, 2004). Though

the landscape of structures and factors stacked against women is vast, if they aren’t

matching the candidacy rates of men, the gender gap will likely persist. This paper

focuses specifically on the demonstrated gap in men’s and women’s levels of political

ambition—broadly defined as the desire to run for political office—and furthering

how we understand the gendered nature of candidate emergence.

Much of what we know about the development of political ambition comes from

the research of Jennifer Lawless and Richard Fox. Over the last decade plus, their

work utilizing original survey data from individuals in the candidate pool has re-

vealed numerous factors that contribute to the persistent gap between men’s and

women’s desire to run.5 For simplicity’s sake, I group these factors into two broad

categories: external or structural, and internal or psychosocial. Regarding external

4 See Shames (2015) for broad overview.

5 The candidate pool refers to individuals in jobs that place them in the pipeline to political
candidacy. See Lawless and Fox (2010) for more.
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factors, we know that differences in men’s and women’s socioeconomic status, level

of education, likelihood to be recruited by political elites, and access to monetary

resources and donors for campaign funding all play a role in explaining women’s

relatively low political ambition (Lawless and Fox, 2010). On the psychosocial side,

women are systematically less likely to receive political encouragement and political

socialization from their family of origin, to engage in political discourse with others

throughout their life cycle, and, importantly, to perceive themselves as qualified to

run for office than are their male counterparts (Burns et al., 2001; Lawless and Fox,

2010; Fox and Lawless, 2004, 2005, 2011). In essence, men and women experience

the world differently throughout their lives, and this has consequences for the de-

velopment of political ambition. Lawless and Fox (2010) refer to the outcomes of

these distinct and politically-relevant ways in which men and women experience the

world as the “gendered psyche.” This research implies, though does not explicitely

test, a connection between gender role socialization and the development of political

ambition.

We might expect that gender role socialization, in particular, helps explain the

inequality between men and women in political ambition, as it’s one of the primary

ways in which they experience the world differently. Gender role socialization is

broadly defined as the transmission of social norms and structures that encourage

boys and men to embody stereotypically masculine traits and reject stereotypically

feminine traits, and encourage women and girls to do just the opposite (Goffman,

1979; West and Zimmerman, 1987; Freeman, 1971; Dietz, 1998). Examples of traits

that sociologists and psychologists consider masculine include: strength, forceful-

ness, being assertive, dominance, risk-taking, aggression and a general willingness

to defend one’s beliefs. Traditionally feminine individuals, on the other hand, are

affectionate, compassionate, gentle, and sympathetic (Bem, 1981). It is thought that

individual’s gender, as opposed to their sex, results from an internalization of pre-
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vailing gender stereotypes and the adoption of appropriate sex-differentiated traits

associated with these stereotypes (Bem, 1981, 1977a; Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin,

1999; Eagly et al., 2000; Freeman, 1971; Dietz, 1998). This “socially constructed

individual identity is only imperfectly correlated with...sex” (Hawkesworth, 2005).

While gender socialization certainly yields men who are more likely to embody

masculinity and women who are more likely to embody femininity, male is not syn-

onymous with exclusively masculine, nor is female synonymous with exclusively fem-

inine; each individual has their own unique balance of masculine and feminine char-

acteristics (Beckwith, 2005). This means that each individual is both masculine and

feminine to a greater or lesser degree, and we can speak about gender in a way that

is disconnected from sex. For example, John Boehner, because of his tendency to-

ward tears, was often called a “soft” (e.g. feminine) political leader, whereas Hillary

Clinton, often referred to as “hard” and “tough,” is an example of a particularly

masculine female political leader.6 Indeed, though gender is related to sex, the two

are not the same and, critically, both have proven to be politically relevant categories

of gender in existing research.

Another critical difference between sex and gender lies in their empirical struc-

tures. Whereas sex is dichotomous, gender exists on a spectrum, and is an aspect

of more than just human beings. For example, we might refer to behaviors, atti-

tudes, or preferences that lead to specific political outcomes as being more or less

masculine or feminine. The dimensionality of gender, and the relationship between

masculinity and femininity have been conceptualized in a variety of ways over the last

several decades. The social science literature is ripe with examples of research that

treats masculinity and femininity as categories of gender, two ends of a bipolar scale,

independent dichotomous categories, independent unipolar scales, and more (Bem,

6 This example also illustrates that, generally, we don’t note a person’s gender traits unless they
deviate from our sex-type expectations.
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1977a; Klonsky et al., 2002; Spence and Helmreich, 1979). In some instances, the dis-

cussion over the correct way to conceptualize gender, empirically and theoretically,

may even be characterized as fraught (Klonsky et al., 2002; Spence and Helmreich,

1979). Increasingly, social scientists contend that masculinity and femininity should

be viewed as orthogonal dimensions (Spence and Helmreich, 1979). And while it

may be intuitive to think about gender as a bipolar scale with masculinity and fem-

ininity placed at opposite ends, there are many reasons to treat masculinity and

femininity as separate unipolar scales, particularly when studying women in leader-

ship. First, decades of research reveals that American men and women don’t always

identify with masculine and feminine traits in a way that supports the argument for

a bipolar structure (e.g. high on one and low on the other). Rather, we have many

examples of studies in which respondents or participants place high and/or low on

both masculinity and femininity scales (Spence and Helmreich, 1979; Bem, 1977a).

Moreover, anecdotal evidence provides examples of situations in which masculinity

and femininity produce similar political results. For example, for candidates on the

campaign trail, masculine and feminine traits do not necessarily work in opposition

to each other. On the contrary, both can produce dividends at the ballot box (Rosen-

wasser and Dean, 1989; Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993b). In fact, female candidates are

not only rewarded, but often required to embody the “right” mixture of masculinity

and femininity—not too much and not too little—in order to avoid informal political

sanctions and/or penalization (Jamieson, 1995; Dittmar, 2015). For these reasons,

it may be safer to treat masculinity and femininity as distinct dimensions, though

they’re certainly related.7 Herein, I use the term “gender role identity” to refer to

the individualized form of this concept: an individual’s identification with masculine

7 In the data used for this research, the correlation between masculinity and femininity is .26, and
will be discussed in greater detail in the methods section below.
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and feminine traits.8

Despite not having been previously empirically tested, there’s every reason to

think that gender role identity is intimately connected to the development of po-

litical ambition. To start, socialization is highly relevant for the study of political

behavior. Decades of research reveal that this process significantly impacts a vari-

ety of political identities and behaviors, including partisan identification, political

efficacy, civic engagement, and political activity (see Galston, 2001; Flanagan, 2004;

Sapiro, 2004; Niemi and Hepburn, 1995).9 And we also know that political social-

ization affects a person’s likelihood to run, specifically (Lawless and Fox, 2010). But

men and women are differentially socialized in more ways than just political ones. In

fact, sex-typed socialization—defined as cultivating the differential structural roles

traditionally played by men and women (e.g. homemaker and breadwinner)—is one

of the primary explanations for the gender gap in political interest (Bennett and

Bennett, 1989; Orum et al., 1974). But there are many other outcomes of sex-

differentiated socialization than just familial or professional role, and there’s every

reason to think that these other forms of gender socialization are related to political

behavior, as well.

Though no research specifically addresses whether there’s a relationship between

gender role identity and political ambition, research on gender stereotyped traits

and political behavior is in no way new to political science. For example, Huddy and

Terkildsen (1993b) examine the effects of masculine and feminine gender stereotyp-

ing when studying voters’ evaluations of male and female political candidates. They

8 In sociology and other disciplines, this concept is typically just referred to as “gender,” while
male/female is called “sex.” However, as the standard in political science is that gender means
male/female, I use gender role identity to differentiate the concept of masculine/feminine.

9 Though it is worth noting that the long history of political socialization research has not been
without controversy or detractors. Despite the “death of political socialization research” around
the 1970s and justifiable skepticism about some of the earliest work on the topic, much of this early
research and the newer more methodologically sound work that emerged during the 1990s is not
without theoretical or empirical value. See Sapiro (2004); Niemi and Hepburn (1995) for more.
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define “political gender stereotyping,” as “the gender-based ascription of different

traits, behaviors, or political beliefs to male and female politicians,” and uncover

that gendered trait assumptions about candidates affects electoral choice. Voters

believe that female politicians possess more feminine traits, such as warmth and

compassion, and fewer masculine traits, such as leadership and strength (Huddy and

Terkildsen, 1993a,b; Fox and Lawless, 2004; Burrell, 1994; Sanbonmatsu, 2002). Vot-

ers’ gendered assumptions about the personality traits, issue competencies, and issue

positions held by candidates affects their likelihood to support candidates of differ-

ent sexes (Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993b). The behaviors of candidates and elected

leaders can also be gendered. Werner and Bachtold (1974) incorporate gender in an

analysis of the behavior of state legislators to test whether women govern differently

from men. In a direct example of scholarship using gender role identity, McDer-

mott (2013) reframes the “gender gap” in partisan preferences as the “gendered

gap.”10 She demonstrates that, in addition to biological sex, much of the difference

between men’s and women’s partisan preferences is explained—both theoretically

and quantitatively—by masculine and feminine gender traits, disentangled from sex.

In this paper, I build on these literatures by exploring the relationship between

gender role identity and political ambition. We know that many forms of social-

ization, sex-differentiated and otherwise, are correlated with variety of political be-

haviors, including the decision to run for political office. We also know that gender

role socialization, and its various effects, are associated with a variety of political

outcomes—many of which are related to political ambition. However, no existing

research has empirically explored the relationship between gender role identity and

political ambition. Thus, this research seeks to answer two basic questions. First, is

gender role identity significantly related to political ambition? Second, assuming this

relationship does exist, what is the nature of it? How does a person’s masculinity

10 Note that this research uses the same measure for gender role identity as McDermott does.
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and femininity relate to their chances of emerging as a candidate? The results from

related studies and the existing approach of nonacademic organizations working to

increase political candidacy amongst girls and women provide a framework for what

we might expect this relationship to be.

Previous research demonstrates that, generally speaking, American politics and

political leadership are hyper-masculine (King, 1995; Duerst-Lahti, 2010; Dittmar,

2015).11 As Duerst-Lahti (2010) sums up, “masculinity has long been associated

with power, especially public power” (22). Political institutions operate in mascu-

line ways, the public perceives the political system as masculine in nature, higher

positions of power in political leadership are perceived as more masculine, and women

are less likely to hold those positions.12 Furthermore, political leaders tend to display

masculinity in their behaviors, voters expect and desire masculinity from political

leaders and, moreover, voters respond positively to masculine political candidates

(Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993b; Rosenwasser and Dean, 1989; Duerst-Lahti and Kelly,

1995).13 Indeed, Diekman et al. (2004) argue that, while gender roles are changing

at a broad social level, this has not been accompanied by a dissociation of leader-

ship positions with masculine qualities. So while gender expectations of individuals

may be becoming less strict, this does not mean that the gender expectations of or

associations with positions of leadership are following suit. If politics and political

11 With the previously noted exceptions of issue areas, issue competencies, and positive outcomes
from feminine trait attribution in certain circumstances (Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993a,b).

12 See Duerst-Lahti (2010); Hawkesworth (2005); Lovenduski (1998) and King (1995) for more.

13 In fact, one of the reasons often provided for why it’s important to increase the number of
women in political office is the supposed difference in men’s and women’s styles of leadership.
Women are thought to be more communal, willing to compromise, and less ego-driven in their
approach to governance than are their male counterparts (Duerst-Lahti, 2010). While the question
of whether women employ political power in a way that is systematically different, and perhaps more
effective, than their male counterparts is not the focus of this study, it’s illustrative to note that
the mechanism driving these potential differences are based on masculine and feminine behaviors,
not biological sex. This does raise questions about which “gender gap” we should be focusing on if
increasing feminine leaders is really the goal.
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leadership are coded masculine, but women are socialized to uphold femininity, being

a “good woman” and being a political candidate seem somewhat incongruous with

one another.

Lawless and Fox (2010) allude to this when further explaining what they mean

by the gendered psyche: “Women, in essence, tend not to be socialized to possess the

qualities the modern political arena demands of its candidates and elected officials.

Whereas men are taught to be confident, assertive, and self-promoting, cultural

attitudes toward women as political leaders, expectations of women’s family roles,

and the overarching male exclusiveness of most political institutions leave an imprint

suggesting to women that it is often inappropriate to possess such characteristics.”14

The overall story that emerges from these literatures is that masculinity yields

positive results in the political arena.15 This association between masculinity and

competent political leadership is likely both internalized by potential candidates and

also somewhat real (e.g. citizens perceive that politics requires masculine individ-

uals, and masculine individuals are more inclined to engage with politics). Thus,

with regard to gender role identity and political ambition, I hypothesize that more

masculine individuals are more likely to run for political offices.

In terms of femininity, previous research does not make for clear expectations.

On one hand, masculinity’s dominance in politics, relative to the somewhat taboo

of femininity, may lead us to expect that more feminine individuals are less likely to

14 Hawkesworth (2005) echoes this point, noting that “gender symbolism generates a logic of ap-
propriate behavior that shapes individuals’ self-understandings and aspirations, thereby structuring
social and political opportunities.” This “imprint” of political-appropriateness left by differential
gender socialization received by men and women is precisely the intuition behind a more fully-
specified application of gender role identity to political ambition.

15 Though it’s worth noting that the political positivity associated with masculinity does not always
hold true for women, who often face negative backlash when behaving in stereotypically masculine
ways, in politics and otherwise (Faludi, 2009; Jamieson, 1995). At the same time, displaying
masculine qualities is an informal requirement for anyone who wishes to be taken seriously when
pursuing or holding positions of leadership. This phenomenon is part of what’s referred to as the
“double bind,” and is discussed in greater detail in the analysis section below.
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run. At the same time, however, we do know that certain candidates are rewarded

for femininity in certain contexts and under certain conditions. For example, the

presumption that female candidates are more feminine than male ones leads voters

to perceive them as more credible and qualified when addressing issues associated

with compassion (e.g. healthcare) (Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993a,b). 16 Because the

literature is mixed, I have no preexisting expectations for femininity.

Definitions and Terms

It’s worth noting here that while this work was originally motivated by the political

ambition literature, it’s distinct from much of that literature two critical ways: 1)

the population studied, and 2) the outcome of interest. As discussed above, the

majority of research on political ambition focuses on the population of potential

candidates—individuals already in the pipeline (e.g. Lawless and Fox, 2010). Because

I’m interested in the broad effects of internalized gender socialization, I focus, instead,

on the general population; the political effects of gender socialization are likely not

particular to those already in the candidate pool. Moreover, gendered differences are

likely less pronounced amongst individuals already pursuing elite careers, as these

differences likely affect whether or not a person is in that pool to begin with. By

broadening the population of interest, I’m able to better understand the types of

people who do or do not make it into political office and into this upper echelon of

professionals and leaders that often leads there.

Because of this broader population and the psychosocial nature of gender role

identity, my outcome of interest is not intent to run for office–which is a rather rare

event. Instead, I focus on further understanding one of the attitudinal precursors

16 However, voters place less emphasis on these issues and on feminine traits, in general, when
determining vote choice for higher positions of leadership—because the higher the position the
more masculine it is perceived to be.
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to launching a campaign: feeling qualified to run (Lawless and Fox, 2010).17 This

measure should capture respondents’ assessment of their own qualifications, as well

as their assessment of what is required of political candidates. Moving forward, I’ll

refer to this concept as “candidate confidence.”18

Data, and Methods

In order to examine the relationship between gender identity and candidate confi-

dence, I use original survey data from 2012 Cooperative Congressional Election Study

(CCES) (Ansolabehere and Schaffner, 2013). The CCES is comprised of two parts:

a core set of questions, referred to as “common content” that is fielded to all 54, 535

respondents and a series of smaller modules produced by research teams that are

administered to sub-samples of about 1,000 individuals, known as “team content.”

Respondents are selected from YouGov’s PollingPoint panel, an opt-in Internet panel,

and then matched on a set of demographic and political characteristics to a national

sample (the Current Population Survey). The sample was weighted using proxim-

ity matching, with distance functions based on age, gender, race, education, and

state. This method produces a sample that looks similar to a probability sample

on the matched characteristics, but may still differ in unknown ways on unmatched

17 Critically, feeling qualified to run is not the same thing as wanting to run nor is it synonymous
with actually running. As noted above, Lawless and Fox (2010) identify feeling qualified as a
primary predictor of actually pursuing a candidacy. Moreover, research from a variety of disciplines
demonstrates that, as compared with their male counterparts, women are less likely to perceive
themselves as competent, capable, and/or qualified for positions of leadership, more broadly. And
while focusing on this concept as an outcome is somewhat of a departure from previous research,
better understanding why an individual might feel more or less qualified to run for office, rather
than whether or not they have or would run, is not without some basis in the existing research.
Fox and Lawless (2011) themselves focus an entire paper on this question, signaling both its import
and relevance for understanding candidate emergence.

18 Lawless and Fox adopt the term “self-efficacy” for this same concept in their work. However,
self-efficacy has multiple meanings in different disciplines. “Candidate confidence” is used here in
order to clearly distinguish between feeling qualified to run and other related concepts like political
ambition, political confidence, and political efficacy.
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characteristics (Pasek and Krosnick, 2010).19

The 2012 CCES used a two-wave pre/post election panel design. Almost all of

the data used herein come from the Duke University team’s post-election content,

which was collected during the two weeks following the November 6, 2012 election.20

Motivated by Fox and Lawless’ work, I included several measures from the Citizen

Political Ambition Study (Lawless and Fox, 2010). Among these is the measure for

candidate confidence discussed above—an item slightly modified from their original

survey.21 In addition, I included a measure of gender role identity, which I selected

from the psychology literature. (Explained in further detail below.) These serve as

my primary dependent and independent variables of interest. Together, they provide

data connecting respondents’ gender role identity with candidate confidence.22

I use the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) to measure gender role identity. The

measure was originally created to capture an individual’s androgyny—the balance

between their masculine and feminine traits. The original BSRI is an enormous

inventory composed of 60 traits which are coded as either feminine, masculine, or

neutral/neither.23 Respondents rate how well each trait describes them using a 1-7

scale. For example, “compassionate” is coded as feminine, “dominant,” as masculine,

and “truthful,” as neutral. (See Appendix A for exact question wording and all

items.)

Among the different quantitative measures for gender, the BSRI has two key

19 For more information on matched sampling designs and the CCES, see the 2012 CCES Data
Guide (Ansolabehere and Schaffner, 2013).

20 The only exception is control items, which come primarily from the common content portion
fielded in the first wave.

21 I changed the question wording from “how qualified are you” to “how qualified do you feel” and
added one response option to balance the scale. See Appendix A for the item verbatim.

22 Note that these analyses don’t consider intersectional effects, as the sample size was not large
enough to enable a fully interacted model by race.

23 For this research, I use the short form BSRI which consists of 30 traits. The short form has a .9
correlation with the long form, and is widely considered just as reliable and valid as the long-form
inventory.
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advantages.24 First, the measure has been used by social scientists in a variety of

fields for almost 4 decades, and proven highly reliable and valid during that time

Bem (1977a).25 Second, this measure has been used in previous political science

research(McDermott, 2013; King, 1995).

