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Female candidates have long benefitted from their connections with PACs. However, many
of the studies on women and PACs were published prior to the rise of ideologically-oriented
Super PACs, 501¢ dark money groups, and 527s. To examine the impact of these newer
groups on female candidates, this paper asks whether outside groups are less likely to take
female opponents seriously during their television ad campaigns. We expect outside groups
will run more ads for their preferred candidate when the opposing candidate is a male guality
challenger because they believe those candidates present the biggest threat to achieving their
partisan or ideological electoral goals. We test this expectation using data from Wesleyan
Media Project, an original dataset containing biographical information on U.S. House
candidates, the US Census, and the Cook Political Report. As expected, the number of ads
that outside groups air is influenced by both the gender and the quality of the opposition to
their preferred candidate.
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In the three elections following the Supreme Court’s 2010 decision in Citizens United v. FEC,
outside groups (i.e. Super PACs and 501c¢ “dark money” groups, excluding party committees) spent
$402 million on communications in U.S. House races (Center for Responsive Politics [CRP] 2020e).
These large outside expenditures have raised normative concerns about money in American politics
for much of the last decade. However, many critiques of outside spending focus on the destructive
role of money and politics, rather than potential biases among outside groups for some types of
candidates. From 2011 to 2018 only four of the twenty-three individuals who contributed more than
$5 billion to Super PACs were women (FEC 2020). Because mega-donors often play an important
agenda setting role for outside groups (Boatright 2007; Herrnson 2017; Sides et al. 2019), these
gender differences raise questions about whether the rise of these new types of donors and
organizations presents new obstacles to female candidates. Outside groups tend to be strongly
ideological as 67.2% of outside spending during the last decade came from ideological or single-issue
organizations (CRP 2020a; 2020f). The rise of these new ideologically-oriented groups, which
primarily focus on winning elections, also raises questions about whether they are potentially biased
against female candidates, like their gatekeeping forerunners in party organizations (Crowder-Meyer
2013; Niven 1998; Sanbonmatsu 2000).

In this paper, we answer the following questions: Has the rise of Super PACs, 527s, and 501c
dark money groups created new disadvantages for female House candidates? More specifically, are
these new outside groups more likely to run ads when their preferred candidates face male quality
opponents than when they face female quality opponents because they are more likely to see male
candidates as a viable threat? To answer these questions, we provide one of the first examinations of
how outside groups’ television advertising campaigns vary as a function of the gender and quality of

their preferred candidate’s opponent. We focus on opponents because the vast majority of



independent expenditures from outside groups are used to fund negative ads that attack the
opposition (Dowling and Miller 2014; Dowling and Wichowsky 2015; Herrnson 2017).

Our analysis examines whether there are gender differences in ad campaigns in four situations.
First, we analyze if there are differences in the number of ads Republican-leaning groups run when their
preferred candidate runs against an opponent who is a guality female or male Democrat. Second, we
repeat that analysis for Democratic-leaning groups, asking if their ad campaigns vary when their preferred
candidate runs against a guality female or male Republican. Then we conduct the same analyses for non-
quality opponents by asking how Republican-leaning groups’ campaigns vary when their preferred candidate
runs against a non-quality male Democrat ot a non-quality female Democrat. Finally, we consider how
Democratic-leaning groups’ ad campaigns vary depending on whether their preferred candidate faces a
male or female Republican non-quality opponent.

Building on the literatures on outside groups and women’s congressional campaigns, we expect
outside groups will run more ads for their preferred candidate when their opponent is a wale quality
challenger because outside groups believe those candidates present the biggest threat to achieving the
group’s partisan or ideological goals. We test this expectation using three types of data: U.S. House
campaign advertising data from the 2010, 2012, and 2014 Wesleyan Media Project; an original
dataset on U.S. House candidates; district-level demographic data from the US Census; and the
2010-2014 Cook Political Reports. As expected, we find the number of ads outside groups air is
influenced by both the gender and the quality of the gpposition candidate.

OUTSIDE GROUPS AND FEMALE CANDIDATES
New Groups with a New Focus on Negative Campaign Communications

Since Citizens United, the rise of Super PACs and dark money 501¢ organizations has changed

American congressional elections. In the 1990s, party-produced issue advocacy ads played a central

role in congressional elections while outside groups played a secondary one (Fowler and Ridout



2014; Fowler et al. 20106). This pattern began to shift in the 2010s. Between 2010 and 2014, outside
groups sponsored, on average, 16.3% of the television ads that aired during House races (Fowler
and Ridout 2014, 672). The number of outside groups running advertisements during congressional
elections also nearly doubled between 2012 and 2014 (Fowler and Ridout 2014). Now, Super PACs
and 501c¢ organizations spend more money on ads than the political parties do (Fowler et al. 2016,
25).

Traditional PACs directly work to elect or defeat candidates or advance a political agenda, but
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 and the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 have
long limited their political activities by capping contributions to them and requiring them to publicly
disclose donors who have contributed at least $200 (Sides et al. 2019). For example, in 2019-2020,
multi-candidate PACs could only contribute $5,000 to candidate committees (per election), other
PACs (per year), and state, local, or district party committees (per year combined) (FEC 2019a).
National party committee contributions were capped at $15,000 per year (FEC 2019a). These limits
make traditional PACs unappealing for many donors. PAC contributions also have little to no effect
on legislative votes (Baumgartner et al. 2014; Hall and Wayman 1990; Wright 1990). Instead, PAC
contributions are used to secure access to influential members of Congress (e.g. party leaders,
committee members, and incumbents) and subsidize legislative activity (Brunell 2005; Grier and
Munger 1986, 1993; Hall and Deardorff 2006; Hojnacki and Kimball 1998; Skinner 2007; Wawro
2001; Wright 1990). Consequently, there are fewer incentives for donors who are interested in
achieving partisan or ideological goals or changing the composition of Congress to contribute to
traditional PACs. In comparison, newer outside groups allow donors to avoid contribution or
disclosure limits and achieve their partisan/ideological goals by accepting unlimited contributions
for election-related activities (Sides et al. 2019). For a detailed discussion of these new types of

organizations see Appendix A.



