






ONLINE APPENDIX FOR

“Job Talk: Candidate Gender and Presentation of Prior Experience in Television Ads in the US”
Politics & Gender



2


Eric Hansen[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Corresponding author.] 

Associate Professor
Loyola University Chicago
ehansen4@luc.edu




Connor Mautner
Ph.D. Student
Loyola University Chicago
cmautner@luc.edu





Table of Contents
Section A: Coding for Experience	3
Subsection A.1: Political Experience	3
Subsection A.2: Work Experience	5
Section B: Descriptive Statistics and Main Results	8
Section C: Partisan Differences	11
Section D: Competitive Campaign Dynamics	15
Section E: Distinguishing Levels of Political Experience	18
References	21




[bookmark: _Toc171169950]Section A: Coding for Experience

	Two coders watched the political ads in their original video format. They were asked to decide whether each ad mentioned the sponsor’s Political Experience (1 = yes, 0 = no) and Work Experience (1 = yes, 0 = no). 
[bookmark: _Toc171169951]Subsection A.1: Political Experience

For Political Experience, the overarching question coders asked themselves was, did the ad provide information that allows me to deduce the candidate is a current or former elected officeholder? Coders looked for any ad that either explicitly stated or logically implied elected political experience. The ad could imply experience even if it was conveyed through text on the screen, rather than a speaker in the ad conveying the information. The following examples illustrate, but do not exhaust, the possibilities that coders could look for:
· The ad names an office that the candidate currently holds (e.g. “As your State Senator…”)
· The ad refers to a candidate’s prior experience in an elected position (e.g. “When [candidate] served on the ______ City Council…”)
· The ad refers to an action that a candidate could only have taken as an elected official (e.g. “[candidate] voted to lower taxes” or “I sponsored a bill that would…”)
· The ad states that the candidate is running for reelection
Coders were also instructed not to include ads that explicitly stated or logically implied that candidates had taken part in some political activity if the activity could be completed outside of elected office. Some negative examples of ads not coded as indicating political experience are:
· The ad states that the candidate has taken some vague action on a political issue and that action could be taken as either an elected official or a private citizen (e.g. “I’ve fought for the rights of unborn children.”)
· The ad states that the candidate worked in an unelected position in government.
In Table A1, we provide several examples of ads in the data set to illustrate to readers how coders approached their task. 
Table A1: Examples of Ads Coded for Political Experience
	Candidate
	Quote/Text from Ad
	Value for Political Experience
	Reasoning

	Johnny Ford (Alabama House)
	“Hello 82nd District, this is Mayor Johnny Ford, former mayor of Tuskegee, Alabama and Alabama State Representative.”
	1
	Explicit statement of elected office.

	Larry Moliterno (Ohio House)
	“Larry was kind of the, uh, creator of our business plan in how we run Boardman Township and I’m proud to say Boardman Township’s run pretty good the last eight years.” [On-screen text identifies speaker as Brad Calhoun, Boardman Township Trustee]
	1
	Statement implies that candidate served alongside the speaker as a Boardman Township Trustee, an elected position.

	Joyce Krawiec (North Carolina Senate)
	“Joyce Krawiec cut taxes to help families and small businesses keep more of their hard-earned money.”
	1
	Statement implies that candidate made a policy choice that only an elected official could make.

	Melissa Hurtado (California Senate)
	“As a healthcare advocate, Melissa works to help more families get healthcare they can afford.” 
	0
	This type of political advocacy does not necessarily imply the candidate is an elected official. Private citizens can work as healthcare advocates. [Note: this candidate is a prior officeholder in reality.]


