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Abstract

Past work on media coverage of candidates for political office has explored gender
differences in quantity, substance, and tone with mixed results depending on the office,
race, and context. We draw on the stereotype content model (SCM) to examine gendered
patterns of media coverage of candidates on the trait dimensions of warmth and compe-
tence in the 2020 U.S. Democratic presidential primary. Combining Natural Language
Processing and manual analysis of news, we find that female candidates receive more
negative than positive warmth coverage, while male candidates receive more tonally
balanced warmth coverage, which suggests that female leaders are penalized on the
dimension of warmth. Additionally, white women received more warmth coverage than
women of color andwomen of color receivemore competence coverage thanwhite women.
The findings suggest newsmediamay portray whitewomen andwomen of color candidates
as lacking gender congruent traits likewarmth butmay portray whitewomen as possessing
role congruent traits like competence.

Past research on political campaigns in the U.S. has considered gender bias in
media coverage, including studies that look at gender differences in the quantity
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of coverage received, differences in the framing of male and female candidates,
and whether coverage reinforces gender stereotypes, traits, and issues (See Van
der Pas and Aaldering 2020 for ameta-analysis). Evidence of gender bias inmedia
coverage is mixed and varies across political contexts by office level (federal,
state; legislative, executive) and election type (general election, primary elec-
tion). While some studies point to an attenuation of gender bias in media
coverage over time in the U.S. (e.g., Hayes and Lawless 2016; Lawrence 2018),
other recent studies find evidence of ongoing gender bias (e.g., Bauer and Taylor
2023; Lay et al. 2021). Studies that find less hostile media environments for
women over time have largely focused on legislative races; therefore, it is unclear
whether reduced gender bias tracks for executive offices (and their primaries),
given the paucity of cases to draw on, and the degree to which analysis of Hillary
Clinton dominates studies of women who run for the U.S. presidency (Lawrence
and Rose 2008, 2011; Heldman et al. 2018; Uscinski and Goren 2009; but see Falk
2010 for a review of women’s historical presidential bids).

In this study, we look for evidence of gender bias in candidates’ media
coverage by applying the stereotype content model (SCM) framework, which
argues that people are judged along two dimensions – warmth and competence.
We apply this framework to a single election – the 2020 U.S. Democratic Party’s
presidential primary. This race was unprecedented among American presiden-
tial primaries in terms of the gender and racial diversity of the candidate pool.
A U.S. primary race is also optimal for analysis of gender differences in media
coverage because party identification is not a useful heuristic in these races,
given that all candidates are members of the same party (Hayes 2011). This
means that the media must search for frames that do not rely on party differ-
ences when covering the contest, and other characteristics like race and gender
may rise to the fore (Farnsworth & Lichter 2016). We analyze media coverage of
the candidates during the “invisible primary” period of the 2020 Democratic
presidential primary race, which refers to the period before voting when
candidates compete for endorsements, media attention, and financial support
(Cohen et al. 2008). This time period is when the race is most crowded, because
candidates haven’t yet withdrawn from the race, as they do once sequential
voting begins. Therefore, it is the point in the campaign where the media is
covering the largest and most diverse set of candidates and focuses on their
viability and personal character.

We also consider how gender intersects with candidates’ race to jointly shape
their coverage during presidential primaries, given the racial diversity of the
2020 Democratic primary. Existing studies of leadership perceptions find white
women, white men, women of color, and men of color often face distinct
stereotypic profiles on the dimensions of warmth and competence (Rosette
et al. 2016; Livingston et al. 2012; Dupree 2024). Therefore, this study also
compares the coverage of white male candidates to male candidates of color,
and white female candidates to female candidates of color.

Our analysis finds that mainstream media covered male and female candi-
dates differently in the 2020 Democratic presidential primary.While competence
dominated trait coverage for bothmen and women relative to warmth coverage,
women candidates faced significantly more critical warmth coverage than male
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candidates. But trait coverage also varied across female candidates inmeaningful
ways. Female candidates of color received significantly more negative compe-
tence coverage compared to white female candidates, while both white women
and women of color received more negative warmth coverage, on balance. Male
candidates of color, however, did not face this coverage deficit, relative to their
white male counterparts. We conclude by discussing the potential consequences
of gendered trait coverage on perceptions of candidate viability, which takes on
new importance in light of Kamala Harris’s ascension to the top of the Demo-
cratic presidential ticket in 2024 as the second female nominee, and first women
of color nominee, for a major political party in the U.S.

Executive Offices and Gendered Media Coverage

Studies of gender differences in coverage of candidates at the executive level
(gubernatorial and presidential races) suggest media coverage tends to empha-
size masculine gendered traits and masculine gendered issues by focusing on
masculine bona fides or issues stereotypically associated with men, therefore
disadvantaging women (e.g., Chang et al. 2023; Carlin and Winfrey 2009; Conroy
2015; Duerst-Lahti 2008; Heldman et al. 2005; Bystrom et al. 2001; Kahn 1994;
Gidengil and Everitt 2003). However, given the limited number of women
running for president in U.S. history, our understanding of gendered media bias
for this office is slim. That said, since 2018 in the U.S., more women have been
running for office, including gubernatorial races and presidential primaries,
which provides new opportunities to study gender bias in media coverage at
the executive level.

Evidence from studies of media coverage of women heads of state in demo-
cratic governments outside the U.S., where there are more cases to draw from,
such as in Canada, Australia, Latin America, and Germany, shows that women are
often covered differently by news media, such as more coverage about their
clothing (Thomas et al. 2021). Even when coverage for male and female candi-
dates is similar, it tends to focus on topics that favor men by emphasizing
masculine issues and experiences (Wagner et al. 2022). For an example of the
latter point, Gerris et al. (2017) found that three women running for prime
minister in Canada were subject to gendered mediation (which is the use of
genderedmetaphors in campaign coverage) that favoredmale candidates. For an
example of the former point, Trimble (2017) analyzes media coverage of four
female prime ministers across three countries to discuss how coverage delegit-
imizes female leaders. Taken together, there is good reason to expect that gender
biases in media coverage of heads of state observed in non-U.S. countries will
emerge in the coverage of 2020 Democratic presidential primary candidates.
Heads of state, regardless of the country, are expected to demonstrate leadership
that is usually defined by norms traditionally associated withmasculinity (Smith
2017; Garrits et al. 2017). In addition, the U.S. is one of just a few industrialized
democracies that has never elected a female head of state (Thames and Williams
2013), and as such, female candidates’media coverage is likely to differ from that
of male candidates. That said, studies of Latin America find the context of the
race to matter. For example, where a history of corruption is salient, female
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candidates can have an advantage in terms of congruency with leadership
perceptions, due to the stereotype that women are more honest (Le Foulon
and Reyes-Householder 2021; Funk et al. 2021; Lucciola 2023).

Anecdotal accounts of the 2020 Democratic presidential primary suggest
gender bias was present in campaign coverage (see Siddiqui [2019] for overview),
and journalists wrote about whether some of their peers’ emphasis on female
candidates’ “likability” was sexist (Lerer 2019). Stories like this suggest there is
more awareness about the gendered double standards in campaign coverage at
the presidential level among some in the press, but that it persists. However,
whether gendered coverage broadly permeated the 2020 Democratic primary
race is an open empirical question.

In the next section, we review existing approaches to studying media cover-
age of presidential candidates’ character and traits through a gendered lens and
discuss how these approaches apply to contests where men and women are
competing against each other. We also elaborate on our approach for categor-
izing descriptions of presidential character and traits— the stereotype content
model (SCM) — and how it applies at the intersection of race and gender.