During the last decade, there has been a dramatic increase in dark money spending and ad
campaigns, as dark money groups directly spent $963 million during the five election cycles
following the Citizens United decision (CRP 2020c). Since 2012, 501cs also spent a whopping $841.4
million on independent expenditures and electoral communications (CRP 2020d). In 2014, 40% of
outside group ads were sponsored by dark money groups (Fowler and Ridout 2014). During the
2010 and 2012 cycles, most dark money groups were conservative organizations, and they often
influenced elections simultaneously through their 501¢ and Super PAC arms (Chand 2015). This
conservative spending often dwarfs both liberal and conservative organizations focused on women
or women’s issues, such as abortion and reproductive rights. In 2010, 2012, and 2014, the top dark
money spenders were the US Chamber of Commerce ($32.3 million), Crossroads GPS ($71 million),
and the US Chamber of Commerce ($35 million), respectively (CRP 2020b). In each of those years,
those top spenders spent between 6 and 8 times as much as ALL of the organizations focused on
women or women’s issues in the top spenders list (CRP 2020b)." Altogether, these data indicate the
rise of 501cs could be fueling a rise in ideological advertising campaigns that have the potential to
create new obstacles for female candidates.

Freed from the constraints of an access-based strategy, Super PACs, 501cs, and 527s also take
sides and focus on defeating their partisan/ideological opponents duting congtressional elections
(Boatright et al. 2016; Dwyre and Braz 2014). In 2012, 87% of Super PAC ads supported or
opposed specific candidates (Dowling and Miller 2014). More often than not, those ads were
negative. Since 2010, 70% of independent expenditures funded communications that opposed
particular candidates (Dowling and Miller 2014; Herrnson 2017). In 2012, 85% of outside group ads

were “purely negative,” attacking the opposition candidate, without even naming the group’s

! Liberal groups include Women’s Voices Women Vote, NARAL, Planned Parenthood, and the Feminist Majority.
Conservative groups included Susan B. Anthony List, Independent Women’s Voice, and Concerned Women for
American Legislative Action.



preferred candidate (Dowling and Wichowsky 2015). Outside groups may rely on negative ads
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because voters believe they are more credible than the candidates’ ads. Super PACs’ “objective
sounding names” (which often use words like “citizens” or “American”) do not trigger people’s pre-
existing political attitudes, and they allow candidates to avoid public backlash to negative ads
(Brooks and Murov 2012; Dowling and Wichowsky 2015; Fowler et al. 2016; Herrnson 2017; Ridout
et al. 2013).

Outside groups’ focus on ads attacking their opponents could also have unique consequences
for female candidates. Prior to the rise of these new outside groups, many female candidates
benefitted from their connections to PACs that explicitly focused on supporting women’s
campaigns through endorsements, trainings, and/or bundled campaign contributions from female
donors (Burrell 1994, 2006; Crespin and Deitz 2010; Day and Hadley 2002, 2005; Dittmar 2015;
Francia 2001; Kitchens and Swers 2016; Thomsen and Swers 2017). Often those women’s PACs
helped female candidates raise as much, or even more, PAC money than men, allowing them to
overcome the conventional wisdom that women have more trouble raising money than men (Burrell
1994; Crespin and Deitz 2010; Francia 2001). Outside groups’ shift towards negative campaign ads
may mean the efforts of those supportive women’s PACs are now being drowned out by negative
outside group ad campaigns that target candidates for defeat rather than supporting them.

Outside groups’ preference for negative ads could also produce advertising campaigns that have
the potential to activate voters’ persistent gender stereotypes about male and female candidates.
Typically, voters believe female candidates are less suited for leadership roles because they are seen
as more sensitive, emotional, kind, caring, and willing to compromise than their male counterparts
who are seen as rational, assertive, aggressive, tough, and competent (Burrell 1994; Fagly and Karau
2002; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Kahn 1994). Relying on these gendered stereotypes, voters also

often assume female candidates (particularly female Democrats) are better suited to addressing



“compassion” issues related to children, the family, healthcare, education, and social welfare
(Alexander and Andersen 1993; Burrell 1994; Dolan 2005; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Kahn 1993;
Sanbomastu 2002; Sanbonmatsu and Dolan 2009; Sapiro 1981). They see male candidates as better
suited to handling crime, economic issues, defense, and foreign policy (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993;
Koch 1999; Sanbomastu 2002).

As prior studies have noted, gender stereotypes mean ad sponsors need to be aware of how
voters may respond differently to negative ads depending on the gender of the candidates in the
race. On the one hand, voters respond to ads that attack candidates for violating gender stereotypes,
and female candidates are especially vulnerable to attack ads that question their ability to handle
stereotypically “feminine issues” such as education, welfare, health, or childcare (Cassese and
Holman 2018). Voters may be more likely to punish female candidates than male candidates when
they instigate negative campaigns that target the opposing party (Gordon et al. 2003; Krupnikov and
Bauer 2014). On the other hand, voters tend to stereotype female candidates as caring and kind, so
negative attack ads, particularly ones that focus on “irrelevant” issues such as their personal
problems or outdated issue stances, do a poor job of changing voters’ evaluations of female
candidates (Fridkin et al. 2009). These mixed findings suggest outside groups may hesitate to run
negative ads during races with female candidates when the potential for a voter backlash to those ads
1s uncertain.

New Partisan and Ideological Mega-Donors and Gatekeepers

The rise of new types of outside groups has also facilitated the rise of a new political donor
class. Since one of the benefits of Super PACs, 527s, and 501cs is they all allow individuals to make
unlimited contributions, many of these groups are funded by individual mega-donors who are
primarily interested in using their time, money, or other resources to achieve partisan or ideological

goals (Boartright 2007; Dwyre and Braz 2014; Garrett 2013; Herrnson 2017). Most often those



donors are also men. Between 2011 and 2018, only 4 of the 23 individuals who contributed more
than $5 billion to Super PACs were women (FEC 2020). Three of those women (Miriam Adelson,
Diane Hendricks, and JoAnn Wilks) were married to prominent conservative, male mega-donors.
Karla Jurvetson contributed $5.4 billion dollars to Women Vote! making her the only female mega-
donor who prioritized supporting women’s campaigns (FEC 2020). Mega-donors’ partisan and
ideological affiliations and gender are important because mega-donors play outsized roles in setting
the agenda for many Super PACs and 527s (Boatright 2007; Herrnson 2017).