Although it is common to score the BSRI in a way that creates mutually exclusive

categories, I use a factor analysis, as it captures more of the variation within the

data, is less sensitive to bias, and maintains femininity and masculinity as distinct

concepts.26 As noted above, though I operationalize masculinity and femininity as

distinct, they are most certainly related—theoretically and empirically. In addition,

I performed a series of robustness checks using a variety of different scoring methods

24 The most common alternative measure in psychology is the Personal Attributes Questionnaire
(PAQ).

25 Due to its demonstrated validity, reliability, comparability with existing research, and relevance
in social science research today, the BSRI is without compare (Bem, 1977a; Holt and Ellis, 1998;
Choi et al., 2009; Hundhammer and Mussweiler, 2012). The BSRI has been used in hundreds of
social science studies to predict a variety of behaviors and attitudes, including: career preferences,
eating attitudes and behaviors, self-esteem, behavioral response to violent media, likelihood to seek
help, risk-taking behaviors, and a variety of behaviors regarding work and family life (Mulac et al.,
2002; Greene and Krcmar, 2005; Clarey and Sanford, 1982; Powell and Greenhaus, 2010; Johnson,
1988; Antill and Cunningham, 1979). This measure has proven to be valid cross-culturally, as well,
with applications in Australia, Sweden, Zimbabwe, India, and Israel (Maloney et al., 1981; Persson,
1999; Sethi and Allen, 1984; Wilson et al., 1990).

26 The suggested scoring of the BSRI has changed somewhat over the years (Bem, 1977b; Orlofsky
et al., 1977; Hoffman and Borders, 2001). In fact, the debate over which scoring method should be
used has been a hotly contended debate for some time (Hoffman and Borders, 2001). Currently,
the most common scoring is a a variant of a median-split approach. In this approach, the feminine
and masculine traits are turned into additive scales and, depending on respondents’ masculine and
feminine scores, they are categorized as either above or below the median of each. These identi-
fications are then combined to further categorize respondents as either “masculine,” “feminine,”
“androgynous,” or “undifferentiated.” Thus, the final determination of a respondent’s gender con-
tains rather blunt measurement of both their masculine and feminine scores. This method is not
to be the best fit for my theory and hypotheses, as it yields categories that are extraneous to this
research and collapses femininity and masculinity into one strict dichotomous variable. In addition,
the median-split approach utilizes a cut-point that is relative to the sample itself, making it highly
sensitive to bias. I also considered a standard additive scale. However, such a scale assumes that
each item contributes equally to the overall construct (e.g. masculinity or femininity). Often times
the relationships between each item and the resulting scale are of varying magnitudes. Particu-
larly given the exploratory nature of this research and my decision to use a nontraditional scoring
method, I am uncomfortable making any assumptions about the relationship between masculinity,
femininity and the traits that comprise them.
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and specifications.27

An exploratory factor analysis confirmed that the masculine and feminine items

were each loading reliably on a single dimension. Thus, I used a confirmatory factor

analysis in order to construct the single masculinity and femininity items to be used

for analysis (α “ 0.87 and 0.93, respectively.) The results of these factor analyses are

single masculinity and femininity scales with scores for each respondent (i.e. every

individual in the survey has a unique masculinity score and a unique femininity

score). The raw masculinity scale ranged from ´1.97 to 1.31 and the raw femininity

scale ranged from ´4.16 to 1.55. In order to aid discussion of the results and make

model coefficients more comparable, I’ve transformed both items into 0-1 scales.

These masculinity and femininity scales are the primary independent variables for

the analyses below.

The primary dependent variable for all models in this analysis is candidate con-

fidence. The question reads “Overall, how qualified do you feel to run for public

office?” Response options form a 5 point scale ranging from “Note at all Qualified”

to “Very Qualified”.

I use a basic OLS regression model to predict respondents’ candidate confidence.28

In addition to the two gender role identity measures, I include a variety of demo-

graphic and control variables in the model that previous research has demonstrated

are predictive of political activity, in general, and/or political ambition, specifically.

Because political ambition is, in many ways, an extension of political engagement,

efficacy, and activity, many of the correlates are the same. The expectation is that

27 Although the analysis below uses the scores produced by the CFA, I repeated the analysis us-
ing a variety of different scoring methods to test robustness of the results. Alternative scorings
included: the median-split method, simple additive scales for each, categorical variables using any-
where from 3-5 cut points, constructing a single gender role identity item by subtracting masculinity
from femininity, and an original method which maintained the spirit of the median split scoring
but eliminating the “undifferentiated” and “androgynous” categories. Each of these alternative
specifications produced results that were largely consistent with the results from the CFA method.

28 Conclusions were unchanged using an ordered logit.
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the effects of each of these items on candidate confidence will be similar to the effects

they have on these other related concepts (e.g. education will be positively predic-

tive of candidate confidence, etc.). Table 1 contains the mean (or median, where

appropriate) of all variables used in the models.

Table 1.1: 2012 CCES Descriptives

Median Age 55
Female 54%
White 74%
Black 13%
Latino 10%
Median Education (1 to 5) 3
Median Income (1 to 15) 6
Employed 46%
Republican 38%
Democrat 46%
Voted in 2012 86%
Political Interest (1 to 4) 3.4
Median Masculinity w/o factor analysis (10 to 63) 42
Median Femininity w/o factor analysis (11 to 70) 55
Masculinity Factor Score (-1.97 to 1.31) .003
Femininity Factor Score (-4.16 to 1.55) .126
Masculinity Transformed Factor Score (0 to 1) .60
Femininity Transformed Factor Score (0 to 1) .73
Note: Data from 2012 CCES. Analysis restricted to 732 respondents who

completed both the pre and post wave interviews.

Note that sex is included here, in addition to masculinity and femininity. As

discussed above, because gender role identity and sex are distinct, with both likely

contributing to the development of candidate confidence, sex is included in all of

the models. Indeed, if gender role identity were only a strong predictor of candidate

confidence when sex was excluded, then there’d be no way to parse out if it was

merely serving as a proxy for sex or, indeed, produced effects in addition to and

independent from sex. I first look at whether gender role identity measures add
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something to our understanding of gendered candidate emergence beyond what sex

already provides. As we might expect, sex is correlated with both masculinity and

with femininity. Highly masculine individuals are more likely to be male and highly

feminine individuals are more likely to be female. These items are not, however,

synonymous with each other. We can see from the distributions of the two in Figure

1 that there’s considerable overlap between them. This is not the first empirical

demonstration of the difference between sex and gender, but the distinction of these

two concepts—theoretically and empirically—is critical for this analysis, and a point

often missed by scholars of political behavior. The heterogeneity between them

indicates right from the start that there may be more to the gender gap in political

ambition than just male/female.

Analysis and Discussion

Table 2 below contains the results of three different models predicting candidate con-

fidence. These models vary only by sample make-up: column 1 contains results from

the full sample, while columns 2 and 3 contain the results of analyses using male

and female subpopulations.29 Because the motivation for this research lies in the

disparity between men and women in both political candidacy and ambition, explor-

ing whether and how gender role identity might affect women and men differently is

a critical piece of the puzzle.30 Including political interest in the models also likely

produces post-treatment bias, but including it did not change the results much, and

the unexpected gendered nature of its relationship with candidate confidence that

29 I first ran a model predicting candidate confidence that did not include either of the gender role
identity measures to be sure that the other covariates were behaving as expected. See appendix A
for baseline regression results.

30 Note that I performed robustness checks by running these models with rate of voting in 2012
included, and the substance of the results did not change. In order to reduce potential post-
treatment bias in the results, I did not include rate of voting in 2012 in the final models. See King
and Zeng (2006) for more on post-treatment bias.
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Gender Role Identity Density Plot by Sex
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Data from 2012 CCES. Analysis restricted to 732 respondents who completed both the pre and
post wave interviews. Note: Measures of Femininity and Masculinity are from a factor analysis

of the 30 item BSRI.

Figure 1.1: Gender Role Identity Density Plot by Sex
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emerged proved to be one of the more interesting findings from my analysis.

Looking first at masculinity, we can see that it is indeed significantly related

to candidate confidence, and the association between the two is in the expected

direction. And, critically, masculinity is significant when sex is controlled for in the

model. While the regression coefficients from the male and female subsets indicate

that the association between masculinity and candidate confidence is a bit stronger

amongst women, an interactive model did not evidence a significant difference.

Given the extensive research demonstrating the ways in which politics and po-

litical office are highly masculinized in the US, these results are not surprising (e.g.

Duerst-Lahti, 2010). It’s worth noting, however, that, while the relationship between

masculinity and candidate confidence itself is not surprising, the size of the effect is

rather striking. Based on these results, a highly masculine individual may be more

likely to feel qualified to run for political office than an individual who scores low on

the masculinity scale. Moreover, this is true regardless of sex. So while these results

provide support for the theory of “man-ing up,” and its relationship to running for

office, they also suggest that the conventional definition of the gender gap in political

ambition may not be telling the full story. In fact, by only looking at respondent sex,

rather than also including gender role, we’re missing a big part of political ambition’s

gendered story. This added dimension complicates our understanding of the gender

gap, and deserves consideration in future behavior research.31

Although originally included as a control, it’s worth highlighting that the re-

lationship between political interest and candidate confidence is driven solely by

women (and this difference is formal). As mentioned above, there’s a wealth of evi-

dence demonstrating that, all things being equal, women tend to underestimate their

31 Indeed, while the motivation for this paper came from a desire to more deeply understand the
disparity between men and women in political ambition, masculinity doesn’t seem to account for
the effect of sex. Rather, masculinity’s contribution to the formation of candidate confidence is
above and beyond that of sex, indicating a new element of apolitical ambition.
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Table 1.2: OLS Model Predicting Candidate Confidence

Full Sample Women Men
(Intercept) -0.24 -1.79˚ 0.63

(0.31) (0.37) (0.50)
Masculinity (0-1) 2.28˚ 2.17˚ 2.26˚

(0.28) (0.34) (0.47)
Femininity (0-1) 0.15 0.71˚ -0.28

(0.27) (0.34) (0.42)
Female -0.71˚

(0.10)
Age -0.01˚ -0.01˚ -0.01

(0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
Education (1-5) 0.20˚ 0.25˚ 0.18˚

(0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
Black -0.22 -0.06 -0.43

(0.15) (0.19) (0.25)
Latino 0.19 0.00 0.52

(0.16) (0.18) (0.27)
Republican -0.18 -0.10 -0.24

(0.10) (0.12) (0.17)
Employed 0.02 0.14 -0.21

(0.10) (0.12) (0.17)
Income (1-15) 0.02 0.02 0.03

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Political Interest (1-4) 0.33˚ 0.45˚ 0.21

(0.07) (0.09) (0.11)
N 647 331 316
R2 0.27 0.35 0.15
adj. R2 0.26 0.33 0.12
Resid. sd 1.18 0.99 1.33
Note: Data from 2012 CCES. Analysis restricted to 732 respondents who

completed both the pre and post wave interviews. Candidate Confidence

measured using a 1´ 5 scale. Standard errors in parentheses. ˚ indicates

significance at p ă 0.05.

qualifications, while men tend to overestimate theirs. This dynamic holds up even

when comparisons are made between under-qualified men and over-qualified women.

Thinking about what makes a person “qualified” to run for political office (or at least

feel that they are), we might expect political interest to play a central role. Cer-

20



tainly somebody who pays attention to politics, is already politically participatory,

has policy knowledge, etc., might be more likely to feel as though she’s qualified to

run. And, particularly because women begin at a place of feeling less qualified than

their male counterparts, it makes sense that the effect of political interest on this

sense of confidence would be especially strong amongst women. Some of this result

may be explained by the old adage “you can’t be what you can’t see.” Based on who

we see running for and being elected to political office (e.g. mostly masculine white

men), men may feel they already have an innate qualification that women don’t have

access to by virtue of being men. As such, they may internalize that they “belong”

in the candidate pool in a way that women do not. Simply put: they’re the norm.

Thus, it makes sense that men may not need the same foundation of existing political

engagement to feel as though they can run for office, making the effect of political

interest on men less robust. This is one of many theories to explain the result, and

more research is needed here.

Interestingly, the differing relationship between political interest and candidate

confidence amongst men and women is absent from the baseline models that ex-

cluded masculinity. Rather, this gendered political interest effect only emerges when

masculinity is included in the model. In fact, many of the traditional behavioral co-

variates from the baseline model lose some or all of their predictive power on men’s

candidate confidence once masculinity is in the mix. And, generally speaking, while

women seem to have many factors that predict their level of candidate confidence,

masculinity seems primary for men. This may indicate one of two things. Either

candidate confidence is serving as a proxy for overall confidence (more on this be-

low), or masculinity supplies a huge shot of political confidence for men, perhaps

even supplanting the need for these other more political qualifications. Thinking

about the political candidates we’ve seen emerge in recent elections, particularly the

successful ones, and their general balance of political competence and experience vs.
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macho bravado, interpreting masculinity as a political-trump-all of sorts for men is

not unfounded. Whereas women may be highly masculine—or rather, need to be

highly masculine—but still need to possess characteristics that might qualify them

to govern, the current political landscape may not require that of potential masculine

male candidates. Or rather, those qualifications may not be required for masculine

men to feel qualified. If this is the case, it raises the question of what types of

political candidates we might expect to see emerge in the future.32

Turning now to femininity, we can see that femininity is significantly related to

candidate confidence amongst women, but not in the full sample or the male subset.

Moreover, when tested in an interactive model, there is a formal difference between

the femininity effect for men and its effect for women. Looking first amongst men,

femininity seems to be neither positive nor negative for the development of candidate

confidence, it just doesn’t seem to have an effect.33 The lack of an empirical rela-

tionship between the two isn’t entirely surprising—perhaps the connection between

femininity and political office is less about incongruence (the “political inappropri-

ateness”), and more about irrelevance for men; when it comes to politics, femininity

is extraneous or immaterial to their feelings of qualifications. It’s not entirely unrea-

sonable to suspect that, because men are socially valued for their ability to uphold

masculinity, and because politics and political office are both highly masculinized,

the incentive structure is such that only masculinity is relevant for men. If we think

about two levels of norm structure, cultural norms and professional norms, in the

case of political leadership, both levels encourage masculinity from men. Because

political leadership is constructed as masculine, and men are socially valued for be-

32 It’s important, however, to be cautious with these results, keeping in mind that this sample’s
overall level of political interest is out of step with the general population, we must consider that
the difference in the way this interest seems to affect men and women is an anomaly, and should
not be taken as more than the results of an imperfect sample.

33 It is worth noting that, though it does not come close to significance, the effect of masculinity
is in the hypothesized negative direction.

22



ing masculine, not feminine, it’s perhaps not surprising that femininity has no place

in the calculus of men’s political confidence. Femininity is simply extraneous.

The story is quite different when we look at the results amongst women. While

femininity has no apparent effect on men, we do see a significant relationship between

femininity and political confidence for women. However, the relationship between

femininity and candidate confidence is positive—not necessarily what we might in-

tuitively expect. While I did not make formal hypotheses about femininity, my

assumption was that if femininity was related to candidate confidence, that rela-

tionship would be negative. As discussed above, with few exceptions, voters reward

more masculine political candidates and penalize more feminines ones. This makes

sense—politics as an institution and political roles are themselves masculinized, and

voters reward candidates whose gendered traits matches the masculine nature of

the role itself (King, 1995). The corollary of this would suggest that mismatched

gendered traits yield negative political consequences for political candidacy, as men-

tioned above.

Despite the intuition and conventional wisdom that feminine traits—kindness,

compassion, cooperation, etc.—are anathema to or uncompetitive in the masculine

world of politics, the apparent positive effects of femininity on women’s political con-

fidence may not be entirely without explanation. After all, broadly speaking women

are socially valued and rewarded for upholding norms of traditional femininity. And,

as mentioned above, part of what comprises a person’s self-assent of qualification

to run for political office is their perception of what is required to be politically

successful. You don’t have to be a political scientist to know that likability is an

essential component of a successful political candidacy. Indeed, entire literatures

have been written about the likability phenomenon, and many political consultants

make their living by managing it. So, if ability to uphold sex-appropriate norms is a

component of likability, and this same likability is a component of electoral success,
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the apparent positive relationship between femininity and women feeling qualified to

run makes quite a bit of sense. After all, these respondents are, in part, informing

their responses with what they think it takes to be a successful political candidate.

At the same time, politics is a masculine space, so we might expect that mas-

culinity buoys confidence, as well. Using the same dual structure system as above,

whereas for men masculinity was the currency in both the cultural and professional

realms, women face broad social expectations to be feminine, but must also exhibit

masculinity if they want to be considered competent in the political world (Huddy

and Terkildsen, 1993b; Eagly and Karau, 2002). In a more feminine context, nursing

for example, we might expect femininity to increase professional confidence, regard-

less of a person’s sex.

In some ways, this seems like a response to and further evidence of the afore-

mentioned double bind: whereas the gendered political path for men is rather clear,

women must strike the right balance between femininity and masculinity in order to

succeed (Jamieson, 1995; Eagly and Karau, 2002). The unexpected positive effect

of femininity amongst women is consistent with this phenomenon. Carly Fiorina

and Ted Cruz provide an illustrative and topical comparison. Carly Fiorina must

exhibit toughness on defense policy without stepping over the invisible line that de-

lineates“shrill” or “ballbuster” territory , as female candidates often have in the past.

Ted Cruz, on the other hand, has much more flexibility with how tough he can be

without disaffecting voters. Indeed, there is no shrill or ballbusting categories for

male candidates.

The positive effect of femininity is also in line with some broadly related lit-

eratures in political science. Previous research on voter preferences, issue areas,

and candidate identity demonstrate that, in certain contexts, voters actually reward

female candidates and feminine candidates. As mentioned above, on issues like ed-

ucation and healthcare—commonly referred to “compassion policy areas,” feminine
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traits and behaviors from political candidates and leaders can be positively received

(e.g. Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993b). In fact, when it comes to handling “softer” or

“more feminine” issues, voters often like feminine leaders. And whether the positive

relationship between femininity and candidate confidence is an outcome of women’s

anticipated response from voters, a boost in their general confidence or political

drive, or some combination thereof, these results add to existing research suggesting

that femininity may not be entirely incompatible with politics, generally speaking.

Here, femininity seems not to be anathema to candidate confidence—at least not

for some. For women, being a more feminine person may actually contribute to

feelings of qualification for political candidacy. So while encouraging masculinity in

women and girls is in no way wrong, it’s certainly not representative of the full story.

Femininity seems to have its place too, and both activists and academics would be

well-served to act on that.

In some ways, this analysis yields more questions for future research than it does

answers. For example, in what other contexts, for whom, and under what conditions

might we expect to see femininity positively related to candidate confidence? Gender

must always be considered within a larger institutional framework that takes into

account all contextual elements at play—institution, candidate, party, office, etc.

(Duerst-Lahti, 2010). Thus, femininity may evidence different effects for different

electoral environments, potential candidates, and types of of political office.

One of the most immediate questions has to do with more clearly parsing the

mechanism(s) driving these results. Is this a story of anticipated voter demand/response

and general social expectations, or does it have more to do with the psychological

development of political confidence? Are the above results reflective of respondents’

internalization of differential political and social expectations that arise from being

male or female, or are feminine and masculine traits both part of what predicts

candidate confidence for women? Another way to view this question is whether the
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gender effects evidenced here are bottom-up (i.e. more masculine people are drawn

to politics) or top-down (i.e. respondents anticipate that masculinity is expected and

rewarded in politics). In reality, both of these phenomena are likely at play.

