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Abstract 

With an increasingly diverse range of candidates standing for election in the Netherlands, the 

diversity in the Dutch House of Representatives has improved. However, political inclusivity 

is still lacking, as marginalized groups find themselves underrepresented in the Dutch House 

of Representatives. Research shows that voters often use gender stereotypes to evaluate 

political candidates while deciding to vote for them or not. What has become evident is that 

the attribution of masculine and feminine traits functions as a cue for these stereotypes, and 

while much prior research has focused on how stereotypes affect female politicians, relatively 

little is known about other marginalized groups, such as nonbinary and LGBTQ candidates. 

By conducting a unique conjoint experiment, based on the current war between Russia and 

Ukraine, this study sought to determine which personality qualities influence the degree to 

which voters consider a candidate qualified to accomplish a particular task when 

discriminating between what may be considered a “masculine” mission and a “feminine” 

mission. This study shows that the vote propensity is still low for gender-diverse candidates, 

as well as gay candidates. Perceived masculinity of both the voter and the candidate was 

found to play a significant role in the evaluation of candidates. This study contributes to 

existing literature about political inclusion, and provides an insight on not only gendered, but 

also non-gendered attributes of political candidates. 
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Introduction 

Although Dutch politics has made significant improvement in terms of the diversity 

and inclusivity of political offices, the Dutch House of Representatives still does not 

accurately reflect Dutch society: the majority of elected officials still consists of White, 

heterosexual males. During the last term of the House (2017–2021), there was not a single 

Black person in the House of Representatives, and only 31% of its members were female 

(Tweede Kamer der Staten Generaal, z.d.). This situation changed slightly following the 2021 

election, when a woman of color, a transgender woman, and a Muslim woman were sworn in 

for the first time. The percentage of women politicians in the House of Representatives has 

increased, and currently 39% of MPs is female (Parlement.com). Although the 

abovementioned changes indicate an increase in the diversity of the House, women, LGBTQ 

individuals, and those with a (non)Western migration background are still underrepresented in 

Dutch politics.  

Given that representative democracy is premised on the notion that elected officials 

can and will represent voters' collective interests, why is it that, in the context of Dutch 

politics, the distribution of politicians remains so skewed in favor of the “traditional”1 

candidate? Of course, the election of political candidates does not solely depend on the voters’ 

choice; it is also determined by party gatekeepers, framing of these politicians in the media, 

and the fact that individuals from underrepresented communities who do not envision 

themselves holding public office may opt not to run. However, this research delves deeper 

into these questions by considering the role of voters in this context. 

Voters typically rely on stereotypes to establish opinions about a candidate's 

personality, political position, and skill, which may explain why men dominate electoral 

offices. Dolan (2005) stated, “Research on women candidates shows that voters favor ‘male’ 

qualities in their elected leaders, which may drive them to pick males over women” (p. 31). 

Early hypotheses suggest that women are stereotyped as being better suited to addressing at 

“compassion issues” but less capable, knowledgeable, and experienced as leaders (Koch, 

1999).  

Many stereotypes involve masculinity and femininity (Koch, 2000). A candidate's 

association with masculinity or femininity can be based on their sexual orientation, party 

affiliation, or personal values and hobbies. Additionally, earlier studies found that 

nongendered attributes such as hobbies (Lippa, 2005) and personal values (Shafranek, 2019) 

 
1 A traditional candidate is typically seen as a white male (who is also known to be heterosexual) (Doan 

& Haider-Markel, 2010) 
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can serve as cues for determining an individual’s perceived masculinity or femininity. 

However, little is known about how these personal attributes influence the vote propensity for 

a given candidate.  

Earlier research indicates that masculine and feminine traits are often associated with 

issue competency: Issues such as military, taxes, and leadership positions tend to be linked to 

masculine traits, whereas humanitarian assistance, education, and nursing tend to be linked to 

feminine traits (Eagly et al., 2002).The present research focuses on the stereotypes that 

emerge from both gendered (gender, sexual orientation) and nongendered (party affiliation, 

ethnicity, personal values) attributes of political candidates and the perceived issue 

competency of a given candidate when it comes down to a specific “masculine” or “feminine” 

task. Previous research on political stereotyping has largely focused on gender stereotypes 

(Blackman & Jackson, 2019; Bligh et al., 2012; Koch, 2000) and the differences between men 

and women running for office. Other research has addressed stereotypes concerning 

candidates belonging to the LGBT community (Doan & Haider-Markel, 2010; Magni & 

Reynolds, 2021) or ethnic minorities (Ghavami & Peplau, 2012). The present research adopts 

a unique approach by combining a framing experiment in which respondents choose a 

candidate for a political mission based on a contemporary real-world event – the war between 

Russia and Ukraine – in a conjoint experiment. More specifically, respondents were asked to 

select a candidate for a mission that required, depending on the condition the respondents 

were assigned to, either traditionally masculine traits (a defense mission) or traditionally 

feminine traits (a humanitarian aid mission). Respondents had to make a decision based on 

randomized candidate profiles. 

This research shows that, regardless of the political affiliation of the voter (left, right, 

or extreme right), nonbinary and bisexual candidates are still penalized when compared to 

their straight counterparts. Furthermore, no differences were found between vote propensity 

for female or male candidate when it came to the humanitarian or defense mission: The vote 

propensity for male candidates was higher in all cases. Finally, candidates with personal 

values that are generally associated with masculinity were more likely to be selected. 

Masculinity seems to play a significant role, as male voters and voters who identify as more 

masculine tend to most strongly penalize nontraditional candidates 
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Theoretical Framework 

Voters rely on a variety of preconceptions based on many distinct identification 

features when analyzing a political candidate's fit for a given task or deciding whether or not 

they should vote for a candidate (Sabonmatsu & Dolan, 2009). Gender and sexual orientation 

are well-known sources of stereotyping, as these identifying features are frequently utilized to 

infer a candidate's level of masculinity/femininity. However, nongendered identification 

factors such as a candidate's nationality, party affiliation, and even hobbies and personal 

values can influence their perceived degree of masculinity or femininity (Lippa, 2005; 

McAdams, 1995; Rokeach, 1973; Shafranek, 2019). This chapter explores existing literature 

on voters’ attitudes toward political candidates and these associated (intersectional) 

stereotypes of political candidates, specifically those of nontraditional candidates. 

Additionally, the role of masculinity and femininity as an indicator of competence in 

evaluating a candidate is discussed.  

Gender Stereotypes  

Voters develop expectations regarding candidate characteristics and issue expertise 

based on a candidate's gender (Mo, 2014); these expectations are in turn based on general 

theories concerning the social roles of men and women (Hoyt & Burnette, 2013). Huddy and 

Terkildsen (1993) define political gender stereotyping as “the gender-based ascription of 

different traits, behaviors, or political beliefs to male and female politicians” (p. 120). In 

terms of the historical concept of gender roles, stereotypes have had a significant impact on 

the political opportunities of women (Kuklinski & Quirk, 2000).  

Various theories have explored the formation of gender stereotypes. One example is 

the social role theory, which is based on the the way gender stereotypes are formed. The 

theory is premised on the idea that gendered traits and stereotypes develop based on the roles 

that men and women occupy in society (Eagly et al., 1997). Historically, women developed 

the communal traits (empathy, kindness, and compassion) necessary to care for children, 

while men developed the agentic traits (aggressiveness, strength, and ambition) required to 

provide for their families. In the political context, male candidates are typically considered to 

be better suited to addressing issues such as taxes and defense. People tend to associate these 

kinds of issues with stereotypical masculine traits such as leadership and strength (Heilman, 

2012; Holman et al., 2016). For this reason, it is expected that respondents will be more likely 

to select a male candidate for a male-gendered mission. 

In contrast, female candidates are perceived as being better suited than male 

candidates to handle issues such as health care and education (Banwart, 2008; Dolan, 2010), 
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as voters tend to associate these policy areas with feminine traits such as caring for others and 

being empathetic (Searles et al., 2017). Thus, it is expected that respondents will be more 

likely to select a female candidate for a female-gendered mission. 

Social expectations reinforce both the associations between men and traits that are 

perceived as masculine and the associations between women and traits that are perceived as 

feminine, as men and women are expected to behave in ways that are stereotypically 

congruent with their respective sex (Wood & Eagly, 2012). In fact, the alignment of 

biological sex and gendered responsibilities is both expected and rewarded in society (Eagly 

& Wood, 2012; Rudman & Glick, 2001). The role congruity theory holds that evaluations of 

individuals are based on whether their behavior is congruent with societal expectations 

(Eagly, 2000). Although the role congruity theory is similar to the social role theory, it 

exceeds the scope of the latter by considering congruity between gender roles and other social 

roles (e.g., leadership; Eagly & Karau, 2002). When applied to gender, the role congruity 

theory posits that it would be more challenging for women to obtain leadership positions, as 

leadership positions are generally associated with masculine traits and the social roles played 

by men. 

While extensive research has investigated voter perceptions of men and women, 

relatively little is known about how voters perceive nonbinary and gender-nonconforming 

candidates. Doan and Haider-Markel (2017) studied support for transgender candidates in the 

United States, and found that individuals who have a stronger sense that they themselves do 

not conform to typical gender stereotypes may be more likely to support political candidates 

who do not “fit” the traditional concept of a political candidate. In addition, Hatemi et al. 

(2012) found that gender identity represents a predictor of voting behavior that is distinct 

from gender and political orientation. 

Sexual Orientation 

The degree to which candidates are evaluated positively or negatively while affirming 

or defying societal expectations may differ based on other identity components. The sexual 

orientation of a candidate is known to be a source for stereotyping and plays an important role 

in determining the degree to which a person is seen as more feminine or masculine (Cooper, 

2007). Early studies by Herek (2002) and Kite and Whitley (1996) found that heterosexual 

women believe that lesbians possess more masculine traits, whereas heterosexual men believe 

that gays possess more feminine traits. These findings were confirmed by subsequent research 

on intersections as a broad topic (Doan & Haider-Markel, 2010). 
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Over recent years, the U.S. population has consistently reported more negative 

evaluations of gay and lesbian political candidates compared to straight candidates 

(Golebiowska, 2019). Herrick and Thomas (2002) found that people have the impression that 

gay and lesbian candidates have lower levels of competence compared to their straight 

counterparts. The intersection of gender and sexual orientation also often leads to specific 

stereotypes: Lesbians are generally viewed as possessing more masculine characteristics, 

whereas gay men are associated with female stereotypes (Kite & Deaux, 1987). Such 

stereotypes automatically lead to lesbians being rated more favorably when it comes to 

handling masculine issues, while gay men are viewed as less competent regarding 

stereotypically masculine issues (Doan & Haider-Markel, 2020). In addition, Cohen et al. 

(2009) found that gay men who are more masculine (i.e., those who are counterstereotypical) 

were evaluated as more favorable by straight White men compared to gay men who were 

presented as being more feminine (stereotype consistent). Concerning the Netherlands – 

which is typically considered an extremely gay-friendly and liberal country – Buijs et al. 

(2011) found that homosexuality is in conflict with traditional views on gender and sexuality. 

Although homosexuality is widely accepted in general terms, the fact that it conflicts with 

traditional, restrictive norms regarding gender and sexuality still causes homonegativity. 

Thus, it is expected that the vote propensity for a gay candidate will be lower than that for 

their straight counterparts.  

According to Ghavami et al. (2012), cultural stereotypes of ethnic groups were more 

similar to stereotypes of the men of that group than the women of that group (thus, stereotypes 

about Black people are more congruent with stereotypes about Black men than stereotypes 

about Black women). Additionally, stereotypes of women were in line with stereotypes of 

White women and not at all in line with stereotypes about Black women (Landrine, 1985). In 

addition, Eagly and Carli (2007) found that it is more difficult for Black female leaders to 

achieve leadership roles than White women and men. According to Rosette and Livingston 

(2012), this is because Black women are two degrees removed from the leadership prototype: 

Black men and White women still have the respective advantages of maleness and whiteness.  

The findings presented above suggest that the intersection of gender and ethnicity 

produces meaningful differences in the ways in which candidates are perceived. In contrast, 

however, Petsko et al. (2021) found that sexual stereotyping depends only on the person’s 

gender, not their ethnicity. Similarly, Gallinsky et al. (2013) determined that gender is the 

dominant identity factor in assessing a politician.  
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Party and Gender Stereotypes  

People perceive some political parties as being better at handling certain issues than 

others based on party history. For example, in the United States, Democrats are perceived as 

being better at handling issues such as health care, education, reproductive rights, and helping 

others, whereas Republicans are seen as more successful in handling issues such as crime, 

economic and foreign affairs, and national security (Pew, 2014). Thus, gender and party 

stereotypes overlap considerably. 