Ultimately, female candidates may be harmed by the rise of partisan/ideological (male) mega-
donors for two reasons. First, women are less likely to be seen as viable, competitive candidates
when partisan gatekeepers are primarily focused on winning elections (Crowder-Meyer 2013; Niven
1998; Sanbonmatsu 2006). Thus, we expect outside groups’ mega-donors will not see female
opponents as threatening enough to warrant funding expensive television ads during their
campaigns. Second, these donor networks are substantially different from the networks that
supported female candidates in the past. In the 1990s, 94% of EMILY’s List donors and 89% of
WISH List donors were women, and their donor networks were interested in increasing women’s
representation (Baker 2006; Carroll and Sanbonmatsu 2013; Crespin and Deitz 2010; Dabelko and
Herrnson 1997; Day and Hadley 2002; Herrick 1996; Jenkins 2007; Sanbonmatsu 2006). Today’s
outside group mega-donors may not be as interested in supporting women’s campaigns and ensuring
women are seen as viable candidates.

HYPOTHESES: GENDER DIFFERENCES IN OUTSIDE GROUP AD CAMPAIGNS

Given the rise of increasingly partisan and/or ideological outside groups that rely on negative
ads, we examine whether the rise of outside groups has had negative consequences on women’s
campaigns. Therefore, we test two hypotheses about outside groups’ advertising campaigns in the

2010, 2012, and 2014 election cycles. First, building on the findings that Super PACs, 527s, and



501cs are increasingly interested in attacking their opponents and helping their preferred candidates
win competitive elections (Boatright 2007; Herrnson 2017; Issacharoff and Peterman 2013; Magelby
2013) and previous research that suggests partisan gatekeepers and donors see female candidates as
less viable or threatening and harder to support with negative attack ads (Baker 2006; Carroll and
Sanbonmatsu 2013; Crespin and Crowder-Meyer 2013; Deitz 2010; Dabelko and Herrnson 1997;
Herrick 1996; Jenkins 2007; Niven 1998; Sanbonmatsu 2006), our first hypothesis states:

H, Preference for Male Candidates: All else equal, ontside groups run more ads when their preferred

candidate is running against a pale opponent than a female opponent.

We also expect outside groups’ ad campaigns will vary depending on the quality of the
opposition of their preferred candidate. Running ads is a very expensive undertaking. In 2012, an
estimated $428 million was spent on ads for U.S. House races, and outside groups pay more to run
ads than candidates do because they are not allowed to take advantage of the lowest unit rate rules
that state “candidates must be charged the least expensive rate that is normally offered by the
broadcaster for airtime” (Fowler et al. 2016). Challengers also rarely overcome incumbency
advantages to defeat incumbents, and quality candidates (e.g. those who have held prior office), are
more likely to win than political amateurs or non-quality challengers (Carson et al. 2007; Cox and
Katz 1996; Jacobson 2004; King and Gelman 1991; Schwindt-Bayer 2009). Therefore, outside
groups may see the emergence of a quality challenger as a sign that their preferred candidate is
vulnerable (Gordon et al. 2007, 2009). As a result, we expect outside groups will only run ads when
their preferred candidate faces a real threat, such as a quality opponent.

Moreover, female candidates have long been dogged by challenges that may lead mega-donors
and outside groups to take the electoral threat they pose less seriously. For example, women tend to
face more difficult and competitive primary and general elections and more disadvantages in media

coverage than men (Berch 2004; Carlin and Winfrey 2009; Kahn 1994; Lawless and Pearson 2008;



Lawrence and Rose 2010; Milyo and Schosberg 2000; Palmer and Simon 2005, 2006; Sanbonmatsu
20006). Voters also hold female candidates to higher standards, believing male MCs are zore
competent when they face female quality challengers than when they face quality male opponents
(Branton et al. 2018). These findings about women’s perceived vulnerability and electability lead us
to our second hypothesis:

H Prioritizing Male Quality Opponents: All else equal, outside groups run more ads when their preferred

candidate is running against a guality male opponent than a guality female opponent.

DATA AND METHODS

We evaluate outside group ad use in the U.S. House general election® as a function of the gender
and quality of the opposition to each outside group’s preferred non-incumbent candidate.’
Specifically, as Table 1 shows, we are interested in determining if there are differences in the number
of ads Republican-leaning outside groups run when their preferred candidate faces an opponent who is
cither a guality male or quality female Democrat. Likewise, we analyze whether there are differences in the
number of ads that Dewocratic-leaning groups air when their preferred candidate faces a wale versus a
female Republican quality opponent. Then we repeat those analyses for non-quality opponents.

[Table 1]
We utilize three types of data to examine the presence and extent of gender differences in

outside groups’ ad use in U.S. House general elections. First, U.S. House campaign advertising data

2 Each of the WMP data sets includes information regarding whether an ad was focused on the primary or general
election. Thus, we were able to select only the ads run for the purpose of the general election.

3 We focus on non-incumbent candidates because MCs win re-election at a rate of over 95 petcent (Jacobson 2004).
Thus, we do not expect to find gender differences in ad use regarding MC candidates. To test that hypothesis, we
estimated the same models for MC candidates and present them in Appendices B and C. The results indicate there is no
significant difference among Democratic MCs. For Republican candidates, there ate so few females in the models for
favorable and attack ads that the models could not converge (there were only 3 female candidates out of 51 that actually
had ads run by opposing outside groups). While the total number of ads run by Democratic-leaning outside groups
suggests there are gender differences among Republican incumbents, this result is based on a small number of female
candidates. Substantively, the results suggest outside groups run more ads against a male Republican incumbent; we
caution this is based on a very small number of cases.



from the 2010, 2012, and 2014 Wesleyan Media Project (WMP) provides data on television ads
purchased in all 210 American media markets. Second, we utilize original data on 2010-2014 House
general election candidates, which contains information on the gender, partisanship, and prior
office-holding experience of each candidate.* We focus on the general election because outside
group advertising is the most intense during the final eight weeks of the general election (Franz et al.
2016). In fact, we found the overwhelming majority (between 83-93%) of outside group ads aired in
2010, 2012, and 2014 during the general election period. Third, we utilize U.S. Census demographic
data and the 2010-2014 Cook Political Report to control for district-level demographic and partisan
factors that may influence outside groups’ ad campaigns.

The WMP data is useful for three reasons. First, it identifies whether each ad was sponsored by
the candidate, the party, or an interest group. Because we are interested in outside groups, we
excluded the ads the candidates themselves and party committees ran. As a result, our dataset
includes only the ads that WMP identified as ads that were sponsored by interest groups, and the
WMP’s “interest groups” category includes PAC, Super PAC, 527, and 501c ads. Second, the data
identify the candidate each sponsor preferred, allowing us to identify the number of ads that outside
groups ran in support of the Democratic and Republican candidates and categorize the outside
groups based on whether they lean Democratic or Republican. Third, the WMP data contains
information about whether each ad was favorable for the outside group’s preferred candidate or if
the ad attacked the candidate each outside group opposed. We use this information to create three
dependent variables: 7otal number of ads, number of ads in support of each outside group’s preferred candidate,

and number of attack ads against each outside group’s opposition.