Relatedly, are the dual effects of masculinity and femininity amongst women

representative of a liberatory phenomenon or just further evidence of the double bind?

That is to say, do women get to be both masculine and feminine or do they have to

be both masculine and feminine? On one hand, we know that, while the bounds of

traditional masculinity and femininity are not changing, women currently enjoy more

freedom and fluidity in crossing these gendered lines than men do (England, 2010;

Lindsey, 2015).34 In this light, women get to possess both masculine and feminine

traits, whereas men are more constricted in their gender role (Lindsey, 2015). At the

same time, as women’s professional and social roles are changing and they begin to

navigate what have historically been predominantly masculine spaces, they’re often

burdened by the double duty of taking on new masculine traits and behaviors to

garner success and respect in these institutions, while still upholding the feminine

norms associated with their sex (Wessel et al., 2014; Jamieson, 1995). As with the

mechanism question above, both gender role freedom and gender role burden are

likely at play.

Conclusion

Returning to the motivating questions of this study, it’s quite clear gender role iden-

tity matters; it’s significantly related to whether women and men feel qualified to run

for office, an essential component of candidate emergence. Importantly, masculinity

and femininity remain significant predictors of candidate emergence, even when sex

34 Sociologists note that cultural androcentrism leads to masculinity being perceived as superior
to femininity in the social hierarchy. Thus, women taking on masculine traits is seen is a step
up, whereas men taking on feminine traits is perceived to be just the opposite and is, therefore,
discouraged and socially sanctioned. See (Lindsey, 2015) for more.

26



is controlled for. In terms of the nature of these relationships, masculinity seems

to be a rising tide that lifts both men’s and women’s feelings of qualification for

political candidacy. And, moreover, when masculinity is introduced into the base-

line model, it seems to soak up much of the predictive power of the other covariates

amongst men. Femininity affects men and women differently but, in either case, it’s

not a detriment to candidate confidence. While femininity seems to be unrelated to

candidate confidence amongst men, more feminine women seem to be more confi-

dent about their qualification to run for political office. And while this finding isn’t

without support and explanation in the literature, it’s certainly not what we might

expect, given the masculinized ethos and approach that presently dominates efforts

to increase the number of women in office.

Unfortunately, these data did not permit an exploration of mechanism. As noted

above, there may be a multitude of drivers for the relationships between gender

identity, sex, and candidate confidence. Understanding, for example, whether more

feminine women truly feel more qualified to run for office, anticipate that feminine

traits are necessary for a successful political candidacy, or are just more confident

individuals overall (or some combination thereof) is critical for more fully under-

standing the phenomena evidenced by this study. Future research might look to

unpack this mechanism, as well as the relationship between masculinity and polit-

ical competencies, amongst men. Despite its limitations, this study offers several

contributions to existing research.

These results suggest that the gender disparity in political ambition is broader

than just male/female, which furthers a process of gendering the gender gap that

others have started. This process is of great import for scholars and activists alike.

According to Sheryl Sandberg, gender inequality is the “ultimate chicken and egg

situation.” Leaning In, and approaches like it, work to address “the chicken” of this

equation by increasing the number of women in positions of institutional leadership,
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without changing the gendered rules, norms, or structures that currently govern those

institutions first. They work to change the players, not the game. Approaches that

do just the opposite by working to change the institutional norms and stereotypes

represent the other piece of the puzzle: “the egg.” Both pieces are essential to produce

longterm institutional change. Sandberg is the first to say that simply man-ing up

will only get us so far (Sandberg, 2013).

Currently, politics is a highly masculinized space and political candidates are re-

warded for masculine behaviors and qualities. Because gender and sex are correlated,

it is likely the case that changing the masculinized norms and incentive structures

of politics would also increase the number of women in office. But diluting the dom-

inance of masculinity in politics may do more than increase sex diversity in political

leadership; it may also change the types of leaders who emerge–whether they’re male

or female. Indeed, this type of change has the potential to produce candidacies from

more compassionate, compromising, and empathetic individuals, regardless of their

sex. If one of the goals of efforts to increase the number of women in political office

is to inject more feminine approaches into governance, then perhaps it’s incumbent

upon us to normalize femininity in leaders, rather than assuming sex is a good proxy

for gender. Perhaps we need to focus less on biology, and more on the development of

political ambition in the more feminine amongst us—whether they’re men or women.

Based on this research, we may already have a running start.

Moving forward, future research should build on this study by incorporating

gender role identity into other political behavior work. It may well be the case

that by only looking at differences between men and women, we’re missing part of

gendered story.
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2

Romance, Sexual Attraction, and Political
Ambition

Introduction1

Women constitute a majority of voters in this country but hold less than a fifth of

its political offices (CAWP, 2013). Time alone is not a solution to this discrepancy:

women’s advancement into positions of political power over the past two decades

has been incremental at best, reversing course at some points along the way (for

American Women and Release, 2010). Voter bias alone does not explain this un-

derrepresentation; instead, the primary barrier to women’s political leadership is

that far fewer women than men choose to run (Fox and Lawless, 2005; for Amer-

ican Women and Release, 2010). Women are less likely to run for office than are

their male counterparts, even when controlling for factors like age, socioeconomic

status, and profession (Fox and Lawless, 2005; Shames, 2016). This phenomenon

has been attributed to a a variety of factors. One reason is that women, in general,

feel less qualified for political office than similarly situated men (Fox and Lawless,

1 This paper is a co-authored work and represents the joint efforts of Laura Lazarus Frankel,
Shauna Shames, and Nadia Farjood.
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2005). Women also anticipate sexism and discrimination, which seems to turn many

away from throwing their hats into the ring (Shames, 2016; Fox and Lawless, 2005;

Lawless, 2012). Recent research finds that elite women, far more than elite men,

react negatively to features of the modern political system, such as having to raise

large sums of money to launch a campaign, negative media scrutiny, and long hours

that may interfere with family responsibilities (Shames, 2016). This article offers and

tests an additional and unexplored factor that may impede women’s political ambi-

tion: concern about appearing less romantically attractive to men. We hypothesize

that seeking political power contravenes established gender roles, which may make

women feel less attractive to men. Heterosexual women’s desire for sexual approval

by men—one of primary ways in which women are socially valued—could, therefore,

inhibit women’s public display of ambition and/or pursuit of power. We ask: does a

desire for sexual approval from men affect women’s attitudes toward running for or

holding political leadership? The results of two initial survey experiments suggest

that heterosexual women’s fear of appearing unattractive may impede their devel-

opment of political ambition. Moreover, the results also suggest that any such fears

are highly rational; holding positions of political leadership does appear to decrease

the perceived attractiveness of women, amongst both male and female respondents.

Background/Motivation

Traditional gender roles are changing in the U.S. Women now receive more bachelor’s

degrees than men and are nearly half the paid labor force (of Labor Statistics, 2012).

Women are also climbing the political ladder and, while still underrepresented, have

seen gains. In 2012, a historic 20 women reached the U.S. Senate, spurring a media

flurry.

Dating, mating, and courtship, however, appear stubbornly resistant to change.

Fels (2013) notes, “For women, courtship remains the most un-conflicted venue in
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which they can openly seek attention.” In courtship, she explains, while much of

men’s worth is derived from leadership, finances, and career, women’s is primarily

derived from attractiveness and sexual availability (Fels, 2013). In a speed dating

experiment, Fisman et al. (2006) found that men valued physical qualities in a female

partner, while women seeking men valued brains, money and drive. Men tended to

avoid women with higher career ambition. Female ambition may be a turn-off rather

than a turn-on, both for ambitious men (who may not want to compete or to have

a partner with a high-powered career) and for less-ambitious men (at least some of

whom may be intimidated).

Indeed, physical appearance may be only one piece of what comprises women’s

attractiveness. It is also based, at least impart, on women’s ability to uphold and

perform the norms of traditional femininity—many of which stand in opposition to

the more masculine pursuit of power. Responding to often-strong social prohibitions,

many women shy away from recognition for their accomplishments, as owning these

would mark them as unladylike and immodest (Fels, 2013). Elected women are

not immune to gender role pressures; a prominent female Congressmember began a

recent fundraising letter on her accomplishments by saying, “I hate to toot my own

horn, but...” Research also finds that social pressures are internalized by women who

could be good candidates, but report themselves lacking in characteristics of viable

candidates, among them risk-taking, confidence, and thick skin.

A lack of confidence, however, might be a rational response to the expectation of

double standards and/or backlash (Bowles et al., 2005). Scholarship suggests that

women anticipate negative reactions (backlash) from men to their power (Faludi,

2009). Mansbridge and Shames (2008) offer a theory of backlash that focuses on

reactions against change agents, arguing that backlash stems from challenges to

existing power structures. Describing this phenomenon in the context of the women’s

liberation movement, Mansbridge and Shames (2008) write: “[I]ntimate relations
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between men and women, combined with mutual love and mutual desires to live in

concord, made withdrawal of approval and affection a potent weapon in the hands

of men (as well as a potential sanction in the hands of women desiring change).

Women’s natural desires to be admired and sought after by men made ‘soft repression’

(Ferree, 2004) in the form of ridicule highly effective in dissuading women from

association with the movement.”2

This project proposes that, in the same way women have deflected associations

with feminism, women seeking male approval may also be likely to deflect associations

with politics, a historically masculine sphere. We theorize that women may retreat

or modify their actions or speech to appear less intimidating and more attractive to

men. Results suggest that women are hyper-aware of the entrenched power structure,

and, when seeking male sexual/romantic attention, back down from challenging it to

preserve norms of femininity commonly associated with attractiveness.

Within political science, scholars have repeatedly shown that women consider

themselves to be less qualified to run for office than their male counterparts. In

addition, men face lower standards in determining their qualifications to run for

office—from both themselves and from others—and also reap the benefits of out-

ward praise more than their female counterparts (Lawless and Fox, 2012). New

research suggests that, for female candidates, voters find that being qualified and

being likeable are connected, but this link is absent for men (BLFF, 2014). In ef-

fect, a female candidate who too-strongly emphasizes her credentials or success could

be off-putting to the electorate, thereby rendering the woman unlikable (BLFF and

Partners, 2014). Indeed, women candidates appear to have a fine line to walk, bal-

ancing likeability and credibility. The fact that the gender dimension is understudied

here is surprising, given political science’s emphasis on likeability in campaigns.

Likeability in terms of sexual desirability, however, is unexplored in terms of

2 See also Houvouras and Scott Carter (2008); Huddy et al. (2000).
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gender and politics. Until recently, almost no studies have examined the influence of

sexuality specifically on political ambition. Here we explicitly test whether sexuality

is a factor underlying women’s decisions (not) to run for office. Anticipating that

men do not value political ambition in a potential mate, women may decide against

making a political bid, fearing that their interest in political office will deter potential

suitors. While broader U.S. culture may have moderately progressed toward gender

equality in many respects, we suspect that such gains are not matched in the private

world of sexual attraction: “[P]olitical power just doesn’t fortify a woman’s erotic

power the way it does a man’s.” (Talbot, 2011).

Running for office is commonly associated with personal ambition, ego, preten-

sion, arrogance, and a hunger for power—traits that women are gender-socialized to

avoid (Fels, 2013). Women may fear being perceived as threatening or undesirable in

the eyes of a potential male date or mate. And, in the case of single elected women,

this fear may disincline them to share details about their work or position. An obvi-

ous follow-up question is, if such perceptions exist, are they rooted in reality or not.

That is, are politically ambitious women indeed viewed as less sexually attractive?

Critically, while the experiments we’ve designed are explicitly crafted around

dating scenarios, the phenomena we’re exploring is not necessarily confined to the

romantic realm. In a heteronormative patriarchy—such as the United States—girls

and women acquire value by crafting their image to fit with normative construc-

tions of female attractiveness. Women move through the world with a perspective

on themselves that men do not, often viewing themselves through the standards of

the “male gaze” when determining their own self-worth (Calogero, 2004) Put simply,

whether women are in a specifically romantic situation with a man or not, they are

constantly being evaluated—by themselves and by others—in relation to their per-

ceived attractiveness to men, writ large. The male gaze phenomena is not particular

to dating, single women, or even heterosexual women, rather, it’s the more gener-
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alized image standard in modern society by which women and girls are judged. As

such, the dynamics and phenomena we discuss here are not necessarily confined to

the romantic world alone.

In this project, we use short original survey experiments to test both questions.

We hypothesize that women seeking sexual or romantic attention from men have

internalized at least some gender stereotypes and, as a result, may assume that

men would be less willing to date women who break the gender mold. It is impor-

tant to note that women may anticipate greater male resistance than actually exists

and may change their own behavior to align with their expectations of gender role

stereotypes, regardless of their potential mate’s actual thoughts or feelings. Regard-

ing likelihood to run, perceptions—which are often informed by powerful gender-role

socialization—are just as, if not more, important as realities. With this research,

we explore both female perception and actual male preference. Using two original

survey experiments and both quantitative and qualitative data, we provide empirical

evidence for an apparent contradiction between women’s expressed political ambition

and perceptions of social attractiveness.

Data and Methods

Informed by the above literatures, our work addresses the question of what happens

when the worlds of dating and politics intersect. We hypothesize that women are

less likely to develop or act on political ambition because they anticipate negative

romantic consequences from pursuing such power. We test this proposition through

two original survey experiments, both conducted in the summer of 2014 through

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Each survey yielded a sample of 600-800 re-

spondents. Each also included free response boxes to collect respondents’ thoughts in

their own words, allowing us to present both quantitative and a qualitative analysis.
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2.0.1 First Survey Experiment Description

Experiment 1 was designed to test whether women suppress political ambition for

fear of turning off the “opposite” sex. Participants were randomized into three treat-

ment groups, each reading a nearly identical vignette which instructed participants

to picture themselves in a bar seeking romance. We provided participants with

three pieces of biographical information: their job, their age, and their TV-watching

habits.3 Only job varied across the treatment groups, while age and TV-watching

habits were held constant. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the follow-

ing professions: member of the state board of tourism, the city council, or Congress.4

After placing participants in this scenario, we then asked participants a series of

follow-up questions about how likely they would be to reveal and/or discuss their

job, TV habits, and age with the new potential mate at different intervals of time.

We also evaluated whether they were concerned about how this person would view

these different disclosures.5

Information and questions about age and TV-watching habits were included to

disguise the true intent of this experiment from participants, and also to have non-

experimental follow-up questions for comparison (to ensure that any treatment effects

were due to the change in profession). The first experiment thus tested whether

women would be more likely to conceal elective office positions than non-elective,

and whether they would be more likely to do so than men.

We hypothesize that female participants in either of the two elected political

conditions will be less inclined to share their jobs than female participants in the

3 See Appendix B for complete text of the survey instrument, including experiment vignettes and
full question wording.

4 This provided us with one group of non-elected government officials, one group of lower-level
elected officials, and one group of high-level elected officials. We expect any treatment effects
present to increase in strength as participants move higher up the political ladder.

5 Order of follow-up questions was completely randomized to guard against question order effects.
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non-elected condition, and that those in the Congress condition will be the least in-

clined of all groups. We also expect that female respondents in the elected conditions

will express more concern about how potential mates will view their jobs than the

women in the non-elected condition and than men in the same treatment groups.

Finally, we suspect treatment effects to be magnified in the high-level political posi-

tion (Congress).

2.0.2 Second Survey Experiment Description

The first experiment explores whether women perceive political leadership as a turn-

off for men; the second experiment tests this same proposition in a different way,

while also offering an indication of whether this perception, if present, is in fact true.

In other words: do men perceive women’s political leadership as unattractive?

In the second experiment, we asked a different sample of survey respondents to

choose the more attractive option from a series of supposed online dating profiles.

In these profiles, we provided respondents with photos and some basic biographical

information. All information and photos were held constant, except for the person’s

listed profession. In each pair, one photo was labeled as a political office holder

(Congress member or state senator), while the second was a nonpolitical professional

of a similar professional class, such as doctor or lawyer.6 The experiment utilized a

randomized split sample design, so that half of the respondents saw one photo as a

politician, while the other half saw the same person as a nonpolitical professional.7

6 We put a great deal of thought into which offices should be used in the scenarios for this
experiment. We needed the last condition to be a national office that the general public understands,
and also one that would be believable as a rather anonymous position (i.e. a stranger at the bar
would not necessarily already know you’re a Congressperson.) Using Congress was questionable,
as Congress is generally quite unpopular, and because it just may not be realistic for the average
person. However, based on pretesting, Congress was the only office that met both of the necessary
requirements requirements.

7 As before, full survey instrument is provided in appendix B. Photos used in the study are
available upon request.
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We used professional business stock photos and manufactured names and jobs,

and used pairs of two white women, two black women, two white men, and two

black men, to isolate any race and gender effects from any treatment effects. In the

follow-ups, we asked respondents how they assumed others would view the relative

attractiveness of this dating profile. This provides information about our hypothesis

concerning women’s assumptions about male perceptions, while also limiting social

desirability in men’s responses about their actual perceptions.

After viewing each pair of profiles, respondents were asked a series of questions,

including which profile they thought would generate more dates (in the short-term)

and which of the two would find more potential mates (as in more long-term relation-

ships). We expect all respondents to rate political female profiles as less attractive

than their non-political counterparts.8

Methodology and Demographics of Samples

Each experiment was embedded within a survey and fielded amongst on opt-in

(voluntary) group of participants on Amazon.com’s “Mechanical Turk” (Mturk).9

8 This study was designed to test whether women anticipated negative responses to holding po-
litical professions from potential dates/mates in a way that was less direct and, hopefully, more
resistant to social desirability bias than the first survey. In order to do so, we asked respon-
dents how they thought others would react, rather than asking about their own personal feelings.
Critically, this design choice means that our ability to test whether these fears are rationale (i.e.
whether men do react negatively to women holding political jobs) is somewhat hampered. Because
we intentionally ask respondents about what they think others would think, their responses may
be more reflective of popular wisdom and assumptions about others, rather than their own true
beliefs. While this was in fact the intent—what they assume about others directly tests the fear
hypothesis—it is less than ideal to test the reality of backlash question. Nonetheless, the responses
do provide some indication of whether this negative response is present and, as such, we do still
speak to that question below.

9 Mturk is a service run by Amazon.com through which users can sign up for small tasks or “hits,”
that are created by researchers or other employers. Mturk users read short descriptions of these
hits—which include an amount of compensation usually related to the estimated time of completion
of the hit—and then sign up to complete the task. We offered participants $1.00 compensation for
an estimated 30 minutes of work. Full hit description is in the appendix.
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Mturk users were provided with some general information about the study, the eli-

gibility requirements, and compensation provided, and then provided informed con-

sent.10 The survey itself was administered through Qualtrics survey software.

Table 2.1: August 2014 Opt-in Mturk Participant Descriptives

Experiment 1 Experiment 2
Female 39% 42%
Age (median) 39 33
White 73% 76%
Income (1-7 Scale) 2.5 2.6
Democrat (includes leaners) 48% 49%
Straight/Heterosexual 92% 90%
Education Level (mean) 5 (1-8 scale) 3.6 (1-5 scale)
N 681 687
Note: Data from two opt-in Mturk samples recruited

in August 2014. All values represent means, except age,

where median is reported.