In Europe, where the political spectrum is divided between left and right rather than 

Democrats and Republicans, a similar effect is evident. Right-wing parties are typically seen 

as more masculinist and militant (De Lange & Mügge, 2015) and are also often associated 

with masculine stereotypes (authoritarian, aggressive, tough). The masculine image becomes 

even more apparent for radical-right wing parties (Mudde, 2007). In contrast, leftist parties 

are associated with feminine stereotypes (compassionate, empathetic; Köttig et al., 2017; 

Meeks & Domke, 2016). Thus, it is expected that left-wing candidates will be more likely to 

be selected for female-gendered tasks and that right-wing candidates will be more likely to be 

selected for male-gendered tasks.  

Hobbies 

The femininity-masculinity of a candidate is not only associated with gendered 

variables, as nongender variables are also influenced by masculinity and femininity. In the 

early 1990s, Lippa and Connelly (1990) introduced the Gender Diagnosticity (GD) measure 

as a novel approach to measuring masculinity and femininity based on a person’s gender-

related interests. Lippa (2005) subsequently determined that hobbies can play a dominant role 

in predicting masculinity-femininity. She also found that women with masculine hobbies were 

considered less likable than those with feminine hobbies, a finding that relates to the 

previously discussed role congruity theory. In addition, Meeks (2016) found that hobbies 

involving sports are usually associated with male political candidates, whereas hobbies 

involving family or creativity are associated with female political candidates. Again, an 

overlap between gender and political party is evident: People generally associate creative 

interests such as performing arts and dancing with Democrats, whereas they are more likely to 

consider hobbies such as fishing and golfing as Republican pastimes (Deichert, 2016).  

Personal Values 

Earlier studies found that personal values influence the stereotypes others have about a 

person’s gender (Feather et al., 1984; Rokeach, 1973; Spence, 1993). For example, McAdams 

(1995) stressed that gender researchers should focus more on gender-related constructs at the 
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level of what he referred to as personal concerns. These personal concerns include the goals, 

plans, strategies, and roles that individuals pursue and are contextualized by place, time, and 

role considerations. Personal values are an important aspect of one’s personality and are 

closely connected to conceptions of masculinity and femininity (Di Dio et al., 1996).  

According to Rokeach (1973), values are proscriptive or prescriptive beliefs that are 

intimately associated with the self and are arranged into reasonably stable hierarchies of 

importance. The personal values of men are usually directed toward a sense of 

accomplishment, a comfortable life, and social recognition, whereas women value happiness, 

inner harmony, and self-respect more highly than men (Ismail, 2015; Rokeach, 1973). A study 

conducted by Feather (1984) about a decade later confirmed these findings. In addition, Di 

Dio et al. (1996) found that people's personal values are a significant component of their 

gender identities. In line with the role congruity and social role theories, which posits that 

masculine traits are more likely to be associated with leadership traits, it is expected that 

people with more “masculine” personal values will be more likely to be selected as political 

leaders in general.  

Voters 

Selection of Political Candidates 

Over the past decades, voters have become more open to voting for nontraditional 

candidates (Hayes & Lawless, 2016; Thomas & Wilcox, 2014). Multiple studies have shown 

that (hypothetical) female candidates do not face significant disadvantages (Hayes and 

Lawless, 2016; Zipp & Plutzer, 1985). However, voters still hold gender stereotypes that can 

be harmful to people who do not identify as male (i.e., women or nonbinary people; 

Alexander & Andersen, 1993; Dolan, 2004), and ethnic minorities face even more 

stereotyping and discrimination than women (Alexander & Andersen, 1993; Dolan, 2004). 

(Saad, 2015; Sanbonmatsu, 2002). 

In contrast to “nontraditional” candidates, when it comes to race and gender, a 

significant portion of the U.S. population would not be supportive of a gay or lesbian 

candidate, even if the candidate shared their views on issues (Haider-Markel, 2010; Haider-

Markel & Bright, 2014).  

Intriguingly, the general profile of those most likely to oppose a gay candidate is 

strikingly similar to that of those most likely to oppose a female, Black, or Hispanic 

candidate: older, White, male, with less education, lower wealth, greater religiosity, and 

leaning Republican (Haider-Markel & Bright, 2014). Multiple studies have demonstrated an 

association between age and attitudes regarding sexual minorities: the older the generation, 
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the lower the support for LGBTQ+ politicians (Egan & Sherrill, 2005; Haider-Markel & 

Josyn, 2008). Additionally, negative attitudes toward gay people often occur among those 

who hold more conservative views on sex (Olatunji, 2008). Individuals who hold such views 

may consider members of outgroups as posing a threat to traditional sexual morality or purity 

and are thus viewed negatively (Indeed et al., 2014).  

Furthermore, Republican voters, who are more likely to possess a conservative 

political and social philosophy, are often less confident in the skills of women. Sabonmatsu 

and Dolan (2006) found that Republicans were less inclined than Democrats to view women 

as emotionally fit for politics in comparison to men. In general, women are more tolerant 

toward sexual minorities and more likely to vote for an LGBTQ+ candidate than men (Smith, 

2011). Those with more traditional views on the roles of men and women and those on the 

right side of the political spectrum are more likely than liberals or those leaning to the left to 

be prejudiced against LGBTQ+ candidates (Bailey & Nawara, 2017).  

Although one side of the political spectrum may be more accepting of LGBTQ 

candidates than the other, Magni and Reynolds (2021) found that, while the most pronounced 

opposition stemmed from conservative voters, all subgroups – with the exception of 

progressives – penalize transgender candidates more significantly than gay, lesbian, or 

straight candidates. This tendency might be due to the fact that the U.S. Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders only dropped the classification of transgender 

individuals as having a “gender identity disorder” in 2013 (American Psychiatric Association, 

n.d.), meaning that the social acceptance of transgender candidates is a relatively novel 

concept. Thus, it is expected that (1) all voters will penalize gender nonconforming 

candidates more significantly than gay, lesbian, or bisexual candidates and (2) that this effect 

will be the strongest among right-wing voters. 

Masculinity and Femininity of the Voter 

As discussed previously in this chapter, most cultures have developed sets of 

expectations concerning activities that are traditionally associated with men or women. These 

expectations are all associated with “typical” masculine and feminine behaviors and traits, 

which are important aspects of people’s identities. Thus, any threat to a person’s gendered 

identity may result in them attempting to behave in ways that restore this status, such as by 

adhering to group norms more strongly (Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2016). This is most 

common for men, as masculinity is more sensitive to threats (Vandello & Bosson, 2013). To 

compensate for such threats, men are likely to engage in compensatory behaviors, such as 

aggression and avoidance of housework and feminine behaviors (Rudman & Mescher, 2013). 
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However, men can also do so symbolically through expressing attitudes that are in line with 

those of “the typical man.” Examples of such attitudes include antigay prejudice, a preference 

for prototypical men over nonprototypical men, and greater support for aggression 

(Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2016).  

In addition, Glick et al. (2007) found that men who experienced higher gender self-

discrepancy (i.e., believing that having masculine traits is important but feeling that they do 

not live up to cultural expectations of masculinity) displayed increased negative affect toward 

feminine gay men compared to masculine gay men. Thus, the degree to which males perceive 

their masculinity as being threatened may influence their support for nonstereotypical males. 

Thus, it is expected that the propensity to vote for a gay or nonbinary political candidate is 

lower among voters who identify as more masculine.  

  



14 

Method 

This study adopts a unique approach to identifying the causal relationships between 

the personalities of political candidates and the role of masculine or feminine trait attribution 

(voter-to-candidate). This also means that this study employs a quantitative research design. 

Causality was tested by conducting a conjoint experiment through an online survey.  

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument consisted of three sections: a demographic questionnaire, a 

conjoint experiment, and questions regarding respondents' propensity to vote for specific 

parties, their position on the political spectrum, and their stances on a variety of social and 

political issues. The complete questionnaire is provided in the Appendix G .  

Demographic Questionnaire 

The demographic questionnaire contained six multiple-choice questions concerning 

aspects of the respondents' demographic backgrounds, namely age, gender, sexual orientation, 

education level, migration background, and ethnicity. Every respondent was required to 

answer the demographic questions, but each question had an open-ended response option and 

a refusal response option. 

Conjoint Experiment 

Following the completion of the demographic questionnaire, participants were 

presented with the conjoint experiment. Depending on the condition to which a respondent 

was assigned, they were given a description of either a future humanitarian aid or defense 

mission. After reading the mission description (which is also included in appendix C), 

respondents asked to indicate which of the two candidates they believed would be a better fit 

for the mission. Additionally, they had to indicate the perceived competence, integrity, 

masculinity, and femininity of each candidate on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very 

low) to 5 (very high). This process was repeated five times; thus, a respondent was asked to 

choose five candidates and to evaluate 10 candidates in total. There was no option to skip a 

choice or evaluative question or to select neither or both of the candidates.  

The profiles of the candidates consisted of nine attributes that could each take on a 

specific value; the attribution of these values was randomly assigned for each candidate. 

Table 1 outlines all the possible values these attributes could take. In addition, Figure 1 

presents an example of a conjoint table. The background/ethnicity attribute levels were based 

on the seven most common backgrounds of Dutch citizens (Centraal Bureau voor de 

Statistiek, 2022), whereas the leadership style levels were based on the most well-known 
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leadership theories, namely transformational and transactional leadership (Burns, 1985). 

Although the influence of transformational and transactional leadership styles on 

subordinates’ perceptions of leaders differs between male and female leaders in practice, 

people generally do not consider transformational and transactional leadership as being either 

more feminine or masculine styles (Hackman et al., 1992; Wolfram and Gratton, 2014).  

The personal values were derived from earlier studies that showed that Republicans 

tend to hold values such as following rules, behaving appropriately, and respecting traditions 

more strongly by Republicans, whereas Democrats were found to prioritize values such as 

helping others and treating others fairly (Jacoby, 2014; Shafranek, 2019).  

The hobbies mentioned in the conjoint experiment were based on a study conducted 

by Lippa (2005) that showed that gender-typed hobby preferences predict masculinity and 

femininity. The same list as used by Lippa (2005) is employed in this study. 

 

 

Attribute Levels Source  

Background/ethnicity Dutch/Turkish/ Surinam/Indonesian/German/ Polish/Spanish N.A. 

Leadership style Sets rewards and punishments for others to accomplish the 

goal/Prefers to make decisions individually as a leader/Strives to 

continue the status quo/Motivates others by tempting their self-

interest/Prefers to discuss with others about plans before 

execution/Motivates others by giving priority to group interests at 

first/Encourages others to complete goal through superior principles 

and ethics/Is open to new ideas and willing to change organizational 

traditions 

Odumeru et al., 

(2013), as cited 

in Salma et al., 

(2015) 

Gender Woman/Man/Non-binary N.A. 

Education Mbo/Wo/Hbo N.A. 

Party VVD/GroenLinks/PVV/D66/Bij1/Forum voor Democratie N.A. 

Hobby Fishing/Playing soccer/Watching sports on TV/Lifting 

weights/Cooking/Reading novels/Photography/Dancing 

Lippa, (2005) 

Sexual orientation Straight/Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual N.A. 

Age 28/37/46/55/64/73 N.A. 

Most important value Helping others around you/Treating others fairly/Following rules and 

behaving properly/ Caring for others/Making your own 

decisions/Strive to be the best they can be/Important to defend own 

beliefs/ Being successful and admired 

Shafranek, 2019 

 

Table 1  

Conjoint Attributes 
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Figure 1  

Example of a Conjoint Table 

 

Experimental Conditions 

At the outset of the survey, respondents were asked to read a text about an upcoming 

mission involving the conflict between Russia and Ukraine, for which they had to choose a 

Dutch delegate. The stimulus material is listed in Appendix C. The texts describing  the 

missions were based on actual updates from the Netherlands regarding Dutch aid to Ukraine 

(Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2022a, 2022b). Respondents assigned to Condition 1 

were required to select a candidate for a defense mission to Romania (defense is typically 

seen as a more male-gendered issue), whereas respondents assigned to Condition 2 were 

required to select a candidate for a humanitarian aid mission in Moldova (humanitarian aid is 

typically perceived as a more female-gendered issue). Following the manipulation, 

respondents had to select the candidate whom, based on the candidate evaluations, they 

believed to be best suited to this mission. Additionally, participants were asked to rate the 

perceived integrity and competence of each candidate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 

(extremely). Integrity, which refers to attributes such as trustworthiness, morality, and 

honesty, has been identified as a key characteristic in presidential elections (Kinder, 1986), 

whereas competence refers to qualities such as intelligence, knowledge, and experience and 

also plays an important role in vote decisions (Prysby, 2008).  

After the conjoint experiment, respondents were asked the following open question:  

Thinking about the previous questions regarding your views on the candidates for the 

mission, can you tell us, in a few words, what mattered most to you when considering 

your answer?  

A top five of the attributes that the respondents listed is presented in Appendix A.  

