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1 Introduction

Despite recent progress in increasing social equality, status hierarchies in the United States remain primarily

white-dominated and male-dominated. This is in no small part due to gender and racial stereotypes1 that

are associated with being female, on the one hand, and with being black, on the other. Since the stereotypic

characteristics ascribed to women and blacks are at odds with leadership qualities, members of both these

outgroups are far less likely than white men to be associated with leadership roles (Koening et al. 2011).

Naturally, this puts black women – who are associated with not just one set of stereotypes incompatible

with being a leader, but with two – at a particular disadvantage. Research has shown that, in the sphere

of corporate management or upper-level careers in the private sector, black females face a different sort of

discrimination than do their black male and white female counterparts in both the hiring process and the

rate of promotion (Crenshaw 1989).

Despite these starking findings, little to no work has been done to investigate whether inter-

sectional biases are also experienced by policymakers with dual subordinate-group identities. The central

purpose of this investigation is therefore to answer the following question: Does having an intersectional

subordinate identity (namely, being black and female in the US context) negatively affect public perceptions

of policymakers?

It is worth pausing at this stage to clarify what the lexicon means in our specific context. For

starters, the word female can be understood as exclusively referring to the gender meaning of the term

that is the product of psychological, institutional, and cultural constructs. As this characterization would

suggest, this paper adopts a constructivist approach to gender and race. Rejecting the essentialist view, I

do not take race or gender to be wholly immutable from a social science perspective, but rather treat both

as a “bundle of sticks” in this text (Sen and Wasow 2016); as an aggregate of many constitutive elements.

Which of these “sticks” are we concerned with, then? For reasons that will become clear over

the course of this prospectus, I am not so much concerned with how women or black people come to identify

themselves as such, but rather my main focus is on the race and gender cues that indicate to others (whether

rightly or wrongly) that a given person is black or female. From the latter perspective, then, the term “female”

is refers to those physical or perceivable attributes that tyically correlate with their possessor being a woman,

such as hanving long hair, a smaller build, a higher-pitched voice, or a first name that is usually given to

girls.2

1 Throughout this prospectus, I understand stereotypes to signify “cognitive structures that contain our beliefs about certain
social groups” (Judd, Ryan, and Park 1991, 368).

2 The inclusion of first name(s) in the list of gender indicators (and later, as we will see, of racial indicators too) is of
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Second, the term black is used in the same sense as the term female: it is intended to refer to

the perceivable attributes which signal to third parties that a person can be categorized as belonging to the

African-American race. As with gender, these characteristics might range from having a dark skin color and

black hair to having a name that is popular among individuals in this racial group. Throughout this text,

the term “black” is also used interchangeably with “African-American” or “person of color.”

The remainder of this paper prospectus is structured as follows. The second section discusses

the policy salience of the research puzzle just outlined, particularly in the recent context of the 2018 midterm

elections, in which a record-number of racial and gender minorities won seats in Congress. Moving to the

scholarly side of the subject, the third section then explains how this project can contribute to two distinct

strands of literature: the social psychology work on intersectionality, on one hand, and the political science

work on public opinion and voter behavior, on the other. In the fourth section, the implications of the

discussion so far are drawn out in the form of two broad predictions, and later in the form of five specific

hypotheses that are falsifiable. Finally, the fifth and sixth sections describe in detail the research design

envisioned for this study, which is both experimental in terms of its data collection method and quantitative

in terms of its methods of analysis. I conclude with some final considerations of the study’s cost and the

next steps moving forward.

2 Policy Salience

The rationale for this paper topic has both a policy component and a scholarly one. In terms of its policy

salience, the recent midterm elections of 2018 saw the largest proportion ever of racial and gender outgroup

candidates to gain seats in Congress, including the first-ever black Congresswomen for Massachusetts and

Connecticut. As more and more individuals with intersectional identities enter the political sphere, it is

important that we become more familiar with the unique sort of overlapping pressures and/or obstacles they

might face in their policymaker roles.

Anecdotal evidence indicates that negative stereotypes and prejudices do not disappear in the

government realm, but rather continue to affect how individuals in all racial and gender groups see them-

selves, view others, and perform their assigned job(s). To use a rather unusual example, Donald Trump’s

characterizations of both Hillary Clinton as a “nasty woman,” on one hand, and of Barack Obama as a

particular importance here. Otherwise, the category of gender delineated for our purposes would only apply to cases where the
public can or has seen what the candidate looks like (for example, in a photograph or at a rally event), and yet it is clearly
the case that we often make gender (and/or racial) assumptions before having any sense of a person’s appearance (for instance,
when we read that an article was written by a journalist named ’John’ as opposed to ’Anna’ or ’Darryll’.
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Kenyan-born imposter, on the other, clearly demonstrate that white females and black males continue to

experience the effects of negative gender and racial stereotypes in the policy world. Far from inconsequential,

these dynamics serve to detract the public’s attention from the actual job performance of subordinate group

members in the political sphere, as well as directly delegitimizing them as leaders in the eyes of the average

voter. Clearly, then, it is important to examine how racial and gender-based discrimination in politics affects

decisionmakers once they are empowered.