Gendered Trait Coverage in Political Campaigns

Analyses of media coverage of presidential character and traits have employed
numerous frameworks. For instance, some studies have employed Kinder et al.’s
(1980) approach, which argues for four basic presidential trait dimensions:
leadership, competence, integrity, and compassion (Conroy 2015). There is some
overlap between these traits and those explored in research on gender stereo-
types. For instance, compassion is a stereotypically feminine trait, whereas
competence and leadership are stereotypically associated with masculinity
(Schneider and Bos 2014). Other studies that have focused on women running
for the presidency have looked explicitly at feminine and masculine attributes
(Falk 2010; Meeks 2013). Each of these frameworks is useful for conceptually
consolidating descriptions of presidential character to draw conclusions about
gendered trends in media coverage. In this study we apply a traits approach
known as the stereotype content model.

In psychology, researchers often employ a two-dimensional framework called
the stereotype content model (SCM), which maintains that intergroup attitudes
and perceptions of individuals stem fromevaluations of warmth and competence
traits (Fiske et al. 1999, 2002; Cuddy et al. 2008). Some scholarship on voter
decision making has utilized this framework, analyzing the relative influence of
voters’warmth and competence ratings of candidates on electoral outcomes, but
the results have been mixed (Laustsen and Bor 2017; McAllister 2016; McGraw
2011), or found that it varies on whether the candidate is an out- or in-partisan
(Bor and Laustsen 2022). This work has focused on the perceptions of individual
voters and has not considered the relative prevalence of these traits in media
coverage of male and female presidential primary candidates’ campaigns.

The SCM attributes of warmth and competence also overlap with the agency-
communion framework (Abele et al. 2016), which has been applied in political
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science research to understand political behaviors, evaluations, and goals
(Conroy and Green 2020; Liebenow et al. 2022; Bauer 2024). Like the SCM, the
agency-communion framework centers on two higher order traits (agency and
communion), which subsume competence (agency) and warmth (communion)
(Abele andWojciszke 2018). Ultimately, the SCM is one of several frameworks for
explaining social perception in terms of a limited set of trait dimensions that are
considered to cover broad (but similar) elements of human perceptions and
behaviors. Given the similarity in these frameworks, there has been an effort to
consolidate these (and other related frameworks) into a distinction between
vertical traits and horizontal traits, with vertical traits including characteristics
like agency and competence and horizontal traits reflecting characteristics like
warmth and communion. Said differently, vertical traits are oriented around
“getting ahead,” whereas horizontal traits focus on “getting along” (Abele et al.
2021). Given that we developed our dictionaries with a focus on warmth and
competence, drawing on prior scholarship on the SCM (especially the SCM
dictionary created by Nicolas et al. 2020), we rely on the SCM framework
language for outlining our expectations about trait coverage and discussing
our results. However, these trait dimensions are subsumed within the broader
integrated agency-communion framework described by Abele et al. (2021).

The SCM has been used to explain gender bias against “career women,”
broadly finding that career women as a group tend to be stereotyped as
competent but not warm, while “housewives” are warm but not competent
(Fiske et al. 1999). Warmth includes dimensions of friendliness and trustworthi-
ness, while competence includes dimensions of capability and assertiveness.
Capability competence traits are related to ability, such as “intelligent,”
“effective,” or “smart,” while assertiveness competence traits are related to
motivation, such as “ambitious,” and “self-confident.” Friendliness facets of
warmth are related to getting along and maintaining social relationships, such
as “kind,” and “compassionate,” while trustworthiness facets of warmth are
related to morality and social values, such as “honest,” and “fair.”

Althoughwomen in the abstract are perceived aswarm, there are limitations to
this association. First, research on perceptions of professional women and
“feminists” found that their stereotype profile diverges from that of “women,”
in that they are competent, but not warm. In short, stereotypes about women
broadly in the abstract do not overlap with stereotypes about women in posi-
tions of power, or working women; moreover, perceptions of the warmth and
friendliness of women in positions of power are largely negative (Schneider and
Bos 2014; Cuddy et al. 2004; Fiske et al. 1999). These patterns also reflect the
“double-bind” (Tolley, Lawlor, and Fortier-Chouinard 2023). The double bind is
the phenomenon where female candidates who conform with stereotypes about
what it means to be a “good woman” are characterized as weak and insufficient
for politics; on the other hand, if they conform with stereotypes about what it
means to be a good political leader, female politicians can be characterized as
insufficiently feminine, resulting in negative evaluations either way (Eagly and
Karau 2002; Jamieson 1995; Ritter and Yoder 2004). Additionally, Teele, Kalla, and
Rosenbluth (2018) find that women who fit traditional notions of womanhood
(married with children) are perceived as better candidates than women who do
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not, which they characterize as a double bind because familial roles are a larger
hurdle for women than men, when it comes to running for office. These studies
are examples of how external groups penalize female candidates when they fail
to uphold gender stereotypes, but also when they fail to uphold leadership
stereotypes. Political campaigns and political strategists are aware of the double
bind (Dittmar 2015) and encourage female candidates to follow a “balancing
strategy,” by which they work to portray the appropriate balance of warmth and
competent traits, so as to not alienate voters who subscribe to traditional gender
norms, and to avoid priming sexist attitudes about women in power (Bauer 2020;
Bauer and Santia 2022).

Gender also intersects with other social categories, such as race and ethnicity,
in ways that moderate the application of gender stereotypic traits linked to
warmth and competence by audiences or potential voters (Fiske et al. 2002;
Rosette et al. 2016; Gershon and Lavariega Monforti 2019; Cargile 2023; Dowe
2020; Pao and Rajan 2023; Bejarano et al. 2021). For instance, compared to women
of color, white women are more commonly described in gender stereotypic
terms, emphasizing warmth (Coles and Pasek 2020; Donovan 2011; Purdie-
Vaughns and Eibach 2008). By contrast, Black and Asian women are often
perceived as less warm thanwhite women, leading to descriptions that prioritize
agentic qualities linked to competence, such as dominance (for Black women)
and expertise (for Asian women) (Galinsky et al. 2013; Lin et al. 2005). Some
studies suggest the more agentic stereotype profile for women of color in
leadership roles may be due to their anticipation of greater scrutiny of their
qualifications, so theywork harder to shore up doubts about their competence by
emphasizing experience and credibility (Dittmar 2015; Garcia Bedolla 2007;
Koenig and Eagly 2014). Either way, there is evidence that white women and
women of color experience different warmth and competence trait expectations
(Bauer and Santia 2022; Dupree 2024).

Men of color in leadership roles also face stereotypes on the dimensions of
warmth and competence that are distinct fromwhite men. Broadly, men of color
in leadership roles, like women of color, anticipate heightened scrutiny of their
competence (Rosette et al. 2008). Stereotypes that Black men are dominant and
aggressive limit perceptions that they are warm, while also being perceived as
less competent than white men (Walzer and Czopp 2011). Asian and Latino men
are often presumed more warm or communal than white men, which can
contribute to the belief that they are not assertive or dominant enough for
leadership roles (Rosette and Tost 2013). However, Asian men are often per-
ceived as more competent in certain professions, such as engineering (Sy et al.
2010).

Given the racial and gender diversity in the 2020 Democratic primary candi-
date pool for president, and past work suggesting these factors jointly influence
candidate evaluations, we also consider the intersection of gender and racewhen
interpreting the analysis of trait coverage in 2020. While grouping all women of
color and all men of color together for the analysis is not optimal, for identifying
whether white women and white men are distinct fromwomen of color andmen
of color, this will allow us to observe broad patterns in how race and gender
jointly shape candidate characterizations in media. We recognize this approach
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may mask important racial group differences but adopt it here to capture
potential disparities at a high level. As more candidates of color run for presi-
dent, there should be further disaggregation in analysis at the intersection of
race and ethnicity.