# Several sources were used to construct the candidate data set. The FEC’s U.S. House election reports were utilized to
construct a list of candidates that ran in the general election. The FEC reports provide the name of all candidates, their
partisan affiliation, and their vote share in the general election. Next, CQ Weekly Report, The Almanac of American Politics,
Politics in America and online resources (candidate campaign and personal websites, Lexis-Nexis, and Newsbank) were
used to compile demographic information on each candidate. Finally, in a limited number of cases, personal
correspondence with the candidates served to complete the data set.
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The first dependent vatiable® counts the #otal number of ads outside groups sponsored. The
number of Republican-leaning group ads ranges from 0 to 3,953 (mean= 87.86). The number of
Democratic-leaning group ads ranges from 0 to 3,963 (mean=137.09). The second dependent
variable is a count of the number of supportive ads for the group’s preferred candidate. The number of
supportive Republican-leaning group ads for a Republican candidate ranges from 0 to 3,953 (mean=
79.00). The number of supportive Democratic-leaning group ads for a Democratic candidate ranges
from 0 to 3,347 (mean=121.83). The third dependent variable is a count of the total number of
negative ads attacking the opposing candidate. The number of Republican-leaning groups ads attacking a
Democratic opponent ranges from 0 to 3,606 (mean=65.90). The number of Democratic-leaning
group attack ads against a Republican opponent ranges from 0 to 3,055 (mean=108.73). For more
detail see Appendix E, which presents a breakdown of the number of congressional districts in
which outside groups aired ads and the average number of ads run within these congressional
districts.

Eighty-four percent of non-incumbent candidates did not receive a single television ad
sponsored by an outside group. As such, there are an excessive number of zeros on the dependent
variables. Thus, we employ zero-inflated negative binomial regression to estimate the models. The
method allows for a zero outcome (no political ads) to be generated by two processes (Long 1997,
Zorn 1998). The first process—the “inflate” stage—estimates the probability that the event count is
always zero—an outside group never runs an ad during a race. The “inflate” stage is modeled with
logistic regression. In the inflate stage, the dependent variable is 1 if an outside group did not run a
single ad in the race and 0 if an outside group ran one or more ads in a race. The second process—
the “count” stage—models the number of ads run by an outside group using negative binomial

regression. The zero-inflated negative binomial distinguishes between the type of race in which an

5 The descriptive statistics on each dependent and independent variable are presented in Appendix D.
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outside group runs ads from the type of race in which an outside group never airs an ad. Fit tests
indicate the negative binomial is preferred to the standard Poisson. Further, a comparison of the
BIC for the standard negative binomial and the zero inflated negative binomial indicates the
preferred model is the zero-inflated negative binomial regression.

The key independent variable is candidate type, which accounts for the quality and gender of the
non-incumbent candidate. A non-quality candidate has never held elected office; whereas a quality
candidate is a non-incumbent candidate that has prior elected office-holding experience (Cox and
Katz 1996; Jacobson 1989; Jacobson and Kernell 1983). The congressional elections literature has
utilized several different quality candidate measures.® The most commonly used measure of
candidate quality is previous experience in elective office (Carson et al. 2007; Jacobson 2004).” We
employ this approach by using the dichotomous approach such that a non-incumbent candidate that
has held an elected position is referred to as a quality candidate. For our purposes, there are four
candidate types: a male non-quality challenger (NQC), a female non-quality challenger (INQC), a
male quality challenger (QC), and a female quality challenger (QC). The model includes three
dummy variables (Female NQC, Male QC, and Female QC), and the baseline category is a male
NQC.

The models also include several district-level controls. The inflate model includes: .Ad Cosz, Solid
District, Open Seat, and year dummy variables.® The count model includes: Ad Cost, Solid District,
Female Incumbent, Open Seat, Incumbent Party Leader, Incumbent Magority Party Member, Percent Urban, and

year dummy variables.

¢ For examples, see Bond et al. 1985; Jacobson and Kernell 1983; Krasno and Green 1988.

7 Jacobson (2004) demonstrates the dichotomous measure of quality candidate (prior office-holding experience versus
no experience) performs as well as more nuanced measures of candidate quality.

8 We estimated the inflate model including all the variables in the count model. We limited the variables included in the
inflate model to those factors most likely to impede sponsoring ads: the cost of the ad, the impact of the ad, and the type
of election. That said, the results in the inflate and count models are statistically and substantively consistent with the
inclusion of all the variables and a subset of the models. The results including all independent variables in the inflate
model are available upon request.
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Ad Cost is measured by the estimated ad costs to the media market level used in the 2010-2014
Wesleyan Media Project data sets based on data provided by Kantar/Campaign Media Analysis
Group (CMAG). Because ad costs vary not only across markets, but also depending on the timing
and sponsor of the ad, we do not have access to information regarding the exact cost for each ad
aired. Thus, the WMP measure serves as a proxy for the actual price outside groups paid for each ad.
Our expectation is as ad cost increases outside groups’ use of ads will decrease.

To account for the competitiveness of a race, we utilize the Cook Political Report, which
provides a rating for each congressional district in each election year. It indicates if a district is solid
Republican, likely Republican, leans Republican, toss-up Republican, toss-up Democrat, leans
Democrat, likely Democrat, and solid Democrat. Based on the last Cook Report assessment before
Labor Day in a given election year’ we constructed a dichotomous variable, So/id District, which is
coded “1” if a district is solid Republican or Democrat and “0” if a district is leaning or toss-up. Our
expectation is competition will increase outside groups' use of ads. Indeed, the electability of a
candidate and competitiveness of the seat may influence an outside group’s willingness to spend
scarce resources on campaign ads.

The third control variable included in the models is an indicator of whether the incumbent is
running or if the race is an open seat race. Open Seat is coded “1”” if an incumbent is not running in a
district and “0” if an incumbent is running (Jacobson 2004). We include this variable because open
seat races gain attention from candidates, political parties, and interest groups (Barnes et al. 2017;
Francia 2001; Gaddie and Bullock 2000; Krasno and Green 1988; Herrick 1996; Hoffman et al.

2001; Hogan 2007; Jacobson and Kernell 1983; Kitchens and Swers 2016; Palmer and Simon 20006).