A further paradigm that adds to the practical relevance of the topic at hand is that of stereotype

threat (Steele and Aronson 1995). According to this phenomenon, female and minority individuals’ awareness

of negative stereotyping against their identity group triggers performance pressure in the individual, who

feels that if (s)he makes a mistake (s)he is harming the status or image of the entire outgroup. In turn, this

leads to a self-fulfilling negative prophecy where the subordinate group member actually performs poorly

in comparison with his or her capabilities. This is of particular concern in the policymaker realm, because

it means that the existence of racial and gender biases in popular culture will have direct implications

for the caliber of US public policy. And if a decisionmaker has overlapping (i.e. intersectional) outgroup

identities, then (s)he could be subjected to twice the amount of internal pressure and subsequent propensity

to underperform. It follows that investigating if and when intersectional politicians may experience a sense

of marginalization and double jeopardy is critical from a practical perspective of the American political

landscape.

3 Contributions to Scholarship

Turning now to the scholarly reasoning for investigating the effects of intersectional identities on policy-

makers, this subject matter generally relates and contributes to two different strands of literature: (1) the

intersectionality of outgroup identities in social psychology and (2) the racial and gender dynamics of public

opinion in political science.

3.1 The Intersectionality of Outgroup Identities

In social psychology, the subfield of intersectionality is concerned with whether and how the experiences of

colored women with stereotyping evidence differ from those of white women (Purdie-Vaughns and Eiback

2008). In this way, intersectionality must be distinguished from the idea of “double-jeopardy” as it was

originally proposed,3 which “oversimplified” the relationship between gender and racial biases by equating
3 For examples of this earlier type of account, see Epstein 1973; Almquist 1975; King 1988; and Ridgeway 2001.
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African American women’s mutuality of membership in ethnic and sexual outgroups with a multiplication

of their disadvantage(s) in society (Hancock 2007).

One important subset of intersectionality focuses on what Williams (2014) calls the “Prove-

It-Again” dynamic in American society.4 According to this conception, since the occupant figure of high-

powered jobs has historically always been white and male, the argument goes, then neither women nor black

people are seen as a good “fit” for these positions, based on the stereotypical ideas ascribed to members of

both groups (Glick 1991; Heilman 1983). It is for this reason that the female and the black person must

typically “prove” his or her competence time and again in order to be taken seriously, whereas the white

male does not. This theory has largely been supported by empirical evidence, which has documented, among

other things, how both women and black people must provide roughly twice as much evidence of competence

as do white men in order to be seen as capable of a particular role or skill (Biernat and Kobrynowicz 1997;

Lyness and Heilman 2006).

A crucial aspect of Prove-It-Again is its grounding in status differentials, in descriptive forms

of bias that reflect assumptions about how women and/or black people will behave.5 Insofar as the pattern

involves both racial and gender status differentials, then, it is triggered not just by male-female cleavages in

this context but also by white-black ones. It follows that black women will face two different sets of negative

competence assumptions regarding their capabilities – one emerging from their status as women, and another

emerging from their racial identity. While these two sources of worth-questioning may not simply “multiply”

the disadvantage of African-American women in the mathematical sense, they do “multiply” the number of

times and sources to which black women must prove themselves before being accepted as competent.

For example, Heilman (2001) finds that, due to the Prove-It-Again dynamic, women’s mistakes

tend to be noticed more and remembered longer than do men’s, whereas Fiske (1998) finds the same to

be true of black people compared to whites. For those who are doubly bound to both subordinate groups,

like black women, Rosette and Livingston (2012) find results in line with the “double jeopardy” logic when

it comes to receiving punishment for poor job performance. Most significantly, black women are punished

or rated far more harshly than white women or black men for the same kind of mistake. Such results are

verified by additional qualitative or ethnographic interview studies, which report black female comments
4 It is worth emphasizing that said category of social discrimination is just one of four identified by Williams (2014) and

that my exclusive focus on Prove-it-Again in this paper shold not be taken to imply that it is the sole (or even most important)
form of hierarchical oppression and bias.

5 Descriptive forms of bias, to be sure, should not be confused with prescriptive ones, which instead concern ideals about
how women and/or Black people should behave.
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about “strong expectations for their failure” (Settles 2006, 595).

In short, while the intersectionality debate rejects that “double jeopardy” as a concept accurately

depicts the overall situation faced by women of color,6 the existing literature does appear to concede that

such a mechanism is at play on the discrimination axis of Prove-It-Again, at least in the context of corporate

leadership expectations and reactions to poor job performance. By considering whether said phenomenon

translates to the policy realm of US government representatives – an application that has not been studied

thus far – the present project can help further distill how gender and race interact as social constructs.