Table 2-1 contains demographic information about the samples for both experi-

ments. As these numbers demonstrate, participants were not representative of the

U.S. population. However, because we utilize an experimental design, the differences

between these participants and the US population matters less than they might in a

cross-sectional survey design. Further, all treatment effects are estimated in regres-

sion models, in order to be as conservative as possible when interpreting results. In

addition to the differences displayed in Table 2-1, we assume these participants will

be highly compliant (as they are taking a survey for cash) and potentially homoge-

nous in ways we cannot predict. In fact, increasing evidence suggests that opt-in

Online respondents may be professionalized in ways that make them particularly un-

representative participants (Hillygus et al., 2014; Berinsky et al., 2012). 11 As such,

10 Eligibility for Mturk participants to include only those who were in the US, over the age of 18,
had at least a 95% approval rate for previous tasks completed. All subjects were only permitted to
complete the survey once. See Appendix B for summary text and consent forms provided to Mturk
users.

11 At the same time, in some instances these panels have been shown to be more demographically
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we take nothing for granted in terms of the external validity of this study. Thus,

despite the experimental design, we are mindful that any and all treatment effects

may be particular to the Mturk sample, rather than the United States, at large. As

such, we estimate treatment effects using regression models, in order to control for

what we can between experimental groups.

Analysis and Discussion

Experiment 1 Quantitative Data (Bar Scenario)

As described above, our primary interest with this first experiment was gauging the

extent to which having a political job versus an apolitical job would affect women’s

willingness to disclose their occupation with a potential mate and their comfort in

doing so. Additionally, we investigated whether varying the level of power of these

political jobs moderated any treatment effect. In the analysis of Experiment 1 below,

we estimate logistic models for women and men independently, in order to isolate the

gendered effects (with a binary dependent variable). The models below predict 1)

likelihood to disclose occupational information and 2) comfort doing so, and predicted

probabilities of each follow. In addition to these variables of interest, we also apply

the same models to the red herring questions, in order to ensure all treatment effects

are a result of the experimental manipulation (political job), rather than the sharing

of personal information, itself.

Table 2-2 displays logit results predicting respondents’ likelihood to share infor-

mation about their job with a potential romantic partner upon first meeting them.12

Looking first to female respondents, it’s clear from these results and accompany-

ing predicted probabilities in Table 2-3 that having a high-level political job vs. an

representative of the US population than probability-based telephone samples (Berinsky et al.,
2012).

12 In the below analyses, the state board of tourism condition is the reference, so all treatment
effects exist with reference to that group.
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Table 2.2: Logit Model Predicting Willingness to Share Job at First Meeting

Women Men
(Intercept) -0.45 -1.86 ˚

(0.93) (0.90)
City Council Condition -0.46 -0.15

(0.31) (0.26)
Congress Condition -0.96 ˚ -0.32

(0.33) (0.25)
Education (1-8) -0.03 0.11

(0.10) (0.08)
White 0.32 0.33

(0.31) (0.24)
Straight 0.14 0.68

(0.41) (0.53)
Income (1-7) 0.21 0.03

(0.11) (0.08)
Republican -0.76 0.39

(0.41) (0.32)
Age 0.01 0.01

(0.01) (0.01)
N 252 388
AIC 351.63 544.68
BIC 478.69 687.27
logL -139.82 -236.34
Standard errors in parentheses
˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05

Note: Data from August 2014 opt-in Mturk sample.

apolitical job has a large effect on whether women were willing to discuss their pro-

fessional lives at a first meeting. However, we see no significant effect on the low-level

political job condition. This initial evidence doesn’t support the hypothesized strict

difference in willingness between any political job and an apolitical one but, rather,

between an apolitical job and high-level political job. This suggests there may be a

threshold of power effect in action, wherein women’s fear of negative judgment in-

creases as the political power they might hold increases. Indeed, in these first results,

the only significant difference we see is between the highest-level job (Congress) and
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the reference group (state board of tourism). Looking to the predicted probabilities

in Table 2-4, the difference in willingness to share job information between those in

the state board of tourism condition and those in the Congress condition stands at

23%—a rather striking statistic. Moreover, we see from the analyses of male par-

ticipants that this is a purely female phenomenon; while men’s responses follow a

similar pattern as women’s, none of the treatments yielded statistically significant

effects. These results indicate that men do not share the same level of reticence to

disclose or discuss a political job with a potential mate, as their female counterparts

do, indicating that men may not possess the same fear of negative social stigma as

their female counterparts do.

Table 2.3: Predicted Probabilities, Sharing Job at First Meeting

Women Men

Board of Toursim .61 .54
City Council .50 .51
Congress .38 .46
Note: Predicted probabilities calculated holding all covariates at

their means. Bold font indicates statistically significant treatment

effect. Data from August 2014 opt-in Mturk sample.

As noted above, in addition to our substantive dependent variables of interest,

we also included some red herring questions as robustness checks to 1) decrease

respondents’ likelihood of figuring out the intent of the study and 2) ensure that

any effects uncovered were, in fact, about occupation and not just reticence to share

information, more generally. We asked respondents questions about likelihood to

disclose their hypothetical age and television watching habits, in order to compare

these results with the occupation questions. We modeled these faux items in the

same way as our substantive variables of interest and report results in Table 2-4.

The (null) effects between treatment groups on these items amongst both men and

women suggest that the rather striking effect of the Congress treatment is, indeed,
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specific to occupation. Taken together, these results support an interpretation that

hesitance to discuss a political career is particular to women and, moreover, particular

to high level political jobs.

Table 2.4: Logit Model Predicting Concern About How Job Will Be Viewed

Women Men
(Intercept) -3.79 ˚ -2.14 ˚

(1.14) (1.02)
City Council Condition 0.89 ˚ 0.11

(0.41) (0.32)
Congress Condition 1.42 ˚ 0.89 ˚

(0.41) (0.28)
Education (1-8) 0.10 0.05

(0.12) (0.09)
White -0.04 0.04

(0.35) (0.26)
Straight 0.60 0.02

(0.54) (0.56)
Income (1-7) -0.01 -0.10

(0.12) (0.09)
Republican 0.51 -0.63

(0.43) (0.40)
Age 0.02 0.02

(0.01) (0.01)
N 252 388
AIC 289.61 457.89
BIC 416.67 600.49
logL -108.80 -192.95
Standard errors in parentheses
˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05

Note: Data from August 2014 opt-in Mturk sample.

Despite this initial sign of quantitative support for our theory, the effects demon-

strated above are, indeed, motivated by women’s concern about how political ambi-

tion may (dis)affect a potential mate’s perception of them, or something else entirely

unrelated to our theory. Thus, we turn to a different dependent variable that asked

respondents whether they are concerned about how this potential suitor would view
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their job. Logit results—again subset on sex—were used to obtain the predicted

probabilities shown in Table 2-5. The binary dependent variable reflects whether a

respondent was concerned, or not. A similar pattern to that demonstrated in the

first series of models emerges here.

Table 2.5: Predicted Probabilities, Concern About How Job Will Be Viewed

Women Men

Board of Toursim .12 .22
City Council .26 .24
Congress .37 .40
Note: Predicted probabilities calculated holding all covariates at

their means. Bold font indicates statistically significant treatment

effect. Data from August 2014 opt-in Mturk sample.

Again, we see significant treatment effects among female respondents, though the

effects are present for both political conditions this time. These data indicate that

having either a low-level or high-level political job increased female respondents’

concern about discussing that job. Looking at women’s predicted probability of

concern, we see a 14% increase in concern about a mate’s perception amongst those

in the city council condition versus those in the state board of tourism condition,

and a 25% increase for the Congress condition.13

Looking next to male respondents, an interesting story emerges. While the low-

level political treatment did not seem to elicit concern about a potential mate’s

perception amongst men, male respondents in the high-level condition did report

a higher level of concern about how a mate will view his job than do those in the

state board of tourism condition. When paired with the first results, this weaves

an interesting dynamic. On one hand, men with higher-level political jobs are 18%

13 Though not included in this manuscript, we also modeled the concern about perception questions
for TV and age, and found no significant effects. Again, this points to political professions as the
driver of these effects. These results suggest that fear of being perceived as unattractive inhibit
women’s comfort expressing political ambition.
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more concerned about how that job will be viewed by a potential mate than are

those in the state board of tourism condition. At the same time, this concern doesn’t

seem to affect their likelihood of discussing the job, at least not to the same extent

that it does for women. This gendered difference may indicate men’s higher level of

professional or romantic confidence than women’s or, perhaps, this distinction further

reflects differential gender trait expectations between men and women. (Likely some

combination of both.) It may also be the case that “concern” is ambiguous. And that

while women’s combined decreased likelihood to share and increased level of concern

in the Congress condition tells a clear story, the combination of concern without a

behavioral decrease in likelihood is harder to interpret. It may well be the case that

men’s “concern” has more to do with anxiety about the potential value-added of

being a powerful politician than it does fear about this painting them in a negative

light.

It’s important to point out that we don’t yet know whether there’s a statistical

significance in treatment effects between men and women. We hypothesized that

men and women would present different reactions to the treatments, but we haven’t

yet shown that to be true. In order to test this, we estimated the same models as

above, but included an interaction term between treatment and respondent sex for

each dependent variable. We were surprised by the lack of statistical significance

generated by this term in both models. This indicates that, while the effects across

treatments appear different between men and women in terms of point estimates,

there were no systematic differences between the two groups large enough to reach

the threshold for statistical significance.

Despite this, the results do indicate some kind of gendered differences in response

patterns. To further understand these results, and others, we must more deeply un-

derstand the motivations that are driving these effects. The measures discussed thus

far only permit us to examine whether respondents would disclose their profession
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and whether they expressed concerned about that disclosure. In other words, we can

assess the “what,” but don’t yet know much about the “why.” And while the above

results indicate strong support for our hypotheses, there are many different factors

and rationales that could be driving these effects. To get some sense of the range

of factors, we also asked respondents to provide us with qualitative data about why

they answered the above items the way they did. An analysis of qualitative data

appears below.

Experiment 1 Qualitative Data: Men versus Women

The quantitative data demonstrate the profound gender differences in respondents’

willingness to disclose their career identities; namely, in comparison with men, women

are significantly more likely to fear how holding an elected political position would be

perceived. Qualitative data add texture to this understanding by uncovering the mo-

tivations underlying men’s and women’s decisions to share or withhold their political

posts. In addition to the quantitative post-treatment measures we included, we also

included an open-ended item asking participants why they were willing/unwilling to

disclose their professional identities. We then used textual analysis of the responses

to iteratively construct general thematic categories of respondents’ rationales, and

coded each response appropriately.

The most common reasons men in the Congress condition gave for why they dis-

closed their identities include: discussing work is common date topic, being a member

of Congress is impressive (and something to be proud of), working is a significant

part of one’s life, and honesty is important. Put differently, most men thought shar-

ing their jobs was a normal, benign part of conversation and an important reality of

life that would help paint them in a positive light. It’s possible that an eagerness

to impress and this anticipated value-added of holding a political job explains some
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of men’s reported concern about how their new romantic interest would view their

job when in the political condition—especially since this concern did not accompany

a decreased likelihood to share that job. In contrast to female respondents, many

men saw holding positions of political power as a potential value-added. One man

explained, “I feel that my job has high social status, and so I would want to show it

off.” Put more simply, “You’ve got a high-status job. Most women dig that.” Males

who were disinclined to share their professional identity generally cited a variety of

reasons. One of the most common was feeling that politics, broadly, is stigmatized

in modern America. “Being an elected member of Congress is not something that

should be shared freely considering the current state of U.S. politics. It would be

downright embarrassing to have to confess to that.” Overall though, men seemed to

think that the disclosure of holding political office would be benign, at worst, and,

at best, may even increase their level of social attractiveness. It is important to note

that men’s concern about turning women off seemed to stem more from the nature

of politics, itself, rather than from fear of undermining their prescribed gender role.

Indeed, the prestige many men felt they would receive from occupying such a role

likely comes from their knowledge that political power is directly in line with notions

of traditional masculinity.

Women in the Congress condition, however, cited very different reasons for their

decision to disclose or withhold their professional identities than men did. The most

common reasons women would not disclose their career identity were: not wanting

to provide such information without being asked, hesitance to brag, concerns about

compromising their privacy (mostly due to the sensitive and public nature of their

position), and/or fear of deterring a potential mate. Whereas men thought that

holding political power may act in their favor, women feared “sound[ing] boastful,”

and thought that such a job “may be very intimidating to a stranger.” Female par-

ticipants indicated that there’s no upside to disclosing, noting “either he would think
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to use our dating to get something, or he’d be intimidated.” Indeed, it’s important

to highlight that the top female rationales for why respondents would disclose were

identical to the top reasons amongst male disclosers, with one exception: women did

not indicate that having such a position may make them more attractive.

In effect, the qualitative data color the quantitative findings, indicating that

fearing how others will perceive their jobs is an overwhelmingly female phenomenon.

Female responses suggest that women are particularly reticent to share their political

position because political power challenges traditional gender norms of femininity and

carries the potential to emasculate or intimidate potential suitors. Women seemed

acutely aware of the possible backlash of sharing their identity as a representative,

seeking to avoid bragging, being taken advantage of, and scaring men away because

of their public and political job. Men, on the other hand, were both more com-

fortable sharing their political power in general and, amongst those who would not

disclose, less likely to identify rationales related to gender norms. All in all, these

data indicate that woman were more concerned about a potential mate’s negative

perceptions of their holding political office than were men. Moreover, this fear de-

rives from women’s apprehension about undermining prevailing gender expectations,

a concern that seemed almost nonexistent in the minds of male respondents. So while

the quantitative results indicated no statistical significance in effects between men

and women, the qualitative data indicate very gendered differences in the reasons

behind respondents’ quantitative responses.

Experiment 2 Quantitative Data (Online Dating Profiles)

The second experiment accomplished two goals. First, it tested the primary hypothe-

ses about women’s hesitance to voice political ambition for fear of undermining their

romantic objectives in a different way than the first experiment did, and in a way
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less susceptible to social desirability effects. At the same time, to a certain extent,

it enables us to assess whether this fear is “rational,” or whether female politicians

are viewed less favorably in a dating context. In this experiment, we tested the

hypothesis that politicians really are seen as less attractive than non-political pro-

fessionals. We asked a different group of participants to consider four pairs of faux

online dating profiles, and for each pair to tell us which they thought would 1) get

more dates, and 2) receive more responses from potential mates. Each pair included

an elected political position and a non-political professional (doctor or lawyer), with

pairs varying by race (black and white) and level of office (national and state).

The first set of faux online dating profiles displayed photos of two different white

women—one blonde and one brunette. Both headshots were of attractive, business-

like women, showing only head and shoulders.14 Our question was whether percep-

tions of attractiveness of the same photo would change if the person was labeled as

a politician or as a non-political professional. The sample was randomized into two

groups, so that, for example, half of the respondents, saw the following biographical

information for the blonde woman’s photo: “Name: Laura Johnson, Occupation:

Congresswoman, Age: 36” and “Name: Ashley Williams, Occupation: Lawyer, Age:

37” for the brunette. This biographical information was switched for the other group

of respondents. We then asked respondents the following two questions: (1) “Of the

following two online dating profiles, which do you think would be more attractive

to a potential mate? (Laura or Ashley),” and (2) “Of these two profiles, who do

you think would get the most dates? (Laura or Ashley).” We also asked respondents

why, with an option for free-response text after they made each choice. We sub-

14 The authors, along with a selected group of colleagues and non-academics assessed relative at-
tractiveness. While it is important that the photos were of relatively equal levels of attractiveness,
the design of the experiment is such that it is not imperative. We compare perceived attractive-
ness in ratings of the same photo, just with different job information. Thus, it is not critical
that the photos be comparable in attractiveness. The photos were purchased from iStock photo,
which specializes in stock photos for use in promotional materials, and both women and men were
conventionally attractive.
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sequently repeated this same process for three more pairings: two white men, two

black women, and then two black men. This innovative design allows us to compare

a baseline measurement of mating/dating attractiveness for the same photo when

it is labeled as a non-political professional versus when it is labeled as a politician.

Overall, we found extremely strong results that, looking at the same photo, both

male and female respondents were far more likely to rate the non-political jobholder

as more attractive to a potential date. Responses to questions regarding the attrac-

tiveness of a potential mate, rather than simply a date, echoed these results to a

stronger degree, and further support the trends that emerged in Experiment 1. This

section examines the results of each pairing. Below, figure 2-1 contains comparisons

between political/non-political for each pair of identical photos. (Percentages reflect

the proportion of respondents who favored the politically identified individual.)

The general takeaway seems to be that calling someone a “Congressperson” is

a downright turn-off in the mating and dating realm. The free-response write-in

comments support this, as demonstrated in the qualitative data section below.

The same pattern emerged, this time more strongly, when we asked respondents

who would attract the most potential mates (differentiated from dates, which could

be one-time events based purely on physical attractiveness). The idea of mating raises

the stakes, as it forces respondents to consider the idea of a long-term relationship,

which may bring up questions of how much time the potential mate has to spend

with their family, the type of life they want, and the emotional implications of a

partnership with someone, among other considerations. Indeed, in response to the

question about attracting potential mates rather than just getting dates, the large

majority of respondents thought the nonpolitical professional would do better, in all

photo pairings.

Generally, for both white women, the Congresswoman was always rated less at-

tractive, no matter the sex of the respondent, and no matter which picture they
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2-1:	Treatment	Effects,	White	Female	Dating	Profile	Pairing	

	
Note:	Data	from	2015	opt-in	Mturk	sample.		In	this	pairing,		
we	differentiate	the	two	white	women	by	the	color	of	their	hair.	
N=343	for	lawyer	condition	and	344	for	Congresswoman	condition.	

57%
54%

38%

24%

More	Dates Attract	Mates

Blond	WW	as	Lawyer

Blond	WW	as	
Congresswoman

Figure 2.1: Treatment Effects, White Female Dating Profile Pairing
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2-2:	Treatment	Effects,	Black	Female	Dating	Profile	Pairing	

	
	
Note:	Data	from	2015	opt-in	Mturk	sample.	In	this	pairing,		
we	differentiate	the	two	black	women	by	the	color	of	their	shirt.		
N=343	for	doctor	condition	and	344	for	Senator	condition.	

47%

58%

24%

15%

More	Dates Attract	Mates

White-Shirt	BW	as	Doctor

White-Shirt	BW	as	State	
Senator

Figure 2.2: Treatment Effects, Black Women Dating Profile Pairing
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viewed. In the “attracting a mate” question, job appeared to be highly influential,

and a political job for a woman was seen as a negative. These results echo those

from the first experiment and, further, suggest that women’s concern about how men

may perceive female politicians may be entirely rational—female politicians are con-

sidered less attractive. Interestingly, though, males are as well, which may provide

some information about what motivates men’s concern about how a potential mate

would view their political job, as reported and discussed in Experiment 1.