In the analysis that follows, we consider the relative balance of warmth and
competence coverage during the 2020 invisible primary period for male and
female candidates overall, and at the intersection of race. Our goal is to describe
the nature of this coverage and determine whether patterns are apparent when
taking into consideration candidates’ gender and racial identification. We are
working from the perspective that balanced coverage of warmth and compe-
tence is preferred for white women and people of color, given prior work
establishing the importance of a balancing strategy for candidates who are not
white or men, because reception from audiences may be more sensitive to
leadership trait deficits for white women and people of color (Bauer 2020).

Hypotheses

Based on existing research that analyzes candidate gender and media coverage,
we expect to see that coverage of female candidates stresses different personal
traits compared to male candidates along the lines of warmth and competence.
Specifically, we expect that overall, female primary candidates’ trait coverage is more
focused on warmth than competence, compared with male primary candidates, whose
trait coverage will be more focused on competence than warmth. (Hypothesis 1). This
pattern of coverage is expected to disadvantage women, because warmth in
isolation (e.g., without competence coverage, and therefore “balance”) is incon-
gruent with political leadership, and coverage that invokes warmth, even if
positive, can harm perceptions that the candidate is a viable presidential
nominee.

Beyond this, we expect that the valence of warmth and competence descrip-
tions to also be gendered. For instance, “likable” would be an example of warm
coverage that is positively valenced, whereas “unlikeable” would be an example
of warmth coverage that is negatively valenced, or critical. We expect that
female primary candidates’ warmth coverage will be more expressly negative
in tone than male primary candidates’ warmth coverage. We expect warmth
coverage for female primary candidates will more often be invoked to criticize
their apparent lack of this trait. Similarly, we expect that female primary
candidates’ competence coverage will be more critical than male primary
candidates’ competence coverage, raising doubts about women’s qualifications
or readiness for office more so than their male counterparts. In short, we
hypothesize that the valence of warmth and competence coverage for female candidates
is significantly more negative than for male candidates (Hypothesis 2).

Finally, we expect the balance of warmth and competence traits in terms of
valence to vary at the intersection of gender and race, given prior work on
intersectional stereotyping (for a review, see Cassese 2019). This scholarship
suggests that the conventional female stereotype profile of high warmth and low
competence applies not to all women but specifically to white women. By
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contrast, women of color aremore commonly stereotyped as low onwarmth and
high on competence and therefore may receive less negative warmth coverage
than white women, due to this lowered expectation of warmth for women of
color (Livingston et. al 2012). Therefore, we expect white women to receive more
warmth coverage relative to their competence coverage than women of color
(Hypothesis 3). There is also some evidence of stereotype inversion for men of
color, though this may stem in part from intentional self-presentation strategies
aimed at softening group-based stereotypes about violence and aggression
(Entman and Rojecki 2000; Stephens-Dougan 2020). We anticipate men of color
will receive more warmth coverage relative to competence coverage, compared with white
men (Hypothesis 4).

We also consider the role of trait valence in candidate coverage at the
intersection of race and gender. We expect that women of color will receive more
positive competence coverage than white women (Hypothesis 5) due to compensating
strategies, and stereotypes about women of color in leadership roles (as we noted
elsewhere). Expectations regarding warmth for white women and women of
color are less clear. White women who run for office violate stereotypic expect-
ations about hypothetical women and warmth, and this expectation is reduced
for women of color, who (as we note elsewhere) are associated with a distinctive
stereotype profile, where they are perceived as lacking warmth. Therefore, we
expect warmth coverage will be on balance more negative than positive for both white
women and women of color (Hypothesis 6). For male candidates, we expect men of
color will receive more positive warmth trait coverage relative to white men due to
compensating strategies by the candidates (Hypothesis 7). Yet, we expect men of
color will receive more negative competence coverage than white male candidates
(Hypothesis 8) due to the persistence of racial stereotypes that question their
qualifications and leadership abilities, as well as implicit biases that associate
white men with authority and competence more readily than men of color. In
addition to testing these hypotheses, we also present an analysis of the specific
warmth and competence traits that are more likely to be used to describe female
candidates and male candidates to offer deeper insights into the application of
warmth and competence in candidate coverage.

The 2020 Democratic Primary

The 2020 Democratic presidential primary was a highly contested race that
featured a large field of viable candidates competing for the nomination to
challenge the incumbent President, Donald Trump. Senator Elizabeth Warren
ofMassachusetts declared her candidacy on February 9, 2019, and Senator Bernie
Sanders of Vermont announced ten days later. Former Vice President Joe Biden
did not officially announce that he was running until April 2019. Other Demo-
crats who entered the race included Kamala Harris (California Senator), Cory
Booker (New Jersey Senator), Amy Klobuchar (Minnesota Senator), Pete Butti-
gieg (mayor of South Bend, IN), Julian Castro (former Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development), Kirsten Gillibrand (New York Senator), Tulsi Gabbard
(Hawaii Representative), Michael Bennett (Colorado Senator), Steve Bullock
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(Montana Governor), Bill de Blasio (New York City mayor), John Hickenlooper
(Colorado Senator), and Beto O’Rourke (former Texas Representative). Michael
Bloomberg, former New York City mayor, entered the race eventually, too, but
not until November 2019. Several candidates without political experience also
ran, such as Tom Steyer, MarianneWilliamson, and AndrewYang. All Democratic
candidates who appeared at least once on a Democratic primary debate stage are
included in this analysis.1

One major wedge issue in the primary was support for “Medicare for All,”
which was championed most aggressively by Sanders. Issues of racial justice,
issues related to the #MeToo movement, and the climate crisis were also top of
the Democratic primary agenda. However, most Democratic primary voters
prioritized beating Trump over their issue priorities, according to polls
(Santhanam 2019). During the period of our data collection, there were numer-
ous televised debates, and somemovement in the polls as a result (Skelley 2019);
however, Biden was the most consistent leader in the polls during the invisible
primary period. At various moments in the campaign, Warren and Harris were
competitive, but Sanders was themost consistently in reach of Biden. Altogether,
the field was large, diverse, and competitive enough to warrant dynamic media
coverage the year before the first primary contest in Iowa.

Data Collection and Processing

The data for our analysis were collected from the LexisNexis BulkAPI, accessed
through the University of Pennsylvania. We considered print articles from
January 1, 2019 through January 31, 2020, mentioning a Democratic primary
candidate’s name one ormore times, from various national and regional sources.
Each article is a “document.” The LexisNexis BulkAPI included a broad range of
sources, from which we selected articles (or “documents”) from major national
newspapers (e.g., The New York Times, TheWashington Post), newswires (Associated
Press), large online news sites (e.g., Slate, Politico), major tabloids (e.g., The
New York Post, Daily News), regional newspapers (e.g., LA Times, Tampa Bay Times),
and some international publications that cover American politics (e.g., The
Guardian, The Globe and Mail ) (see Table A1, Appendix). Our goal was to capture
a comprehensivemix ofmainstreampolitical news outlets, including a balance of
partisan and nonpartisan sources.

Given the polarized U.S. political context during the campaign period covered,
we recognize that media coverage could vary widely across outlets, potentially
introducing bias into our sample. However, given that all candidates are running
as Democrats, we were less concerned that our selection of outlets would favor a
particular candidate’s ideology over another candidate’s ideology. We selected
sources that mostly skew left or are nonpartisan to reflect the most relevant
audience. This approach allows us to capture a representative view of media
discourse surrounding the Democratic primary. In Table A1 in the Appendix, we
indicate which sources are partisan (and in which ideological direction), accord-
ing to the Ad Fondes Media Bias Chart.