This extension is of particular value given that gender and racial biases appear to interact

differently in the world of US politics than they do in the everyday lives of American citizens. For example,

though black females in the existing literature on the private sector reported a sense that Prove-It-Again

problems stemmed from race as opposed to gender, black females in the public sector of government have

typically understood the problem conversely.7 It would thus appear that the government sphere is different to

the contexts that have been surveyed in the existing literature on intersectional identities, and that therefore

it is worthwhile to consider the topic vis-à-vis policymakers.

3.2 The Racial and Gender Dynamics of Public Opinion

A second literature strand which this project will contribute to is that of race and gender hierarchies in

public opinion, particularly as this last one pertains to policymakers and their decisions. Though there does

exist a robust public opinion literature that investigates the causal effects of gender and race in a more

general sense (e.g. Gilens 1996; Huber and Lapinski 2006; Gaucher, Friesen and Kay 2011; Davison and

Burke 2000), a growing body of research in the field of politics specifically evaluates the effects of racial and

gender cues on voting behavior.

McDermott (1998), for instance, uses quasi-experimental poll data to test whether candidate

demographic cues pertaining to race and gender play an influential role in elections. Solely on the racial

dimension, Green (2004) evaluates whether phone calls and mails appealing to African-Americans increased
6 The reason for this rejection, to be sure, is that the Prove-it-Again pattern of intersectional discrimination is just one of the

four ways in which gender bias is manifested, according to the typology and classification in the literature. Thus, the argument
goes, just because black women fare worse on one of these four axes doesn’t mean they are more disadvantaged overalll. For
example, Williams (2014) finds that black women experience fewer Tightrope dynamics than do women of other ethnicities, and
seems to suggest that this somewhat counteracts the hardships endured by black women when it comes to Prove-It-Again.

7 For example, Shirley Chisholm once said the following to an interviewer: “when I ran for Congress, when I ran for president,
I met more discrimnation as a woman than for being black. Men are men.” This would also seem to be corroberated by the
fact that racism is far more entrenched in American society today than is sexism, yet US voters were prepared to elect a black
president over a white female one in 2008.
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voter turnout, while Valentino, Hutchings and White (2002) test whether subtle racial signals in campaign

advertisements trigger racial attitudes and candidate preferences. Similarly, when it comes to gender, Huddy

and Terkildsen (1993a; 1993b) as well as Fox and Smith (1998) investigate whether individuals invoke

candidate sex as a cue about policy expertise or politically relevant characteristics.

The present project will contribute to all these and similar scholarly traditions by considering

not just how racial and gender cues operate when selecting or voting for a candidate, as the literature just

surveyed has done, but also how they affet individuals’ evaluations of those candidates’ job performance,

both during their time in office and ex post. More specifically, the US president or member of Congress

differs from the corporate employee in that they are not accountable to some higher-level manager in their

company, but rather to the American polity at large. Thus, if the policymaker makes a “mistake” in judgment

within their main line of responsibility, it is the public citizens who are to hold him or her accountable. This

accountability is exercised by voters not just at the single moment of elections but also throughout the

term(s) of the policymaker, by approving more or less of how (s)he is performing. As a result, this discussion

begs the question of whether black women in US government are subjected to an intersectional form of

disadvantage when it comes to the repercussions of their “mistakes” made while governing. Such is the very

question that the ensuing “Theory” section attempts to answer.

4 Theory

A preliminary implication of the literature just surveyed is that white males are at a significant advantage in

politics, since traditional leadership roles – of which political office is one of the highest in the United States

– are linked to characteristics pertaining to this group alone. Particularly in light of the 2016 election, it is

clear that this advantage exists at the first moment of elections, in the same way that white men are also

at an advantage during the hiring stage of the corporate world. What remains to be determined, however,

is exactly how the white male status hierarchy translates into the political sphere once leaders have been

elected into office.

Based on our discussion in the previous section, it seems reasonable to expect that the findings

of prior works on the repercussions for bad job performance will apply to the dynamics and context of

policymaking as well (Miller, Wattenberg, and Malanchuk 1986). Insofar as public citizens are the ones

who hold politicians accountable, and the heuristic-prone cognitive processes of these citizens associate the

stereotypic qualities of white men with leadership roles, then the system should privilege white males over

status-inferior groups when it comes to making mistakes. Simply put, then, the margin of error available to

white, male policymakers is substantially larger than that available to any other group.
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More specifically, we can distinguish these status-inferior subgroups across two different dimen-

sions or cleavages. In terms of what Sidanius and Pratto (2001) call the gender system, the pecking order

allocates a higher status to men over women (Eagly and Wood 1982). Likewise, in terms of the arbitrary-set

system concerning race, the largest inter-group gap or opposition is between white people and African-

Americans (Sidanius and Pratto 2001). We can thus narrow down our first prediction of white male political

power to explicitly concern only these two subordinate groups.