 
	In Table A2, we present the intercoder reliability for the initial coding of ads. As noted below, one of the two coders did not review about 8% of the ads in the initial round of review. 
Table A2: Tabulation of Initial Round of Coding
	
	
	R2’s Assigned Value
	

	
	Political Experience
	0
	1
	Total

	

R1’s Assigned Value
	0
	553
(76.17%)
	13
(4.09%)
	566
(54.21%)

	
	1
	121
(16.67%)
	269
(84.59%)
	390
(37.36%)

	
	Did not review
	52
(7.16%)
	36
(11.32%)
	88
(8.43%)

	
	Total
	726
(100%)
	318
(100%)
	1044
(100%)



Agreement between coders was 78.7%, yielding a Cohen’s kappa of 0.58. This indicates fair reliability. The coders jointly reviewed all ads on which they disagreed and made a final coding decision. All ads left uncoded in the initial round were reviewed by both coders in the final round of coding.
[bookmark: _Toc171169952]Subsection A.2: Work Experience

For Work Experience, coders were instructed to enter a 1 if the ad disclosed the candidate’s occupational background and a 0 if it did not. The ad did not need to say a specific job title, but it did need to make clear the type of work that candidate engaged in. The following examples illustrate, but do not exhaust, the possibilities that coders could look for:
· The ad gives a specific job title to the candidate (e.g. small business owner, welder)
· The ad describes a candidate’s place of employment (e.g. a law firm)
· The ad describes a candidate’s industry (e.g. healthcare)
· The ad describes the nature of the candidate’s work or job in a way that makes the job identifiable
Table A3: Examples of Ads Coded for Work Experience
	Candidate
	Quote/Text from Ad
	Value for Work Experience
	Reasoning

	Jene Huffman-Gilreath   (Arkansas House)
	“I worked in Washington D.C. for a US Senator and spent many years as the vice president of a regional bank.”
	1
	Explicit statement of candidate’s occupation

	Randy Keith (Illinois House)
	“Randy solves problems. No drama. Worked in a factory for 40 years.”
	1
	Describes candidate’s place of employment

	Jon Plumer (Wisconsin Assembly)
	“I drove a sales route for 30 years, so I know a strong Wisconsin starts with good infrastructure.” 
	1
	Describes the nature of the candidate’s work in a way that makes the job identifiable

	Larry Stutts (Alabama Senate)
	“Dr. Larry Stutts” appears in campaign logo on screen
	0
	Gives candidate’s title, but ad gives no other information about the nature of his work.

	Laura Ellman (Illinois Senate)
	“In my work, I use facts and data to solve problems.”
	0
	Describes the nature of the candidate’s work, but the job is not identifiable. (Lots of jobs require workers to use facts and data.)



Coders were instructed not to include jobs that do not pay wages (e.g. volunteer positions or charitable work) and not to include terms that were vague enough as to not necessarily indicate paid work. For example, describing a candidate as an “advocate” for some issue could indicate a paid job, but it could also indicate an interest in an issue that the candidate pursued on a volunteer basis. Table A3 provide several examples of ads in the data set to illustrate the coding further. 

Table A4: Tabulation of Initial Round of Coding
	
	
	R2’s Assigned Value
	

	
	Work Experience
	0
	1
	Total

	

R1’s Assigned Value
	0
	682
(88%)
	33
(12.27%)
	715
(68.49%)

	
	1
	60
(7.74%)
	232
(86.25%)
	292
(27.97%)

	
	Did not review
	33
(4.26%)
	4
(1.49%)
	37
(3.54%)

	
	Total
	775
(100%)
	269
(100%)
	1044
(100%)



In Table A4, we present the intercoder reliability for the initial coding of ads. As noted below, one of the two coders did not review about 4% of the ads in the initial round of review. Agreement between coders was 87.6%, yielding a Cohen’s kappa of 0.70. This indicates good reliability. The coders jointly reviewed all ads on which they disagreed and made a final coding decision. All ads left uncoded in the initial round were reviewed by both coders in the final round of coding.
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[bookmark: _Ref100862840]Table B1: Descriptive Statistics
	Variable Name
	Mean
	Min
	Max
	Std. Dev.