To analyze warmth and competence coverage of the 2020 Democratic presi-
dential primary candidates, we identify relevant snippets for analysis from all
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documents using the following preprocessing steps, which we elaborate on
below:

1. Remove duplicate documents
2. Tokenize documents
3. Tag adjectives in documents
4. Carryout dependency parsing
5. Identify candidates in documents by name
6. Identify candidates in documents by their pronouns
7. Resolve adjectives to the candidates within the same documents

For step 1, we removed duplicate articles2 and were left with 34,530 docu-
ments. In step 2, the documents are “tokenized” in order to be tagged. In step
3, all adjectives are flagged using spaCy’s part of speech tagging. In step 4, we
apply spaCy’s dependency parsing tool.3 Dependency parsing identifies the
structure of sentences based on dependencies, which are relationships between
words. This is a necessary step to link the adjectives to the candidates in the
documents. In step 5, we use spaCy’s named entity recognition system to identify
the candidates in the articles (e.g., “Bernie Sanders”). In step 6, we use Hugging-
Face’s NeuralCoref (coreference resolution) to account for references to the
candidates by pronouns (e.g., he/she/him/her).4 And in step 7, we applied an
algorithm to navigate the dependency tree starting with each adjective. If the
adjective had a “child node” in the dependency tree that was identified as a noun
or pronoun, we identified that noun or pronoun as a referent of the adjective;
otherwise, we navigated to the “parent node” of the adjective and ran the
algorithm again to search for the nearest “child node” that was a noun or
pronoun. If the noun or pronoun that was identified by this algorithm had
already been resolved to a candidate (“entity”), we marked that candidate as
the referent of the adjective.We refer to the outcome of this process as “referent-
adjective pairings.”

Next, we manually checked each referent-adjective pairing to correct any
instances where the algorithm erroneously identified the wrong candidate (and
corrected it), or to remove referent-adjective pairings that were irrelevant or
otherwise inaccurate. In total, 25% were removed due to this process, which left
us with 4,735 snippets. Because we rely on the pipeline outlined above to identify
snippets containing adjective-referent pairs, we cannot explicitly account for
adjective-referent pairings that aremissing, but ourmanual process ensures that
those that are included are accurate.

Adjectives in the adjective-referent pairings were then categorized as warmth
attributes (positive or negative), competence attributes (positive or negative), or
neither, in order to apply the stereotype content model to the candidates’
coverage. For this process, we first classified the traits based on existing dic-
tionaries developed to capture the dimensions of warmth and competence
dimensions of the SCM (Nicolas et al 2020). Two of the authors then independ-
ently categorized all the adjectives according to valence, so that each fell within
one of the following five categories: positive warmth (e.g., “approachable”),
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positive competence (e.g., “intelligent”), negative warmth (e.g., “cold”), negative
competence (e.g., “inarticulate”), or none of these. For all traits where there was
disagreement, the authors met to come to a consensus to determine which
category the adjective belongs to. This process produced the list of traits in
the Appendix (Table A2).

Together, this process identified all sentences (which we refer to as
“snippets”) that mention a warmth or competence trait (positive or negative)
that is associated with a candidate, by their name or their pronouns (the
adjective-referent pairings). For example, some warmth snippets identified
within the media sample by our process include “In our short time watching,
she was affable and at ease,” where “she” is Klobuchar, and “affable” is the
warmth trait. Another example is, “It’s part of who he is and it’s why people think
he’s accessible or approachable,” where “he” is Biden, and “accessible” and
“approachable” are warmth attributes. Another example is, “One of the main
drivers of Buttigieg’s appeal is how authentic he appears in word and manner,”
where “authentic” is a warmth trait describing Buttigieg. Some competence
snippets identified in the media sampled by our process include, “She is com-
petitive. She is a fighter,” a description of Gillibrand, and “On the campaign trail,
Mr. Castro appears confident,” a description of Castro. Our processes identified
747 positive warmth, 2,255 positive competence, 649 negative warmth, and 1,084
negative competence snippets for a total of 4,735.

After a training session detailing the content analysis process, four of the
authors were assigned a subset of all snippets for an interrater reliability
assessment. A sample size calculator was used to determine an appropriate
sample size (95% confidence with +/- 3% margin of error), yielding a sample of
644 snippets. Given that a snippet could refer to an adjective as a negation (e.g.,
“Klobuchar lacked warmth”), we assess interrater reliability for referent-
adjective pairing matches, and referent-adjective pairing negations. For the
former, interrater reliability was .73, and for the latter, it was .78 (Fleiss’s kappa),
which meets the conventional standard for “substantial agreement” (Landis and
Koch 1977).

The hand-coding team read every snippet to verify that the adjective refer-
enced in a snippet was in fact describing the identified candidate and referred to
their personal character. If the adjective in the snippet did not describe the
identified candidate (due to error or context), it was removed. Therefore, the
analysis does not assume the referent-adjective pairings identified by the auto-
mated process are correct; hand-coding affirms the accuracy of the referent-
adjective pairings and the referent-adjective descriptions.

Having achieved substantial interrater agreement, the full set of snippets was
divided among the team of four experts who then carried out the process of
identifying whether the adjective in the snippets applied to the identified
candidate, and if so, whether the application was positive (“Biden’s speech was
warm”), or negative (“Biden’s speech was not warm”). Any snippets that seemed
ambivalent (e.g., “Some people thought Biden’s speech was warm but other
people said it was not warm”), were marked as “other” and read by a committee
of two researchers to determine if the description fit into the positive or negative
categories. Capturing trait valence in this way was necessary to effectively
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evaluate critical candidate coverage. Not all warmth coverage, for instance,
characterized a candidate as warm. Instead, some commented on a candidate’s
apparent lack of warmth. As noted above, we anticipated that this phenomenon
was related to candidate gender, with women more likely to be characterized as
“unlikable” (a negatively valenced warmth trait) compared to men, and by
coding valence it allows us to evaluate this possibility. Through the process
outlined here, we built a database of candidatemedia representations through an
SCM lens.

Findings

Balance ofWarmth and Competence Coverage forMale and Female Candidates

To assess our first hypothesis, we analyze the proportion of warmth and
competence traits for all men and all women running in the 2020 Democratic
primary in Figure 1. Raw counts are also included for context, because they
provide a sense of the volume of coverage on each of the trait dimensions.
Notably, trait coverage in 2020 revolves around competence more than warmth.
Of the 4,735 trait mentions in our dataset, 70.5% were competence traits. Recall
that our first hypothesis laid out an expectation that women would receive
coverage that was more focused on warmth and less focused on competence
relative to male candidates. Both women and men received less warmth cover-
age compared to competence coverage. However, the share of the traits associ-
ated with warmth as opposed to competence was slightly higher for women
compared with men and the difference is statistically significant, (χ2(1) = 7.63,
p = .006); therefore Hypothesis 1 is confirmed. This finding might reflect a slight
advantage for male candidates, in that coverage of the presidential leadership
contest favors a trait that is more often attributed to men. However, to better
understand this balance, the tone of that coverage needs to be assessed.

Our second hypothesis posits that gender differences in trait coverage may
manifest in the positive and negative valence of coverage and not merely the
relative proportion of warmth and competence traits attributed to the candi-
dates. If women receive more critical warmth and competence coverage, they
may face an electoral disadvantage. Figure 2 displays the proportion of positive
and negative trait coverage for competence and warmth separately, with

Figure 1. Warmth and competence traits in media coverage of male and female presidential candidates
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negative coverage rendered in black and positive coverage rendered in gray. The
results qualify our previous finding in an important way. Though men received
slightly but significantly more competence coverage than women, the compe-
tence coverage women do receive is, on balance, more positive than competence
coverage for men. About 77.2% of competence descriptions ascribed to women
were positive while only about 63.7% of those ascribed to men were positive.
A chi-squared test indicates that this difference in proportions is statistically
significant (χ2(1) = 55.68, p< .001).