Finally, respondents were asked to provide their thoughts on the position the 

Netherlands should adopt regarding the current war between Russia and Ukraine.  
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Subjective Evaluation 

Following the conjoint experiment, respondents were asked to rate their propensity to 

vote for certain Dutch parties on a scale ranging from 0 (not at all likely) to 10 (extremely 

likely): Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (VVD), Forum voor Democratie (FvD), 

Partij Voor de Vrijheid (PVV), ChristenUnie, Democraten 66 (D66), GroenLinks, and Bij1.  

Of these parties, Bij1 and GroenLinks are left-wing, D66 and ChristenUnie centralist/right-

wing, and FvD and PVV right-wing. 

In addition, respondents were asked to indicate their position on the political spectrum 

on a scale from 0 (left) to 10 (right), as well as their position on a scale of progressiveness (0) 

to conservativeness (10). Respondents who selected a number below 5 on the scale were 

coded as left-wing voters, those who selected a number between 4 and 7 were coded as right-

wing voters, and those who selected 8 and higher were coded as extreme right. Conservative 

and progressive voters were divided into a binary scale: Those who indicated a number of 5 

and lower on the scale were marked as progressive, whereas those who selected a value 

higher than 5 were marked as conservative.  

Objective Evaluation 

In objective evaluation, respondents were requested to provide their perspectives on 

particular social issues. These statements were derived from the 2018 European Social Survey 

and were intended to provide insight into respondents' attitudes toward social inequality and 

LGBTQ+ acceptance. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement on a scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).To obtain a better sense of the respondents’ 

political stances, they were asked about their views on unification and immigration. 

Traditional Masculinity-Femininity Scale 

In the final part of the survey, the Traditional Masculinity-Femininity (TMF) scale 

was applied to measure gender-role self-concept (Kachel et al., 2016). This scale is used to 

measure the core of femininity and masculinity by referring to three central aspects of gender, 

which were originally identified by Constantinople (1973). Kachel et al. (2016) added 

additional dimensions to the TMF scale, as physical appearance appears to be an important 

factor in gender stereotypes (Deaux and Lewis, 1984), gender-stereotypical behaviors 

(Athensteaedt, 2003), gender-related interests (Lippa, 2008) and attitudes and beliefs (Kite 

and Whitley, 1996). The respondents were asked to rate their masculinity or femininity in 

terms of each of the abovementioned aspects on a bipolar scale ranging from (1) very 
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masculine to (7) very feminine. The TMF scale was found to be highly reliable (6 items: 𝑎 = 

0.94). 

Respondents 

This study's research population was comprised of Dutch citizens of at least 18 years 

of age (the legal voting age in the Netherlands). This study's participants were recruited via 

certain channels, with the snowball effect serving to contribute to the recruitment process. The 

poll was shared on the personal social media accounts of the researcher, as well as those of 

their friends and relatives. In addition, a few replies were obtained through the use of 

SurveySwap and SurveyCircle. The recruitment of participants via Twitter proved particularly 

successful: A retweet from an opinion leader with 22,000 followers, primarily consisting of 

Dutch right-leaning voters, considerably boosted the poll's reach. This ultimately resulted in 

the survey being published on the Dutch site GeenStijl. GeenStijl is predominantly utilized by 

(extreme-)right voters. Due to the poll's phrasing, certain answer options (nonbinary, asexual, 

and “White” instead of “blank”), and candidate profiles in the conjoint experiment, the survey 

received a great deal of criticism on the platform. However, this resulted in 5,262 individuals 

opening the survey, of whom 1,560 completed the questionnaire. 

Due to the satirical tone that characterized GeenStijl’s piece on the poll, it is likely that 

some people participated only to skew the findings. To eliminate these bad-faith responses, 

data from respondents who (1) took less than three minutes to fill in the survey and those who 

(2) failed the treatment check at the end (as shown in Appendix G) were eliminated. The 

elimination of these responses resulted resulted in a total of 942 responses.  

Fifty-seven percent (n = 535) of the sample consisted of males, whereas 13% (n = 123) 

of the replies came from females. The remaining 30% of responses were classified as “Other” 

(n = 284), which included both nonbinary individuals and those who opted to self-identify 

their gender. It is worth noting that the majority of respondents who self-identified their 

gender did so to ridicule the gender identity debate (e.g., by identifying as an attack 

helicopter). Others took advantage of the opportunity to write their own response to this 

question to vent their indignation toward the gender debate. 

The mean age of responders was 43 (SD = 14.19) years old. Fifty-eight respondents 

indicated that they had completed a high school diploma or lower, 63 respondents had 

completed secondary vocational education, 285 respondents had completed higher vocational 

educational education, and 486 respondents indicated that they had completed a university 

degree or higher. Thus, the majority of respondents fell into the highly educated category. In 
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terms of migration background, the vast majority of respondents were Dutch (n = 698), 61 

respondents had a Western migration background, and 74 respondents had a non-Western 

migration background. The remaining 109 respondents indicated being of another migration 

background. Most respondents indicated that their ethnicity was White (n = 681).2  

Due to the oversampling of right-wing voters, the group of right-wing voters was 

subdivided into two groups: right and extreme-right voters. Two hundred and ninety-five 

respondents indicated that they fell on the left side of the political spectrum, 360 respondents 

indicated that they favored right-wing parties, and 287 respondents fell into the category of 

the extreme right. Additionally, 407 respondents identified as progressive, compared to 535 

respondents who identified as conservative. 

To provide a comprehensive picture of the sample (N = 942) and the distribution of 

respondents by experimental condition, Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for each 

experimental condition. The table indicates that 42% of respondents were exposed to the first 

condition, whereas 58% of respondents were subjected to the second condition. Although the 

distribution of respondents by condition is skewed, the distribution within these conditions is 

generally even. Thus, Table 2 shows that, in general, both experimental groups have similar 

attributes.  

 
2 314 voters chose to self-identify as “Blank,” which is a controversial Dutch term for White people. As 

the term blank has been employed as an adjective with the idea of “purity” or “untainted,” it has frequently been 

used to imply Black people's inferiority. Thus, respondents who responded “blank” have been recoded as 

belonging to the “White” category. 
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   Condition 1: Defense mission Condition 2: Humanitarian mission 

  n % n % 

  396 42.4 546 57.9 

Gender      

 Man  225 56.8 310 56.8 

 Woman 55 13.9 68 12.5 

 Other 115 29.0 168 30.8 

Age     

 <45 years old 174 43.9 300 54.9 

 >45 years old 222 56.1 246 45.1 

Ethnicity     

 Dutch background 299 75.5 399 73.1 

 Western migration background 26 6.6 35 6.4 

 Non-western migration background 26 6.6 48 8.8 

 Other 45 11.4 64 11.7 

Education     

 High school degree or lower 22 5.6 36 6.6 

 Secondary vocational education (Mbo) 33 8.3 30 5.5 

 University or higher 192 48.5 294 35.2 

 Other 20 5.1 30 5.9 

Political spectrum      

 Left  138 34.8 157 28.8 

 Right 132 33.3 228 41.8 

 Extreme-right 126 31.8 161 29.5 

 Progressive  185 46.7 222 40.7 

 Conservative 211 53.6 324 59.3 

Unification     

 Anti-EU 280 70.7 381 69.8 

 Pro-EU 116 29.3 165 30.2 

Opinion on Russia-Ukraine conflict     

Table 2  

Distribution of Respondents by Experimental Condition 
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 Support Ukraine 247 62.4 334 61.2 

 Stay neutral 102 25.8 159 29.2 

 Support Russia 47 11.9 53 9.7 
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Results 

Average Marginal Component Effects - General Results 

Figure 2 displays the average marginal component effects (AMCEs) of the conjoint 

analysis on all levels. The AMCE indicates the favorability of a candidate relative to a 

predetermined baseline; thus, the AMCE may change if this baseline is changed. Since both 

estimation models show a similar pattern, only the AMCEs are used to describe the results in 

this chapter. The comprehensive output of the AMCEs, as well as the marginal means (MM) 

plot, can be found in Appendix D. 

Compared to male candidates, the favorability of nonbinary candidates significantly 

decreases by 6.8% (SE = 0.01, p <0.001), whereas the favorability of female candidates 

decreases by 1.5% (SE = 0.01, p = .002).  

Bisexual candidates are least favored by all respondents (AMCE = -3.4%, SE = 0.01, p 

<0.001). Gay/lesbian candidates seem to be slightly less favored compared to straight 

candidates, but this result is not significant (AMCE = -2.5%, SE = 0.01, p = .060). Older 

candidates appear to enjoy greater favorability, but only to a certain extent: Compared to the 

baseline group of 28 years old, the vote propensity is highest for candidates aged 46 (AMCE 

= +1.7% (SE = 0.02, p = .336) and significantly lower for candidates aged 73 (AMCE = -

4.1%, SE = 0.02, p = .026). For ethnicity, no significant differences were found. Moving on to 

the party affiliation of the candidates, the baseline category here is Bij1, which is the most 

left-wing, progressive party in the Netherlands, one that is often criticized by the  

(extreme-)right. Thus, it is unsurprising that FvD has an AMCE of 15.9% (SE = 0.02, p 

<0.001) over Bij1, whereas PVV has an AMCE of 19.3% (SE = 0.02, p<.001). 

Favorability seems to rise with education level: In comparison to the baseline 

category, candidates with a higher vocational education degree are 3.5% (SE = 0.01, p = .003) 

more likely to be chosen and those with a university degree 5.3% more likely (SE = 0.01, 

p<.001) compared to candidates with secondary vocational education. Candidates with 

“Being successful and admired” as their most important value were considered least favorable 

(AMCE = -8.1%, SE = 0.02, p<.001) when “Being the best version of yourself” is set as the 

baseline category, followed by “Defend your own convictions” (AMCE = -6.3, SE = 0.02, p 

=0.002). Considering the leadership styles of candidates, compared to the baseline category 

“Motivates others with rewards and punishments,” respondents seem to prefer a candidate 

who “Prefers to discuss plans with others beforehand” by 10.8 percentage points (SE = 0.02, 

p<.001) , followed by a leader who “is open to new ideas and willing to change” (AMCE = 

9.7%, SE = 0.02, p < .001).  
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Figure 2  

Candidate Choice on all Levels by the General Sample (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

Finally, figure 2 displays that more “masculine” hobbies, such as fishing (AMCE = 

+3.4%, SE = 0.02, p = .139), playing soccer (AMCE = +1.3%, SE = 0.02, p = .516), and 

watching sports on TV (AMCE = +1.3%, SE = 0.02, p = .515), are favored over cooking. 

However, weightlifting receives slightly less support than cooking (AMCE = -0.9%, SE = 

0.02, p = .633). Stereotypically feminine hobbies such as dancing (AMCE = -2.4%, SE = 

0.02, p = .230) and reading novels (AMCE = -1.2%, SE = 0.02, p = .548) also receive lower 

support. It is, however, worth noting that none of the AMCEs for hobbies were significant.  

Average Marginal Component Effects – By Party Affiliation 

To provide a better understanding of how the favorability for certain candidates differs 

between voters’ with specific political ideologies, Figure 3 displays the AMCEs for voter 

preferences by their political ideology. First, nonbinary candidates are significantly and 
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strongly disliked by all respondents, regardless of the latter’s political ideology. For 

gay/lesbian and bisexual candidates, a different pattern is shown, as such candidates are only 

significantly disliked by extreme-right respondents. No significant effect is found for left or 

right-wing respondents. 

Figure 3  

Candidate Choice on all Levels by Party Affiliation (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

All respondents more or less agree in terms of their preference for respondents of a 

certain age. Regarding ethnic background, some differences are found. Whereas extreme-right 

respondents seem to disfavor Turkish candidates (AMCE = -1.8%, SE = 0.03, p = .043), left-

wing respondents show a preference for Turkish candidates (AMCE = . +6.6%, SE = 0.04, p 

=0.047). 

As expected, right- and extreme-right respondents significantly favor candidates with 

PVV, Forum voor Democratie or VVD as their party affiliation when Bij1 is used as the 

baseline condition.  

Although the effects are not significant, right- and extreme-right voters appear to be 

more receptive to politicians who employ transactional leadership styles such as “motivates 

people through punishments and rewards” and “prefers to make decisions individually.” Left-



25 

leaning voters show a significantly greater appreciation for leaders who are “open to new 

ideas and willing to change” (AMCE = 15.6%, SE = 0.04, p<.001) and “encourage through 

ethical considerations,” (AMCE = 10.7%, SE = 0.04, p =0.003), which are transformational 

leadership characteristics. 