	Political Experience
	0.37
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Work Experience
	0.24
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Woman
	0.29
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Incumbent
	0.41
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Prior Office
	0.60
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Democrat
	0.43
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	White
	0.87
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	7.67
	0
	111.57
	11.02

	
	
	
	
	

	Ad Length (in seconds)
	28.90
	10
	60
	5.72

	
	
	
	
	

	Promotional Ad
	0.50
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	0.40
	0
	14
	0.79

	
	
	
	
	

	Ad Volume
	2.26
	1
	20
	2.14

	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Election = General
	0.66
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Election = Primary
	0.28
	0
	1
	--

	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Election = Special
	0.06
	0
	1
	--
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	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Political Experience
	DV: Work Experience

	
	
	

	Woman Sponsor
	-0.75*
	-0.20

	
	(0.33)
	(0.30)

	Incumbent
	1.44*
	-0.83*

	
	(0.28)
	(0.39)

	Democrat
	0.12
	0.23

	
	(0.33)
	(0.30)

	White
	-0.41
	0.99*

	
	(0.47)
	(0.43)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.02
	-0.00

	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Ad Length
	0.04
	0.03

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Promotional Ad
	1.22*
	1.53*

	
	(0.27)
	(0.30)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	-0.09
	-0.14

	
	(0.16)
	(0.13)

	Ad Volume
	-0.05
	0.00

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Type of Election = Primary
	-0.22
	-0.30

	
	(0.33)
	(0.30)

	Type of Election = Special or Runoff
	-2.31*
	-0.87

	
	(0.66)
	(0.57)

	Prior Office
	
	-1.07*

	
	
	(0.36)

	Constant
	-1.05
	-3.28*

	
	(0.87)
	(0.86)

	
	
	

	Observations
	613
	1,013

	Number of groups
	294
	510

	Candidate RE
	Yes
	Yes


Table B2: Candidate Gender and Presentation of Experience in TV Ads
Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05


Table B3: Presentation of Work Experience by Candidate’s Political Experience
	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	Politically Experienced
	Politically Inexperienced

	
	
	

	Woman Sponsor
	-0.30
	-0.23

	
	(0.42)
	(0.46)

	Incumbent
	-0.72*
	--

	
	(0.36)
	

	Democrat
	0.06
	0.29

	
	(0.41)
	(0.52)

	White
	0.39
	1.57*

	
	(0.54)
	(0.70)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.01
	-0.00

	
	(0.01)
	(0.02)

	Ad Length
	0.03
	0.03

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Promotional Ad
	1.21*
	1.96*

	
	(0.36)
	(0.58)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	-0.20
	-0.08

	
	(0.18)
	(0.17)

	Ad Volume
	0.02
	-0.03

	
	(0.05)
	(0.10)

	Type of Election = Primary
	-0.19
	-0.51

	
	(0.37)
	(0.58)

	Type of Election = Special or Runoff
	-0.33
	-1.47

	
	(0.66)
	(0.97)

	Constant
	-3.45*
	-3.93*

	
	(1.21)
	(1.25)

	
	
	

	Observations
	613
	400

	Number of groups
	294
	217

	Candidate RE
	Yes
	Yes


Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05






[bookmark: _Toc171169954]Section C: Partisan Differences

In this section, we turn to an exploratory analysis of whether partisan differences might manifest in how ads present their sponsoring candidates’ experiences. Candidates from different parties differ systematically in the types of issues and traits they present to voters (Hayes 2005; Petrocik 1996). Voters have come to stereotype the Democratic Party as more associated with female traits and issues and the Republican Party as more associated with male traits and issues (Winter 2010). However, party stereotypes are more salient to voters in the context of a political campaign than gender stereotypes (Hayes 2011). As a result, we might expect women candidates in each party to present their gender differently to appeal to different audiences among voters. Though we control for the party affiliation of ad sponsors above, it may be more appropriate to model mentions of experience separately by the party of sponsoring candidates, given the potential for different data-generating processes driving the results in each party. 
First, we compare women’s ads and men’s ads within each party. In Table C1, we present results from the models in the main results when comparing men and women within each party. Among Democrats, we find that ads from politically experienced women are significantly less likely than ads from comparably experienced men to highlight that experience. Using the coefficient estimates to generate predicted probabilities, we find that an ad sponsored by a politically experienced Democratic man has an 68% chance of mentioning experience, compared to a 49% chance for an ad sponsored by his woman counterpart.[footnoteRef:3] Among Republicans, the differences are much smaller and not statistically different. The predicted probability of a  [3:  As before, controls in the multiple regression models are held at observed values to generate the predicted probabilities.] 