° For analysis on the accuracy of Cook's Report see the teport by James Campbell at:
http:/ /www.acsu.buffalo.edu/\ ~jcampbel/documents/CookAccuracySummary.pdf. Last accessed on May 1, 2020.
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Our expectation is outside groups may attempt to capitalize on the opportunity to win without
facing an incumbent by running more ads during open seat races.

The count model includes three additional controls: Female Incumbent, incumbent party leader,
incumbent majority party member, and district-level urbanicity. Female incumbent is a dichotomous variable
coded 1 if the incumbent is a female and 0 if the incumbent is a male. In the “Rep Opponent”
model this measure reflects if the Democratic incumbent is a female. In the “Dem Opponent”
model this measure reflects if the Republican incumbent is a female. Party leader and majority party
member are included because interest groups often prioritize making contributions to incumbent
MCs with seniotity and/or leadership roles (Brunell 2005; Grier and Munger 1986; 1993; Hall and
Deardorft 2006; Skinner 2007; Wawro 2001; Wright 1990). The party leader (Inc Party Leader) and
member of the majority (Inc Majority Party) are both binary variables coded “1” if the incumbent is a
party leader and/or majority party member. Urbanicity (% Urban) is a continuous measure of the
proportion of the district population that resides in an urban area and it controls for differences in
advertising in rural versus urban areas. To account for difference in outside group ad use in
presidential (2012) and midterm elections (2010 and 2014), the inflate and count models include two
binary dummy variables 2070 and 2072.

PREDICTING THE USE OF CAMPAIGN ADVERTISEMENT(S)

Table 2 presents the zero-inflated negative binomial results of the total number of ads, the
number of supportive ads, and the number of attack ads sponsored by an outside group in a given
campaign. The left panel presents the results for Republican-leaning groups facing Democratic
opponents and the right panel presents the results for Democratic-leaning groups facing Republican
opponents. The results for the “count” stage are presented in the top portion of the table, while the
results for the “inflate” stage are presented in the bottom.

[Table 2]
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Given the categorical nature of the candidate variables, it is not easy to discern the impact of
gender and candidate type simply by examining the zero-inflated negative binomial coefficients. To
help facilitate the discussion of the substantive impact of candidate type and outside group ad use,
we present the probability of an outside group running an ad (inflate stage) in the left panel and the
number of outside group ads run (count stage) in the right panel in Table 3.

[Table 3]

The predicted counts in the top panel of Table 3 indicate there is no significant difference in the
number of outside group ads targeting wale and female non-quality challengers. These findings suggest
that outside groups are not motivated to sponsor ads based on the gender of the opposing non-
quality challenger.

However, there is a consistently significant difference in outside group ad use when the
opposing candidate is male versus female quality challenger. Consistent with our expectations, the results
indicate opposing party outside groups sponsor significantly more ads for male quality challengers
compared to female quality challengers.

First, we consider the Democratic-leaning outside group ads. The results indicate Democratic-
leaning groups run on average a total of 133.50 ads in races with a Republican male quality
challenger compared to 31.82 ads against a Republican female quality challenger (A Pr.
Count=101.69* ads). Further, Democratic-leaning groups on average run 87.98 more favorable ads
for a Democratic candidate facing a male Republican quality challenger (122.52 ads) compared to a
female Republican quality challenger (34.53 ads). Finally, the results indicate Democratic-leaning
groups run on average a total of 94.44 ads attacking a Republican male quality challenger compared
to 29.03 ads against a Republican female quality challenger (A Pr. Count=64.41* ads).

Second, we consider the Republican-leaning outside group ads. The results indicate Republican-

leaning groups run on average a total of 102.75 ads during races with a Democratic male quality
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challenger compared to 39.65 ads against a Democratic female quality challenger (A Pr.
Count=063.10* ads). Further, Republican-leaning groups on average run 52.57 more favorable ads
when their preferred candidate is facing a male Democratic quality challenger (83.19 ads) compared
to a female Democratic quality challenger (30.62 ads). Finally, the results indicate Republican-leaning
groups run on average a total of 69.28 ads a#tacking a Democratic male quality challenger compared
to 22.21 ads against a Democratic female quality challenger (A Pr. Count=47.07* ads).

Finally, the predicted probabilities in the bottom panel of Table 3 indicate there is only one
significant difference in outside groups never sponsoring an ad as a function of the gender and type
of candidates. In other words, there is no difference in outside groups’ decisions to never to run an
ad if the opposing candidate is a male or female, non-quality or quality challenger.

Taken together, these findings provide evidence that supports our expectations. The gender and
quality of the opposing party candidate influence outside group ad sponsorship. While the gender of
non-quality opposing party candidates generally does not influence outside group ad use, the gender of
quality opposing party candidates does influence outside group sponsorship of ads. Democratic and
Republican-leaning groups sponsor more ads in races against male quality challengers than they do
in races against female quality challengers. Further, both Democratic and Republican-leaning outside
groups run more supportive ads for their preferred candidates when the opposition is a male quality
challenger than compared to a female quality challenger. Finally, both Democratic and Republican-
leaning groups run more attack ads when their preferred candidate is facing male quality challenger
than compared to a female quality challenger. Implicitly (or explicitly) these finding suggests that
outside groups view opposing male quality challengers as a greater threat to their preferred candidate

when compared to opposing female quality challengers.

CONCLUSION
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Though female candidates have long benefitted from their connections to traditional PACs, this
research suggests the rise of new types of outside groups in the 2010s, such as Super PACs, 527s,
and 501cs is creating new challenges for female House candidates. Consistent with our expectations,
we found the number of ads that outside groups air is shaped by the gender and the quality of the
candidate the group opposes. Outside groups that support Democratic and Republican candidates
both sponsor more total ads and more attack ads when their preferred candidate is facing a quality
male challenger, than when s/he is facing a quality female challenger.

These findings are consistent with prior research which suggests female candidates participate in
more challenging and demanding campaigns than men do (Barnes et al. 2017; Lawless and Pearson
2008; Milyo and Schosberg 2000; Palmer and Simon 2006; Sanbonmatsu 2006). They once again
highlight the challenges female candidates face when groups (such as outside groups and/or party
committees) play an important gatekeeping and agenda setting role in congressional campaigns
(Crowder-Meyer 2013; Niven 1998; Sanbonmatsu 2006). However, our results add to these findings
by providing some of the first evidence that the rise of new types of outside groups on American
airwaves, such as Super PACs, 527s, and 501cs, may have negative consequences for female
candidates. Specifically, our results indicate outside groups are less likely to perceive female quality
candidates as a viable threat.