This result runs counter to our Hypothesis 2 expectations about competence
coverage and suggests mixed results when it comes to gender and competence
traits, given that the slight disadvantage in competence coverage quantity for
women may be offset by the more positive valence of this coverage. Existing
studies suggest this could be a reflection of supply-side factors related to female
candidate emergence; for instance, a qualifications gap in which the women who
run for office tend to be more qualified thanmen who run (Fulton 2012; Fulton &
Dhima 2021; Anzia and Berry 2011; Bauer 2020), especially at higher levels such as
the presidency. Indeed, a common theme in 2020 coverage was that many of the
women on the debate stage had never lost an election.

For warmth descriptions, unlike competence descriptions, the gender differ-
ences laid out in Hypothesis 2 do emerge. Over half of the descriptions of female
candidates that invoke warmth are negative (53.7%), while descriptions of male
candidates that invoke warmth are positive on balance (56.9%). This gender
difference is statistically significant (χ2(1) = 13.95, p< .001). This result suggests that
female candidates’ warmth is drawn into question or criticized more often and
tracks with prior scholarship that finds female leaders and professional women to
be perceived as lacking warmth (Cuddy et al. 2004, 2011; Schneider and Bos 2014).

What are the consequences of differential warmth coverage? Existing studies
find a lack of warmth does not diminish male leaders’ appeal or the perception of
their capacity for leadership, whereas it does diminish female leaders’ appeal
(e.g., Fiske et al. 2002; Cuddy et al. 2008), and therefore the negative warmth
portrayals for women may have disproportionately more negative effects on
their candidacies. Additionally, our finding that women face more negative
warmth coverage is especially interesting given scholarship that finds warmth
evaluations to have mental primacy (Wojciszke and Abele 2008), and warmth to
be critical to examinations of candidate character and leadership (e.g., Laustsen

Figure 2. Warmth and competence trait coverage by valence and candidate gender
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and Bor 2017). This suggests an election environment that reinforces the double
bind, where women are expected to uphold existing gender norms, wherein they
are warm in scenarios where warmth may be more difficult to project, such as a
political contest. For women who do not fit into a “warm” (feminine) mold (such
as women running for high political office) the media may be (inadvertently or
not) telling a story about how women fall short of upholding trait expectations
associated with their gender, while being successful at upholding trait expect-
ations associated with the role, given the competence findings.

Trait Coverage by Candidate Gender and Race

In addition to average gender differences in the type and valence of trait
coverage, we also considered whether candidates’ gender intersects with their
racial identification to shape coverage, by comparing white candidates to can-
didates of color. Our third hypothesis laid out an expectation that female
candidates of color would receive less warmth coverage, and more competence
coverage compared to white female candidates, and our fourth hypothesis
indicated that male candidates of color would receive more warmth coverage
and less competence coverage than white men. Although stereotypes about
Black men suggest they lack warmth, and stereotypes about Asian men suggest
they are exceptionally competent, our hypotheses reflect an expectation that
white men will have an advantage in election coverage, where competence is
typically privileged to warmth. To evaluate these claims, we reported the
proportion of warmth and competence traits for each candidate group in
Figure 3. Consistent with our expectations, the media coverage of white women
and women of color differs significantly in how it emphasizes warmth and
competence (χ2(1) = 31.53, p<.001). White women candidates are more likely to
receive warmth coverage (36.9%) than women of color (21.2%), while women of
color are more likely to receive competence coverage (71.9%) than white women
(63.1%). These differences reflect distinct patterns of representation that align
with racialized gender stereotypes about women in the abstract. This finding
squares with prior research discussed above about a warmth deficit facing
women of color that white women in the abstract do not face. Hypothesis 4,
however, was not supported. Male candidates of color did receive slightly more
warmth relative to competence coverage, compared with white men, but this

Figure 3. Quantity of warmth and competence coverage by candidate gender and race

14 Meredith Conroy et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X25000091 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X25000091


difference was not statistically significant (χ2(1) = 0.45, p < .4). Collectively, this
analysis suggests that race moderates trait coverage for female candidates, but
significant differences did not emerge for the male candidates in the 2020
Democratic primary.

Trait valence based on candidates’ race and gender identifications is depicted in
Figure 4. Here, it’s evident that while women of color received more competence
coverage overall than white woman (Figure 3), this coverage was significantly
more negative for women of color compared to white women (31.0% negative
compared with 18.6% negative) (χ2(1) = 17.87, p = <.001). This finding runs counter
the expectations laid out in Hypothesis 5 and suggests competence discussions
were not a boon to female candidates of color. In addition to this, we expected
white women and women of color candidates would receive more negative than
positive warmth coverage, albeit due to different stereotypic profiles (Hypothesis
6). We find that the tone of the warmth coverage didn’t vary significantly by race
among women (χ2(1) = .16, p = .69), but was more negative in tone for both white
women and women of color, confirming Hypothesis 6.

Turning to male candidates, the analysis found white men received signifi-
cantlymore negative coverage relative tomale candidates of color, both in terms
of warmth (χ2(1) = 5.38, p < .01) and competence (χ2(1) = 24.87, p < .001). This
comports with our expectation regarding warmth traits (Hypothesis 7), based on
prior research about strategic self-presentation aimed at disrupting stereotypes
about men of color and aggression (Entman and Rojecki 2000; Stephens-Dougan
2020). However, we also hypothesized that white men would receive more
positive competence coverage than men of color but did not find support for
this expectation (Hypothesis 8).

Thus, the results suggestmen of color face a different pattern of trait coverage
relative to women of color. Rather than facing an obstacle of negative trait
coverage, they are advantaged in terms of trait coverage relative to whitemen in
the race on both trait dimensions. It’s worth noting that male candidates of color
were not particularly competitive in this race, and that much of the critical
competence coverage observed for women of color may have been driven by

Figure 4. Valence of warmth and competence coverage by candidate gender and race
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Harris, the most competitive of the candidates of color in 2020. In the next
section, we dig deeper into candidate-level trait coverage.

Candidate-Level Trait Coverage Analysis

The analysis so far suggests that media coverage emphasizes certain traits
differently based on candidates’ gender and race. One limitation of this analysis
is that the data is drawn from a small set of candidates, meaning its possible
distinctive coverage for any one candidate might exert a disproportionate
influence on trait coverage for any of the race-gender groups. Disaggregating
by candidate allows us further insight into the nature of candidate coverage.
Though this analysis is exploratory and not hypothesis driven, it offers more
context to the group differences reported in the previous section and allows us to
identify outlier candidates in terms of trait coverage.

Figure 5 presents the balance of warmth and competence coverage for each
candidate, excluding candidates with fewer than 20 trait mentions total. Looking
first at competence coverage for female candidates, one can see that on balance,

Figure 5. Warmth and competence traits disaggregated by candidate
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competence coverage was positive formost female candidates, but the proportion
of positive coverage did vary across candidates. The range was from 53% positive
forMarianneWilliamson to 85% positive for ElizabethWarren. Of the three female
candidates receiving the most coverage (Warren, Harris, and Klobuchar), a factor
likely related to their greater competitiveness in the race, Harris received mark-
edlymore negative coverage – 31% compared to 16% for ElizabethWarren and 21%
for Amy Klobuchar. Maryanne Williamson received a higher proportion of nega-
tive competence coverage compared to the other women in the race (47%
negative), but because of her lack of competitiveness, she received very little
coverage overall. Tulsi Gabbard’s competence coverage was 69% positive, while
Kirsten Gillibrand’s competence coverage was 62% positive.