Table C1: Presentation of Experience in by Candidate Party
	
	Democrats
	Republicans

	VARIABLES
	Political Experience
	Work Experience
	Political Experience
	Work Experience

	
	
	
	
	

	Woman Sponsor = 1
	-1.27*
	0.13
	-0.32
	-0.60

	
	(0.57)
	(0.45)
	(0.41)
	(0.45)

	Incumbent
	1.32*
	-1.39
	1.50*
	-0.66

	
	(0.50)
	(0.72)
	(0.35)
	(0.46)

	White
	-0.66
	0.08
	0.55
	2.55*

	
	(0.64)
	(0.61)
	(0.77)
	(1.00)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.01
	-0.03
	-0.01
	0.01

	
	(0.02)
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Ad Length
	0.07
	0.06*
	0.03
	0.00

	
	(0.05)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Promotional Ad
	1.21*
	2.09*
	1.23*
	1.30*

	
	(0.47)
	(0.66)
	(0.33)
	(0.33)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	-0.44
	-0.20
	-0.06
	-0.07

	
	(0.68)
	(0.22)
	(0.15)
	(0.15)

	Ad Volume
	-0.10
	0.06
	-0.03
	-0.03

	
	(0.13)
	(0.11)
	(0.04)
	(0.05)

	Type of Election = Primary
	0.48
	-1.56*
	-0.48
	0.03

	
	(0.75)
	(0.74)
	(0.38)
	(0.35)

	Type of Election = Special or Runoff
	-1.86
	-1.35
	-2.34*
	-0.64

	
	(0.98)
	(1.37)
	(0.83)
	(0.61)

	Prior Office
	
	-0.91
	
	-1.11*

	
	
	(0.63)
	
	(0.47)

	Constant
	-1.35
	-3.33*
	-1.93
	-3.71*

	
	(1.41)
	(1.20)
	(1.15)
	(1.43)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	199
	434
	408
	568

	Number of groups
	97
	222
	195
	282

	Candidate RE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05


politically experienced woman candidate in the GOP mentioning her experience is 61%, compared to 66% for her male counterpart. We find no notable differences between men’s ads and women’s ads in their likelihood of mentioning work experience, either within or across parties.
Table C2: Presentation of Experience Among Women Alone

	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Political Experience
	DV: Work Experience

	
	
	

	Democrat
	-0.70
	0.92

	
	(0.69)
	(0.69)

	Incumbent
	1.93*
	-1.96*

	
	(0.79)
	(0.98)

	White
	-1.91*
	1.98*

	
	(0.88)
	(0.83)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.09*
	0.02

	
	(0.04)
	(0.02)

	Ad Length
	0.03
	0.06

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Promotional Ad
	2.33*
	2.64*

	
	(0.81)
	(0.85)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	0.28
	-0.82*

	
	(0.22)
	(0.41)

	Ad Volume
	-0.11
	0.09

	
	(0.18)
	(0.15)

	Type of Election = Primary
	-0.99
	-1.20

	
	(0.88)
	(0.70)

	Type of Election = Special or Runoff
	-5.22*
	-0.10

	
	(1.63)
	(1.17)

	Prior Office
	
	-0.60

	
	
	(0.70)