Expectation I: On average, female and/or black policymakers will be more heavily
reprimanded by the public for poor policy choices or other “mistakes” made while
governing than will their white, male counterparts.8

The key clause in this expectation, to be sure, is that which mentions ‘female and/or black policymakers,’

since from it alone we can derive three more concrete and testable hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: On average, white female policymakers will be more heavily reprimanded for
“mistakes” made while governing than will their white male counterparts.

Hypothesis 2: On average, black male policymakers will be more heavily reprimanded for
“mistakes” made while governing than will their white male counterparts.

Hypothesis 3: On average, black female policymakers will be more heavily reprimanded for
“mistakes” made while governing than will their white male counterparts.

In short, the public support bases of policymakers belonging to either the gender and/or racial outgroup

are significantly more fragile than those of white male policymakers. Once they are in office, public opinion

of female and/or black leaders is more sentitive to mistakes compared to the public approval rates of white

male politicians.

All this is not to say, however, that the three outgroups in Expectation I are discriminated

against in the same manner or to the same extent. From our earlier survey of social psychology literature,

we learned that evaluations of job performance based on stereotypes are a question of “fit” (or lack thereof).

According to this line of reasoning, society prescribes a certain set of ideal characteristics that all individuals

in a certain social role should possess. Since black women have the least amount of observable “good fit”

with white men out of the three outgroups, a second prediction to be investigated is that African American

females do face some sort of a “double,” or at least “additional” discrimination in the political sphere,

compared to other subordinate groups. This again applies not just to the electoral moment but also, and
8 The notion of “reprimanding” a government leader in the sense suggested here specifically means that his or her levels of

support decrease substantially. In the context of this project, therefore, the more “heavily reprimanded” that one policymaker
turns out to be in comparison to another for the same mistake, the more the former’s level of public support has decreased
relative to that of the latter.
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more importantly, to the ex post evaluation of job performance by public opinion support, particularly in

the wake of policymaker errors in judgment or other forms of underperformance.

Expectation II: On average, black female policymakers will be more heavily repri-
manded by the public for poor policy choices or other “mistakes” made in government
than will their other outgroup counterparts.

Again, this second prediction can be broken down into two more specific ones:

Hypothesis 4: On average, black female policymakers will be more heavily reprimanded for
“mistakes” made while governing than will their white female counterparts.

Hypothesis 5: On average, black female policymakers will be more heavily reprimanded for
“mistakes” made while governing than will their black male counterparts.

The overall claim made in this section has therefore just been that, while double-jeopardy as a broad

hypothesis may be too simple to capture the complex dynamics of race and gender as a whole, the concept

itself appears to apply in the context of political leadership evaluations made by public civilians when a

policymaker makes a mistake or poor decision. The remainder of this paper prospectus is therefore concerned

with outlining a research design strategy for testing these theoretical predictions.

5 Research Design I: Data Collection

In order to test my hypotheses, this study will use an original, survey-based experiment, fielded to a ran-

domly selected sample of 1000 adults (aged 18 or older) by GfK (formerly Knowledge Networks).9 It will

specifically use the company’s KnowledgePanel® tool, a probability-based online panel that is guaranteed to

be representative of the US population at large. As Dennis (2012) mentions, KnowledgePanel® is uniquely

advantageous for the methodological rigor of survey experiments, and thus can help ensure the accuracy of

the data obtained for this project.

Using address-based sampling (ABS) methods, subjects will be randomly selected by household

from a comprehensive database of residential addresses that includes over 97% of the US population. They

will then be invited to participate in the online survey via telephone or mail (see Appendix 7.1 for the

complete recruitment script). Non-internet households will also be provided with a web-enabled computer

and free internet access in order to partake as panelists.10

9 For reference, all the relevant materials described in this section are included in the Appendix (7.1-7.3) of the paper.

10 Both these characteristics are preferable to traditional methods of sampling, in that they do not exclude households with
no landline or listed phone numbers (as is the case with telephone-based strategies), nor do they leave out of the subject pool
households that lack internet access (as is the case with online, opt-in sampling techniques).
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The survey experiment will take the form of an exposure study, in which participants are exposed

to a particular combination of racial and gender cues pertaining to a hypothetical policymaker. The setup is

therefore a 2 x 2 factorial design that varies along the dimensions of gender (male or female) and race (black

or white). All 1,000 subjects will each be randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups (A, B,

C, D), resulting in a total of 250 subjects per treatment group. This experimental design is summarized in

Table 1. According to said assignation, each subject will then receive the variation of the survey questionaire

that corresponds to his or her treatment group.