Our findings also lay the groundwork for future research on how outside group advertising
affects female candidates in other types of races. Our results are only generalizable to women
running in general elections for the U.S. House, but we would expect to find similar patterns in
outside group campaigns for U.S. Senate races and for women running in primary elections. In fact,
the effects might be stronger in those cases as Senate races tend to attract more outside spending
than House races and the Senate tends focus more on “masculine,” foreign policy, defense, and

economic issues than the House (Kahn 1993; Lawrence and Rose 2010; Swers 2011). Likewise,
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primary elections often raise concerns about ideological positions, viability, and electability, which
could disadvantage female candidates who tend to be stereotyped as more liberal and vulnerable
than their male counterparts (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Kitchens and Swers 2016; Koch 2002;
Lawless and Pearson 2008; King and Matland 2003; Palmer and Simon 2005; Sanbonmatsu 2002).
They also tend to attract attention from outside groups, particularly because parties tend to hesitate
to endorse primary candidates, and ideologically-oriented groups see the primaries as a prime
opportunity to push their party further to the left or the right (Boatright et al. 2016; Magleby 2013).
Future studies should also examine if these results are generalizable to congressional elections
that occurred in the latter half of the 2010s. Following Citizens United, conservatives were initially
more likely to take advantage of the changes in election law, as conservative Super PACs and 501cs
consistently outspent their liberal counterparts in the 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 cycles (CRP
2020b). It is possible those conservative groups were particularly unwilling to take the threats posed
by female candidates seriously. However, our hypotheses suggest it is the rise of gatekeeping and
negative campaigning associated with the rise of outside groups in general, not the rise of
conservative outside groups in particular, that is driving outside groups to downplay the threats
posed by (quality) women’s campaigns. When data are available, future research, particularly on the
2018 election cycle when a record number of women ran for congressional seats and won and liberal
outside groups outspent conservatives, could further test these hypotheses (Center for American
Women and Politics 2018; CRP 2020b; Dittmar 2018). Though additional research is needed, our
results provide preliminary, conservative evidence the rise of outside group advertising poses a new

challenge for (quality) female candidates.

18



19



REFERENCES

Alexander, Deborah and Kristi Andersen. 1993. “Gender as a Factor in the Attribution of
Leadership Traits.” Political Research Quarterly 46(3): 527-545.

Baker, Ashley. 2006. “Re-examining the Gender Implications of Campaign Finance Reform” Modern
American 2: 18-23.

Barnes, Tiffany, Regina Branton, and Erin Cassese. 2017. “A Re-Examination of Women’s Success
in Open Seat Elections.” Journal of Women, Politics & Policy 38(3): 298-317.

Baumgartner, Frank, Jeffrey Berry, Marie Hojnacki, David Kimball, and Beth Leech. 2014. “Money,
Priorities, and Stalemate.” Election Law Journal 13(1): 194-209.

Berch, Neil. 2004. “Women Incumbents, Elite Bias, and Voter Response in the 1996 and 1998 U.S.
House Elections.” Women & Politics 26: 21-33.

Boatright, Robert. 2007. “Situating the New 527 Organizations in Interest Group Theory.” The
Forum 5(2).

Boatright, Robert, Michael Malbin, and Brendan Glavin. 2016. “Independent Expenditures in
Congressional Primaries after Citizens United.” Interest Groups & Adyocacy 5(2): 119-140.

Bond, Jon, Cary Covington, and Richard Fleisher. 1985. “Explaining Challenger Quality in
Congressional Elections.” Journal of Politics 47: 510-529.

Branton, Regina, Ashley English, Samantha Pettey, and Tiffany Barnes. 2018. “The Impact of
Gender and Quality Opposition on the Relative Assessment of Candidate Competency.”
Electoral Studies 54: 35-43.

Brooks, Deborah Jordan and Michael Murov. 2012. “Assessing Accountability in a Post-Citizens
United Era.” American Politics Research 40(3): 383-418.

Brunell, Thomas. 2005. “The Relationship between Political Parties and Interest Groups.” Po/itical
Research Qnarterly 58(4): 681-688.

Burrell, Barbara. 2006. “Looking for Gender in Women’s Campaigns for National Office in 2004
and Beyond” Politics & Gender 2: 354-362.

Burrell, Barbara. 1994. A Woman's Place is in the House. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Carlin, Diana B. and Kelly Winfrey. 2009. “Have You Come a Long Way, Baby?”” Communication
Studies 60(4): 326-43.

Carroll, Susan and Kira Sanbonmatsu. 2013. More Women Can Run. New York, NY: Oxford.

Carson, Jamie, Erik Engstrom, and Jason Roberts. 2007. “Candidate Quality, the Personal Vote, and
the Incumbency Advantage in Congress.” American Political Science Review 101: 289-301.

20



Cassese, Erin and Mirya Holman. 2019. “Party and Gender Stereotypes in Campaign Attacks.”
Political Behavior 49: 785-807.

Center for American Women and Politics. 2018. “Results: Women Candidates in the 2018

Election.”<https://cawp.rutgers.edu/sites/default/ files/resources/results_release_5bletterhead
5d_1.pdf> (November 18, 2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020a. “All Disclosed Outside Spending by Spenders’ Industries.”
<https:/ /www.opensecrets.org/outside-spending/spenders-industries> (November 16, 2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020b. “Chart: Top Election Spenders, by Election Cycle.”
<https:/ /www.opensecrets.org/dark-money/top-election-spenders?cycle=2010#spenders>
(November 17, 2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020c. ““Dark Money in Politics Skyrocketed in the Wake of Citizens
United.” <https://www.opensectets.org/news/2020/01/dark-money-10years-citizens-united />
(November 17, 2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020d. “Outside Spending by Cycle Through November 16 of
Election Year, Excluding Party Committees.”
<https:/ /www.opensecrets.org/outsidespending/index.phprtype=Y &filter=S> (November 16,
2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020e. “Outside Spending, by Race.”
<https:/ /www.opensecrets.org/outsidespending/summ.phprdisp=R> (May 12, 2020).

Center for Responsive Politics. 2020f. ““T'otal Outside Spending by Election Cycle, Excluding Party
Committees.” <https://www.opensecrets.org/outsidespending/cycle_tots.php> (November 16,
2020).

Chand, Daniel. 2015. “Anonymous Money in Campaigns.” The Forum 13(2): 269-288.

Cook Political Report. 2020. “House Race Ratings.” <https://cookpolitical.com/ratings/house-
race-ratings> (July 10, 2020).