The same pattern was evident in the data from the second pairing, which com-

pared two black women (“Sheryl Smith” versus “Shirley Jackson”). The set-up was

the same as that described above, with one black woman labeled as a doctor and the

other as a State Senator, allowing us to test whether race moderates, affects, or ex-

acerbates the above-described finding. Again, as Figure 2-2 below shows, there was a

substantial difference (especially for the “mating” as opposed to “dating” question)

in the ratings for the black women, depending on their job labeling:

We also showed respondents a pairing of supposed dating profiles for two white

men, with one labeled as a lawyer and the second as a Congressman (“Jeff Davis”

versus “Michael Jones”). Interestingly, the results are not much different with male

dating profiles. Again, the treatment effects displayed in Figure 2-3 below were strong

and significant for the “mating” condition; when described as a politician, the same

white male photo was rated much lower as a potential mate. Interestingly, for the

“most dates” question, the treatment effect was smaller. This suggests that white

men may get a bit of an “attractiveness bump” from some respondents, or at least

more neutral responses for being a politician. The qualitative evidence discussed

below also suggests this is the case, with certain comments offering some positive

reasons that a (white male) politician might be seen as sexually attractive. These

advantages, however, seem to disappear when we move from dating to mating and

long-term relationships or marriages. Finally, we asked respondents to consider the
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supposed dating profiles of two black men, with one labeled as a doctor and the other

as a State Senator (“Keith Anderson” versus “Chris Harris”). In Figure 2-4 below,

we see the same pattern of results: far lower ratings for a photo when it was labeled

as political versus non-political, and unlike for the white men, this was true for both

dating and mating for black male profiles.

We turn next to a regression model, in order to hold a variety of controls constant.

Looking to the results in Table 2-6 we find further evidence of treatment effects in

all conditions. Again, the pattern is stronger for the question of mating (long-term)

than for dating (short term), but shows up in both. For the question of who would

attract the most potential mates, political versus apolitical job (the treatment) was

an extremely powerful predictor of respondent choice (pă .05) for each of the four

pairings. Again, this pattern emerged even when subjected to the stricter scrutiny

of a regression model that controls for major demographic factors (education, sex,

party, age, race [white vs. nonwhite], and income level).

Critically, all political profiles produced statistically significant treatment effects—

whether the profiles were female or male. This lack of a gender double standard is

in line with the null findings for statistically significant gender differences in exper-

iment 1 and, again, does not support our hypothesis.. And, although the depressed

attractiveness ratings of political profiles were less pronounced when the profile was

a white male, all treatment conditions produced statistically significant effects. How-

ever, as with the first experiment, the qualitative data from both studies—discussed

further below—add texture to the quantitative analysis and allow for a more nuanced

interpretation.

Qualitative Data from Second Survey Experiment

The qualitative data from the second survey suggest several key themes that com-

plement the quantitative results. When presented with the option to mate or date a
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2-3:	Treatment	Effects,	While	Male	Dating	Profile	Pairing	

	
Note:	Note:	Data	from	2015	opt-in	Mturk	sample.		In	this	pairing,		
we	differentiate	the	two	white	men	by	the	color	of	their	ties.		
N=343	for	lawyer	condition	and	344	for	Congressman	condition.	

57%

70%

51%

42%

More	Dates Attract	Mates

BlueTie	WM	as	Lawyer

BlueTie	WM	as	
Congressman

Figure 2.3: Treatment Effects, White Male Dating Profile Pairing
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2-4:	Treatment	Effects,	Black	Male	Dating	Profile	Pairing	

	
	
Note:	Data	from	2015	opt-in	Mturk	sample.		In	this	pairing,		
we	differentiate	the	two	black	men	by	the	color	of	their	ties.		
N=343	for	doctor	condition	and	344	for	Senator	condition.	

63%

79%

38%

28%

More	Dates Attract	Mates

RedTie	BM	as	Doctor

RedTie	BM	as	State	
Senator

Figure 2.4: Treatment Effects, Black Male Dating Profile Pairing
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Table 2.6: Regression Model Predicting Who Would Attract More Potential Mates

White Female Black Female White Male Black Man
(Intercept) -.559 -.295 -.495 -.570

(.464) (.525) (.468) (.516)
Nonpolitical Condition .940˚ 1.433˚ .531˚ .400˚

(.168) (.190) (.163) (.183)
Education .092 -.181 -.196˚ .302˚

(.102) (.112) (.100) (.112)
Female .196 -.118 0.026 0.376˚

(.172) (.188) (.168) (.192)
Age .0132 -.019˚ -.003 .008

(.009) (.010) (.008) (.010)
PID -.011 -.020 .037 -.002

(.048) (.052) (.046) (.052)
White -.020 -.067 .008 .042

(.200) (.215) (.196) (.218)
Income -.014 -.024 .118˚ .016

(.064) (.070) (.062) (.070)
N 686 686 686 686
Standard errors in parentheses
˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05

Note: Data from August 2014 opt-in Mturk sample.

politician (member of Congress or state senator) or a non-politician (lawyer or doc-

tor), the majority of people in each set of photos chose the non-politician. Overall, the

qualitative responses of men and women indicate a strong preference for nonpolitical

partners, lawyers or doctors, who were generally described as more available, compas-

sionate, stable, trustworthy, nurturing and wealthy. Women’s qualitative responses

conveyed the same fears about perceptions of female politicians as were evidenced in

the first experiment. Below, we describe and expand on the most common rationales

cited for the apparent preference for nonpolitical mates.

Comments generally conveyed disinterest in the all-consuming public nature of

politicians’ demanding 24/7 jobs, and this aversion was stronger for Congress mem-

bers than state senators. Survey participants raised a range of concerns about being
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with a political partner, including: high publicity and media scrutiny (or low pri-

vacy), and excessive stress required of a busy and burdened political career. Female

respondents appeared particularly attuned to discrimination they perceived women

would receive from men with comments such as: “I can’t imagine most men would

want to date someone in the public eye,” and “I don’t think many people would be

comfortable having their wife/girlfriend in the political spotlight.” These perceptions

echo the findings in the first experiment. Respondents also expressed dissatisfaction

with the notion that entering a relationship with a politician would require their

time and involvement. As one man put it, “I wouldn’t be interested in being pa-

raded around while she campaigns.” Another male respondent shared, “No one wants

to date people who are in politics.” Many also lamented that the relationship and/or

family would take a back seat to the political career.

Perhaps the most stark difference between perceptions of male and female politi-

cians was related to whether or not the politician would be intimidating. Indeed, the

word “intimidating” was used only a handful of times to describe male politicians,

but dozens of times to describe female politicians. The term was used more often

to characterize a member of Congress than a state senator; and women were more

likely to use language, invoking themes of fear. One female respondent wrote, “[She]

would likely scare people away due to her profession [as a Congresswoman].” Women

appeared to anticipate men’s reaction to political women as negative. Some women

explained that men would be threatened by a Congresswoman’s powerful political

position, and, as another simply put it, “I think men are intimidated by a woman

in politics.” A third woman explained a man’s dating decision calculus this way:

“[The lawyer] seems like more of a woman that a man can settle down with. She

has a stable job, seemingly. The Congresswoman may seem to potential mates to be

power-hungry. And men typically don’t want women who jock[ey] for power.”

Overall, women seemed to find political power and prestige in men more attractive
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than men found it in women. “[The Congressman] is very handsome and I would

love to date a man of such power,” revealed one woman. Others offered iterations of

“[Women] find power sexy.” Notably, as with the first experiment, no such themes

emerged for the female politicians, indicating that, while political power may be a

value-added for men, it’s not likely to boost women’s attractiveness in any way.

Considering the Context: Climate of “Anti-Politics” Makes Dating while Elected
More Difficult

As in Experiment 1, many participants in this study characterized politics, and there-

fore politicians, as slimy and deceitful. Several submitted variations of: “Congress

cannot be trusted” and one male respondent went so far as to say: “[She] is a con-

gresswoman who is more likely to stab me in the back.” A number of comments

described politicians as lacking integrity and likely to be involved in scandals, in-

timate or otherwise. One woman commented, “I think politicians are more likely

to cheat (or at least get caught since they’re more well-known) which would ruin a

relationship.” This perception that politicians are untrustworthy was often used in

conjunction with respondents’ comments about someone’s level of attraction or their

perceptions of how attractive they’d be to others “Someone in politics may not be

that attractive because of their public persona,” and, “I think people would be put

off by a politician. They are often thought of as crooked and scheming.”

Looking at these results holistically, we decided it was essential to consider the

current context of “negativity,” “anti-politics,” and “incivility” (Patterson, 2009;

Kamber, 2003; Mutz, 2007) in politics. Repeated portrayals of politics as embat-

tled, acrimonious, and scandal-ridden, while perhaps useful to media outlets in

drawing readers or viewers, appear to also exacerbate voter disgust (Mutz, 2007).

Gallup polling suggests that “Americans’ high level of disapproval is less about what

Congress is doing than about what it isn’t doing: putting aside partisan bickering
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and getting things done” (Saad, 2013). Nye theorizes that “[s]ome aspects of the

current mood are probably cyclical, while others represent discontent with gridlock

in the political process rather than deep disillusion with government” (Nye et al.,

1997). More importantly to this work, “[p]ublic attitudes toward government clearly

influence what government does and how it does it. Public negativity, for example,

can affect who runs for, and who stays in, public office” (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse,

2001).

During a time of heightened political polarization and gridlocked government,

politics is highly unattractive, and so are candidates and officeholders. We interpret

the results from this second experiment as suggesting that politics is so unpopular

now that it appears to have the potential to impact the romantic lives of politicians.

And the reverse may thus be true as well; if potential candidates are concerned about

their romantic lives, this may be yet one more reason for having second thoughts

about running for office in the first place. This is surely not the main reason why

we see more men running for office than women, but it could be an interesting

contributory factor that has not yet been considered in the literature.

Conclusion

Together, these experiments and multi-method analyses identify a new factor in

women’s reluctance to pursue positions of political power: concern about how such

positions would be viewed by men. This concern was prominent in women’s qual-

itative responses, and echoed in the quantitative results. The results were mixed,

however in terms of whether concern about perception is particular to women. The

data provided no quantitative evidence to support our hypothesis that this is a purely

female phenomenon. Both men and women seem apprehensive about how a political

career would be perceived by the other. The qualitative data, however, reveal sharp

differences in the rationales provided by men and women for this concern. While
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both expressed concern about how such a job would be perceived in an era of toxic

politics, only women expressed concerns about not wanting to appear “domineering,”

“intimidating,” or “ambitious.” Indeed, these types of concerns may seem ludicrous

coming from men. So what can the combination of these results tell us?

We interpret these somewhat mixed results as follows. Women and men are both

concerned about how they’ll be perceived if they have a political job, and these

concerns are rational: politicians are perceived more negatively by potential suitors.

Based on the qualitative data from both experiments, much of this negativity stems

from the toxicity associated with modern politics. Women, however, face the double

duty of negative perceptions for that reason, and also for gendered ones (e.g. not

wanting to brag, etc.). In addition, many men perceived having a political job as

an asset in a romantic context. This rationale did not emerge from women. So

the double standard is not evidenced in the“what” (e.g. concern about perceptions

of political jobs) so much as it is in the“why” (e.g. whether those concerns have

gendered motivations).

The qualitative responses from both studies suggest that negative backlash to

female assertions of power exist, emanate from both men and women and, most

importantly, produce anxiety about facing such backlash amongst women. Though

we’ve witnessed much progress in the realm of gender equity over the last several

decades, disparate gender norms and expectations seem to remain deeply entrenched.

And while this subtle form of sexism is often difficult to measure and considered so-

cially undesirable in a variety of contexts, we posit that the world of dating may

represent an arena in which respondents feel comfortable and even justified, in ex-

pressing opinions that, in other contexts, would be taboo. After all, “there’s no

accounting for taste.” In this way, the phenomena we demonstrate here may, in fact,

represent social expectations that exist beyond the realm of dating. Perhaps these

rather old-fashioned ideas about gender roles are simply too subtle to document in
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other professional contexts, as opposed to in a personal/private sphere.

An unexpected theme that emerged from our analyses is just how unpopular

politics and politicians are. In both experiments, men and women expressed re-

peatedly that, due to extant polarization and the combative nature of the political

process, association with politics itself may serve as a turnoff to potential mates. And

while these qualitative responses cannot be generalized to the broader population,

we posit (and hope future research will test) that the striking and increasing negative

stigmatization of holding public office should be of concern to all those interested in

preserving the competitiveness of public offices essential in a democracy. If a career

in politics is perceived generally with fierce repugnance, what types of individuals

might we expect to emerge as candidates in the future?

Ultimately, these experiments serve as an exploratory first step toward introduc-

ing a new factor into the conversation about political ambition: romance. Certainly,

our findings require replication in a variety of contexts that use a diverse array of

methods and measurement. Such replication may also help to parse any gendered

effects for women from the more generalized anti-politics effects evidenced amongst

both women and men. And, as with all experimental work, we don’t know how these

phenomena manifest in a non-experimental setting. We suggest that future research

test these same hypotheses in the “real world.” We do, however, believe this research

provides a key contribution to the women and politics literature by expanding our

understanding of what drives or inhibits political ambition. Dating, mating, and

romantic love are an enormous part of the human experience. If the norms that

women are expected to uphold in order to succeed in romance are undermined by

pursuing political power, as our analyses suggest, then this presents a major ob-

stacle to achieving gender equity in political office or tapping the full talent pool

for representatives. With the prospect of electing the first female president in the

United States on the horizon, and as inequality in political representation remains
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a prominent feature of American politics, a deeper understanding of what impedes

women from running for office is critical to democratic progress.
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3

The Tradeoffs of Matching Interviewer and
Respondent Characteristics in Longitudinal Surveys

Introduction

In the study of human behavior, public opinion surveys remain a primary feature of

the research landscape. Indeed, the ability to ask people questions about what they

do and how they think is one of the most vital tools we have for understanding the

social world. In recent decades, longitudinal studies, or panel surveys, have become

increasingly utilized across almost all public and private sectors.

Longitudinal surveys—multi-wave studies using the same sample over time—have

become increasingly prevalent in behavior and opinion research due to their unique

ability to track individual-level change over time, thus providing more causal lever-

age than cross-sectional studies (Bartels, 2006). Indeed, The National Science Foun-

dation’s three primary recurring surveys—the American National Election Study

(ANES), the General Social Survey (GSS), and the Panel Survey on Income Dynam-

ics (PSID)—now all contain a panel component. Panel studies, however, bring with

them the added challenge of panel attrition, which may introduce bias to the result-
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ing data.1 This attrition may invalidate the sample design, reduce sample size, and,

if the pattern of drop out is correlated with outcomes of interest, can bias substantive

results (Groves and Couper, 1998).

Fortunately, there exist many techniques to prevent, correct, and control for

attrition bias (Vandecasteele and Debels, 2007). However, all of these techniques

require understanding what factors predict the attrition (Hillygus and Snell, 2015).

The majority of attrition research focuses on identifying demographic patterns of

attrition (Schoeni et al., 2013); this approach assumes that propensity to attrit is

stable and exists prior to the survey. However, new research identifies aspects of the

survey experience itself that may affect a respondent’s likelihood to attrit (Frankel

and Hillygus, 2013; Loosveldt et al., 2002). Indeed, it makes sense that respondents

inform their decision about whether to keep participating in a study based on what

their experience was like in the first instance.

Building on that research, this paper conceptualizes attrition as a dynamic pro-

cess affected by both respondent characteristics and also the survey experience itself.

Specifically, by drawing on cognitive theories of survey response from the general non-

response literature that likens an interview to a conversation, I consider the extent

to which the interaction between interviewer and respondent sex predicts attrition.

Previous research demonstrates the ways in which interviewer characteristics affect

respondent experience and, subsequently, their level of nonresponse and social desir-

ability bias (Schuman and Converse, 1971; Schaeffer, 1980; Sudman and Bradburn,

1974). And although the interviewer effects literature teaches us that matching in-

terviewer and respondent characteristics produces more comfort in an interview and,

thus, less nonresponse and social desirability bias (Groves and Couper, 1998; Groves

et al., 2009; Catania et al., 1996), there’s reason to explore whether that wisdom

1 Panel conditioning is another concern of panel studies, but is not one considered here. See
Bartels (1999) for a discussion of panel conditioning in the American National Election Study.
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holds true for gender with a longitudinal study. Sociological research demonstrates

that, while matching characteristics indeed produces more comfort between a dyad,

interactions between dissimilar pairs can often be more fun (McPherson et al., 2001;

Lazarsfeld and Merton, 1954). And if propensity to attrit is, at least in part, an

outcome of the survey experience, pairing interviewers with respondents of the “op-

posite” sex may create an experience that respondents most want to repeat, thus

reducing attrition. I explore this question testing whether and how the interac-

tion between interviewer and respondent sex affects propensity to attrit. This work

informs statistical corrections for attrition bias, provides design insights for future

panel studies, and contributes to the burgeoning literature examining the import of

the survey experience.

Background and Motivation

Longitudinal Surveys and Attrition

Panel attrition is an understudied form of nonresponse, and scholars rarely control

or account for its resulting error when using longitudinal data. The vast majority

of research utilizing panel data simply ignores potential attrition bias altogether,

conducting analyses as though the attrition does not exist (Bartels, 1993; Wawro,

2002). Engaging in complete case analysis without accounting for attrition assumes

that missing data is missing completely at random (MCAR), an assumption that,

in the case of attrition, is almost always unfounded. Countless analyses have found

that panel attrition is systematically related to a variety of respondent characteristics

(Little and Rubin, 2002; Behr et al., 2005). And because there is no way to predict

how scholars will use panel data, there is also no way to say whether attrition biases

data analysis in general.2 Certainly with so many unknown factors, the cautious

2 Indeed, the ANES, PSID, and GSS all employ a variety of incentive and design features aimed at
reducing rates of attrition, indicating both the genuine concern about attrition and also a potential
reason why attrition bias has been minimized in the studies most vetted.
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scholar should always account for attrition in analysis and survey designers should

continue and broaden current efforts to minimize it.

A variety of statistical techniques exist for correcting panel attrition bias, includ-

ing weighting, multiple imputation, and including attrition predictors in multivari-

able models, among many others (for overview see Vandecasteele and Debels, 2007).

While these techniques are diverse, they all require an understanding of what factors

account for and predict the attrition in the first place (Hillygus and Snell, 2015).

Critically, because all forms of correction require making some kind of untestable

assumptions about patterns of missingness, preventing attrition is vastly superior to

any method of accounting for it in analysis (Hillygus and Snell, 2015; Deng et al.,

2013). Thus, in addition to enabling correction strategies in analysis, understanding

who attrits and why can inform future data collection efforts seeking to prevent panel

attrition in the first place.

What Causes Attrition?

Most of the panel attrition research focuses on respondent characteristics that exist

prior to survey participation (e.g. race, age, education, etc.) As such, there ex-

ists a rather standard set of demographic characteristics used to account or control

for attrition. In brief, decades of research demonstrate that age, social connected-

ness, race, marital status, income, education, familial structure, and sex all predict

propensity to attrit (Groves and Couper, 1998).3 Specifically respondents who are

young, non-white, socially disconnected, male, disinclined to participate when first

contacted, unmarried, and have low levels of education, income, and political interest

have a greater propensity to attrit (Behr et al., 2005; Lynn et al., 2005; Watson and

Wooden, 2009; Gray et al., 1996; Loosveldt et al., 2002; Fitzgerald et al., 1998).4

3 Though the basic demographic measures are generally all that are included in post-stratification
weights.

4 Note that all of these predictors are very similar to the correlates of initial unit participation.
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And while some research indicates that the predictors and patterns of attrition are

changing as overall survey response rates and familial/social structures change (for

more see Olson and Witt, 2011), the majority of what we know suggests that these

basic demographic patterns persist.