Table 1: Experimental Design and Treatments 
 

Treatment A Treatment B Treatment C Treatment D

Gender Cue Male Female Male Female

Racial Cue White White Black Black

Sample Size (m) 250 250 250 250

The specific text of all four iterations begins with the same hypothetical scenario, whereby Donald Trump is

no longer president and has been replaced either: by another white male (Treatment A), by a white female

(Treatment B), by a black male (Treatment C), or by a black female (Treatment D). This variation across

the hypothetical president’s gender and race will specifically be introduced into each treatment via giving

the imaginary head of state a first and last name, as summarized in Figure 1 below.

 
 

 
Figure 1: Names Assigned to the President by Treatment 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Gender 

 
 Male Female 

 

White 
Colin Scott 

(A) 
Allison Scott 

(B) 

Race 

Black 
Jamaal Jackson 

(C) 
Alisha Jackson 

(D) 

What is special about the names chosen, both first and last, is that they are each commonly associated with

a specific gender and/or race. In other words, the study exploits the racial or gender soundingness of a name
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to trigger associations with race or gender as a whole in the subject’s mind. In determining what names

would qualify as well-suited for this experiment, I conducted an extensive research process into how existing

audit studies captured racial cues into names, with a special focus on cases where two names associated with

the same race triggered different sorts of cues (e.g. Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004).

In addition, I composed a score for each individual name (e.g. for the specific surname “Scott,”

not for the first and last name combined in the Figure 1 entries). This score was based on two different

criteria: (1) how popular the name is among the identity group it is designed to be associated with, and (2)

what percentage of all existing usages of the name correspond to individuals in that group. So, for example,

the score for Jamaal was calculated by finding the average between (1) the probability that a person is called

Jamaal if he is a black male, and (2) the probability that a person is a black male if his name is Jamaal. In

statistical terms, then, if we call the event that a person is called Jamaal J and the event that a person is a

black male BM, the scoring formula employed in this study can be expressed as follows:

Score =
P (J |BM) + P (BM |J)

2
(1)

After performing these calculations on the most popular 10-20 names by race and gender, the four selected

names in Figure 1 were among those that performed particularly well. Nonetheless, since these racial and

gender name cues operate through the meaning subjects ascribe to the “bundle of sticks” more broadly,11

and since the seemingly specific cue used here may encode other information that confounds interpretation, a

pretest or formal pilot study will be conducted prior to the experiment itself, so as to confirm that the racial

cues (i.e. treatments) injected into the experiment are actually picked up by the subjects, and that they are

picked up in the manner we expect them to be. This strategy will also help guard against confounding the

effect of the cue itself with the effect of the context in which it is picked up by the subjects.

Having established the new presidential authority, all of the survey variations then tell the

respondents that this leader recently advocated for and adopted an ambitious military operation abroad,

which ended up failing in its objective and costing the US a lot of money. Thus, the questionnaire essentially

primes subjects to a policymaker “mistake” or instance of poor judgment in foreign security management. In

order to probe the effects of gender and race on public perceptions of politicians, the survey tells respondents

that, as a reaction to the failed military operation, there has been a movement for increasing supervision

systems in the president’s military authority decisions, so that the head of state might have less autonomy
11So, for example, continuing with the example of stereotypes about leadership, the name Jamaal might trigger associations

in a subject’s mind with being ill-suited for leadership, but this is only so because the name actually triggers associations with
black people, who in turn the subject associates with being ill-suited for leadership. The key takeaway here is just that the
cues operate through associations of race more broadly, on their own, they would not have such powerful effects on outcomes
as the proposed theory suspects.
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on military matters and his decisions might have to be more thoroughly vetted by other authorities. The

participants are then asked a very simple question: whether or not they would support this initiative to curtail

the president’s powers.12 In response, they have three answer-options to choose from: (1) yes/support, (2)

no/oppose, and (3) unsure/refuse to respond. Lastly, those who select either the first or the second answer

will be asked to provide a one-to-two sentence description of their rationale, before the survey draws to a

close.

Taken together, the data just outlined are advantageous for several reasons. First, on a more

general level, the experimental survey design allows for causal inferences to be extracted from our results in a

reliable manner, whereas most of the existing literature on double-jeopardy and intersectionality has tended

to use observational research designs that cannot be raised beyond conclusions of correlation. Further, even

within the realm of experimental studies, this research paper will effectively incorporate the three principles

of experimental design: (1) randomization (2) replication and (3) local controlling. The first of these is

specifically fulfilled by the experiment’s use of complete random assignment, insofar as exactly m (250) of

the total N (1,000) units are assigned to each treatment condition, with equal probability (Gerber and Green

2012, 32).