	Constant
	0.39
	-5.97*

	
	(1.37)
	(1.94)

	
	
	

	Observations
	141
	287

	Number of groups
	71
	158

	Candidate RE
	Yes
	Yes


Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05

Restricting the models only to ads sponsored by women candidates, we compare the likelihood of mentioning experience between Democrats and Republicans. Table C2 presents full 
results. We see small differences between women in each party. Republican women’s ads are slightly more likely to highlight political experience than Democratic women’s ads (among politically experienced candidates), while Democratic women’s ads are slightly more likely to mention their work experience. However, in both cases the differences are not statistically significant. 
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Section D: Competitive Campaign Dynamics

Campaigns do not operate in a vacuum. Oftentimes, candidate messaging strategy responds dynamically to issues and traits evoked by an opponent (Porter, Treul, and McDonald 2024; Windett 2014). We investigate whether candidates’ presentation of experience corresponds with their opponents’ presentation of experience. We have conflicting expectations. On one hand, candidates may compete to establish who has more experience. On the other hand, candidates may stake out opposing messages on experience to contrast with one another and offer voters a choice. 
Unfortunately, poor data availability constrains our ability to answer this question decisively. We limit our observations to general election ads; unlike multicandidate primary elections, dyadic general election contests clarify which opponent might be influencing a candidate’s messaging choices. We identify dyads of general election opponents using data from Ballotpedia since WMP does not identify state legislative candidates’ opponents. We create the variable Opponent Political Experience, which takes a value of 1 if the candidate’s opponent releases at least one ad mentioning their political experience and a 0 otherwise. We also create the variable Opponent Work Experience, which takes a value of 1 if the candidate’s opponent releases at least ad mentioning their work experience and a 0 otherwise.
We encounter a high rate of missing data. We cannot code these two variables on 44% of general election ads because there are no opponents’ ads to observe, whether because the campaign is uncontested or because the opponent ran no TV ads. Moreover, we caution readers that contests in which both candidates run ads are disproportionately competitive elections in larger states where both candidates can raise sufficient money to run TV ads. It’s unclear 
whether lessons learned from this narrow group of candidates will offer broader lessons for how all candidates message their experience.
These caveats notwithstanding, we proceed to the analysis in Table D1. We find no strong evidence that candidates’ messaging choices on experience are related to their opponents’ messaging. In column 1 of Table D1, we see that ads are less likely to mention a candidate’s political experience if one of their opponents’ ads mentions political experience. Those ads are more likely to mention political experience if an opponents’ ads mention work experience. However, we cannot eliminate the null hypothesis that the experience messaging in opposing candidates’ ads is unrelated to one another. In column 2 of Table D1, we see that ads are more likely to mention a candidate’s work experience in cases where opponents discuss either political experience or work experience, but again coefficient estimates for the relevant variables are not statistically significant at conventional levels of confidence. 


Table D1: Presentation of Experience and Opponent’s Presentation of Experience
	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	DV: Political Experience
	DV: Work Experience

	
	
	

	Opponent Political Experience
	-0.18
	0.71

	
	(0.35)
	(0.47)

	Opponent Work Experience
	0.71
	0.63

	
	(0.39)
	(0.43)

	Woman Sponsor
	-1.28*
	0.48

	
	(0.50)
	(0.47)

	Incumbent
	1.88*
	0.74

	
	(0.39)
	(0.79)

	Democrat
	-0.33
	0.76

	
	(0.41)
	(0.54)

	White
	-3.38*
	0.08

	
	(0.70)
	(0.81)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.09*
	0.00

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Ad Length
	-0.01
	0.01

	
	(0.02)
	(0.03)

	Promotional Ad
	0.80*
	1.79*

	
	(0.31)
	(0.50)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	0.09
	-0.04

	
	(0.37)
	(0.30)

	Ad Volume
	-0.00
	0.00

	
	(0.03)
	(0.05)

	Prior Office
	
	-1.68*

	
	