Cox, Gary and Jonathan Katz. 1996. “Why Did the Incumbency Advantage in U.S. House Elections
Grow?” American Journal of Political Science 40(2): 478-497.

Crespin, Michael and Janna Deitz. 2010. “If You Can’t Join ‘Em, Beat ‘Em.” Po/itical Research
Quarterly 63(3): 581-593.

Crowder-Meyer, Melody. 2013. “Gendered Recruitment without Trying” Politics & Gender 9(4): 390-
413.

Dabelko, Kirsten and Paul Herrnson. 1997. “Women’s and Men’s Campaigns for the US House of
Representatives.” Political Research Quarterly 50(1): 121-135.

21



Day, Christine and Charles Hadley. 2002. “Who Contributes?” Women & Politics 24(2): 53-67.

Day, Christine and Charles Hadley. 2005. Women's PACs: Abortion and Elections. Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice Hall.

Dittmar, Kelly. 2018. “Putting the Record Numbers of Women’s Candidacies into Context.”

<https://cawp.rutgers.edu/footnotes/ putting-record-numbers-womens-candidacies-context>
(November 18, 2020).

Dittmar, Kelly. 2015. Navigating Gendered Terrain. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.

Dolan, Kathleen. 2005. “How the Public Views Women Candidates.” In Women and Elective Office.
eds. Sue Thomas and Clyde Wilcox. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Dowling, Conor and Michael Miller. 2014. Super PAC! New York, NY: Routledge.

Dowling, Conor and Amber Wichowsky. 2015. “Attacks without Consequence?” Awmerican Journal of
Political Science 59(1): 19-306.

Dwyre, Diana and Evelyn Braz. 2014. “Super PAC Spending Strategies in the 2012 Federal
Elections.” Presented at the American Political Science Association Annual Conference,
Washington, DC, August 28-31.

Eagly, Alice and Steven Karau. 2002. “Role Congruity Theory of Prejudice Toward Female
Leaders.” Psychological Review 109(3): 573-598.

Federal Election Commission. 2020. “Individual Contributions.”
<https://www.fec.gov/data/receipts/individual-
contributions/?two_year_transaction_period=2020&min_date=01%2F01%2F2019&max_date
=12%2F31%2F2020 (September 16, 2020).

Federal Election Commission. 2019a. “Contribution Limits.” <https://www.fec.gov/help-
candidates-and-committees/candidate-taking-receipts/contribution-limits /> (August 7, 2019).

Federal Election Commission. 2019b. “Glossaty.” <https://www.fec.gov> (August 9, 2019).

Fowler, Erika Franklin and Travis Ridout. 2014. “Political Advertising in 2014.”” The Forum 12(4):
663-684.

Fowler, Erika Franklin, Michael Franz, and Travis Ridout. 20106. Political Advertising in the United States.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Francia, Peter. 2001. “Early Fundraising by Nonincumbent Female Congressional Candidates.”
Women & Politics 32(1/2): 7-20.

Franz, Michael, Erika Franklin Fowler, and Travis Ridout. 2016. “Loose Cannons or Loyal Foot
Soldiers?” Awmserican Journal of Political Science 60(3): 738-751.

22



Fridkin, Kim, Patrick Kenney, and Gina Seignese Woodall. 2009. “Bad for Men, Better for
Women.” Political Behavior 31(1): 53-77.

Gaddie, Ronald and Chatrles Bullock. 2000. Elections to Open Seats in the U.S. House. Lanham, MD:
Roman and Littlefield.

Garrett, R. Sam. 2013. “Super PACs in Federal Elections.” Washington, DC: Congressional
Research Service.

Gordon, Ann, David Shafie, and Ann Crigler. 2003. “Is Negative Advertising Effective for Female
Candidates?” Press/ Politics 8(3): 35-53.

Gordon, Sanford, Gregory Huber, and Dimitri Landa. 2009. “Voter Responses to Challenger
Opportunity Costs.” Electoral Studies 28: 79-93.

Gordon, Sanford, Gregory Huber, and Dimitri Landa. 2007. “Challenger Entry and Voter
Learning.” American Political Science Review 101: 303-320.

Green, Donald and Jonathan Krasno. 1988. “Salvation for the Spendthrift Incumbent.” Awerican
Journal of Political Science 32(4): 884-907.

Grier, Kevin and Michael Munger. 1993. “Comparing Interest Group PAC Contributions to House
and Senate Incumbents, 1980-19806.” Journal of Politics 55(3): 615-643.

Grier, Kevin and Michael Munger. 1986. “The Impact of Legislator Attributes on Interest-Group
Campaign Contributions.” Journal of Labor Research 7(4): 349-361.

Hall, Richard and Alan Deardorff. 2006. “Lobbying as a Legislative Subsidy.” Awmerican Political Science
Review 100(1): 69-84.

Hall, Richard, and Frank Wayman. 1990. “Buying Time.” American Political Science Review 84(3): 797-
820.

Herrick, Rebekah. 1996. “Is There a Gender Gap in the Value of Campaign Resources?” American
Polities Quarterly 24(1):68-80.

Herrnson, Paul. 2017. “The Impact of Organizational Characteristics on Super PAC Financing and
Independent Expenditures.” Presented at the Campaign Finance Task Force at the Bipartisan
Policy Center, Washington, DC, April 21, 2017.

Hoffman, Kim, Carrie Palmer, and Ronald Gaddie. 2001. “Candidate Sex and Congtressional
Elections.” Women & Politics 23 (1-2): 37-58.

Hogan, Robert. 2007. “The Effects of Candidate Gender on Campaign Spending in State Legislative
Elections.” Social Science Quarterly 88(5): 1092-1105.

Hojnacki, Marie, and David Kimball. 1998. “Organized Interests and the Decision of Who to Lobby
in Congtress.” American Political Science Review 92(4): 775-790.

23



Huddy, Leonie and Nayda Terkildsen. 1993. “Gender Stereotypes and the Perception of Male and
Female Candidates.” American Journal of Political Science 37 (1): 119-147.

Internal Revenue Service. 2019a. “Business Leagues.” <https://www.irs.gov/chatities-non-
profits/other-non-profits /business-leagues> (August 12, 2019).

Internal Revenue Service. 2019b. “Labor and Agricultural Organizations.”
<https:/ /www.its.gov/ charities-non-profits/other-non-profits /labor-and-agricultural-
organizations> (August 12, 2019).