In terms of female candidates’ warmth, of the three most covered (Warren,
Harris, and Klobuchar), Warren and Harris received the most negative warmth
coverage – 65% of Warren’s warmth descriptions and 50% of Harris’s warmth
descriptions were negative. Just 19% of Klobuchar’s warmth coverage was
negative. Among the other women running, Gabbard’s warmth coverage was
also mostly negative (63%), but overall, her personal character received very
little attention in the corpus of campaign coverage. For the remaining women,
warmth coverage was more positive than negative: only 38% of Gillibrand’s and
18% of Williamson’s warmth descriptions were negative. Of the women in the
race, Warren and Harris arguably were the most competitive, which explains
their greater media attention, and possibly why their personal warmth received
more scrutiny. Both women of color in the race – Harris and Gabbard – are also
largely on the losing end of warmth descriptions, and this is consistent with
studies that show women of color in leadership face additional hurdles when it
comes to perceptions of warmth (Dupree 2024; Cooley et al. 2018).

Turning to the male candidates, Biden’s competence descriptions are among
the least positive of any candidate (54% positive, 46% negative). This was largely
due to frequent attention in articles to Donald Trump’s characterization of Biden
as “sleepy” and “weak,” which were coded as negative competence traits.
Additionally, there were many news articles written about Biden’s performance
in the first Democratic debate that questioned whether he was “prepared.” For
example, “Certainly Biden didn’t seem entirely prepared to defend himself from
what should have been an obvious line of criticism of his record, given recent
news cycles…” and “Biden alternated between forceful defenses of his record and
stumbling answers that suggested he wasn’t fully prepared for the intensity of
the attacks.” Most of the other men in the race received more positive than
negative competence descriptions: Booker (87% positive), Hickenlooper (83%
positive), Yang (79% positive), Bullock (78% positive), Sanders (75% positive),
Buttigieg (74% positive), Steyer and Castro (70% positive), and O’Rourke (61%
positive). Themale candidates with the least positive competence coverage were
de Blasio and Bloomberg (52% and 51% positive). Recall from the analysis in the
previous section that white men received significantly more negative compe-
tence coverage compared to men of color. Critical coverage of Biden, de Blasio,
and Bloomberg likely contributed much to this difference.

On warmth, Bloomberg (25% positive) and de Blasio (33% positive) received
the least positive descriptions. The candidates with the most positive warmth
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coverage are: Yang (88% positive), Bullock (75% positive), O’Rourke (74% posi-
tive), Castro (67% positive), Buttigieg (66% positive), and Booker (65% positive).
Biden’s warmth descriptions were 62% positive, Sanders’s just 51% positive, and
Hickenlooper’s were 57% positive. This finding that the men of color in the race
are among the candidates with the most positive warmth coverage may be
evidence that men of color lean into warmth to combat widely held negative
stereotypes about racialminorities and violence, especially Black and Latinomen
(Entman and Rojecki 2000), as a deracializing strategy (Stephens-Dougan 2020);
media coverage might reflect these self-presentation strategies. Collectively,
this candidate-level analysis contributes a more nuanced understanding of trait
coverage in the 2020 Democratic Presidential primary.

Unpacking the Warmth and Competence Trait Dimensions

To gain further insight into the nature of warmth and competence coverage, we
present some additional descriptive analysis that disaggregates the individual
facets composing the SCM’s two primary trait dimensions of warmth and
competence. This analysis is exploratory and intended to add more granularity
to our understanding of these higher order traits for social perception and how
they relate to candidate gender. First, we calculated the relative probability each
trait was used to describe each candidate – i.e., p(trait | candidate). We then
averaged the probabilities for each trait for all male candidates and all female
candidates. We took the difference of these averaged probabilities [i.e., p(trait |
candidate)WOMEN - p(trait | candidate)MEN] and plotted themost distinctive traits,
those with the largest differences. In Figure 6, we present the top ten facets of
warmth and competence traits that were most likely to identify female candi-
dates relative to male candidates. Figure 7 presents the top ten facets used to
identifymale candidates relative to female candidates. By contrast, terms that do
not appear on these lists are applied to male and female candidates with more
comparable frequency.

Facets of competence distinctively applied to female candidates in Figure 6
imply reliability (e.g., committed, dedicated) and physical stamina or dominance
(e.g., tough, strong, stronger). Only one competence trait is explicitly about
expertise (capable). These distinctive facets of competence are mostly positive,
except for “embarrassed,” “nervous,” and “unqualified” are critical comments
disproportionately applied to female candidates.

Figure 6. Distinctive trait coverage for female candidates
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Facets of warmth distinctively applied to female candidates in Figure 6 invoke
trustworthiness or the lack thereof (e.g., evasive, forthright), and friendliness (e.g.,
approachable). “Likable” is also on this list, which is more evidence that women,
more so than men, face the likability question when running for office. This
analysis suggests that feminine frames are also evoked for women, but not men,
when the media is more likely to describe them as “grateful” and “peace-loving,”
traits not usually expected or demanded ofmenwith power or passion for a cause.

For traits that favor men in Figure 7, we see facets of competence that imply
assertiveness and dominance (e.g., confident, bold, undeterred), and capability
(e.g., successful, impressive, suited). Three facets of competence are explicitly
about mental facilities, and one is negative (e.g., sensible, articulate, confused).
By comparison, warmth coverage uniquely characterizingmale candidates imply
friendliness (e.g., affable, earnest, generous), and trustworthiness (e.g., trans-
parency, trustworthy). “Emotional” is on this list, suggesting that men’s emo-
tional states or reactions are more newsworthy than women’s, possibly because
it reflects instances of gender stereotype violations. By comparison, womenwere
more likely to be depicted as “embarrassed” or “nervous,” traits that only imply
negative emotionality. The only negative trait with a gender gap for men was
“unpopular,” an externalized description of others’ reaction to them, but not a
projection of their own emotions or how the media thought they should feel.

Conclusion

The analysis reported here suggests media coverage of candidates running in the
2020 Democratic presidential primary was gendered and racialized in some
respects, and dimensional social perception frameworks like the stereotype
content model proved to be a useful tool for highlighting differences in trait
coverage between male and female candidates (Abele et al. 2021). We found that,
on the whole, the Democratic female candidates covered in 2020 overcame
competence doubts that plagued women in earlier decades because they
received more positively valenced competence, on average, compared to male
candidates. However, our trait-level analysis showed large gender gaps in
competence traits like “successful,” “suited,” and “influential” (more likely to
be attributed to themen in the field), and the disproportionate use of these terms
could imply women are working from a qualification (or preparedness) deficit

Figure 7. Distinctive trait coverage for male candidates
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(particularly given we find they are uniquely likely to be described using the
term “unqualified”). In short, qualitative analysis of even positive competence
traits may still reflect interesting and impactful gender differences.

Although women received favorable competence coverage on the whole,
warmth coverage emerged as an important battleground. For male candidates,
it was relatively straightforward and affirmative, while for the top-performing
women in the race, a majority of this coverage (53.7%) was critical and charac-
terized them as lacking in warmth. Moreover, while the analysis of distinctive
traits describing female candidates found that words like “approachable” and
“forthright”were usedmore often to describe women thanmen, consistent with
prior research on voter attribution; even some of their positive qualities of
warmth highlight differing gender expectations. Men are not described as
“grateful” or “peace-loving,” but women are.

Additionally, we found that the women of color in the race faced a noticeable
competence deficit, compared to the white women in the race. Although their
competence coverage was overall more positive than negative, it was less positive
than white women’s competence coverage. For both white women and women of
color, their warmth coverage was more negative than positive, on balance.

This finding about the distinctive trait coverage facing women of color
potentially situates us to understand media coverage of Kamala Harris’s 2024
presidential bid. At the very least, it provides an important point of comparison
for future work investigating differences in primary and general election cover-
age, given that wewill soon have a corpus of coverage for the same candidate in a
primary and a general election.