Average Marginal Component Effects – By Experimental Condition  

Figure 4 depicts the AMCEs of the preferred attribute levels for each experimental 

condition. For both criteria, nonbinary candidates have the least support. Bisexual candidates 

are least favored for the defense mission (AMCE = -8.3%, SE = 0.02, p<.001). The same is 

true for gay/lesbian candidates, but this result is not significant (AMCE = -3.4, SE = 0.02, p = 

.073). Considering the age of the respondents, no significant differences are found for the 

experimental conditions, with the exception of candidates aged 73; these candidates are least 

preferred for the humanitarian mission (AMCE = -4.8, SE = 0.02, p = .042). In general, 

candidates aged 46 received the highest amount of support for both experimental conditions, 

but this result is not significant. Additionally, no significant differences were found regarding 

candidate ethnicity.  

Again, the effects are strongest when it comes to the candidate's political membership, 

with Bij1 is used as the baseline level. FvD candidates are most likely to be chosen for the 

defense mission (AMCE = +19.6%, SE = 0.03, p = .001), whereas the vote propensity for the 

humanitarian mission is lower for FvD candidates (AMCE = +14.2%, SE = 0.02, p < .001). 

The effects for PVV candidates are fairly equal, whereas VVD candidates are more favored 

for the defense mission. Interestingly, GroenLinks candidates are favored for the defense 

mission as well (AMCE = +5.3%, SE = 0.03, p = .040). 

As expected, applicants whose personal values include “caring for others” and 

“helping others around you,” which are viewed as more feminine traits, are considered more 

suitable for the humanitarian aid mission. When more masculine values are attributed, the 

situation changes: Candidates with values such as “defend your own convictions,” “make 

your own decisions,” and “being successful and admired” are more likely to be selected for 

the defense mission, while they’d be less likely to be chosen for the humanitarian mission. 

Those candidates with more male hobbies, such as weightlifting, fishing, and watching sports 

on television, are more likely to be selected for the defense mission. Those whose pastime is 

dancing receive notably less support for the defense mission but more for the humanitarian 

aid mission. However, overall, a candidate’s hobby does not seem to play a significant role in 

determining the candidate’s favorability.  
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Figure 4  

Candidate Choice on all Levels by Experimental Condition (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

 

Subgroup Analyses  

Subset analyses were conducted by comparing AMCEs between subgroups to 

investigate how different groups responded to nontraditional political candidates. Table 4 

presents the results of the subset analysis. AMCEs were reported to measure the extent to 

which left, right, and extreme-right voters penalize, for example, nonbinary candidates. Given 

that the AMCEs are dependent on the baseline, this baseline was established to correlate with 

a standard candidate profile, namely an individual with a Dutch background who is male and 

straight. The subset analyses are based on respondents’ gender, age (M = 43, SD = 14.19), 

partisanship, whether they are more progressive or conservative, position toward the 

European Union (unification), and degree of masculinity/femininity.  

In general, none of the subgroups seemed to significantly penalize female candidates. 

Conservatives, however, penalized female candidates to the greatest extent (AMCE = -3.0%, 

SE = 0.02, p = .049).  
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The penalty for nonbinary candidates, however, was the greatest in all subsets of the 

electorate. Extreme-right voters penalized this group to the greatest extent (AMCE = -10.2%, 

SE = 0.02, p < .001), followed by men (AMCE = -9.7%, SE = 0.02, p <0.001) and 

respondents who identify as more masculine (AMCE = -9.3%, SE = 0.02, p < .001). Gender 

correlates with electoral preference: Men significantly penalized nonbinary candidates, while 

women and those categorized as “other” penalized these candidates to a significantly lower 

(even if insignificant) extent. A similar pattern emerges for anti- and pro-EU voters: Voters 

who are anti-EU penalized nonbinary candidates (AMCE = -8.7%, SE = 0.02, p <0.001), 

while the penalty imposed by pro-EU voters was lower (AMCE = -3.2%, SE = 0.02, p = .161) 

but insignificant. Lastly, masculinity and femininity also influence voters’ propensity to vote 

for nonbinary candidates: More masculine voters penalized nonbinary voters strongly (AMCE 

= -9.3%, SE = 0.02, p < .001), while those who identify as more feminine penalized 

nonbinary voters less (AMCE = -2.8%, SE = 0.02, p = .225). Partisan identity strongly 

conditions voter attitudes toward gay candidates. Right-wing voters do not discriminate 

against gay candidates, while extreme-right voters penalized them significantly (AMCE = -

4.4%, SE = 0.02, p = .037). Again, voters who have negative attitudes concerning unification 

(anti-EU) penalized gay candidates (AMCE = -3.4%, SE = 0.01, p =0.0235), while this 

penalty is lower and, in this case, even nonexistent for pro-EU voters (AMCE = +0.2, SE = 

0.02, p = .940). Lastly, M-F also influences the willingness to vote for a gay candidate: 

Voters who identify as more masculine penalized gay candidates (AMCE = -3.9%, SE = 0.02, 

p = .012), and more feminine voters even show a preference for gay candidates (AMCE = 

+1.8%, SE = 0.02, p = .039). Interestingly, all subgroups penalized bisexual candidates, and 

the penalties are significantly greater than those for gay candidates. In contrast to other groups 

of nontraditional candidates, women penalized bisexual candidates (AMCE = -4.7%, SE = 

0.03, p = .017) to a greater extent than men do (AMCE = -3.2%, SE = 0.02, p = .056). Again, 

partisanship is a good predictor for propensity to vote for a candidate. Supporters of left- and 

right-leaning parties do not significantly penalize bisexual candidates, while extreme-right-

wing voters do so strongly (AMCE = -7.5%, SE = 0.02, p < .001). Contrary to popular belief, 

progressives penalized bisexual candidates to a significantly greater extent (AMCE = -6.3%, 

SE = 0.02, p = .001) than conservatives (AMCE = -1.4%, SE = 0.02, p =0.388). Candidates of 

non-Dutch nationality constitute the final category. None of the penalties for these candidates 

are significant, which is likely due to the high number of attribute levels for ethnicity. As a 

result, it is likely that the respondents frequently overlooked the candidates' ethnicity in favor 

of other factors. 
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Table 3 

Bias Toward Nonmale, Nonstraight, and Non-Dutch Candidates Across Subgroups of Voters (%) 

 
Candidate sex  Sexual orientation  Ethnicity 

Subgroup of 

voters 

Penalty to vote for a 

female candidate 

(AMCE) 

Penalty to vote for a 

nonbinary candidate 

(AMCE) 

 

Penalty to vote for a 

gay candidate 

(AMCE) 

Penalty to vote 

for a bisexual 

candidate 

(AMCE) 

 

Penalty to vote for a candidate 

with a non-Dutch background 

(AMCE) 

Men -2.5% -9.7%***  -1.8% -3.2%*  -0.2% 

Women +1.3% -2.9%  -0.8% -4.7  -1.0% 

Other +0.2% -2.5%  -2.0% -3.2%  -0.2% 

<45 years old -2.4% -6.8%***  -1.5% -3.6%*  -0.7% 

>45 years old -0.2% -7.1%***  -2.9% -3.6%*  +0.4% 

Left-wing -0.1% -6.1%**  +1.7% -3.7%  +1.3% 

Right-wing  -2.1% -5.0%*  0.0% -0.2%  -0.5% 

Extreme-right -2.2% -10.2%***  -4.4%* -7.5%***  -1.2% 

Progressives +0.2% -4.9%**  -2.2% -6.3%***  -1.9% 

Conservatives -3.0%* -8.6***  -1.8% -1.4%  -0.8% 

Anti EU -1.9% -8.7%***  -3.4%* -4.6***  -1.5% 

Pro EU  -0.9% -3.2%  +0.2% -0.2%  +2.9% 

TMF: more 

masculine 
-2.2% -9.3%*** 

 
-4.0%** -3.2%* 

 
+1.1% 

TMF: more 

feminine 
-0.7% -2.8% 

 
+1.8% -2.8% 

 
-0.6% 

Note 1: Average marginal component effects (ACMEs): Penalty for female and nonbinary candidates compared to male cisgender candidates, indicated by percentage of times that respondents 

chose female or nonbinary candidates. Penalty for gay and bisexual candidates compared to straight candidates, indicated by percentage of times that respondents chose gay or bisexual 

candidates. Penalty for candidates with a non-Dutch background compared to Dutch candidates, indicated by percentage of times that respondents chose non-Dutch candidates.  

* p < .05. ** < .01. *** < .001. 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the aspects of a 

political candidate that are most influential among Dutch citizens when deciding whom to 

vote for. More specifically, this study sought to determine which personality qualities 

influence the degree to which voters consider a candidate qualified to accomplish a particular 

task when discriminating between what may be considered a “masculine” mission and a 

“feminine” mission. Based on the results of a multidimensional conjoint experiment, it can be 

concluded that the general vote propensity for nontraditional candidates is still lower than 

that for candidates who conform to traditional standards, particularly in terms of gender and 

sexual orientation. The results indicate that voters, particularly those belonging to the extreme 

right, were least likely vote for nonbinary and bisexual candidates. Although the greatest 

opposition comes from extreme-right voters, all subgroups penalized nonbinary candidates.  

Women are considered least suited for the defense mission. The same is true for 

nonbinary candidates, who are least likely to be chosen for either of the two missions. 

However, contrary to expectations and earlier research (Banwart, 2008; Dolan, 2010), women 

are as likely as men to be selected for the humanitarian aid mission. Thus, female candidates 

are not specifically preferred for a mission that requires more “feminine” qualities, as male 

candidates are most likely to be chosen for both missions. This discrepancy might be due to 

the fact that, from a traditional point of view, masculine traits are associated with leadership 

positions (Holman et al., 2016; Heilman, 2012). Bisexual candidates were favored 

significantly less for the defense mission. These findings may be explained with reference to 

the fact that the label bisexual can apply to both men and women. In line with the role 

congruity theory, it may be the case that bisexual women are perceived as possessing more 

masculine traits, whereas bisexual men may be considered to exhibit more feminine traits 

(Eagly and Karau, 2002), which would be incongruent with the social norms associated with 

their respective genders and thus lead to these individuals being less favored. 

A candidate’s party affiliation, however, shows more significant differences. There is 

a definite preference for right-wing parties for both missions, which is unsurprising given the 

oversampling of right-wing voters. Although all three right-wing parties (FvD, PVV, and 

VVD) are preferred by respondents, FvD is less favored for the humanitarian mission but 

more favored for the defense mission. Since right-wing parties are typically associated with 

more “masculine” tasks (Pew, 2014; De Lange & Mügge, 2015), it was expected that right-

wing parties would be considered better suited for the defense than for the humanitarian 

mission. However, no significant differences were found between the two missions. 
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GroenLinks, however, appeared to be preferred for the defense mission. This is an 

unexpected finding, as left-wing parties are usually considered better suited to handling more 

“feminine” tasks (Köttig et al., 2017; Meeks & Domke, 2016).  

While no significant differences were found between the gender of the candidates and 

the suitability for a specific task, a different pattern could be identified when considering the 

candidates’ personal values. Candidates with more masculine personal values were 

significantly less likely to be selected for the humanitarian mission, whereas they were more 

likely to be chosen for the defense mission. This finding confirms earlier research on 

masculine values and how these are generally associated with leaders (Rokeach, 1973; Ismail, 

2015; Eagly and Karau, 2002). 

Considering the party affiliation of the voters, the results showed that extremer-right 

voters penalized bisexual and gay/lesbian candidates to the greatest extent. In other words, 

candidates who are not straight are least likely to be chosen by extreme-right respondents. 

Left-wing respondents also seem to favor Turkish candidates, whereas such candidates are 

significantly disliked by right-wing respondents. Additionally, left-wing voters seem to 

significantly favor transformational leadership styles. These findings are in line with earlier 

research that posits that conservative right-wing voters are most likely to oppose candidates 

of any ethnicity, gender, and/or sexual orientation other than straight White male (Haider-

Markel and Bright, 2014; Olatunji, 2008; Indeed et al., 2014). However, it is worth noting 

that, although the opposition was strongest among (extreme-)right-wing voters, all subgroups 

penalized gender-nonconforming candidates.  

Finally, the subgroup study revealed that men and people who identify as more 

masculine strongly reject nonbinary and LGBT candidates. In terms of candidates’ sexual 

orientation, bisexual candidates are penalized to a greater extent than gay or lesbian 

candidates. Interestingly, those respondents who had a low vote propensity for nonbinary 

candidates showed the same reluctance toward a bisexual candidate. Furthermore, being pro- 

or anti-EU predicts candidate favorability, as candidates who are opposed to further 

unification appear to oppose nonbinary, lesbian, and bisexual candidates to the greatest 

extent. The low vote propensity for nonbinary and LGBT candidates among males and those 

who identify as more masculine can be explained by the view that men who consider 

themselves as more masculine have a preference for prototypical over nonprototypical men 

(Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2016). 
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Theoretical and Practical Implications 

Although much research has been conducted on the stereotyping of political 

candidates, this study provides new insights into the sources of such stereotyping. By means 

of a unique experimental approach that involved framing a real-life situation, followed by a 

conjoint experiment, this research has confirmed that the personal attributes of political 

candidates predict voters’ vote for particular candidates. While previous research has focused 

on studying the vote propensity for women as compared to men and more recent research 

included LGBT candidates, the present study included nonbinary candidates. The existing 

literature on nonbinary political candidates is extremely limited.  