Multiple power analyses confirmed that the sample size of 250 subjects per condition and 1,000

in total is sufficiently large to reliably test the proposed hypotheses at a high level of confidence in our

results. Moreover, not only is the sample sufficiently large but it is also sufficiently representative of the

US population at large, a condition that GfK guarantees in their service contract for KnowledgePanel®.

Through these and other advantages, GfK’s KnowledgePanel® provides “the highest level of accuracy and

sample representativeness available in online research” (Dennis 2012, 2). Likewise, the includion of a pretest

pilot study will help ensure that there are no inherent or unforeseen problems with the research design, and

offers an opportunity to fine-tune the experimental approach before the actual data collection process, so as

to further tailor the survey design and overall strategy to the specific research puzzle at hand.

While these strengths are not without merit, it is important not to overlook the potential

limitations of this reseaarch design. Perhaps the most important drawback pertains to the economic cost –

the KnowledgePanel® service is priced at a minimum of $2,000, so it necessarily requires a prior fundraising

effort on the part of the researcher. Nonetheless, while certainly not as affordable as Amazon’s Mechanical

Turk and similar platforms, the cost of KnowledgePanel® is not prohibitive, and falls within the range of
12 See Appendix 7.3 for further clarification. The idea simply is that, by reclaiming some of the authority ascribed to the

President as the country’s leader, the subject is implicitly signaling her decrease in trust vis-a-vis the President’s ability to
perform his or her duties well.
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most research grant awards available to PhD students. Therefore, even though it may require more effort

to attain, GfK’s service is by no means out of reach, and the utility cost of paying more money for it is

outweighed by the many benefits it can provide that cannot be attained otherwise.

One such benefit is GfK’s imposition of post-stratification weights and base statistical weights on

the raw data collected (Dennis 2012, 4). This ensures that its reliability is not compromised by non-response

bias, which is usually an endemic problem with survey experiments. All these features together will help

ensure that the data’s attributes are perfectly accurate, and therefore that the conclusions it reveals will

help us understand how intersectionality might affect world leaders and their policy decisions.

6 Research Design II: Methods

There are two key features of the data collection strategy just described that are of relevance for methodolog-

ical purposes. The first is that GfK adheres to standards of random sampling in its recruitment of subjects

process, thus fulfilling the requirement of random sampling and securing a certain level of representativeness

for the study’s future findings. The second it that, by blindly and randomly assigning subjects to treatment

groups with equal probability, the design fulfills the requirement of random assignment, thus permitting the

inference of properly causal connections between the different variables.

Given the fulfillment of true and “complete” random assignment in the experimental phase just

mentioned, the most appropriate identification strategy is to compare the average outcomes across treatment

groups, also known as the “difference-in-means” estimator – an unbiased estimator of the average treatment

effect (ATE). Once each subject submits his or her decision about whether or not to support the policy

proposal, the number of cases where the negative option was chosen – that is, where the subject voted against

the proposal and sidede with the president’s autonomy – will be recorded for each treatment condition, both

as a raw number and as a proportion of the total number of cases in that particular condition (250 in every

instance).

For example, if 101 subjects in Treatment B voted against the policy proposal, the result would

be recorded as 101 and likewise as 101/250 = 0.404 (or 40.4%). The proportion of respondents who reject the

proposal in this way can be understood as analogous to the level of support for each of the four hypothetical

leaders. Continuing with the example of Group B, the proportion statistic cpB = 0.404 tells us the level

of support for the white female president after she made a policy mistake. To be sure, this proportion

statistic cpB refers to the sampling distribution, but since our sampling method proved to be complete and

random, we can use said value to approximate the proportion in the population distribution, or µB . These

cpx {x : A, B, C, D} are what will eventually become the measurement for approximating the ATE.

12



To calculate these approximations, the study will use a series of bivariate hypothesis tests for

the difference between two proportions (in other words, the proportion of support for the president in two

different treatment combinations). Since each hypothesis 1-5 refers specifically to two treatment groups, the

null hypothesis in each case is that there is no difference between the two values, and the alternate is either

that the Treatment A group’s proportion is larger (H1-H3) or that the Treatment D group’s proportion is

smaller (H4-H5). These formulated pairings to be tested for statistical significance are derived from the

aforementioned hypotheses, and are summarized in Figure 2.

 

 

 

14 

For our purposes, the method chosen to find the ATE of this experiment is a series of bivariate 

hypothesis tests for the difference between two proportions (i.e. the proportion of support for the President in 

two different treatment combinations). These formulated pairings to be tested for statistical significance are 

derived from Expectations I and II, and are summarized in Figure 2 below.  

Figure 2: Bivariate Pairings of Hypotheses to be Tested 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Red pairings indicate predictions derived from Expectation I. Blue 

pairings indicate predictions derived from Expectation II. For all listed 
hypotheses, the term !" refers to the average proportion of support for 
the president in the conditions of treatment group X. 