For themen of color in the race, theywere described in positivewarmth terms
more than negative, and largely more so than white men in the race on average,
which further points to the need for an intersectional analysis of trait coverage
in campaigns.

Whether these findings for male and female candidates, especially at the
intersection of race, are generalizable to Democratic primaries more broadly, is
an open question. While the 2020 Democratic primary was relatively diverse, the
candidates of color in the race still saw a fraction of the coverage of white
candidates, and thus additional research of diverse Democratic primaries should
apply the SCM to examine whether the patterns observed in this study hold with
other candidates. Such research could help determine if the stereotype content
associated with male and female candidates of different racial backgrounds
remains consistent across different electoral settings, or if these patterns vary
depending on candidates themselves, or aspects of the specific contest. Expand-
ing the application of the SCM in this way would contribute to a deeper
understanding of gender, the presidency, and media coverage.

The study also delved into the individual profiles of male and female candi-
dates, shedding light on specific patterns of coverage. Notably, highly competi-
tive female candidates, like Warren and Harris, faced the most negative warmth
descriptions, possibly due to increased scrutiny. This finding suggests a dichot-
omy for competitive women, where positive attributes inwarmth or competence
are emphasized, but rarely both, which aligns with broader discussions on
gender biases in leadership perceptions, and the double bind.
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Our results also raise directions for future research. First, our analysis
aggregates across news sources with different ideological orientations. Closer
attention to news sources might reveal further differences in candidate cover-
age, with certain outlets or sets of outlets with common political leanings
covering candidates in more or less stereotypic terms. Such analysis would offer
insights into the extent to which depictions of candidates are media-driven
versus campaign-driven. Candidates’ efforts to control their images only go so
far. Carefully crafted campaign communications interact with opponents’ mes-
saging as well as media coverage of the race. As a result, candidates only have
limited control over how their personal character and leadership potential is
described. In some respects, this complicates the interpretation of gender and
race-based differences in coverage as bias, given that candidates do differ in their
experiences and personalities, and campaign strategies.

Second, our results raise questions about how voters weigh qualities like
warmth and competence in their voting calculus. Some research suggests compe-
tence, more so than warmth, shapes electoral outcomes (i.e., McAllister 2016;
McGraw 2011), while other work finds the centrality of warmth traits depend on
partisanship (Bor and Laustsen 2022); but this work does not evaluate whether the
relative importance of these traits for voters varies by candidate gender, race, or
the intersection of the two. Further research could also investigate double stand-
ards surrounding warmth, where certain actions and behaviors are interpreted
differentlywhen exhibited bywomen andmen on the campaign trail. For example,
if male and female candidates act similarly on the campaign trail but certain
actions are viewed as uncharacteristic of women (such as lacking warmth), that
can result in more attention to the negative behavior for women, because it is not
seen as expected of men. Other cross-national work shows that a focus on
communal traits, like warmth, in candidate coverage can disadvantage women
candidates’ viability across settings (Rohrbach, Aaldering and Van der Pas 2023).
Voters (and journalists) may also have different traits and role expectations for
different offices, such as a President or executive office versus a seat in a
deliberative body (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993). Further work probing gender
stereotypes in media coverage of political campaigns across institutional settings
and across political contexts is necessary to establish the generalizability of the
patterns uncovered here, given that our analysis relies on a single American
presidential primary. Ultimately, this is an area ripe for further investigation,
and the approach developed here is one that can be adopted for various races,
offices, and settings as a useful framework for understanding the prevalence of
gendered trait coverage of candidates.
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Notes

1. For context, the white female candidates in the analysis include: Marianne Williamson, Kirsten
Gillibrand, Amy Klobuchar, and Elizabeth Warren; female candidates of color include: Kamala Harris
and Tulsi Gabbard; white male candidates include: Bernie Sanders, Joe Biden, Pete Buttigieg, Michael
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Bennet, Steve Bullock, Bill de Blasio, John Hickenlooper, Beto O’Rourke, Michael Bloomberg, and Tom
Steyer; and male candidates of color include: Cory Booker, Julián Castro, and Andrew Yang.
2. For pre-processing, we used minhash and locality sensitive hashing with a jaccard similarity
threshold of 0.75 and a locality sensitive hashing threshold of 0.5.
3. Documentation for spaCy’s Dependency Parser is here: https://spacy.io/api/dependencyparser
4. HuggingFace’s NeuralCoref is a Python library designed for coreference resolution, which is the
task of determining when different expressions in a text refer to the same entity (e.g., recognizing
that “Elizabeth” and “she” are the same person in a sentence). HuggingFace’s pre-trained Neur-
alCoref model is available on GitHub: https://github.com/huggingface/neuralcoref
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Appendix

Table A1. Media sources and number of documents

Source Number of documents “Ad Fontes” media bias

CNN.com 5439 Nonpartisan

The Associated Press 4657 Nonpartisan

The New York Times 6031 Nonpartisan

Washington Post Blogs 3109 Skew Left

The Washington Post 2774 Skew Left

Politico.com 2574 Nonpartisan

The New York Post 2374 Skews Right

The Guardian (London) 2462 Skews Left

Daily News (New York) 1279 Skews Left

Los Angeles Times 1186 Nonpartisan

Washingtonpost.com 755 Skew Left

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette 654 Unrated

USATODAY 479 Nonpartisan

NBCNEWS.com 289 Nonpartisan

Tampa Bay Times 229 Unrated

The Globe and Mail (Canada) 99 Nonpartisan

Slate Magazine 68 Left

The Washington Post Magazine 42 Unrated

The American Prospect 16 Left

NPR Shots 9 Unrated

NPR Planet Money (Blogs) 4 Unrated

NPR Code Switch 1 Skew Left
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Table A2. Warmth and competence attributes in campaign coverage