One commonality amongst all of these indicators is that they exist before the

respondent takes the survey. That is, they account for a respondents’ general dispo-

sition and propensity to attrit before the survey has even begun. Thus, this under-

standing of attrition does not consider the effects of what happens during the survey

experience itself. And yet, the broader literature on nonresponse is ripe with research

demonstrating the impact of the survey experience itself on respondent behavior and

data collection.

The Survey Experience

A wealth of literature on survey response (item and unit) conceptualizes respondent

behavior as a factor of the survey process. This approach rests on an understanding of

surveys as a dynamic human interaction, rather than solely a sterile data collection

process. Thus, a face-to-face survey is viewed as a conversation of sorts between

the interviewer and the respondent (Tourangeau et al., 2000).5 In this perspective,

there are a variety of relevant aspects of the survey experience that may affect the

data collected. These include mode, design, respondent, interviewer, and context.6

5 In a survey that is not fielded in the face-to-face mode, the idea of the “interviewer” will be
replaced by whatever device is implementing data collection. For example, in a online or computer-
based survey, interaction with the computer technology itself supplants interaction with the inter-
viewer and may affect nonresponse in unique ways (Frankel and Hillygus, 2013).

6 A point that is becoming particularly important as new survey modes employ different longi-
tudinal designs than those to which we are accustomed. For example, the 2008 new ANES panel
study was fielded online, included 21 waves, and allowed respondents to return to the survey after
they had not participated in a previous wave. Panel attrition is usually a rather final process—
once you’re out you’re out—but this new design feature brings with it new questions about panel
attrition, what it means, how it works, and whether it might in fact work in distinct ways when
respondents have the option to return to the study. For more information on the ANES panel
methodology see Debell et al. (2010).
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Different permutations of these factors may produce different experiences for different

respondents that may, in turn, affect a respondent’s willingness to participate in the

survey, to answer survey questions, and/or to provide truthful responses to sensitive

items.

Specifically, this literature demonstrates that question wording, question order,

interviewer characteristics, respondent characteristics, and a variety of social con-

ditions can affect the quality of the collected data (Schuman and Converse, 1971;

Schaeffer, 1980; Sudman and Bradburn, 1974; Krosnick et al., 1996; Krosnick, 1999;

Groves et al., 1992; Groves and Couper, 1998).7 Indeed, these results make sense:

just thinking about our day-to-day lives, there are a wide variety of social and ex-

periential conditions that affect what information we share, when, and the accuracy

or candor of that shared information. And yet, despite the vast body of research

demonstrating the effects of the interview “conversation” on nonresponse and data

quality, surprisingly few studies extend this theory to the area of panel attrition.8

Results from the few studies that have considered interviewer effects on attrition

are generally consistent with what we know about nonresponse, more broadly. For

example, we know that respondent-reported satisfaction at wave 1 and interviewer-

reported respondent comprehension at wave 1 reduce attrition propensity (Kalton

et al., 1990; Lepkowski and Couper, 2002; Lipps, 2010; Loosveldt and Carton, 2001;

Olsen, 2005; Smith and Son, 2011; Kalton et al., 1990).9 Respondent cooperation at

wave 1, generally reported by the interviewer also reduces attrition, but it is hard

to know how much of this is pre-existing interest and how much of it is due to the

7 See Groves et al. (2002) for a comprehensive accounting of the psychological processes that affect
survey response.

8 Notable exceptions include: Frankel and Hillygus (2013); Olson and Witt (2011); Loosveldt and
Carton (2001); Frankel (1980); Sharp and Frankel (1983).

9 Although such measures are often under-reported and self-reported and thus sensitive to bias,
and only rarely available. In fact, the decision to provide a response to this question in the first place
may be just as good a measure of overall respondent satisfaction and cooperation than responses
to the measure itself.
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experience during the interview (Frankel and Hillygus, 2013; Olson and Witt, 2011;

Smith and Son, 2011; Kalton et al., 1990). Frankel and Hillygus (2013) demon-

strate that number of years of experience an interviewer has is inversely related to

attrition propensity. This is consistent with what we know from existing research

on other forms of nonreponse; experienced interviewers are more skillful at elicit-

ing initial participation, as well as garnering responses to sensitive items once the

survey begins, and respondent cooperation is a well-known predictor of item nonre-

sponse (Groves and Couper, 1998; Couper and Groves, 1992; Durrant et al., 2010;

Haunberger, 2010). The consistency between these studies and the broader response

literature makes sense; when it comes down to it, panel attrition is just another form

of unit nonresponse. So what other elements of the survey experience that affect

unit and item nonresponse might also be significant for predicting attrition?

Interviewer Effects

The effects of interviewer characteristics (e.g. race, sex, age, etc.) on survey re-

sponses, commonly referred to as “interviewer effects,” has been a particular focus

of previous nonresponse research. The interaction between interviewer characteris-

tics and respondent characteristics, specifically, has proven particularly important

for understanding the psychology of response. We know, for example, that this in-

teraction affects a respondents’ likelihood to participate in a survey (Groves et al.,

1992); to provide answers to individual questions, especially items directly connected

to these identity categories (Groves et al., 2009; Davis, 1997b); and often produces

nonrandom response bias on certain sensitive items (Schuman and Converse, 1971).

How might we expect this to play out in the context of panel attrition? No previous

studies have investigated how matching interviewer and respondent characteristics

affects a respondent’s likelihood to attrit, but research from the broader nonresponse

literatures point to a series of expectations.
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Generally speaking, the bulk of previous interviewer effects research suggests that

matching characteristics yields better quality data, particularly in terms of response

bias. For example, when asked about feelings toward Blacks, responses of whites

collected by Black interviewers are more positive than are those collected by white

interviewers, likely indicating social desirability bias (Schuman and Converse, 1971;

Schaeffer, 1980; Sudman and Bradburn, 1974; Davis, 1997a,b).10 Moreover, whites

are more likely to exhibit social desirability effects and high levels of nonresponse on

other racial items when asked by a Black interviewer than are their Black counter-

parts (Schuman and Converse, 1971; Schaeffer, 1980; Sudman and Bradburn, 1974).

And these effects extend beyond racial measures; when female interviewers ask male

respondents questions about “women’s issue,” they elicit more egalitarian responses

than male interviewers do when asking these same question (Kane and Macaulay,

1993; Huddy et al., 1997; Lueptow et al., 1990; Flores-Macias and Lawson, 2008;

Benstead, 2010). Respondents are also more likely to disclose sensitive behavioral

information, like sexual practices, when demographically matched with their inter-

viewer (Catania et al., 1996).11 Indeed, matching interviewer and respondent identity

characteristics is standard practice, particularly for surveys that contain potentially

sensitive items (Groves and Couper, 1998). Given everything we know about human

behavior in relationships, these patterns and practices are rather intuitive.

10 Social desirability bias describes the phenomenon in which respondents provide answers more
in line with what they think is socially acceptable, desirable, or positive, as in reports of voting
or church attendance, for example (Katosh and Traugott, 1981; Silver et al., 1986; Presser, 1990;
Presser and Stinson, 1998; Hadaway et al., 1998). This bias is particularly common with sensitive
items, such as measures for various forms of discrimination or reporting of incriminating or unsavory
behaviors (e.g. sexism or drug use) (Richman et al., 1999; Harrison, 1995; Campbell et al., 1997).

11 There are a few exceptions to the guiding principle that matching identity characteristics fosters
comfort. For example, research on items having to do with sexual violence or disclosure of personal
records suggests that female interviewers generally produce less biased responses amongst both men
and women(Catania et al., 1996; Antoni, 2011).
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Homophilly and Heterophily

The process of interviewing a respondent shares many similarities with social interac-

tions, more generally. Indeed, the interaction between a respondent and interviewer

is similar to the dyadic relationship in sociology, and a primary theory in the study

of dyadic interaction is that of “homophily” and “herterophily” (McPherson et al.,

2001; Lazarsfeld and Merton, 1954). Homophily refers to the human tendency to

bond with similar people, due to the greater levels of comfort that exists between

individuals who are “like” one another. Whereas heterophily—interactions with dis-

similar people—can result in discomfort. This theory would seem to explain why

matching interviewer and respondent characteristics produces less bias on sensitive

items: respondents are simply more comfortable. Homophily might also lead us to

expect that matching interviewer and respondent characteristics reduces attrition.

However, within the phenomenon of homophily there exists a caveat: interactions

between dyads that are too similar are not as enjoyable for the participants. This

is the upside of heterophilic relationships: diversity often yields greater stimulation,

variety, and enjoyment to the individuals. So while like pairs yield greater comfort,

dissimilarity may create an experience respondents most want to repeat.

Previous research suggests that heterophily and homophily can both produce

interviewer effects on survey response. In fact, some studies suggest that the cross-

pressures of these two forces produce a trade-off for nonresponse and data quality

For example, Webster (1996) draws on this theory in an experimental study of in-

terviewer effects, and demonstrates that matching interviewer and respondent sex

characteristics decreases response bias but also decreases initial participation—e.g.

unit response. Using the theory of homo and heterophily these findings make sense;

respondents may be more likely to agree to participate in a survey when the prospect

of a fun dyadic interaction is in front of them, but feel less comfortable in that in-

71



teraction once participation has begun.

Taking this theory one step further, Webster (1996) proposes a post-hoc hypoth-

esis for her findings highlighting the potential the role of interpersonal stimulation in

the survey experience. She suggests that participants are more likely to participate

in a study when they have an attraction to or affinity for the person with whom they

would be engaging by participating (i.e. their interviewer). However, that affinity

also produces social desirability bias, because respondents “enhance” their answers

to be viewed in a more positive light by the object of their affection.

Although Webster (1996) draws her conclusions about initial response, not at-

trition, extending her theory into the study of attrition makes sense. We can think

about the decision to participate in each wave of a longitudinal survey like the deci-

sion about initial participation in a cross-sectional survey; both processes involve re-

spondents rendering a judgement about survey participation, as opposed to whether

or how to respond to a particular item. However, in the case of attrition, respondents

may further inform their decision about future participation with their experience at

wave 1. Thus, we might expect an attrition/social desirability bias trade-off to exist.

Expecting differences between what predicts unit nonresponse vs. item nonresponse

is consistent with what we know from the broader nonreponse literatures, as the de-

mographic predictors of initial unit nonresponse and attrition are very similar, while

dissimilar from the usual predictors of response bias (Groves and Couper, 1998).

I build on the work of Webster (1996), applying the theory of hetero and ho-

mophily to the study of panel attrtiion. I first explore whether interviewer/respondent

sex congruity increases a respondent’s likelihood to attrit. I then examine whether

this incongruity yields social desirability bias, as the theory might suggest. I hypoth-

esize the following:

H1: Incongruity between interviewer and respondent sex decreases a respondent’s
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likelihood of attriting.

H2: Incongruity between interviewer and respondent sex, while decreasing the

likelihood of attrition, generates social desirability bias on gender sensitive items.

Data, Definitions, and Methods

I use the General Social Survey (GSS) panel data for this research. The GSS is

a nationally-representative recurring survey that has been fielded since 1972. Its

purpose is to study societal change in the United States.12 Beginning in 2006, the

GSS transitioned from a repeated cross-sectional design to a 3-wave rotating panel.

This means that that each cross-section includes a new cohort completing their first

wave simultaneously with previous cohorts completing their second or third waves.

This analysis uses the only completed panel released so far: the 2006-2010 panel.13

I select the GSS because it has several unique attributes that make it particularly

well-suited to test the above hypotheses. First, the GSS is one of the standard

bearers for political science survey research.14 Second, the GSS is a face-to-face

panel survey that contains data on interviewer and respondent sex (many panel

surveys do not collect interviewer gender). Third, the content of the GSS is general

and constant across all waves, which decreases the potential for varying content and

12 The survey is conducted by the National Opinion Research Council (NORC) and is comprised
of 4 parts: 1 set of permanent items that all respondents answer and 3 sets of rotating items, of
which respondents only answer a subset. Since 1988, the survey has used a biennial split-ballot
design, in which the survey is fielded every 2 years and the cross-sectional sample is broken up into
three subsamples. All subsamples receives the same set of permanent items plus a unique 2/3 of the
set of rotating items—which means that not all respondents all answer questions. This is relevant
because, while the primary models use only items asked of the entire sample, some items selected
for the further analysis were only asked of a subset of respondents.

13 The GSS uses a multistage area probability sample with a list assisted sampling frame that
covers 72% of the population. The 2006 GSS had a response rate of 71% and an overall attrition
rate of 33%(Smith and Son, 2011).

14 Its prominence in the field of American politics is second only to the American National Election
Survey (ANES). However, the GSS moved to a full panel design, whereas the ANES’s most recent
panel component from 2008 was fielded Online and is a supplement to the larger face-to-face,
pre-post design of the time series.
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respondent interest to affect attrition.15 Fourth, with the exception of a handful of

cases—which were eliminated from this analysis—the GSS is a single-mode survey,

eliminating the possibility of modal effects and facilitating isolation of the experience

variables within one set of modal considerations.16 Fifth, the incentive structure of

the GSS is constant for all respondents across all waves,17 which enables me to

control for the effects of incentives on attrition.18 Finally, confining the analysis to

one completed panel dataset, as opposed to pooling across various datasets or using

multiple datasets keeps this research design simple: there is consistent content, mode,

definition of attrition, and survey design. All of these attributes make the GSS the

best-suited dataset to isolate attrition effects and test the above hypotheses.

This brings me to the definition of attrition itself. Currently, there are no stan-

dardized attrition rate formulas, so in looking at any given panel survey it is not

always clear if reductions in sample size between waves reflect respondents dropping

out, changes in eligibility, or changes in the sampling design.19 For this research, at-

15 The recent ANES panel, for example varied its content every wave, with only a handful of waves
containing ANES content. Non-ANES waves, called off-panel waves, contained content created
by other groups that purchased space in the survey—this change may produce attrition effects if
respondents are more interested in one wave than another.

16 133 cases were fielded by phone and excluded from this analysis.

17 Whereas the ANES began an incentive experiment during wave 5 of the panel, thus introducing
variation to respondent motivation, as only some respondents were included in this experiment
and at varying levels, the GSS sustained a single incentive structure for all respondents across the
entirety of the panel.

18 This is important because incentive structures have the potential to produce cross-cutting effects.
While incentives can increase initial response rates (Singer, 2002), there is some question as to
whether monetary incentives create an expectation about future payment that could potentially
reduce future cooperation (Martin et al., 2001).

19 This problem is further exacerbated when pooling data across multiple surveys, using data
gathered by different collection modes, or working with surveys in which respondents were permitted
to return after dropping out. The recent ANES panel, for example, allowed respondents who
completed wave 1 to participate in any other wave of the survey, regardless of whether they attrited
at some point previously. In fact, 48% of respondents in the final wave of the 2008 ANES panel
had attrited in a previous wave. Indeed, this is another benefit of using the GSS and also of using
a single dataset for analysis. By only working with the GSS in this research, we are able to more
precisely define and isolate the process of attrition.
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trition is defined as respondents participating in wave 1 but failing to complete wave

2—excluding those who became ineligible because they moved, died, or became in-

stitutionalized. Using this definition, the attrition rate in the 2006 GSS panel was

21% (Smith and Son 2010).20

Results

I first build a basic logit model for attrition in the GSS that includes demographic

measures, survey experience variables, and the key independent variable of interest:

sex congruity.21 The non-demographic variables are: years of interviewer experience,

interviewer sex, respondent cooperation, whether an incentive provided, and sex

congruity of the interviewer and the respondent.22 Table 3.1 reports the average

values of each independent variable used in the model measured at wave 1 for attriters

and non-attriters.23

While these basic differences are consistent with what we know from the litera-

ture, I estimate a logit model of attrition in order to isolate the independent effects

of each variable. The dependent variable is an indicator for whether a wave 1 re-

spondent was eligible but failed to complete wave 2. The results of this logit model

are reported in Table 3.2.

20 Attrition for the full study (waves 1-3) was 33%.

21 I also included a variable for interviewer race and whether the interviewer and respondent were
of the same race. Despite coding these variables in a variety of ways using self-report, ethnicity
measures, and interviewer observations, I found no effect of either measure. No permutation pro-
duced statistically significant effects and excluding these variables did not change the results in any
substantive way, thus these measures were excluded from the final model.

22 The cooperation measure is a 3-point scale of interviewer ratings of respondent cooperation
ranging from -1 to 1. Ratings of “friendly or interested” are coded as a 1, “restless, impatient or
hostile” is a -1, and “cooperative” is coded as a 0. Interviewer sex and interviewer/respondent sex
congruity are indicators, and a measure for years of experience at NORC is included.

23 The measure for education is a numeric scale ranging from 1-5 where 1=No high school diploma,
2=A HS diploma, 3=Some college, 4=A college degree, and 5=A graduate degree. Income is also a
scale ranging from 1-18, corresponding to standard breaks in income categories. All other variables
are indicators and all values were measured at wave 1. Voted in 2004 acts as a proxy for political
interest, which was not asked of the entire sample.
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Table 3.1: 2006-2008 GSS Descriptives, Non-Attriters and Attriters

Non-Attriters Attriters

Age 46 42
Female 0.59 0.56
Non-white 0.25 0.32
Education (1 to 5) 2.90 2.70
Income (1 to 18) 10.52 10.08
Owns Home 0.70 0.60
Employed 0.60 0.64
Number of Children Under 5 0.19 0.22
Lives Alone 0.24 0.31
Foreign Born 0.10 0.20
Voted in 2004 0.75 0.67
Years of Interviewer Experience 3.96 3.5
Female Interviewer 0.80 0.76
Interviewer and Respondent Same Sex 0.57 0.59
Cooperative Respondent 0.81 0.69
Married 0.51 0.44
Incentive Required 0.50 0.53
Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS panel study. All values

represent means, except age, where median is reported.

To help with substantive interpretation of the fully specified models, Table 3.3

contains first differences for all significant variables excluding interviewer sex and sex

congruity, as these measures are further analyzed below.24

Not surprisingly, many of the demographic measures generally found to be pre-

dictive of attrition in previous research are significant here. Education and income

both are both strongly and positively related to attrition propensity.25 Years of ex-

24 First differences are calculated using Zelig (Imai et al., 2006) as the difference between either 0/1
for indicators or first and third quartiles for non-indicators holding other variables at their median
or mode.

25 Interestingly, while being foreign-born is typically considered to be correlated with attrition
outcomes—so much so, in fact, that the GSS includes this variables in the construction of its post-
stratification weights for attrition bias—this variable is not a significant predictor of attrition in
this context, whereas it is when using a wave 3 definition of attrition. The change in this effect
stands to reason: foreign-born generally serves as a proxy for social connectivity, often an indicator
of respondent propensity to move during the survey. Social disconnection and relocation would
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Table 3.2: Logit Model Predicting Attrition

(Intercept) 0.22
(0.49)

Age -0.01
(0.01)

Sex -0.11
(0.21)

Race -0.05
(0.22)

Employment 0.32
(0.21)

Education -0.24 ˚

(0.09)
Income 0.04

(0.03)
Home -0.26

(0.21)
Children Under 5 0.09

(0.16)
Foreign-Born 0.37

(0.33)
Voted in 2004 -0.02

(0.21)
R Lives Alone 0.29

(0.24)
Years of Interviewer Experience -0.07 ˚

(0.03)
Interviewer Sex -0.38

(0.21)
Interviewer and Respondent Same Sex 0.46 ˚

(0.21)
Cooperative Respondent -0.75 ˚

(0.17)
Married -0.40

(0.23)
N 928
AIC 892.58
BIC 1221.23
logL -378.29
Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS panel study. Standard errors in

parentheses. ˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05. Education

ranges from 1-5, income ranges 1-18.
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Table 3.3: First Differences in Likelihood to Attrit

Wave 2

Education -.07
(.00)

Years of Interviewer Experience .05
(.02)

Interviewer and Respondent Same Sex .07
(.03)

Cooperative Respondent 0.16
(.04)

Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS panel study.