 

 

 

Hypothesis I: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 1 (WhiteMale vs. WhiteFemale):

Null Hypothesis 1 (H10): µA � µB = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 1 (H11): µA � µB > 0

Test Hypotheses 2 (WhiteMale vs. BlackMale):

Null Hypothesis 2 (H20): µA � µC = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 2 (H21): µA � µC > 0

Test Hypotheses 3 (WhiteMale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 3 (H30): µA � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 3 (H31): µA � µD > 0

Hypothesis II: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 4 (WhiteFemale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 4 (H40): µB � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 4 (H41): µB � µD > 0

Hypothesis II: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 4 (WhiteFemale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 4 (H40): µB � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 4 (H41): µB � µD > 0

Test Hypotheses 5 (BlackMale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 5 (H50): µC � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 5 (H51): µC � µD > 0

1

Hypothesis I: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 1 (WhiteMale vs. WhiteFemale):

Null Hypothesis 1 (H10): µA � µB = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 1 (H11): µA � µB > 0

Test Hypotheses 2 (WhiteMale vs. BlackMale):

Null Hypothesis 2 (H20): µA � µC = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 2 (H21): µA � µC > 0

Test Hypotheses 3 (WhiteMale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 3 (H30): µA � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 3 (H31): µA � µD > 0

Hypothesis II: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 4 (WhiteFemale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 4 (H40): µB � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 4 (H41): µB � µD > 0

Hypothesis II: Bivariate Pairings

Test Hypotheses 4 (WhiteFemale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 4 (H40): µB � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 4 (H41): µB � µD > 0

Test Hypotheses 5 (BlackMale vs. BlackFemale):

Null Hypothesis 5 (H50): µC � µD = 0
Alternate Hypothesis 5 (H51): µC � µD > 0

1

Though seemingly simplistic, this strategy of analysis is uniquely well-suited for the purposes

and subject matter of this study. One peculiarity of the study itself involves its pairing of variables, which has

a continuous and numerical dependent variable (the proportion of respondents who supported the president),

but a categorical independent or study variable (the racial and gender identity ascribed to the president in
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each variation). Given this rare combination of DV and IV types, bivariate hypothesis tests are, according

to the existing consensus within the field, most suitable for testing our predictions (see e.g. Kellstedt and

Whitten 2009, 156-157).

A possible way to add complexity or power to this analysis could be to carry out one-tailed tests

not just in the predicted direction but in teither one for all pairs of hypotheses. This second attribute would

increase the study’s methodological rigor, since it could ensure that the results obtained are not limited to

a particular directional effect (or, if they are, it will at least make us aware of that fact), but should instead

be robust across both tails of the distribution(s).

A final element of the methodology worth discussing is the absence of controls for extraneous

variables like income, political ideology, and so on. This is not due to an oversight, but rather is a conscious

abstention, since introducing such measures would constitute post-treatment bias and could contaminate our

results. Instead of this problematic strategy, therefore, the bivariate hypotheses will simply be complemented

by sensitivity analyses, on the one hand, and manipulation checks, on the other.

Taken as a whole, then, this study offers various advantages and areas of promise from a research

perspective. Not only is its research puzzle relevant for scholars of political science and social psychology,

but it is also practically relevant to recent develpments in the policy sphere of US government. Furthermore,

by pinpointing five precise hypotheses that each deal with two ethno-gender identity groups, its theory is

very much falsifiable. Lastly, the experimental data collection and quantitative method of hypothesis testing

together form what is arguably the most scientifically rigorous option available for the topic at hand, and

therefore ensure the robustness of the results to be obtained.

Though the proposed investigation is not without limitations, these are relatively minimal and

permit several options for their resolution or mitigation. We can thus conclude that the benefits of going

ahead with this study outweigh the costs, and thus the next step(s) will be to secure funding for the surveying

service and to obtain IRB approval of the relevant documentation, included in the Appendix that immediately

follows.
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7 Appendix: Research Instruments

The following appendix contains the required materials for conducting the proposed survey. In accordance

with IRB regulations, it includes the contact script that GfK experimenters will read to the sampled subjects

via telephone (section 7.1); the informed consent form that all study participants must read and sign prior

to engaging in the experiment (section 7.2); and a sample of the four survey variations to be implemented

to each respective treatment condition in our factorial design (section 7.3).

Concerning this last component, the survey variation provided corresponds to Treatment A, who

received the white male combination of cues via the President’s name Colin Scott. For the surveys that will

be administered to groups B (white female), C (black male), and D (black female), the text is exactly the

same with the sole exception that the president’s name becomes Allison Scott, Jamaal Jackson, and Alisha

Jackson, respectively, and pronouns like “his”, “him,” and “he” are replaced with their feminine equivalent

where appropriate (Treatments B and D).