Warmth Competence

Positive accessible, adorable, adorbs, affable,

affectionate, agreeable, appreciative,

approachable, authentic, avuncular,

beloved, bubbly, buddy-buddy, buoyant,

caring, charitable, charming, chatty,

cheerful, cheery, chummy, civil,

compassionate, complimentary,

conciliatory, conciliatory-sounding,

congenial, connected, considerate,

cooperative, cordial, cuddly, diplomatic,

dovish, down-home, down-to-earth,

earnest, easy, easy-going, ebullient,

effusive, emotional, emotive,

empathetic, ethical, extrovert,

exuberant, fair, fairer, family-oriented,

fence-mending, folksy, forgiving,

forthright, friendly, fun, fun-loving, funny,

fuzzy, garrulous, generous, genial, gentle,

gentlemanly, gentler, genuine, giddy,

good natured, goofy, gracious, grateful,

gregarious, happier, heartfelt, helpful,

hilarious, honest, hospitable, humble,

impartial, inclusive, innocent, intimate,

jocular, jovial, joyful, joyous, kind,

lighthearted, likable, lovable, love-

centered, lovely, loving, loyal, maternal,

moral, nice, nonconfrontational,

openhearted, optimistic, outgoing,

paternal, paternalistic, peace-loving,

personable, pious, plain-spoken,

plainspoken, playful, pleasant, polite,

positive, principled, pure, pure-hearted,

relatable, reliable, respectful, sanguine,

simpatico, sincere, sociable, social,

solicitous, sunnier, sunny, sweet, sweet-

tempered, sympathetic, tender, tolerant,

transparent, trustworthy, truthful,

upbeat, virtuous, warm, warmest,

welcoming, well-intentioned, well-liked,

wholesome, witty

academic, accurate, adamant, adept,

adroit, aggressive, agile, ambitious,

analytical, articulate, assertive, assured,

astute, athletic, attentive, audacious,

authoritative, bold, bolder, brainy, brave,

bravest, brazen, bright, brilliant, broad-

minded, canny, capable, cerebral, clear-

eyed, clear-headed, clearest, clever,

cogent, cognizant, coherent,

commanding, committed, competent,

competitive, confident, consistent,

controlled, convincing, coolheaded,

courageous, creative, credible, crisis-

tested, curious, daring, decisive,

dedicated, deft, deliberate, dependable,

detail-oriented, determined, diligent,

direct, disciplined, durable, dynamic,

educated, effective, efficient, eloquent,

emboldened, enlightened, equipped,

erudite, even-keeled, even-tempered,

exact, exceptional, experience-minded,

experienced, fastidious, fearless, feistier,

feisty, fierce, fiery, firm, fit, flawless,

fluent, focused, forceful, formidable,

gifted, goal-oriented, gritty, hard-

charging, hard-nosed, hard-working,

hardy, high-energy, hyper-educated,

impervious, impressive, incisive,

indefatigable, indomitable, industrious,

influential, informed, innovative,

inquisitive, intellectual, intelligent,

intense, invincible, invulnerable, keen,

knowledgeable, laser-focused, level-

headed, lively, logical, lucid, masterful,

maverick, measured, meticulous,

mindful, more-seasoned, motivated,

nerdier, nerdy, nimble, nonplussed,

organized, peppier, perceptive,

persistent, polished, potent, powerful,

pragmatic-minded, precocious,

prepared, prescient, proactive,

productive, professional, professorial,

proficient, pugnacious, punchier, punchy,

qualified, quick-witted, quicker, ready,

relentless, resilient, resolute,

respectable, respected, results-driven,

rigorous, robust, saber-rattling,

sagacious, sane, savvy, scrappy, seasoned,

self-assured, self-made, self-motivated,

(Continued)
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Table A2. Continued

Warmth Competence

self-possessed, sensible, sharp, sharper,

sharpest, skilled, skillful, smart, smarter,

smartest, sober, solid, spry, stable, staid,

statesmanlike, steadfast, steadier, steady,

stealth, stoic, strong, strategic, strong-

willed, stronger, strongest, stubborn,

sturdy, successful, suited, sure-footed,

swaggering, talented, tenacious,

thorough, tireless, tough, tough-minded,

tougher, toughest, triumphant,

unbeatable, unbossed, unbought,

unbruised, uncompromising, undaunted,

undeterred, unfazed, unflappable,

unflustered, unimpeded, unintimidated,

unrelenting, unruffled, unsinkable,

unsparing, untouchable, unwavering,

venturesome, viable, vibrant, vigilant,

visionary, well-articulated, well-

equipped, well-established, well-

prepared, well-read, well-respected,

well-spoken, whip-smart, wise, wiser,

wisest, wonky

Negative abrasive, abusive, accusatory, acerbic,

agitated, alienating, aloof, always-

irascible, amoral, angered, angrier, angst-

filled, angsty, annoyed, antagonistic, anti-

Semitic, apathetic, backhanded, bearish,

bellicose, bereft, bitter, boastful, bossy,

bothered, brusque, cagey, callous,

cantankerous,

chilly, churlish, cold, combative,

conceited, confrontational,

contemptuous, contentious, corrupt,

crabby, cranky, creepy, criminal,

crooked, cruel, curt, cynical, deceitful,

deplorable, depraved, derisive,

detached, disagreeable, disconnected,

dishonest, dishonorable, disingenuous,

dislikeable, disloyal, divisive, dolorous,

downcast, duplicitous, elusive,

emotionless, enraged, estranged,

evasive, exploitative, fake, fallacious,

faux, fickle, finnicky, fraudulent, fretful,

friendless, fussy, grim, grim-faced,

grouchy, gruff, grumpy, hard-edged,

harsh, hate-filled, hateful, homophobic,

hostile, humorless, hurtful, hypocritical,

ill-mannered, immoral, impolite,

impolitic, impudent, inauthentic,

always-exasperated, anemic, anxious,

asinine, asleep, baffled, beatable,

befuddled, bewildered, blunder-prone,

breathless, brittle, bumbling, careless,

cautious, chaotic, childish, clueless,

clumsy, cocky, confused, confusing,

cowardly, credulous, daunted, dazed,

defeated-looking, defenseless,

delusional, dense, disorganized,

distracted, doddering, doe-eyed, dopey,

droopy, dumb, dysfunctional,

embarrassed, error-prone, exasperated,

exhausted, failed-upward, fatigued,

fazed, fearful, fearsome, feckless, feeble,

feeblest, flaky, flat-footed, flawed,

flummoxed, flustered, foggy, foolhardy,

foolish, forgetful, fragile, frail, frazzled,

frightened, gaffe-prone, goofy, green,

gullible, gun-shy, gutless, hapless,

helpless, hesitant, iffy, ignorant, ill-

equipped, ill-informed, ill-poised, ill-

prepared, ill-suited, immobilized,

impotent, imprecise, impulsive,

inadequate, inapt, inarticulate, incapable,

incoherent, incompetent,

incomprehensible, inconsistent,

indecisive, ineffective, ineffectual, inept,

(Continued)
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Table A2. Continued

Warmth Competence

incendiary, inconsiderate, inhumane,

insensitive, insincere, irate, irritable,

irritated, Islamophobic, jealous,

lawyerly, less-than-honest, loathsome,

lukewarm, malicious, materialistic,

mean, mechanical, menacing,

mischievous, misogynistic, nastier, nasty,

negative, off-putting, ornery, peeved,

peevish, pessimistic, phony, poisonous,

politician-y, prejudiced, prickly, punitive,

racist, raucous, repugnant, reticent,

ribald, robotic, rootless, rough, rude,

salty, sanctimonious, sassy,

schoolmarmish, scripted, self-absorbed,

self-centered, self-consumed, self-

dealing, self-involved, self-righteous, self-

serving, selfish, sexist, shouty, shrill,

smarmy, smug, squirrelly, standoffish,

stern, stern-faced, stone-cold, stuffy,

sullen, surly, suspicious, tepid, testier,

testy, tone-deafness, too-scripted, toxic,

two-faced, underhanded, unethical,

unfaithful, unhappy, unjust, unlikable,

unpopular, unremorseful, unresponsive,

unsupportive, untrusted,

untrustworthy, untruthful, vain,

venomous, vile, vindictive, whiny

inexperienced, Inexperienced, inferior,

infirm, inscrutable, insubstantial,

irresponsible, jittery, lackluster, lax, lazy,

lethargic, lightweight, loopy,loser, low-

energy, mawkish, meandering,

mediocre, meek, milquetoast,

misguided, muddled, mush-mouthed,

naive, namby-pamby, negligent, nervous,

noncommittal, noncompetitive,

nonviable, oblivious, out-manned,

overconfident, overwhelmed, panicked,

passive, powerless, preoccupied,

quixotic, rattled, reckless, reluctant,

rusty, ruthless, self-conscious, senile,

shaky, short-sighted, shortsighted,

skittish, sleepy, sloppy, slow, sluggish,

sometimes-stumbling, somnolent,

spineless, spooked, sputtering, squishy,

stagnant, stressed-out, stupid, tentative,

thin-skinned,

timid, tongue-tied, unaccomplished,

unclear,

uncoachable, unconvincing,

underexperienced, underperforming,

underprepared, underqualified,

underwhelming, undisciplined,

undistinguished, uneducated, unfit,

unfocused, unformed, unimposing,

unimpressive, uninformed,

unintelligible, unmoored, unnerved,

unpredictable, unprepared, unproven,

unqualified, unready, unreflective,

unreliable, unserious, unstable,

unsteady, unsuited, unsure, untested,

unvetted, unwise, vacant, vapid, weak,

weakened, weaker, weary, wishy-washy,

wobbly
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