Additionally, no previous research on political candidates has focused on how 

nongendered attributes, such as hobbies and personal values, might shape voters’ attitudes 

toward political candidates. By combining candidates’ gender features with nongendered 

features, a new pattern in stereotyping has been uncovered. This pattern reflects how voters 

use this information, such as hobbies and personal values, to make inferences about political 

candidates. The preference for typically masculine personality traits – even for what could be 

considered a female-gendered task, such as a humanitarian mission – indicates that 

traditionally masculine traits are still preferred.  

With an increasingly diverse range of candidates standing for election in the 

Netherlands, the diversity in the Dutch House of Representatives has increased. However, the 

vast majority of politicians in the Netherlands are still White and male. The results of this 

study provide insights into possible biases voters may have against people who do not 

conform to this traditional image. Since many voters still cling to the notion that male 

politicians are better leaders than women or nonbinary politician, understanding the barriers 

to the election of non-male politicians is crucial for gaining more inclusivity and 

representativity in governmental institutions.  
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Discussion 

The results of this study indicate that the gender and sexual orientation of a political 

candidate play a significant role in determining whether or not that candidate will be 

considered fit for a specific political mission. Among voters of all political ideologies, 

women, nonbinary, and LGBT candidates are less likely to be chosen than their male and 

straight counterparts. In addition, the data suggest that voters have a higher propensity to vote 

for candidates who have traits that are typically perceived as more masculine. 

These results build on existing evidence indicating that voters are more likely to cast 

their ballots for candidates who display a higher sense of masculinity and traits that are 

associated with masculinity (Dolan, 2005). Masculinity also seems to play a role from the 

voter’s perspective: While females and people who identify as more feminine do not 

significantly penalize gay or female candidates, voters who are male and identify as more 

masculine do so to a significant extent. Nonbinary candidates are penalized by all 

respondents, regardless of the respondents’ gender or party affiliation.  

Limitations 

Although this study has provided new insights into stereotyping of political 

candidates, it – and the findings – is subject to certain limitations. First and foremost, the 

oversampling of right-wing voters results in the study not being completely representative of 

the Dutch population. Additionally, although responses that were suspected of trolling or 

mockery were carefully filtered out, there is a possibility that the remaining responses could 

still contain disingenuous answers. For example, (extreme-)right respondents may have 

identified themselves as left-wing when, in reality, they belonged to the other side of the 

political spectrum in order to undermine this research. Another possibility is that the 

respondents’ selection and evaluation of candidates in the study may not have reflected the 

participants’ actual convictions. It is worth noting that although the study has a high level of 

generalizability among right-wing voters, it has a lower level of generalizability among left-

wing voters. The oversampling of right-wing voters should thus be taken into account while 

interpreting these results. 

A second possible limitation of the study is that the majority of respondents were 

male. The oversampling of male respondents was mainly due to the blog the survey was 

shared on. In general, males are more opposed to nontraditional candidates. However, the 

bias that may have resulted from the sample being largely constituted of male respondents 

was isolated by dividing the responses into different subgroups.  
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A third limitation of the study is represented by the design of the conjoint experiment. 

Although a conjoint experiment is generally a very effective means of collecting a significant 

amount of rich data per respondent, it is difficult to determine whether respondents consider 

all of the information provided. Respondents with limited cognitive capacity may dismiss 

some information if profile traits are excessively complicated, resulting in biased estimations 

(Orquin and Loose 2013; Payne et al. 1992). However, the conjoint design does allow for 

isolation of the effect(s) of specific characteristics, such as gender and sexual orientation 

(Horiuchi et al., 2020).  

Finally, the measurement of ethnicity in the conjoint experiment presents a threat to 

the internal validity of this study. In the conjoint experiment, the ethnicity of the candidate 

could take seven different values. This means that there was only a 14.3% chance that the 

political candidate would be presented as Dutch in each round, whereas this percentage is 

significantly higher in reality. This created a challenge for measuring ethnicity during the 

study: After all, the likelihood is high that the vast majority of politicians was not Dutch and 

that respondents therefore chose to view other attributes as more important.  

Recommendations for Further Research  

Further research into the role of the ethnic background of political candidates might 

reveal the underlying ethnical stereotypes associated with political candidates, and their 

associated issue competencies. In addition, since this study reveals that voters have strong 

opinions about nonbinary candidates, a more thorough study in the stereotypes aligned with 

nonbinary and transgender candidates, and the role of masculine- and feminine stereotypes 

would be relevant for future research.  

Given the fact that this study has an oversampling of right-wing voters, it is advised to 

carry out a similar study to investigate how these political candidates are perceived by a 

sample with a majority of left-wing voters. 
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Appendix A  

Most important characteristics when choosing a candidate 

 

Following the conjoint experiment, respondents were asked the following question:  

Thinking about the previous questions regarding your views on the candidates to the 

mission, can you tell us, in a few words, what mattered most to you when considering 

your answer? 

Table 3 presents the participants’ responses regarding what they deemed most important 

when selecting a candidate. Despite the fact that all of the three ideological groups cite 

identical traits as being important, these attributes are ranked differently. Among left-leaning 

voters, “politics” was the most frequently stated word. Upon closer inspection, politics is 

found to frequently refer to “political affiliation” or “political party.” This word was stated 

most frequently by respondents on both the far left and right. Left-leaning voters highlighted 

leadership style more frequently than right-leaning and far-right voters, whereas right- and 

far-right voters found age to be a significant factor when selecting a candidate. Given that 

“politics” generally refers to a political party, it is safe to conclude that political affiliation 

was the most influential factor for all respondents. 

 

  

Left-wing voters (N = 295)  Right-wing voters (N  = 360)  Extreme-right wing voters (N = 287) 

Most important when choosing a 

candidate 

Frequency  Most important when choosing a 

candidate 

Frequency  Most important when choosing a 

candidate 

Frequency 

Politics 40  Age 47  Politics 43 

Leadership style 28  Politics 46  Age 37 

Party 27  Competence 30  Party 25 

Age 22  Education level 29  Education level 21 

Most important personal value 18  Leadership style 25  Leadership style 21 

 

Table A-1:  

Top Five Most Mentioned Attributes 
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Appendix B  

Classification of Transactional & Transformational leadership styles 

 

Table B-1:  

Classification of Transactional & Transformational Leadership Styles 

Transactional Leadership Transformational Leadership 

Transactional leaders do not feel easy to 

discuss with employees about plans 

Transformational leaders are ready to discuss 

with employees about plans before execution 

Leader sets rewards and punishments for 

employees to accomplish the goal 

Employees complete goals through superior 

principles and ethics 

Motivates employees by tempting their 

self-interest 

Motivates employees by giving priority to 

group interests first 

Works surrounded by the organizational 

traditions 

Works to transform the organizational 

traditions by implementing new thoughts 

Management-by-exception: continue the 

status quo; pressure correct actions to 

recover performance 

Individualized reflection: each behaviour is 

intended for each person to convey kindness 

and support. 

 Intellectual stimulation: support new and 

creative ideas to solve problems 
Note: Reproduced from Salma, S., Ridzuan, D. M., & Liu, Y. (2015). Transactional or Transformational Leadership: Which 

Works Best for Now? International Journal of Industrial Management (IJIM). https://ijim.ump.edu.my/images/pdf/4.pdf 
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Appendix C  

Stimulus material
Figure C-1:  

Experimental Condition 1 - Defense mission 

 

Figure Appendix C-1:  

Experimental Condition 1 - Defense mission 

Figure C-2:  

Experimental Condition 2 - Humanitarian aid mission 
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Appendix D  

MM plot and supporting AMCE table (general sample) 

 

  

Figure D-1:  

Candidate choice on all levels by the general sample (Marginal Means) 

 

Figure Appendix D-1:  

Candidate choice on all levels by the general sample (Marginal Means) 
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Table D-1:  

Candidate choice on all levels by the general sample (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

Outcome Statistic Feature Level Estimate 
Std. 

Error 
z P Lower Upper 

choice amce Gender Man 0 - - - - - 

choice amce Gender Woman     -0.02  
       

0.01  

 -

0.01  
0.002  -0.04    0.01  

choice amce Gender Nonbinary     -0.07  
       

0.01  

 -

0.05  
0.000  -0.09   -0.04  

choice amce Sexuality Heterosexual 0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian 
      -

0.02  

       

0.01  

 -

0.02  
0.060  -0.04    0.00  

choice amce Sexuality Bisexual 
      -

0.03  

       

0.01  

 -

2.75  
0.000  -0.06   -0.01  

choice amce Age 28 0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Age 37        0.01  
       

0.02  
  0.01  0.004  -0.02    0.05  

choice amce Age 46 0.02 0.02 0.96 0.339 -0.02 0.05 

choice amce Age 55 0.01 0.02 0.69 0.490 -0.02 0.05 

choice amce Age 64 -0.01 0.02 -0.56 0.577 -0.05 0.03 

choice amce Age 73 -0.04 0.02 -2.23 0.026 -0.08 0.00 

choice amce Ethnicity Dutch 0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Ethnicity German 0.01 0.02 0.56 0.574 -0.03 0.05 

choice amce Ethnicity Spanish -0.01 0.02 -0.42 0.677 -0.04 0.03 

choice amce Ethnicity Polish -2.02 0.02 0.00 0.999 -0.04 0.04 

choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian 0.02 0.02 0.81 0.418 -0.02 0.05 

choice amce Ethnicity Surinamese -0.03 0.02 -1.41 0.156 -0.06 0.01 

choice amce Ethnicity Turkish -0.01 0.02 -0.46 0.647 -0.05 0.03 

choice amce Party Bij1 0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Party GroenLinks 0.01 0.02 0.74 0.458 -0.02 0.05 

choice amce Party D66 0.00 0.02 -0.18 0.854 -0.04 0.03 

choice amce Party VVD 0.11 0.02 6.16 0.000 0.08 0.15 

choice amce Party PVV 0.19 0.02 10.50 0.000 0.16 0.23 

choice amce Party 
Forum voor 

Democratie 
0.16 0.02 8.58 0.000 0.12 0.20 

choice amce Education 

Secondary 

vocational 

education 

0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Education 
Higher Vocational 

Education 
0.04 0.01 2.96 0.003 0.01 0.06 

choice amce Education University 0.05 0.01 4.25 0.000 0.03 0.08 

choice amce Personality 
Best version of 

yourself 
0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Personality 
Treating everyone 

equally 
-0.02 0.02 -0.91 0.364 -0.06 0.02 

choice amce Personality 
Following the 

rules 
0.00 0.02 -0.14 0.890 -0.04 0.04 
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choice amce Personality 
Being succesful 

and admired 
-0.08 0.02 -3.99 0.000 -0.12 -0.04 

choice amce Personality 
Defend your own 

convictions 
-0.06 0.02 -3.06 0.002 -0.11 -0.02 

choice amce Personality 
Making your own 

choices 
-0.03 0.02 -1.31 0.188 -0.07 0.01 

choice amce Personality 
Helping people 

around you 
0.03 0.02 1.66 0.096 -0.01 0.07 

choice amce Personality Caring for others 0.02 0.02 0.73 0.465 -0.03 0.06 

choice amce Leadership 

Motivates others 

with rewards and 

punishments 

0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Leadership 

Prefers to take 

decisions 

individually 

0.04 0.02 1.82 0.069 0.00 0.08 

choice amce Leadership 
Strives to continue 

the status quo 
0.00 0.02 0.20 0.838 -0.04 0.04 

choice amce Leadership 

Motivates by 

emphasizing 

others' self-interest 

0.02 0.02 1.08 0.282 -0.02 0.06 

choice amce Leadership 

Prefers to discuss 

plans with others 

beforehand 

0.11 0.02 5.01 0.000 0.07 0.15 

choice amce Leadership 

Motivates by 

prioritizing group 

interests 

0.09 0.02 4.24 0.000 0.05 0.12 

choice amce Leadership 

Open to new ideas 

and is willing to 

change 

0.10 0.02 4.63 0.000 0.06 0.14 

choice amce Leadership 

Encourages 

through ethical 

considerations 

0.07 0.02 3.55 0.000 0.03 0.11 

choice amce Hobby Cooking 0.00 - - - - - 

choice amce Hobby Dancing -0.02 0.02 -1.19 0.230 -0.06 0.02 

choice amce Hobby Fishing 0.03 0.02 1.48 0.139 -0.01 0.07 

choice amce Hobby Photography 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.982 -0.04 0.04 

choice amce Hobby Playing soccer 0.01 0.02 0.65 0.516 -0.03 0.05 

choice amce Hobby Reading novels -0.01 0.02 -0.60 0.548 -0.05 0.03 

choice amce Hobby 
Watching sports 

on TV 
-0.01 0.02 -0.65 0.515 -0.05 0.03 

choice amce Hobby Weight lifting -0.01 0.02 -0.48 0.633 -0.05 0.03 
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Appendix E  

MM plot and supporting AMCE table (party affiliation) 

 

Table E-1: 

Candidate choice on all levels by the party affiliation (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

Party 

affiliati

on  

Outcome Statist

ic 

Feature Level Estima

te 

Std. 