	(0.81)

	Constant
	3.43*
	-3.21*

	
	(1.22)
	(1.26)

	
	
	

	Observations
	231
	376

	Number of groups
	88
	152

	Candidate RE
	Yes
	Yes


Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05


[bookmark: _Toc171169956]Section E: Distinguishing Levels of Political Experience

The main results suggest that ads produced by women candidates are less likely to emphasize political experience than ads produced by men. A related question arising from this finding might be, do the best-qualified women candidates emphasize their experience less than the least-qualified men? The main analysis of political experience in Figure 2 and Table B2 only observes ads produced by prior officeholders because candidates without prior experience in office generally do not advertise their political experience. Only two ads sponsored by candidates who had never held prior office discussed the candidates’ political experience. Both candidates had worked professionally in politics for years without being elected. Notably, both candidates were men. However, it’s difficult to draw broad conclusions about gender differences in candidate behavior from two data points. 
We can take a step further by trying to compare very experienced and lightly experienced candidates among prior officeholders. Unfortunately, it would be quite subjective to try to measure how much experience candidates have on a single scale, given the wide variety of backgrounds that candidates bring with them. However, we can move in the direction of answering the question by comparing incumbents to nonincumbent prior officeholders. While this strategy will not perfectly capture the distinction between high- and low-experienced candidates, we might reasonably expect an incumbent to have more experience in a position they currently hold than a challenger does. 
To answer the question, we replicate and extend the main model from column 1 in Table B2 by adding an interaction term between the Woman Sponsor and Incumbent variables. If better-qualified women emphasized their experience less, we would expect to see a negatively signed and statistically significant coefficient estimate on the interaction term.
Table E1: Do Incumbent Women Emphasize Experience Less?
	
	DV: 

	VARIABLES
	Political Experience

	
	

	Woman Sponsor 
	-0.63

	
	(0.50)

	Incumbent
	1.49*

	
	(0.32)

	Woman Sponsor X Incumbent
	-0.20

	
	(0.64)

	Democrat
	0.12

	
	(0.33)

	White
	-0.41

	
	(0.47)

	Campaign Contributions in $100,000
	-0.02

	
	(0.01)

	Ad Length
	0.04

	
	(0.02)

	Promotional Ad
	1.22*

	
	(0.27)

	Estimated Ad Cost in $1000
	-0.09

	
	(0.15)

	Ad Volume
	-0.05

	
	(0.04)

	Type of Election = Primary
	-0.22

	
	(0.33)

	Type of Election = Special or Runoff
	-2.30*

	
	(0.66)

	Constant
	-1.11

	
	(0.87)

	
	

	Observations
	613

	Number of groups
	294

	Candidate RE
	Yes


Robust standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.05

	We present regression results in Table E1. While the coefficient estimate for the interaction term is signed in the expected negative direction, it is not statistically different from zero. Because interaction terms can be difficult to interpret on their own, we present in Figure E1 the predicted probabilities of ads mentioning political experience based on the gender and 
Figure E1: Predicted Probability of Mentioning Political Experience by Candidate Gender and Incumbency
[image: ]
incumbency status of candidates with controls held at observed values in the data. Regardless of incumbency status, men’s ads tend to emphasize their experience more than ads with comparable levels of experience. Incumbent men’s ads are predicted to mention experience at a likelihood of 0.74, compared to a likelihood of 0.61 for women’s ads (difference=0.13). Nonincumbent men’s ads are predicted to mention experience at a likelihood of 0.49, compared to a likelihood of 0.38 for nonincumbent women’s ads (difference=0.11). The gender differences across incumbency statuses are not statistically different from one another. Therefore, we find that women seem to undersell their experience relative to men at all levels of actual experience. Yet, there also seem to be limits on men. While men emphasize experience more within all levels of experience, women incumbents’ ads are more likely to evoke experience than nonincumbent men’s ads.
[bookmark: _Toc171169957]
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