Education ranges from 1-5.

perience the interviewer has had with NORC and respondent cooperation at wave 1

also significantly affect attrition in the expected direction.

Turning to sex congruity, the key independent variable, sex congruity is statisti-

cally significant when predicting attrition. The results support my expectation that

sex congruity is positively related to attrition propensity. Because I’m looking at

sex (in)congruity, I explore whether the the identified effect manifests differently for

male vs. female respondents. Thus, I run the same models subset on respondent sex,

and found rather surprising results. Table 3.4 contains results from these models.

Column 1 shows the results for male respondents and column 2 represents female

respondents.

Surprisingly, these results suggest that female respondents are unaffected by sex

congruity. Men’s propensity to attrit, however, is greatly affected by this measure.

likely have a greater affect on attrition as the study goes on longer—e.g. 4 years rather than 2
years. This is an idea that scholars should bear in mind when gathering or working with panel
data, as it is useful for thinking about what correlates are relevant in correcting reducing attrition
in a 6 month longitudinal survey versus a 6 year longitudinal survey, for example. Moreover, it
serves as a reminder that not all forms of attrition, let alone nonresponse, result from the same
process. The way in which scholars define attrition and the particular design of the survey for
which it must be corrected—length, respondent burden, etc.—determines the variables that will
significantly influence it.
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Table 3.4: Attrition Model Subset on Respondent Sex

Male Respondents Female Respondents
(Intercept) 1.06 0.19

(0.63) (0.58)
Age -0.01 -0.01

(0.01) (0.01)
Race 0.14 -0.04

(0.29) (0.26)
Employment -0.68 ˚ 0.23

(0.28) (0.23)
Education -0.02 -0.38 ˚

(0.11) (0.10)
Income 0.04 0.07 ˚

(0.03) (0.03)
Home -0.49 0.19

(0.29) (0.25)
Children Under 5 0.26 -0.03

(0.22) (0.19)
Foreign-Born 0.50 0.80 ˚

(0.45) (0.40)
Voted in 2004 0.32 -0.33

(0.30) (0.25)
R Lives Alone -0.04 0.54

(0.33) (0.30)
Interviewer and Respondent Same Sex -0.63˚ 0.05

(0.28) (0.26)
Years of Interviewer Experience -0.03 -0.08 ˚

(0.03) (0.03)
Cooperative Respondent -0.88 ˚ -0.37

(0.23) (0.23)
Married -0.37 -0.25

(0.31) (0.27)
N 396 517
AIC 483.16 620.97
BIC 722.04 875.85
logL -181.58 -250.49
Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS panel study. Standard errors in

parentheses. ˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05. Education

ranges from 1-5, income ranges 1-18.
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Specifically, men are less likely to attrit when assigned a female interviewer at wave 1

and more likely to attrit when assigned a male interviewer at wave 1. In fact, female

respondents’ attrition propensity is affected by every significant correlate from the

full model except sex congruity. Attrition propensity amongst male respondents,

on the other hand, seems to be affected only by sex congruity, cooperation, and

employment status. This is a rather stunning finding and one not evidenced by

previous attrition research or expected.

Table 3.5: First Differences in Likelihood to Attrite Subset on Sex

Men Women

Employment -.13 –
.06 –

Education – -.15
– (.04)

Income – .12
– (.05)

Foreign Born – .19
– (.09)

Years of Interviewer Experience – .09
– (.03)

Interviewer and Respondent Same Sex .12 -.008
(.06) (.05)

R Cooperation .17 –
(.05) –

Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS Panel.

Education ranges 1-5; Income Ranges 1-18.

Table 3.5 contains first differences for significant variables in the subset mod-

els.26 While sex congruity is not a significant predictor of attrition among female

respondents, I include this first difference for women for comparison.

The first differences reveal sharp contrasts between the the factors that shape

attrition amongst men and women. Whereas sex congruity increases the likelihood

26 First differences in Table 3.5 were calculated using the full model results. As above, all other
variables are held at their median or mode.
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of attrition amongst male respondents by 12%, the effect of this same measure on

women is statistically indistinguishable from 0. The size of the sex congruity ef-

fect amongst male respondents dwarfs the size of every significant effect amongst

women—demographic or otherwise. As noted above, sex congruity is one of only

three significant predictors of attrition amongst men.

There are at least two post-hoc explanations for why this congruity effect emerges

for men, but not for women. First, the conventional wisdom is that female interview-

ers are better than male interviewers because the combination of their interpersonal

style and respondent-held gender stereotypes make them more effective at eliciting

participation and reducing nonresponse (Fowler Jr and Mangione, 1990; Campanelli

and O’Muircheartaigh, 1999; Groves, 2006). Thus, the sex congruity effect may not

be about sex congruity at all but, rather, about the benefits of female interviewers.

However, if this were the case, we should expect to see a reduction in women’s like-

lihood to attrit when paired with female interviewers, but that’s not the case. The

second theory relates to this one, and incorporates the previous research on predis-

positions of male vs. female respondents. All things being equal, male respondents

are less cooperative, less likely to participate in all surveys, and more likely to attrit

in longitudinal surveys than are their female counterparts (Groves and Couper, 1998;

Groves, 2006; Behr et al., 2005). Thus, it may be that because male respondents are

more likely to attrit from the beginning, the positive effects of sex incongruity make

the difference between attriting or returning for wave 2. Whereas, because women

are more likely to participate in wave 2 at the outset, they need less to ensure their

return. Unfortunately, this latter explanation does not disentangle whether these

effects are driven by the benefits of female interviewers or the benefits of heterophily.

Either way, this male phenomenon is new and informative for survey practitioners

and scholars. Indeed, just looking at this result it would be seem logical to suggest

that longitudinal survey designers avoid assigning male interviewers to male respon-
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dents whenever possible, particularly as male respondents tend to be more likely to

attrit and less likely to participate in surveys, in general. However, we have yet to

explore whether sex incongruity, although reducing attrition amongst male respon-

dents, also yields lower quality data. Does the reduction in attrition propensity that

results from sex incongruity come at a price?

Cross-Cutting Effects: Data Collection at the Expense of Data Quality?

The evidence thus far is consistent with my expectation that sex incongruity between

interviewers and respondents, or heterophily, reduces panel attrition. Surprisingly,

however, the results suggest that this is only the case for men. I also hypothesized

that sex heterophily increased social desirability bias on gender sensitive items pro-

ducing a cross-cutting effect on overall data quality and a trade-off for researchers.

To explore this, I turn my analysis to a series of questions about gender equity that

should exhibit such social desirability bias, if my theory is correct.

The 2006 GSS panel study included 5 measures of attitudes toward gender eq-

uity.27 These items measure whether: 1) it is better for a man to work in the

public sphere and for a woman to work tending the home; 2) employers should hire

and promote women; 3) women are not emotionally suited for politics; 4) preschool

children suffer if their mother works; and 5) women should receive preference in

hiring.28 In order to increase variation and validity, I scale these items together to

27 Note, these measures were never asked of the full sample and, as such, the sample sizes for these
analyses are smaller than I would like, ranging from 135-437. However, these are the gender sensitive
items on the GSS with the least missing data. In addition, these measures are most consistent with
the measures used in previous literature on interviewer-induced social desirability bias.

28 Exact wording of these items is as follows: 1) “Now I’m going to read several more statements.
As I read each one, please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree
with it. For example, here is the statement: It is much better for everyone involved if the man is
the achiever outside the home and the woman takes care of the home and family.” 2) “Now I’m
going to read several statements. As I read each one, please tell me whether you strongly agree,
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree. For example, here is the statement:
Because of past discrimination, employers should make special efforts to hire and promote qualified
women.” 3) “Tell me if you agree or disagree with this statement: Most men are better suited
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construct a summary measure for opposition to gender equity, herein referred to as

“anti-woman.”29

I test for bias by computing the difference of means for the anti-woman scale at

wave 1 between several key groups. If sex congruity motivates a reduction in attrition

and produces social desirability bias, non-attriting male respondents with female in-

terviewers should exhibit social desirability bias. First, I subset wave 1 respondents

to include only those who do not attrit. I then separate the resulting wave 1 sample

into 4 groups: 1) Female respondents with female interviewers (FWF); 2) Female

respondents with male interviewers (FWM); 3) Male respondents with female inter-

viewers (MWF); and 4) Male respondents with male interviewers (MWM). I compare

the mean values of the anti-woman scale between relevant groupings of respondents.

Because respondent sex likely has a large effect on attitudes toward gender equity, I

compare the means within respondent sex groups, rather than between. The means

of all groups are presented in Table 3.6 below.

While there is no significant difference in reported attitudes toward gender equity

between the FWF and FWM groups (means of 2.5 and 2.8 respectively), there is a

large difference between the subsets of male respondents. The MWF group has a

mean anti-woman score of 2.9, whereas the MWM group has a mean of 4.2. This

difference is highly significant (p-value=.008) and consistent with my theory that sex

incongruity, while decreasing propensity to attrit amongst male respondents, also

emotionally for politics than are most women.” 4) “Now I’m going to read several more statements.
As I read each one, please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree
with it. For example, here is the statement: A preschool child is likely to suffer if his or her
mother works.” 5) “Some people say that because of past discrimination, women should be given
preference in hiring and promotion. Others say that such preference in hiring and promotion of
women is wrong because it discriminates against men. What about your opinion - are you for or
against preferential hiring and promotion of women?” IF FOR: “Do you favor preference in hiring
and promotion strongly or not strongly?” IF AGAINST: “Do you oppose preference in hiring and
promotion strongly or not strongly?”. Note that items 2 and 5 are quite similar in content and
wording. These items were asked of a different set of respondents and, as such, both were used in
this analysis in order to increase effective subset size.

29 The resulting scale ranges from -2 to 9 with a mean of 2.8.
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Table 3.6: Comparison of Key Group Means, “Anti-Woman” Scale

Male Interviewer Female Interviewer

Male Respondent 4.2 2.9
Female Respondent 2.8 2.5
Note: Wave 1 means for non-attriters in the 2006 GSS.

Anti-woman scale ranges from -2 to 9 with a mean of 2.8.

Difference between bolded means is statistically significant.

increases social desirability bias on gender sensitive items.30 While these results are

supportive of an interpretation that male respondents’ affinity for female interviewers

motivates them to provide biased responses in order to present themselves in a more

positive light, we must consider several alternative explanations for what might be

driving this difference in means.

Analysis: Alternative Hypotheses

The response quality literature supplies us with several other mechanisms that may

be driving this effect. It may be the case that respondents who are assigned female

interviewers and return in wave 2 are just lower-effort respondents and, thus, provide

lower quality responses, in general. Indeed, previous research teaches us that low-

effort respondents often provide low quality data (Krosnick et al., 1996; Krosnick,

1999). These low quality data may take several forms, including: high levels of item

nonresponse; patterns of satisficing and/or straightlining; low correlation between

variables that should logically correlate together; low correlation between waves on

measure that should remain stable over time; acquiescence bias; and/or longer or

shorter interview lengths (Krosnick et al., 1996; Krosnick, 1999; Holbrook et al.,

30 While it is possible that male respondents inflate their anti-woman positions in order to “man up”
in the presence of a male interviewer, rather than exhibiting bias in a sex incongruous context, this
interpretation is inconsistent with all previous literature on gender items and interviewer-induced
social desirability effects.
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2003; Krosnick et al., 1996, 2002).31

I tested the 4 subsets for any of the above-mentioned forms of low quality data

using a variety of statistical techniques and 29 different measures, including: multiple

attitudes toward science; beliefs about morality; racial attitudes; measures of emo-

tional well-being; general demographic items; and wave 2 responses for all. Despite

a variety of tests I found no significant distinctions between the response patterns

across groups, except for the original social desirability findings on gender equity

items. These null results are consistent with the interpretation that the distinct

gender equity response pattern of the MWF group represents cross-cutting affin-

ity effects. Indeed, these findings support that theory that sex incongruity reduces

propensity to attrit amongst males, but also yields social desirability bias on gender

sensitive items.

Certainly, more thorough analyses of this effect with larger samples, more po-

tentially sensitive items, and perhaps experimental data are needed. But the dif-

ferences and similarities in response patterns across these groups provide evidence

that supports H2. And while this finding presents an unfortunate trade-off for survey

researchers, it is consistent with what we know about human behavior and survey

response more broadly. Moreover, it just makes sense: if a respondent is more likely

to stay in a longitudinal survey because of an affinity for their interviewer, they may

also be less likely to be honest with that interviewer if they believe that doing so will

diminish that interviewer’s opinion of them.

31 Satisficing refers to a response pattern wherein respondents choose the first available satisfac-
tory answer, in order to continue with the survey, rather than considering all available answer
categories (Krosnick et al., 1996; Krosnick, 1999; Holbrook et al., 2003; Krosnick et al., 1996, 2002).
Straightlining refers to a respondent choosing the same answer category when a series of similar
items are presented, without considering the specific question stem or scale/response categories for
each item in order to speed through the survey(Krosnick et al., 1996). Acquiescence bias describes
respondents over-agreeing or inflating affirmative responses, often because of a desire to please
(Cronbach, 1946; Olson and Bilgen, 2011).
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Discussion

The patterns demonstrated above are consistent with the proposed theories and

hypotheses: sex incongruity reduces propensity to attrit, at least amongst men, but

also yields social desirability effects on gender sensitive items. Further, the size

and strength of these effects is staggering and was unexpected. It seems that, in

this study, sex congruity is one of only three predictors of attrition amongst men,

suggesting that the attrition process may work quite differently amongst male and

female respondents. Of course, this research is only one study using a single dataset

and a limited sample size. Further research is needed to determine whether this effect

is simply an anomaly. That said, it is consistent with the work of Webster (1996),

the interviewer effects literature, and broader social theories of human interaction.

These findings may inform future survey design, attrition correction, and research

on survey methodology.

In addition, while the effects above are consistent with the interpretation that

interviewer affinity drives attrition and social desirability effects, there remain many

open questions about this pattern. Most strikingly, why the attrition effects only

emerge amongst male respondents. Although I’ve laid out two potential explana-

tions above, more research with larger sample sizes and more paradata is needed to

replicate these results and understand them more deeply.32

Future research endeavors should also consider whether other substantive mea-

sures exhibit social desirability bias, and whether survey mode matters here.33 In

terms of mode, do these effects extend beyond a face-to-face context? For instance,

do the same patterns appear in the context of a telephone survey when a respondent

32 Collecting more interviewer characteristic and survey experience data should be a priority for
future research endeavors.

33 Again, this study was limited by the measures available in the GSS, but one might assume there
are many gender sensitive items that could be affected. Because of limited panel data, as noted
above, experimental work could be very useful here.
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can only hear an interviewer? Are there ways in which the homophily and heterophily

logic outlined here manifest in a web or IVR survey? Additionally, would social de-

sirability bias also manifest in different modal contexts or would the anonymity of

these other modes mitigate against it?

Conclusion and Lessons for Practitioners

Placing this study within the broader literature on attrition and the survey experi-

ence, one conclusion is increasingly clear: data collection from human beings is not a

black box. Rather, it is as contingent, emotional, and nuanced as human beings are

themselves. Like most people in everyday conversation, respondents are more likely

to participate in a survey and to answer questions honestly when they feel engaged

and comfortable in an enjoyable survey process. However, the particular factors that

create this enjoyment will change depending on context and, in some cases, may

conflict with one another. Public opinion scholars may either ignore this or use it to

their advantage.

The idea of the survey interview as a dynamic interaction suggests other strategies

for attrition reduction. Survey designers should consider the specific aspects of their

survey that may enhance or diminish the respondents’ experience at wave 1. In

addition, correction for panel attrition should make use of measures beyond basic

demographic variables. Indeed, both static a priori factors and dynamic aspects

of the survey experience inform a respondent’s decision about whether to continue

participating. Interviewer and respondent sex congruity is one example of this, and

an important one. However, the particularities of the dataset used and the research

question posed will determine which attrition predictors are relevant (remember that

attrition correction is only as good as the measures chosen to explain it).

The biggest takeaway from this study is that best practices for survey design

are not “one size fits all.” Practitioners and public opinion scholars need to inform
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longitudinal design by the content of the study itself and their research goals and

priorities. In thinking about the cross-cutting effects suggested by this research,

if a particular study lacks items that may be sensitive to identity-triggered social

desirability bias, for instance, then the results from this study suggest that female

interviewers be assigned to all male respondents. At the same time, however, if the

survey contains potentially sensitive questions that may trigger bias, depending on

the interviewer-respondent identity match-up, then designers must weight the trade-

offs and competing priorities, considering whether attrition bias or social desirability

bias is more detrimental to their specific research goals. And this suggestion to

design studies in a way that considers both the survey content and research goals—

rather than by rote or standardized best practices—leads to a broader point about

the conceptualization and study of attrition, itself.

The decision to continue participating in a longitudinal study is an active and

ongoing one, rather than a static respondent predisposition based on age, race, class,

etc. It is directly affected by the survey experience. Moreover, the processes that

drive attrition are connected to those that motivate other patterns of response. I

have illustrated this connection by arguing that male respondents have an affinity for

female interviewers that results in decreased propensity to attrit but also diminishes

data quality in a sex heterophilious environment. As the field begins to deal with

increased nonresponse and prevalent collection and use of panel data, thinking of

panel participants as human beings with human emotions and motivations will be

useful in preventing and addressing attrition bias.
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Appendix A

Appendix A: Masculinity, Femininity, and Political
Candidacy

BSRI

“Please rate how well each of the following characteristics describes you. Thinking

about yourself, rate each trait from 1 (Never or almost never true) to 7 (Always or

almost always true).”