Error 

z p Lowe

r 

Upper 

Left choice amce Gender Man  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Gender Woman -0.01  0.02  -0.30  0.761 -0.05   0.04  

Left choice amce Gender Nonbi-ry -0.06  0.02  -2.48  0.013 -0.11  -0.01  

Left choice amce Sexuality Heterosexual  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian -0.01  0.02  -0.54  0.588 -0.06   0.03  

Left choice amce Sexuality Bisexual -0.03  0.02  -1.49  0.137 -0.08   0.01  

Figure E-1:  

Candidate choice on all levels by party affiliation (Marginal Means) 

 

FigureAppendix D-2:  

Candidate choice on all levels by party affiliation (Marginal Means) 
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Left choice amce Age 28  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Age 37  0.01  0.03  0.29  0.770 -0.05   0.07  

Left choice amce Age 46 -0.03  0.03  -1.07  0.286 -0.09   0.03  

Left choice amce Age 55 -0.01  0.03  -0.40  0.687 -0.07   0.05  

Left choice amce Age 64 -0.02  0.03  -0.64  0.520 -0.09   0.04  

Left choice amce Age 73 -0.04  0.03  -1.34  0.180 -0.11   0.02  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Dutch  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Ethnicity German  0.00  0.03  0.04  0.969 -0.07   0.07  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Spanish -0.01  0.04  -0.14  0.885 -0.08   0.07  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Polish -0.02  0.04  -0.67  0.501 -0.09   0.05  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian  0.05  0.04  1.28  0.201 -0.02   0.12  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Suri-mese -0.01  0.03  -0.42  0.676 -0.08   0.05  

Left choice amce Ethnicity Turkish  0.07  0.04  1.98  0.047  0.00   0.14  

Left choice amce Party Bij1  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Party GroenLinks -0.03  0.03  -1.04  0.301 -0.09   0.03  

Left choice amce Party D66 -0.06  0.03  -1.85  0.065 -0.13   0.00  

Left choice amce Party VVD -0.01  0.03  -0.30  0.761 -0.08   0.05  

Left choice amce Party PVV  0.05  0.03  1.33  0.183 -0.02   0.11  

Left choice amce Party Forum voor 

Democratie 

 0.01  0.04  0.36  0.719 -0.06   0.08  

Left choice amce Education Secondary 

vocatio-l 

education 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Education Higher 

Vocatio-l 

Education 

 0.02  0.02  1.16  0.247 -0.02   0.07  

Left choice amce Education University  0.05  0.02  1.99  0.046  0.00   0.09  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Best version of 

yourself 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Treating 

everyone 

equally 

-0.00  0.04  -0.11  0.912 -0.08   0.07  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Following the 

rules 

 0.03  0.04  0.63  0.528 -0.05   0.11  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Being 

succesful and 

admired 

-0.08  0.04  -1.96  0.050 -0.15  -0.00  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Defend your 

own 

convictions 

-0.06  0.04  -1.41  0.158 -0.13   0.02  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Making your 

own choices 

-0.05  0.04  -1.15  0.252 -0.12   0.03  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Helping people 

around you 

 0.06  0.04  1.47  0.142 -0.02   0.14  

Left choice amce Perso-lity Caring for 

others 

 0.03  0.04  0.84  0.402 -0.04   0.11  

Left choice amce Leadership Motivates 

others with 

rewards and 

punishments 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  
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Left choice amce Leadership Prefers to take 

decisions 

individually 

 0.05  0.04  1.36  0.174 -0.02   0.12  

Left choice amce Leadership Strives to 

continue the 

status quo 

 0.07  0.04  1.93  0.054 -0.00   0.14  

Left choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

emphasizing 

others' self-

interest 

 0.02  0.04  0.62  0.533 -0.05   0.10  

Left choice amce Leadership Prefers to 

discuss plans 

with others 

beforehand 

 0.13  0.04  3.36  0.001  0.05   0.20  

Left choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

prioritizing 

group interests 

 0.13  0.03  3.83  0.000  0.06   0.20  

Left choice amce Leadership Open to new 

ideas and is 

willing to 

change 

 0.16  0.04  4.24  0.000  0.08   0.23  

Left choice amce Leadership Encourages 

through ethical 

considerations 

 0.11  0.04  2.93  0.003  0.04   0.18  

Left choice amce Hobby Cooking  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Left choice amce Hobby Dancing -0.04  0.04  -0.90  0.369 -0.11   0.04  

Left choice amce Hobby Fishing  0.05  0.04  1.21  0.227 -0.03   0.12  

Left choice amce Hobby Photography -0.01  0.04  -0.41  0.682 -0.09   0.06  

Left choice amce Hobby Playing soccer -0.02  0.04  -0.49  0.621 -0.09   0.06  

Left choice amce Hobby Reading novels -0.06  0.04  -1.46  0.143 -0.13   0.02  

Left choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on TV 

-0.05  0.04  -1.43  0.153 -0.13   0.02  

Left choice amce Hobby Weight lifting -0.01  0.04  -0.27  0.787 -0.08   0.06  

Right choice amce Gender Man  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Gender Woman -0.02  0.02  -1.09  0.273 -0.06   0.02  

Right choice amce Gender Nonbi-ry -0.05  0.02  -2.35  0.019 -0.09  -0.01  

Right choice amce Sexuality Heterosexual  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian  0.00  0.02  0.01  0.994 -0.04   0.04  

Right choice amce Sexuality Bisexual -0.00  0.02  -0.04  0.970 -0.04   0.04  

Right choice amce Age 28  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Age 37  0.01  0.03  0.38  0.707 -0.04   0.06  

Right choice amce Age 46  0.04  0.03  1.34  0.179 -0.02   0.10  

Right choice amce Age 55  0.02  0.03  0.79  0.427 -0.04   0.09  

Right choice amce Age 64 -0.02  0.03  -0.73  0.468 -0.07   0.03  

Right choice amce Age 73 -0.01  0.03  -0.20  0.840 -0.06   0.05  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Dutch  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Ethnicity German  0.02  0.03  0.77  0.442 -0.04   0.09  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Spanish -0.01  0.03  -0.31  0.759 -0.07   0.05  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Polish  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.974 -0.06   0.06  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian  0.01  0.03  0.37  0.712 -0.05   0.08  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Suri-mese -0.03  0.03  -0.98  0.327 -0.09   0.03  

Right choice amce Ethnicity Turkish -0.02  0.03  -0.81  0.002 -0.08   0.04  
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Right choice amce Party Bij1  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Party GroenLinks  0.05  0.03  1.87  0.061 -0.00   0.10  

Right choice amce Party D66  0.04  0.03  1.37  0.172 -0.02   0.10  

Right choice amce Party VVD  0.16  0.03  5.78  0.000  0.11   0.22  

Right choice amce Party PVV  0.25  0.03  8.76  0.000  0.20   0.31  

Right choice amce Party Forum voor 

Democratie 

 0.22  0.03  7.65  0.000  0.17   0.28  

Right choice amce Education Secondary 

vocatio-l 

education 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Education Higher 

Vocatio-l 

Education 

 0.04  0.02  1.81  0.070 -0.00   0.07  

Right choice amce Education University  0.02  0.02  1.06  0.287 -0.02   0.06  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Best version of 

yourself 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Treating 

everyone 

equally 

-0.01  0.03  -0.32  0.746 -0.07   0.05  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Following the 

rules 

-0.01  0.03  -0.16  0.876 -0.07   0.06  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Being 

succesful and 

admired 

-0.09  0.03  -2.77  0.006 -0.15  -0.03  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Defend your 

own 

convictions 

-0.08  0.03  -2.34  0.019 -0.14  -0.01  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Making your 

own choices 

-0.03  0.03  -0.97  0.332 -0.09   0.03  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Helping people 

around you 

 0.01  0.03  0.48  0.635 -0.05   0.07  

Right choice amce Perso-lity Caring for 

others 

 0.00  0.03  0.05  0.961 -0.06   0.07  

Right choice amce Leadership Motivates 

others with 

rewards and 

punishments 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Leadership Prefers to take 

decisions 

individually 

 0.07  0.03   2.16  0.031  0.01   0.14  

Right choice amce Leadership Strives to 

continue the 

status quo 

-0.02  0.03  -0.49  0.627 -0.08   0.05  

Right choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

emphasizing 

others' self-

interest 

 0.06  0.03  1.79  0.073 -0.01   0.13  

Right choice amce Leadership Prefers to 

discuss plans 

with others 

beforehand 

 0.15  0.03  4.43  0.000  0.08   0.21  
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Right choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

prioritizing 

group interests 

 0.08  0.03  2.35  0.019  0.01   0.14  

Right choice amce Leadership Open to new 

ideas and is 

willing to 

change 

 0.10  0.03  3.33  0.001  0.04   0.17  

Right choice amce Leadership Encourages 

through ethical 

considerations 

 0.07  0.03  2.07  0.039  0.00   0.13  

Right choice amce Hobby Cooking  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Right choice amce Hobby Dancing -0.03  0.03  -0.93  0.355 -0.09   0.03  

Right choice amce Hobby Fishing  0.05  0.03  1.58  0.115 -0.01   0.11  

Right choice amce Hobby Photography  0.04  0.03  1.40  0.160 -0.02   0.10  

Right choice amce Hobby Playing soccer  0.05  0.03  1.62  0.104 -0.01   0.11  

Right choice amce Hobby Reading novels  0.01  0.03  0.38  0.705 -0.05   0.08  

Right choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on TV 

 0.02  0.03  0.56  0.576 -0.04   0.08  

Right choice amce Hobby Weight lifting  0.01  0.03  0.28  0.776 -0.05   0.07  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Gender Man  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Gender Woman -0.02  0.02  -1.09  0.275 -0.06   0.02  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Gender Nonbi-ry -0.10  0.02  -4.76  0.000 -0.15  -0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Sexuality Heterosexual  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian -0.04  0.02  -2.07  0.038 -0.09  -0.00  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Sexuality Bisexual -0.08  0.02  -3.53  0.000 -0.12  -0.03  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 28  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 37  0.02  0.03  0.62  0.534 -0.04   0.08  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 46  0.03  0.03  1.06  0.290 -0.03   0.09  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 55  0.02  0.03  0.73  0.468 -0.04   0.09  
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Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 64  0.02  0.03  0.62  0.533 -0.05   0.09  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Age 73 -0.08  0.04  -2.17  0.030 -0.15  -0.01  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Dutch  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity German  0.01  0.04  0.32  0.751 -0.06   0.08  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Spanish -0.00  0.03  -0.08  0.940 -0.06   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Polish  0.03  0.03  1.06  0.291 -0.03   0.10  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian -0.00  0.03  -0.09  0.927 -0.07   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Suri-mese -0.04  0.03  -1.19  0.233 -0.10   0.03  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Ethnicity Turkish -0.06  0.03  -1.92  0.055 -0.12   0.00  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party Bij1  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party GroenLinks  0.00  0.03  0.15  0.880 -0.05   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party D66 -0.00  0.03  -0.01  0.990 -0.06   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party VVD  0.17  0.03  5.46  0.000  0.11   0.23  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party PVV  0.27  0.03  8.46  0.003  0.21   0.33  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Party Forum voor 