Internal Revenue Service. 2019¢. “Political Activity and Social Welfare.”
<https:/ /www.its.gov/ charities-non-profits/other-non-profits/ political-activity-and-social-

welfare> (August 12, 2019).

Internal Revenue Service. 2019d. “Social Welfare Organizations.” <https://www.its.gov/charities-
non-profits/other-non-profits/social-welfare-organizations> (August 12, 2019).

Issacharoff, Samuel and Jeremy Peterman. 2013. “Special Interests after Citizens United.” The Annual
Review of Law and Social Science 9:185-205.

Jacobson, Gary. 2004. The Politics of Congressional Elections. New York, NY: Pearson Longman.

Jacobson, Gary. 1989. “Strategic Politicians and the Dynamics of U.S. House Elections, 1946-1986.”
Apmerican Political Science Review 83(3): 773-793.

Jacobson, Gary and Samuel Kernell. 1983. Strategy and Choice in Congressional Elections. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Jenkins, Shannon. 2007. “A Woman’s Work is Never Done?” Political Research Quarterly 60(2): 230-
239.

Kahn, Kim Fridkin. 1994. “The Distorted Mirror” The Journal of Politics 56(1): 67-82.

Kahn, Kim Fridkin. 1993. “Gender Differences in Campaign Messages.” Political Research Qunarterly
46(3): 481-502.

Kitchens, Karin and Michele Swers. 2016. “Why Aren’t There More Republican Women in
Congress?” Politics & Gender 648-676.

King, David C., and Richard E. Matland. 2003. “Sex and the Grand Old Party.” Awmerican Politics
Research 31 (6): 595-612.

King, Gary and Andrew Gelman. 1991. “Systematic Consequences of Incumbency Advantage in
U.S. House Elections.” Awmerican Journal of Political Science 35(1): 110-138.

Koch, Jeffrey. 2002. “Gender Stereotypes and Citizens’ Impression of House Candidates Ideological
Orientations.” American Journal of Political Science 46(2): 453-462.

24



Koch, Jeffrey. 1999. “Candidate Gender and Assessments of Senate Candidates.” Social Science
Quarterly 80(1): 84-96.

Krasno, Jonathon and Donald Green. 1988. “Pre-Empting Quality Challengers in House Elections.”
Journal of Politics 50: 920-936.

Krupnikov, Yanna and Nichole Bauer. 2014. “The Relationship Between Campaign Negativity,
Gender and Campaign Context.” Po/itical Behavior 36(1): 167-168.

Lawless, Jennifer and Kathryn Pearson. 2008. “The Primary Reason for Women’s Under
Representation?” Journal of Politics 70(1): 67-82.

Lawrence, Regina and Melody Rose. 2010. Hzllary Clinton’s Race for the White House Boulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner, 21-46.

Long, J Scott. 1997. Regression Models for Categorical and 1 imited Dependent 1 ariables. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Magleby, David. 2013. “A Classification of Super PACs into Three Types” Paper presented at The
State of the Parties 2012 & Beyond Conference, Akron, OH, November 7-8, 2013.

Meier, Robert Paul. 1999. “The Darker Side of Nonprofits.” Unzversity of Pennsylvania Law Review
147(4): 971-1008.

Milyo, Jeffrey and Samantha Schosberg. 2000. “Gender Bias and Selection Bias in House Elections.”
Public Choice 105(1/2): 41-59.

Niven, David. 1998. The Missing Majority. Westport, CT: Praeger.

Palmer, Barbara and Dennis Simon. 2000. Breaking the Political Glass Ceiling. New York, NY:
Routledge.

Palmer, Barbara and Dennis Simon. 2005. “When Women Run Against Women.” Politics & Gender
1(1): 39-63.

Potter, Trevor and Bryson Morgan. 2013. “The History of Undisclosed Spending in U.S. Elections
& How 2012 Became the Dark Money Election.” Notre Dame Journal of Law, Ethics, and Public
Policy 27(2): 383-479.

Ridout, Travis, Michael Franz, Erika Franklin Fowler. 2013. “Are Interest Group Ads More
Effective?” Presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association,
Chicago, IL.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2006. Where Women Run. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2002. “Gender Stereotypes and Vote Choice.” Awmzerican Journal of Political Science
46: 20-34.

25



Sanbonmatsu, Kira and Kathleen Dolan. 2009. “Do Gender Stereotypes Transcend Party?” Political
Research Qunarterly 62(3): 484-494.

Sapiro, Virginia. 1981. “If U.S. Senator Baker Were a Woman.” Political Psychology 3(1/2): 61-83.

Schwindt-Bayer, Leslie. 2009. “Making Quotas Work.” Legislative Studies Qnarterly 34(1): 5-28.

Sides, John, Daron Shaw, Matt Grossman, and Keena Lipsitz. 2019. Campaigns and Elections. New
York, NY: W.W. Norton.

Skinner, Richard. 2007. More Than Money. Lanham, MD: Roman and Littlefield.

Skinner, Richard, Seth Masket, and David Dulio. 2013. “527 Committees, Formal Parties, and Party
Adaptation.” The Forum 11(2): 137-156.

Swers, Michele. 2011. “Building a Reputation on National Security.” Legislative Studies Quarterly 32(4):
559-595.

Thomsen, Danielle and Michele Swers. 2017. “Which Women Can Run?” Po/itical Research Quarterly
70(2): 449-463.

Wawro, Gregory. 2001. “A Panel Probit Analysis of Campaign Contributions and Roll-Call Votes.”
American Journal of Political Science 45(3): 563-579.

Wesleyan Media Project. 2020. “Data Access.” <https://mediaproject.wesleyan.edu/dataaccess/>
(July 10, 2020).

Wright, John. 1990. “Contributions, Lobbying, and Committee Voting in the US House of
Representatives.” Awmerican Political Science Review 84(2): 417-438.

Zorn, Christopher. 1998. “An Analytical and Empirical Examination of Zero-Inflated and Hurdle
Poisson Specifications.” Sociological Methods and Research 26: 368-400.

26



Table 1: Ad Campaign Analyses

Predicted Number of Ads Run By

When Their Preferred Candidate Faces a:

A Republican-Leaning Outside Group
(An Outside Group that Prefers the Republican
Candidate)

Male quality Democrat
Female quality Democrat
Male non-quality Democrat
Female non-quality Democrat

Democratic-Leaning Outside Group
(An Outside Group that Prefers the Democratic
Candidate)

Male quality Republican
Female quality Republican
Male non-quality Republican
Female non-quality Republican
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