Defend my own beliefs (masculine)

Affectionate (feminine)

Conscientious (neutral)

Sympathetic (feminine)

Moody (neutral)

Assertive (masculine)

Sensitive to needs of others (feminine)

Reliable (neutral)

Strong Personality (masculine)

Understanding (feminine)
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Jealous (neutral)

Forceful (masculine)

Compassionate (feminine)

Truthful (neutral)

Have leadership abilities (masculine)

Eager to soothe hurt feelings (feminine)

Secretive (neutral)

Willing to take risks (masculine)

Warm (feminine)

Adaptable (neutral)

Dominant (masculine)

Tender (feminine)

Conceited (neutral)

Willing to Take a Stand (masculine)

Love children (feminine)

Aggressive (masculine)

Gentle (feminine)

Conventional (neutral)
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Candidate Confidence Baseline Models

Table A.1: Candidate Confidence Baseline Models

Full Sample Women Men
(Intercept) 0.59 ˚ -0.53 1.08 ˚

(0.29) (0.33) (0.45)
Female -0.70 ˚

(0.10)
Age -0.01 -0.01 ˚ -0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
Education (1-5) 0.23 ˚ 0.22 ˚ 0.25 ˚

(0.05) (0.06) (0.09)
Black -0.00 0.21 -0.25

(0.16) (0.20) (0.25)
Latino 0.36 ˚ 0.18 0.62 ˚

(0.16) (0.19) (0.28)
Republican -0.10 -0.09 -0.16

(0.11) (0.13) (0.17)
Employed 0.03 0.10 -0.16

(0.11) (0.13) (0.18)
Income (1-15) 0.02 0.02 0.02

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Political Interest (1-4) 0.46 ˚ 0.65 ˚ 0.28 ˚

(0.07) (0.09) (0.11)
N 647 331 316
R2 0.19 0.23 0.09
adj. R2 0.18 0.21 0.06
Resid. sd 1.24 1.08 1.38
Note: Data from 2012 CCES. Analysis restricted to 732 respondents who

completed both the pre and post wave interviews. Candidate Confidence

measured using a 1´ 5 scale. Standard errors in parentheses. ˚ indicates

significance at p ă 0.05.
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Appendix B

Appendix B: Romance, Sexual Attraction, and
Political Ambition
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Table B.1: Willingness to Disclose Age and TV Habits at First Meeting (Women)

Volunteer Age Volunteer Job
(Intercept) 1.23 -0.34

(0.97) (0.91)
City Council Condition 0.04 -0.17

(0.33) (0.31)
Congress Condition -0.21 -0.38

(0.34) (0.33)
Education 0.04 0.03

(0.11) (0.10)
White -0.08 -0.34

(0.32) (0.31)
Straight 0.12 0.25

(0.42) (0.40)
Income -0.16 -0.01

(0.11) (0.11)
Republican 0.76 -0.21

(0.46) (0.39)
Age -0.01 0.02

(0.01) (0.01)
N 252 252
AIC 333.56 359.52
BIC 460.62 486.58
logL -130.78 -143.76
Standard errors in parentheses
˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05

Note: Data from 2015 opt-in Mturk sample.
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Table B.2: Willingness to Disclose Age and TV Habits at First Meeting (Men)

Volunteer Age Volunteer TV
(Intercept) 0.47 -0.01

(0.90) (0.88)
City Council Condition 0.29 0.22

(0.27) (0.26)
Congress Condition -0.20 -0.07

(0.25) (0.24)
Education 0.16 ˚ 0.02

(0.08) (0.08)
White 0.08 0.08

(0.24) (0.23)
Straight -0.38 0.31

(0.53) (0.50)
Income -0.07 -0.05

(0.08) (0.08)
Republican -0.10 0.16

(0.32) (0.32)
Age -0.01 -0.00

(0.01) (0.01)
N 388 388
AIC 536.08 548.02
BIC 678.68 690.62
logL -232.04 -238.01
Standard errors in parentheses
˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05

Note: Data from 2015 opt-in Mturk sample.
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Survey Instrument 1

Mturk Study Description

Description: Take a Brief Survey Measuring Social Behaviors

Instructions: This task requires completing a brief questionnaire designed to gauge a

variety of social attitudes and behaviors. The questionnaire should take about 10-15

minutes to complete. Your answers are entirely confidential and anonymous.

To proceed, please:

1. Click on the link provided below. This will direct you to a secure, confidential,

and entirely anonymous external site.

2. Upon completing the survey, please return here and enter the word ?complete?

in the text box provided.

You work will be rejected if you take less than 8 minutes to complete the survey, so

please take your time and answer each question to the best of your ability.

Reward: 1.00

Time Allotted: 60 minutes

Qualifications Required: Location is in the US

HIT approval rate (%) is not less than 95

Must be at least 18 years of age to participate

Consent screen:

Thank you for your interest in this research. Please read the following information.

Title of Research Study: Social Behavior Study

Investigators: XXX
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Reasons for the Study: This study seeks to understand how people act in different

social settings. What you will be asked to do: If you consent to take party of this

study, you will complete a short survey. This questionnaire will take approximately

10-15 minutes to complete. You may stop taking the survey at any time during the

process with no negative consequences. Please be advised that the questions on this

survey cover a great variety of topics, including relationships, political interests, and

basic demographic information.

You may also skip over any questions or sections that you do not feel comfortable

answering. Rights: The decision of whether or not to participate in any portion of

this study is completely up to you. You are free to withdraw from the study at any

time.

Compensation: If you choose to participate in this study, you will receive $1.00 for

10-15 minutes of participation. You may choose to skip any question, but to receive

compensation you must complete the study by reaching the final survey page.

Confidentiality: Your responses to all survey questions are completely confidential

and anonymous. IRB: If you have any concerns about your rights as a participant

in this study, you may contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Committee (In-

stitutional Review Board) at 919-684-3030 or ors- info@duke.edu. Please reference

IRB Study #NUMBERHERE in your communication with the IRB, and you may

contact them anonymously if you wish.

Questions and Additional Information: If you have any questions about this research,

you may contact XXX at any time.
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By clicking on the NEXT button and completing this survey, I give my consent to

participate in this study.

Q In this survey, we will ask you to read a hypothetical situation and then answer

several questions. The last section will ask for some limited demographic information

about you. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Q Hypothetical situation: Imagine you are in your mid-thirties and an employee

at the State Board of Tourism (Elected Member of City Council AND/OR Elected

Member of US Congress). You’re visiting a friend in a nearby city for the weekend.

You are single, at a bar, and talking to someone you are potentially interested in

dating. You have never met this person, and it is clear that they are unaware of

what you do for a living.

Q If not asked directly, do you volunteer information about your age during the first

bar conversation?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Q Please explain your answer. (Use your own words.)

Q What about your TV-watching habits – if not asked directly, do you volunteer

this information during the first bar conversation?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Q Please explain your answer. (Use your own words)
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Q What about your job – if not asked directly, do you volunteer information about

what your job is during this first conversation?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Q Please explain your answer. (Use your own words)

Q The first conversation goes well. You end up going on several dates with this

person. On which date do you think you will volunteer information about your TV-

watching habits?

1st date (1)

After a few dates (2)

Once I feel comfortable (3) Hold off as long as possible (4)

Q If your potential date asks about your TV-watching habits during this first con-

versation at the bar, what do you say?

Tell a white lie (1)

Change the subject/avoid answering (2)

Say as little as possible without telling a lie (3)

Give complete and honest answers to anything they ask, including details about what

I watch and when (4)

Q Please explain your answer.

Q On which date do you think you will volunteer information about what you do for

a living?

1st date (1)
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After a few dates (2)

Once I feel comfortable (3)

Hold off as long as possible (4)

Q If your potential date asks you what you do for a living during this first conversa-

tion at the bar, what do you say?

Tell a white lie (1)

Change the subject/avoid answering (2)

Say as little as possible without telling a lie (3)

Give complete and honest answers to anything they ask, including details of my day-

to-day work. (4)

Q Please explain your answer.

Q On which date do you think you will volunteer information about your age? 1st

date (1)

After a few dates (2)

Once I feel comfortable (3)

Hold off as long as possible (4)

Q If your potential date asks about your age during this first conversation at the

bar, what do you say?

Tell a white lie (1)

Change the subject/avoid answering (2)

Say as little as possible without telling a lie (3)

Give complete and honest answers to anything they ask. (4)
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Q Please explain your answer.

Q Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she will view your TV-

watching habits or choices?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Answer If Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she wil... Yes Is Se-

lected Q What are you concerned about? Why?

Answer If Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she wil... No Is Se-

lected Q Why not?

Q Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she will view your occupation?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Answer If Yes Is Selected

Q What are you concerned about? Why?

Answer If No Is Selected Q Why not?

Q Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she will view your age?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Answer If Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she wil... Yes Is Se-
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lected Q What are you concerned about? Why?

Answer If Generally speaking, are you concerned with how he/she wil... No Is Se-

lected Q Why not?

Q Please tell us a little bit more about yourself.

Q What is your level of education?

8th grade graduate (1)

Attended some high school but did not graduate (2)

Graduated from high school (3)

Attended some college but did not graduate (4)

Graduated from college with an Associate’s Degree (5)

Graduated from college with a BA or BS degree (6)

Attended a post-graduate program (Master’s or higher) but did not graduate (7)

Attained a Master’s degree or other professional degree (MA, MS, JD, MBA, MPP,

MPA, PhD, or other) (8)

Q14 What is your sex?

Female (1)

Male (2)

Q15 In what year were you born? (please type the 4-digit year only)

Q16 Which best represents your race?

African American or Black (1)

Asian American or Asian (including Southeast Asian) (2)
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Caucasian or White/Anglo (not including Hispanic) (3)

Hispanic (4)

Native American (5)

Other race (please specify) (6)

Q Which best represents your PERSONAL income last year?

$25,000 or less (1)

More than $25,000 but less than $50,000 (2)

More than $50,000 but less than $75,000 (3)

More than $75,000 but less than $100,000 (4)

More than $100,000 but less than $150,000 (5)

More than $150,000 but less than $200,000 (6)

$200,000 or above (7)

Q Would you consider yourself a religious person? Yes, very religious (1)

Yes, somewhat religious (2)

Yes, a little religious (3)

No, not religious (4)

Answer If Would you consider yourself a religious person? No, not religious Is Not

Selected Q How often do you attend religious services?

Never (1)

Less than Once a Month (2)

Once a Month (3)

2-3 Times a Month (4)

Once a Week (5)

2-3 Times a Week (6)
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Daily (7)

Answer If Would you consider yourself a religious person? No, not religious Is Not

Selected Q Which best describes your religion/denomination?

Protestant Christian (1)

Evangelical Christian (2)

Catholic (3)

Mormon (4)

Jewish (5)

Muslim (6)

Buddhist (7)

Hindu (8)

Other (please specify) (9)

Q Which best describes your sexual orientation?

Straight/heterosexual (1)

Gay/lesbian/homosexual (2)

Other (bisexual, queer, or other) (3)

Q Which best describes your political party affiliation? Democrat (1)

Republican (2)

Independent (3)

Other (4)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Democrat Is Selected

Q Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not so strong Democrat?

Strong Democrat (1)
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Not so strong Democrat (2)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Republican Is Se-

lected Q Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not so strong Republican?

Strong Republican (1)

Not so strong Republican (2)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Independent Is Se-

lected Q Which party are you closer to?

Democrats (1)

Republicans (2)

Neither party (3)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Other Is Selected Q

Please specify.

Other party: (1)

Q Which best describes your political ideology?

Very conservative (1)

Somewhat conservative (2)

Neither conservative nor liberal (3)

Somewhat liberal (4)

Very liberal (5)

CLOSE-OUT SCREEN:

Thanks for taking the time to complete this survey! Click on ”Submit” and then

your survey completion code will appear. Enter this code back in the M-Turk HIT
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to get paid.
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Survey Instrument 2

Thank you for your interest in this research. Please read the following information.

Title of Research Study: Social Behavior Study

Investigators: XXX

Reasons for the Study: This study seeks to understand how people act in different

social settings.

What you will be asked to do: If you consent to take part in this study, you will be

asked to read a hypothetical situation and complete a short survey based on what

you’ve read. This questionnaire will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.

You may stop taking the survey at any time during the process with no negative

consequences. Please be advised that the questions on this survey cover a variety

of topics, including relationships, political interests, and basic demographic infor-

mation. You may also skip over any questions or sections that you do not feel

comfortable answering.

Rights: The decision of whether or not to participate in any portion of this study is

completely up to you. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time.

Compensation: If you choose to participate in this study, you will receive $0.75 for

10-15 minutes of participation. You may choose to skip any question, but to receive

compensation you must complete the study by reaching the final survey page.

Confidentiality: Your responses to all survey questions are completely confidential,

though we may ask you for your PSRP number so that we can make sure you get
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proper credit for fulfilling the research requirement. However, no one on the research

team will ever be able to match your PSRP with you name. Your PSRP number will

be used to give you your credits in the PSRP system once you have completed the

study. Once the semester is over, we will delete all PSRP numbers from the data, so

your answers will be anonymous.

IRB: If you have any concerns about your rights as a participant in this study, you

may contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Committee (Institutional Review

Board) at 919-684-3030 or ors- info@duke.edu. Please reference IRB Study B0873 in

your communication with the IRB, and you may contact them anonymously if you

wish.

Questions and Additional Information: If you have any questions about this research,

you may contact XXX at any time.

By clicking on the NEXT button and completing this survey, I give my consent to

participate in this study.

In this survey, you will view six online dating profiles and be asked some follow-up

questions. Please be as honest as possible when answering these questions. The final

section will ask for some limited demographic information about you. Thank you for

taking the time to complete this survey.

Q1. Of the following two online dating profiles, which do you think would be more

attractive to a potential mate? (Laura or Ashley)

Name: Laura Johnson
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Occupation: Congresswoman/Lawyer

Age: 36

Name: Ashley Williams

Occupation: Lawyer/Congresswoman

Age: 37

Q2. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q3. Of these two profiles, who do you think would get the most dates? (Laura or

Ashley)

Q4. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q5. Of the following two online dating profiles, which do you think would be more

attractive to a potential mate? (Sheryl or Shirley)

Name: Sheryl Smith

Occupation: Doctor/State Senator

Age: 35

Name: Shirley Jackson

Occupation: State Senator/Doctor

Age: 36

Q6. Why? (open-ended response box)
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Q7. Of these two profiles, who do you think would get the most dates? (Sheryl or

Shirley)

Q8: Why? (open-ended response box)

Q9. Of the following two online dating profiles, which do you think would be more

attractive to a potential mate? (Jeff or Michael)

Name: Jeff Davis

Occupation: Congressman /Lawyer

Age: 38

Name: Michael Jones

Occupation: Lawyer/Congressman

Age: 37

Q10. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q11. Of these two profiles, who do you think would get the most dates? (Jeff or

Michael)

Q12. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q13. Of the following two online dating profiles, which do you think would be more

attractive to a potential mate? (Keith or Chris)

Name: Keith Anderson

109



Occupation: Doctor/State Senator

Age: 37

Name: Chris Harris

Occupation: State Senator/ Doctor

Age: 36

Q14. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q15. Of these two profiles, who do you think would get the most dates? (Keith or

Chris)

Q16. Why? (open-ended response box)

Q12 Thank you for your responses. Finally, please tell us a little bit more about

yourself.

Q13 What is your level of education?

8th grade graduate (1)

Attended some high school but did not graduate (2)

Graduated from high school (3)

Attended some college but did not graduate (4)

Graduated from college with an Associate’s Degree (5)

Graduated from college with a BA or BS degree (6)

Attended a post-graduate program (Master’s or higher) but did not graduate (7)

Attained a Master’s degree or other professional degree (MA, MS, JD, MBA, MPP,

MPA, PhD, or other) (8)
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Q14 What is your sex?

Female (1)

Male (2)

Q16 Which best represents your race?

African American or Black (1)

Asian American or Asian (including Southeast Asian) (2)

Caucasian or White/Anglo (not including Hispanic) (3)

Hispanic (4)

Native American (5)

Other race (please specify) (6)

Q Which best represents your PERSONAL income last year?

$25,000 or less (1)

More than $25,000 but less than $50,000 (2)

More than $50,000 but less than $75,000 (3)

More than $75,000 but less than $100,000 (4)

More than $100,000 but less than $150,000 (5)

More than $150,000 but less than $200,000 (6)

$200,000 or above (7)

Q Which best represents your HOUSEHOLD income last year? $25,000 or less (1)

More than $25,000 but less than $50,000 (2)

More than $50,000 but less than $75,000 (3)

More than $75,000 but less than $100,000 (4) More than $100,000 but less than

$150,000 (5)

111



More than $150,000 but less than $200,000 (6)

$200,000 or above (7)

Q Would you consider yourself a religious person? Yes, very religious (1)

Yes, somewhat religious (2)

Yes, a little religious (3)

No, not religious (4)

Answer If Would you consider yourself a religious person? No, not religious Is Not

Selected Q How often do you attend religious services?

Never (1)

Less than Once a Month (2)

Once a Month (3)

2-3 Times a Month (4)

Once a Week (5)

2-3 Times a Week (6)

Daily (7)

Answer If Would you consider yourself a religious person? No, not religious Is Not

Selected Q Which best describes your religion/denomination?

Protestant Christian (1)

Evangelical Christian (2)

Catholic (3)

Mormon (4)

Jewish (5)

Muslim (6)

Buddhist (7)
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Hindu (8)

Other (please specify) (9)

Q Which best describes your political party affiliation? Democrat (1)

Republican (2)

Independent (3)

Other (4)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Democrat Is Selected

Q Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not so strong Democrat?

Strong Democrat (1)

Not so strong Democrat (2)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Republican Is Se-

lected Q Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not so strong Republican?

Strong Republican (1)

Not so strong Republican (2)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Independent Is Se-

lected Q Which party are you closer to?

Democrats (1)

Republicans (2)

Neither party (3)

Answer If Which best describes your political party affiliation? Other Is Selected

Q Please specify.

Other party: (1)
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Q Which best describes your political ideology?

Very conservative (1)

Somewhat conservative (2)

Neither conservative nor liberal (3)

Somewhat liberal (4)

Very liberal (5)

CLOSE-OUT SCREEN:

Thanks for taking the time to complete this survey! Click on ”Submit” and then

your survey completion code will appear. Enter this code back in the M-Turk HIT

to get paid.
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Appendix C

Appendix C: The Tradeoffs of Matching
Interviewer and Respondent Characteristics in

Longitudinal Surveys
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Table C.1: Logit Model of Attrition in GSS Changing the Definition of Attrition

Wave 2 Wave 3
(Intercept) 0.22 0.52

(0.49) (0.43)
Age -0.01 -0.01

(0.01) (0.01)
Sex -0.11 0.07

(0.21) (0.19)
Race -0.05 0.03

(0.22) (0.19)
Employment 0.32 -0.08

(0.21) (0.18)
Education -0.24 ˚ -0.22 ˚

(0.09) (0.07)
Income 0.04 0.05 ˚

(0.03) (0.02)
Home -0.26 -0.09

(0.21) (0.19)
Children Under 5 0.09 0.04

(0.16) (0.14)
Foreign-Born 0.37 0.63 ˚

(0.33) (0.29)
Voted in 2004 -0.02 -0.04

(0.21) (0.18)
R Lives Alone 0.29 0.30

(0.24) (0.22)
Interviewer Experience -0.07 ˚ -0.05 ˚

(0.03) (0.02)
Interviewer Sex -0.38 -0.30

(0.21) (0.19)
Sex Congrutiy 0.46 ˚ 0.21

(0.21) (0.18)
Cooperation -0.75 ˚ -0.62 ˚

(0.17) (0.16)
Marital Status -0.40 -0.27

(0.23) (0.20)
N 928 913
AIC 892.58 1103.96
BIC 1221.23 1431.50
logL -378.29 -483.98
Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS panel study. Standard errors in

parentheses. ˚ indicates significance at p ă 0.05. Education

ranges from 1-5, income ranges 1-18.
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Table C.2: First Differences in Likelihood to attrit Changing the Definition of Attri-
tion

Wave 2 Wave 3

Education -.07 -.09
(.00) (.03)

Income – .08
– (.03)

Foreign Born – .15
– (.07)

Interviewer Experience .05 .07
(.02) (.02)

Sex Congruity .07 –
(.03) –

R Cooperation 0.16 .15
(.04) (.04)

Note: Data from the 2006-2008 GSS Panel.

Education ranges 1-5; Income Ranges 1-18.
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