Democratie 

 0.23  0.03  7.51  0.000  0.17   0.29  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Education Secondary 

vocatio-l 

education 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Education Higher 

Vocatio-l 

Education 

 0.05  0.02  2.35  0.019  0.01   0.09  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Education University  0.10  0.02  4.38  0.000  0.05   0.14  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Best version of 

yourself 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Treating 

everyone 

equally 

-0.04  0.04  -1.19  0.234 -0.11   0.03  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Following the 

rules 

-0.03  0.03  -0.80  0.424 -0.09   0.04  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Being 

succesful and 

admired 

-0.07  0.03  -1.99  0.046 -0.13  -0.00  
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Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Defend your 

own 

convictions 

-0.05  0.04  -1.41  0.158 -0.12   0.02  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Making your 

own choices 

-0.02  0.04  -0.42  0.674 -0.09   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Helping people 

around you 

 0.05  0.04  1.38  0.166 -0.02   0.12  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Perso-lity Caring for 

others 

 0.01  0.04  0.19  0.847 -0.06   0.08  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Motivates 

others with 

rewards and 

punishments 

 -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Prefers to take 

decisions 

individually 

-0.02  0.04  -0.62  0.537 -0.10   0.05  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Strives to 

continue the 

status quo 

-0.06  0.04  -1.60  0.109 -0.13   0.01  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

emphasizing 

others' self-

interest 

-0.03  0.04  -0.92  0.359 -0.10   0.04  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Prefers to 

discuss plans 

with others 

beforehand 

 0.03  0.04  0.61  0.539 -0.06   0.11  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Motivates by 

prioritizing 

group interests 

 0.04  0.04  1.19  0.235 -0.03   0.11  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Open to new 

ideas and is 

willing to 

change 

 0.02  0.04  0.53  0.594 -0.06   0.10  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Leadership Encourages 

through ethical 

considerations 

 0.04  0.04  1.02  0.310 -0.04   0.11  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Cooking  -  -   -  -  -   -  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Dancing -0.04  0.04  -1.01  0.314 -0.11   0.03  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Fishing -0.03  0.04  -0.70  0.487 -0.10   0.05  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Photography -0.05  0.04  -1.49  0.137 -0.13   0.02  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Playing soccer -0.01  0.03  -0.34  0.735 -0.08   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Reading novels -0.01  0.04  -0.40  0.687 -0.09   0.06  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on TV 

-0.02  0.04  -0.62  0.538 -0.09   0.05  
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Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Weight lifting -0.04  0.04  -1.15  0.250 -0.12   0.03  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on TV 

-0.02  0.04  -0.62  0.538 -0.09   0.05  

Extrem

eright 

choice amce Hobby Weight lifting -0.04  0.04  -1.15  0.250 -0.12   0.03  
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Appendix F  

MM statistics and supporting AMCE table (experimental group) 

 

 

Table F-1: 

Candidate choice on all levels by the party affiliation (Average Marginal Component Effects) 

BY outcom

e 

statist

ic 

Feature  level estim

ate 

std.e

rror 

z p lower upp

er 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Gender Man 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Gender Woman -0,04 0,02 -1,88 0,060 -0,07 0,00 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Gender Nonbinary -0,08 0,02 -4,29 0,000 -0,12 -

0,04 

Figure F-1:  

Candidate choice on all levels by party affiliation (Marginal Means) 

 

FigureAppendix E-2:  

Candidate choice on all levels by party affiliation (Marginal Means) 
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Defence 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Heterosexua

l 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian -0,03 0,02 -1,79 0,073 -0,07 0,00 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Bisexual -0,04 0,02 -2,38 0,017 -0,08 -

0,01 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 28 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 37 0,02 0,03 0,63 0,526 -0,04 0,07 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 46 -0,01 0,03 -0,48 0,634 -0,06 0,04 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 55 0,00 0,03 0,04 0,970 -0,05 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 64 -0,02 0,03 -0,76 0,448 -0,08 0,03 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Age 73 -0,03 0,03 -1,00 0,316 -0,09 0,03 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Dutch 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity German 0,00 0,03 0,15 0,881 -0,05 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Spanish -0,05 0,03 -1,60 0,110 -0,10 0,01 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Polish -0,05 0,03 -1,55 0,120 -0,11 0,01 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian -0,02 0,03 -0,56 0,576 -0,08 0,04 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Surinamese -0,03 0,03 -1,04 0,296 -0,09 0,03 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Turkish 0,00 0,03 0,01 0,995 -0,06 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party Bij1 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party GroenLinks 0,05 0,03 2,04 0,040 0,00 0,10 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party D66 0,04 0,03 1,23 0,218 -0,02 0,09 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party VVD 0,13 0,03 4,52 0,000 0,07 0,18 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party PVV 0,19 0,03 6,83 0,001 0,14 0,25 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Party Forum voor 

Democratie 

0,19 0,03 6,41 0,000 0,13 0,25 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

Secondary 

vocational 

education 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

Higher 

Vocational 

Education 

0,02 0,02 1,20 0,230 -0,01 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

University 0,04 0,02 2,12 0,034 0,00 0,08 
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Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Best version 

of yourself 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Treating 

everyone 

equally 

-0,01 0,03 -0,39 0,697 -0,08 0,05 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Following 

the rules 

0,03 0,03 0,86 0,388 -0,04 0,09 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Being 

succesful 

and admired 

-0,04 0,03 -1,15 0,246 -0,10 0,03 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Defend your 

own 

convictions 

-0,03 0,03 -0,81 0,419 -0,09 0,04 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Making 

your own 

choices 

0,00 0,03 0,03 0,980 -0,06 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Helping 

people 

around you 

0,03 0,03 1,02 0,305 -0,03 0,09 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Caring for 

others 

0,01 0,03 0,39 0,696 -0,05 0,07 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

others with 

rewards and 

punishments 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Prefers to 

take 

decisions 

individually 

0,00 0,03 0,10 0,920 -0,06 0,07 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Strives to 

continue the 

status quo 

0,01 0,03 0,35 0,729 -0,05 0,07 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

by 

emphasizing 

others' self-

interest 

-0,01 0,03 -0,44 0,663 -0,08 0,05 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Prefers to 

discuss 

plans with 

others 

beforehand 

0,09 0,03 27158

18265

55368

,00 

0,007 0,03 0,16 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

by 

prioritizing 

group 

interests 

0,06 0,03 1,77 0,076 -0,01 0,12 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Open to new 

ideas and is 

willing to 

change 

0,10 0,03 3,13 0,002 0,04 0,17 
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Defence 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Encourages 

through 

ethical 

consideratio

ns 

0,07 0,03 2,25 0,024 0,01 0,13 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Cooking 0,00 NA - NA NA NA 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Dancing -0,04 0,03 1,46 0,142 -0,10 0,01 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Fishing 0,03 0,03 1,08 0,276 -0,03 0,10 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Photography -0,01 0,03 -0,38 0,701 -0,07 0,05 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Playing 

soccer 

0,00 0,03 0,13 0,895 -0,06 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Reading 

novels 

-0,01 0,03 -0,31 0,753 -0,07 0,05 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on 

TV 

0,00 0,03 -0,13 0,898 -0,07 0,06 

Defence 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Weight 

lifting 

0,01 0,03 0,25 0,805 -0,05 0,07 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Gender Man 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Gender Woman 0,01 0,02 0,04 0,969 -0,03 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Gender Nonbinary -0,06 0,02 -3,31 0,001 -0,09 -

0,02 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Heterosexua

l 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Gay/lesbian -0,01 0,02 -0,50 0,616 -0,04 0,02 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Sexuality Bisexual -0,02 0,02 -1,45 0,145 -0,06 0,01 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 28 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 37 0,01 0,02 0,44 0,657 -0,03 0,05 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 46 0,04 0,02 -1,57 0,116 -0,01 0,08 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 55 0,02 0,02 0,85 0,395 -0,03 0,07 
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Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 64 0,00 0,02 -0,14 0,890 -0,05 0,04 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Age 73 -0,05 0,02 -2,02 0,042 -0,09 0,00 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Dutch 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity German 0,01 0,03 0,53 0,596 -0,04 0,07 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Spanish 0,02 0,02 0,76 0,448 -0,03 0,06 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Polish 0,04 0,03 1,46 0,143 -0,01 0,09 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Indonesian 0,04 0,03 1,57 0,114 -0,01 0,09 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Surinamese -0,03 0,02 -1,01 0,311 -0,07 0,02 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Ethnicity Turkish -0,01 0,02 -0,58 0,561 -0,06 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party Bij1 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party GroenLinks -0,01 0,02 -0,65 0,517 -0,06 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party D66 -0,03 0,02 -1,32 0,186 -0,08 0,02 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party VVD 0,10 0,02 4,27 0,000 0,05 0,15 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party PVV 0,19 0,02 7,94 0,196 0,14 0,24 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Party Forum voor 

Democratie 

0,14 0,02 5,85 0,000 0,09 0,19 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

Secondary 

vocational 

education 

0,00 NA - NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

Higher 

Vocational 

Education 

0,05 0,02 3,07 0,002 0,02 0,08 
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Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Educatio

n 

University 0,06 0,02 3,94 0,000 0,03 0,10 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Best version 

of yourself 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Treating 

everyone 

equally 

-0,02 0,03 -0,75 0,452 -0,07 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Following 

the rules 

-0,02 0,03 -0,87 0,387 -0,08 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Being 

succesful 

and admired 

-0,11 0,03 -4,19 0,000 -0,16 -

0,06 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Defend your 

own 

convictions 

-0,09 0,03 -3,21 0,001 -0,15 -

0,04 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Making 

your own 

choices 

-0,04 0,03 -1,60 0,109 -0,09 0,01 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Helping 

people 

around you 

0,04 0,03 -1,48 0,137 -0,01 0,09 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Personali

ty 

Caring for 

others 

0,02 0,03 0,81 0,419 -0,03 0,08 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

others with 

rewards and 

punishments 

0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Prefers to 

take 

decisions 

individually 

0,06 0,03 2,15 0,031 0,01 0,11 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Strives to 

continue the 

status quo 

0,00 0,03 -0,03 0,973 -0,05 0,05 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

by 

emphasizing 

others' self-

interest 

0,05 0,03 1,88 0,059 0,00 0,11 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Prefers to 

discuss 

plans with 

others 

beforehand 

0,12 0,03 4,20 25666

82341

,965 

0,06 0,17 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Motivates 

by 

prioritizing 

group 

interests 

0,11 0,03 4,05 51049

41688

,534 

0,05 0,16 
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Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Open to new 

ideas and is 

willing to 

change 

0,09 0,03 3,49 0,000 0,04 0,15 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Leadersh

ip 

Encourages 

through 

ethical 

consideratio

ns 

0,08 0,03 2,74 0,006 0,02 0,13 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Cooking 0,00 NA NA NA NA NA 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Dancing -0,01 0,03 -0,38 0,703 -0,06 0,04 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Fishing 0,02 0,03 0,92 0,355 -0,03 0,08 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Photography 0,01 0,03 0,22 0,823 -0,05 0,06 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Playing 

soccer 

0,02 0,03 0,72 0,473 -0,03 0,07 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Reading 

novels 

-0,02 0,03 -0,67 0,505 -0,07 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Watching 

sports on 

TV 

-0,02 0,03 -0,65 0,513 -0,07 0,03 

Humanit

arian 

mission 

choice amce Hobby Weight 

lifting 

-0,02 0,03 -0,92 0,356 -0,08 0,03 
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Appendix G  

Experimental Survey 

ENG version - Thesis Eline 

 

 

Start of Block: Permission & Introduction 

 

Dear participant, 

  

 Thanks for participating in this survey. Before you start the survey, it is important that you 

are aware of the procedure of the research. Please read the text below carefully. In case you 

cave any questions about the procedure, do not hesitate to ask for clarification by contacting 

the researcher through the email address mentioned at the bottom of this page. The researcher 

is happy to answer any questions you might have. This research is conducted by Eline van 

der Beek, student at the MA-course Political Communication, Digital Media & Public 

Opinion at the VU Amsterdam. 

  

 Purpose of the research 

 The purpose of this research is to find out which factors are taken into account while 

evaluating political candidates and, more specifically, in the context of the current war in 

Ukraine. The survey will take only about 5 to 10 minutes of your time. 

  

 Confidentiality of data 

 All collected data of this research will remain completely confidential and will be processed 

anonymously at all times. The survey data will never be made available to third parties 

without your consent. 

  

 Voluntary participation 

 In case you decide to refrain from participating in this study, this will not have any 

consequences for you. If you decide to discontinue the participation in this research while 

filling in the survey, this will also not affect you in any way. Please note that you can always 

discontinue your participation without any reason. 
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 Further details 

 In case you have any questions about this research, prior to, during, or after filling in the 

survey, feel free to reach out to the researcher, Eline van der Beek. You can do this by 

sending an email to the following email address: e.l.m.van.der.beek@student.vu.nl. 

 

Permission question I have read and understood all the information and give 

permission to take part in the study, and for the usage of the obtained data as a result of my 

participation. 

o Yes  (2)  

o No  (3)  

 

o Skip To: End of Survey If I have read and understood all the information and give permission to take part in 

the study, and... = No 

End of Block: Permission & Introduction 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

Age What is your age? 