7.1 Recruitment Materials: Telephone Contact Script
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7. Appendix: Research Instruments 
The following appendix contains the required materials for conducting the proposed survey. In accordance 

with IRB regulations, it includes the contact script that GfK experimenters will read to the sampled subjects 

via telephone (section 7.1); the informed consent form that all study participants must read and sign prior to 

engaging in the experiment (section 7.2); and a sample of the four survey variations to be implemented to each 

respective treatment condition in our factorial design (section 7.3).  

Concerning this last component, the survey variation provided corresponds to Treatment Group A, 

who received the White Male combination of cues via the President’s name Colin Scott. For the surveys that 

will be administered to groups B (White Female), C (Black Male), and D (Black Female), the text is exactly 

the same with the sole exception that the President’s name becomes Allison Scott, Jamaal Jackson, and Alisha 

Jackson, respectively. 

7.1 Recruitment Materials: Telephone Contact Script 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

We'd like to invite you to participate in a survey about General Opinions. To complete this 
survey, you will connect with a partner company of KnowledgePanel®. Please be assured that 
even though you will be connected with a partner survey, your answers will be kept completely 
confidential. Your privacy continues to be our top priority and, as always, you can contact us at 
1-800-782-6899 or support@knowledgepanel.com 

This survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. We recommend you start this 
interview when you have time to complete it in a single sitting, since the interview cannot be 
resumed if interrupted. Once you complete the partner survey, you will be returned to 
KnowledgePanel®. You will have an opportunity to tell us any additional thoughts you may have 
about your survey experience. 

Thank you in advance for your time and participation. 
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7.2 Consent Materials: Informed Consent Form
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7.2 Consent Materials (Informed Consent Form) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Introduction and Purpose of Study: 
My name is Beatriz Hayes Meizoso and I am a PhD student at Princeton University. Specifically, I am conducting 
a survey research project to understand how the public holds government leaders accountable for past policy 
decisions. This consent form asks whether you’d be willing to participate.  

What You Will Be Asked to Do: 
Your participation in this study involves taking an extremely short survey, which will only ask that you answer 
one question about an imaginary situation. The total time for participating in this study should not exceed 10 
minutes, at most. Your participation is completely voluntary. 

How Your Confidentiality Will Be Maintained: 
If you choose to participate, your name will not be linked to your survey responses at any time. Nothing beyond 
basic demographic characteristics will be recorded about your personal identity. We also do not collect your name 
in the survey, and there is no link between this consent form and your responses.  

Benefits and Risks: 
This research will not benefit you personally, since there is no compensation offered for your engagement in the 
survey due to the short time it requires. On the other hand, there are also no known risks to be incurred by you 
for participating. 

Publication Statement: 
The results of this study may be published in professional and/or academic journals. They might also be used 
for educational purposes or in professional presentations. Nonetheless, when results are reported there will be no 
mention or identification of any individual participant. 

Contacts:  
If you have any questions, please ask the experimenter now. You can also contact me personally at the address 
below. For questions about your rights as a study participant, you may contact the Princeton Office of Research 
Integrity and Assurance at (609) 258-1194 or IRB@princeton.edu  

If you have read the above statement and agree to participate in this survey, please print and sign your name 
below. Keep the extra copy of this form that you were given for your own records.  

 
 
                                
Name (printed)         Signature 

 

 

          Investigator:  
Date         Beatriz Hayes Meizoso 
          bmeizoso@princeton.edu  
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7.3 Sample Survey Questionnaire: Treatment A

  

7.3 Sample Survey Questionnaire  
 
  

There’s a lot of talk these days about American military and economic policies abroad. We’d like 
to get your thoughts on these issues by exploring an imaginary situation. 

Suppose the year is some time in the future, where Donald Trump is no longer the President, but 
rather he has been replaced by the new President Colin Scott.  

Recently, President Scott pushed for an ambitious military operation overseas, as part of the US 
“war on terror”, that ended up failing to achieve its goal(s) and was costly for the American people 
overall.  

In response to this incident, some groups both inside and outside of the government have suggested 
installing a stronger supervisory requirement for Presidential decision-making when it comes to the 
military.  

With this reform, President Scott would have less autonomy on military matters – he would have 
to engage in more consultation with other branches of the government and/or strategic experts 
before acting.  

Assuming you find out nothing further about President Scott’s mistake or the proposed reform, 
would you support this proposition, oppose it, or neither of the two?  

c I would support the proposition. 
c I would oppose the proposition. 
c I am unsure and/or prefer not to answer. 

If you chose one of the two first options (support or oppose), please provide a 1-2 sentence 
justification for your selection in the lined space below. If you selected the ‘don’t know’ option or 
refused to answer, you may skip ahead to the next section.  

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________  

____________________________________________________________________  

____________________________________________________________________  

 
 

You have reached the end of the survey.  
Please remember to submit your answers and thank you for participating.  
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