▼ 18 (1) ... 100 (83) 

 

 

Gender What is your gender? 

o Man  (1)  

o Woman  (4)  

o Non-binary / third gender  (5)  

o I don't know / Questioning  (6)  

o Prefer to self-describe  (7) 

________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say  (2)  

 

mailto:e.l.m.van.der.beek@student.vu.nl
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Sexual orientation What is your sexual orientation? 

o Heterosexual  (1)  

o Homosexual  (3)  

o Bisexual  (4)  

o Pansexual  (5)  

o I don't know / Questioning  (6)  

o Prefer to self-describe  (7) 

________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say  (8)  

 

Education What is your highest level of education? 

o Less than high school degree  (1)  

o High school degree or equivalent  (2)  

o Some college but no degree  (3)  

o Associate degree  (4)  

o Bachelor degree  (5)  

o Graduate degree  (6)  
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Migration background What is your migration background? [You can mark more than 

one] 

o Dutch background  (1)  

o Western migration background (Europe - excluding Turkey -, North-America, 

Oceania, Indonesia or Japan)  (4)  

o Non-Western migration background (Africa, Latin-America, Asia - excluding 

Indonesia and Japan - or Turkey)  (5)  

o Other, please specify  (3) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Ethnicity Do you consider yourself... 

o White  (1)  

o Hispanic or Latinx  (2)  

o Black or African-descendent  (3)  

o Arab or Maghrebi  (4)  

o Asian / Pacific island  (5)  

o Other, please specify  (6) ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Explanation conjoint 

 

Explanation Please read the following text carefully before moving on to the 

questions. 

 

 

End of Block: Explanation conjoint 
 

Start of Block: Experiment - Condition 1 
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Description mission Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania  

  

  

Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war between Russia and Ukraine 

has gripped the world. The Netherlands supports Ukraine by supplying, among other 

things, weapons, ammunition and radars to contribute to Ukrainian self-defense. 

  

 On April 20 it was announced that the Netherlands will supply heavy equipment to Ukraine, 

including armored vehicles. In addition, the Netherlands is looking with other allies at the 

delivery of additional heavier equipment. In addition to supplying weapons, the Ministry of 

Defense has indicated that it also wants to make a military contribution. 

  

 The Netherlands is therefore sending another 200 military personnel to Romania to 

contribute to NATO's strengthening of collective deterrence and defense. A Dutch delegate 

will visit Cincu (Romania) in support of the reconnaissance mission - inspecting and 

preparing the site - and to consult on arms deliveries. 

 

 

 

Description task In the next section of the survey, you will be presented with several 

pairs of political candidates (candidate A and candidate B). Their profiles will include 

information about their gender, background, party affiliation, sexual orientation and hobbies. 

  

 For each pair, please indicate which one you would choose for the reconnaissance mission in 

Romania and answer the questions that follow. 

 

End of Block: Experiment - Condition 1 
 

Start of Block: Experiment - Condition 2 

 

Humanitarian Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova  

  

 Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war has kept the world in its grip. 

The Netherlands is supporting Ukraine and neighboring countries in helping the victims 
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of the war by releasing funds for emergency relief, providing medicines and relief 

supplies, and by funding human rights organizations. Over 4.2 million people have now 

fled Ukraine, most of whom have ended up in neighboring countries. This increases the 

pressure on these neighboring countries. 

 

To help relieve this pressure, the Netherlands is helping Moldova with an amount of €10 

million. A Dutch delegate will visit Moldexpo (Moldova) to visit the reception center - 

and to consult on how The Netherlands can provide further humanitarian help.  

 

 

 

 

Description task In the next section of the survey, you will be presented with several 

pairs of political candidates (candidate A and candidate B). Their profiles will include 

information about their gender, background, party affiliation, sexual orientation and hobbies. 

 

For each pair, please indicate which one you would choose for the humanitarian mission in 

Moldova and answer the questions that follow. 

 

End of Block: Experiment - Condition 2 
 

Start of Block: Conjoint - Round 1 

Display This Question: 

If  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 1 Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 2 Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania 
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Conj.R1 Round 1                Candidate A    Candidate B       

 

 

 

Round 1 - Choice Who would you choose for the mission? 

o Candidate A  (1)  

o Candidate B  (2)  

 

 

 

Round 1 - Rating A At first glance, how would you rate candidate A in the following 

aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Round 1 - Rating B At first glance, how would you rate candidate B in the following 

aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 

Slightly 

(4) 

Moderately 

(5) 

Somewhat 

(6) 

Moderately 

(8) 

Extremely 

(9) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  
End of Block: Conjoint - Round 1 

 

Start of Block: Conjoint - Round 2 

Display This Question: 

If  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 1  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 2  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania 

 

 

 

 

Conj.R2 Round 2                Candidate A    Candidate B       
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Round 2 - Choice Who would you choose for the mission? 

o Candidate A  (1)  

o Candidate B  (2)  

 

 

 

Round 2 - Rating A How would you rate candidate A in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

 

 



78 

Round 2 - Rating B How would you rate candidate B in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Conjoint - Round 2 
 

Start of Block: Conjoint - Round 3 

Display This Question: 

If  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 1  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 2 Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania 
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Conj.R3 Round 3                Candidate A    Candidate B       table.qualtrics-conjoint-

table {       border-collapse: collapse;   }   .qualtrics-conjoint-table th, td {       border: 1px 

solid black;       padding: 18px;       font-size: 11.8px;       text-align: center;       }  

 

 

 

Round 3 - Choice Who would you choose for the mission? 

o Candidate A  (1)  

o Candidate B  (2)  

 

 

 

Round 3 - Rating A How would you rate candidate A in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Round 3 - Rating B How would you rate candidate B in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Conjoint - Round 3 
 

Start of Block: Conjoint - Round 4 

Display This Question: 

If  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 1  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 2 Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania 

 

 

 

 

Conj.R4 Round 4                Candidate A    Candidate B       
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Round 4 - Choice Who would you choose for the mission? 

o Candidate A  (1)  

o Candidate B  (2)  

 

 

 

Round 4 - Rating A How would you rate candidate A in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Round 4 - Rating B How would you rate candidate B in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Conjoint - Round 4 
 

Start of Block: Conjoint - Round 5 

Display This Question: 

If  Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the war... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 1 Humanitarian aid mission in Moldova 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania Since Russian troops invaded Ukraine on February 24, the... 

Is Displayed 

 

Header 2  Dutch reconnaissance mission in Romania 

 

 

 

 

Conj.R5 Round 5                Candidate A    Candidate B       
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Round 5 - Choice Who would you choose for the mission? 

o Candidate A  (1)  

o Candidate B  (2)  

 

 

 

Round 5 - Rating A How would you rate candidate A in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(6) 

Moderately 

(8) 

Extremely 

(9) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Round 5 - Rating B How would you rate candidate B in the following aspects? 

 
Not at all 

(2) 
Slightly (4) 

Somewhat 

(5) 

Moderately 

(6) 

Extremely 

(8) 

Competence 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Integrity (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Masculinity 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Femininity 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  
 

 

End of Block: Conjoint - Round 5 
 

Start of Block: Openanswer 

 

Most important Thinking about the previous questions regarding your views on the 

candidates to the mission, can you tell us, in a couple of words, what mattered most to you 

when considering your answer? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Openanswer 
 

Start of Block: Opinion RU/UA 
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Opinion - RU/UA In your opinion, what role should The Netherlands play in the war 

between Russia and Ukraine? 

o The Netherlands should stay neutral  (1)  

o The Netherlands should support Ukraine by sending humanitarian help  (2)  

o The Netherlands should support Ukraine by sending humanitarian aid and military 

support (such as weapons)  (3)  

o The Netherlands should support Russia  (4)  

 

End of Block: Opinion RU/UA 
 

Start of Block: Subjective evaluation 
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Party How likely is that you vote for the following parties? 

 
0 (Not at all 

likely) (1) 
1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 

5 (Neither likely 

or unlikely) (6) 
6 (7) 7 (10) 8 (11) 9 (12) 

10 (Extremely 

likely) (13) 

VVD 

(Volkspartij 

voor Vrijheid 

en 

Democratie) 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Forum voor 

Democratie 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

PVV (Partij 

voor de 

Vrijheid) (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

ChristenUnie 

(8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
D66 

(Democraten 

66) (9)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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GroenLinks 

(13)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Bij1 (16)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Political spectrum In politics people sometimes talk of “left” and “right”. Where 

would you place yourself on this scale, where 0 means the left and 10 means the right?  

 

 Left Right 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 

 

  () 

 

 

 

 

 

Progressive & conser Please also indicate where you see yourself on a scale from 

progressive (0) to conservative (10) 

 Progressive Conservative 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 

  () 
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Social issues Please say to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

Disagree 

strongly 

(1) 

Disagree (2) Neither agree 

nor disagree (3) 

Agree (4) Agree strongly (5) 

The government should take measures to reduce 

differences in income levels (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Gay men and lesbians should be free to live their own 

life as they wish (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
Being queer* has become a trend. (19)  

o  o  o  o  o  
If a close family member was a gay man or a lesbian, I 

would feel ashamed. (8)  o  o  o  o  o  

Non-binary people should just pick one, either be 

masculine or feminine. (11)  o  o  o  o  o  

Most people who call themselves non-binary are just 

temporarily experimenting with their gender. (12)  o  o  o  o  o  
Most people who call themselves non-binary are 

often just seeking attention. (13)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Many women say they are bisexual to appear cooler. 

(14)  o  o  o  o  o  
Some gay men exaggerate their femininity to seek 

attention. (15)  o  o  o  o  o  
Quotas should be introduced so that there are more 

women in politics. (16)  o  o  o  o  o  
Women still face discrimination in society. (17)  

o  o  o  o  o  
If a non-binary friend asks me to refer to them with a 

neutral pronoun I would gladly do so. (18)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Queer description * Queer is used as an umberella name for people who are queer do 

not idenify with traditional ideas about gender or sexuality, especially the idea that everyone 

is either male or female or that people should only have sexual relationships with the opposite 

sex.  

End of Block: Objective evaluation 
 

Start of Block: Unification 

Unification Now thinking about the European Union, some say European unification 

should go further. Others say it has already gone too far. Please indicate what number on the 

scale best describes your position. 

 Unification has 

gone too far 

Unification 

should go further 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 

 

  () 

 

 

Immigration To what extent do you think The Netherlands should allow people of the same 

race or ethnic group as most Dutch people to come and live here (Western background)? 

o Allow many to come and live here  (1)  

o Allow some  (3)  

o Allow a few  (4)  

o Allow none  (5)  

o Refuse to answer  (6)  

o I don't know  (7)  
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Immigration 2  How about people of a different race or ethnic group from most Dutch 

people (non-Western background)? 

o Allow many to come and live here  (1)  

o Allow some  (3)  

o Allow a few  (4)  

o Allow none  (5)  

o Refuse to answer  (6)  

o I don't know  (7)  

 

 

 

Immigration 3  How about people from the poorer countries outside Europe? 

o Allow many to come and live here  (1)  

o Allow some  (3)  

o Allow a few  (4)  

o Allow none  (5)  

o Refuse to answer  (6)  

o I don't know  (7)  

 

Economy  Would you say it is generally bad or good for the Dutch economy that 

people come to live here from other countries? 

 Bad for the 

economy 

Good for the 

economy 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 
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  () 

 

 

Culture Would you say that Dutch cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by 

people coming to live here from other countries? 

 Cultural life 

undermined 

Cultural life 

enriched 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 

 

  () 

 

 

Live Is The Netherlands made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to 

live here from other countries? 

 Worse place to 

live 

Better place to 

live 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 

 

  () 

 

End of Block: Unification 
 

Start of Block: TMF 

TMF Feminity and masculinity scale Ever since we can remember, people organize 

their social words around the sex and gender binary - the belief that there are two types of 

people. Traditionally, people were either seen as male-bodied masculine or female-bodied 

feminine. These beliefs go hand in hand with common gender stereotypes, such as the 

stereotype that men are seen as more assertive and performance-oriented, whereas women are 

seen as more warm and caring.   
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Please indicate, based on traditional opinions of gender, where you see yourself on the scales below. 
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Very 

feminine 

(1) 

Moderately 

feminine (2) 

Slightly 

feminine (3) 
Neutral (4) 

Slightly 

masculine (5) 

Moderately 

masculine (6) 

Very masculine 

(7) 

I consider myself as... 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Ideally, I would like to 

be... (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Traditionally, my 

interests would be 

considered as... (3)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Traditionally, my 

additudes and beliefs 

would be considered 

as... (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Traditionally, my 

behavior would be 

considered as... (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Traditionally, my outer 

appearance would be 

considered as... (6)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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End of Block: TMF 
 

Start of Block: Check 

 

Treatment check A couple of questions ago you had to choose candidates for a diplomatic 

mission. What kind of diplomatic mission was it? 

o Humanitarian aid  (1)  

o Reconnaissance mission  (2)  

o Sports  (3)  

o Agriculture  (4)  

 

End of Block: Check 
 

  



97 

Appendix H  

Ethical self-check 

 

Below is a summary of your Download PDF 

responses 

 

Your Self-check Number is: 2022-5-10-42 

Welcome to the ethics review self-check provided by the FSW Research Ethics Review 

Committee (RERC). 

In this self-check you will be asked a series of questions to test whether your research 

complies to the guidelines in the FSW's research code of conduct.  

  

If your research is "standard" and conforms to these guidelines, you will receive a 

confirmation message and further review by the RERC is not required.  

  

In "standard" research: 

 No harm is envisaged for the participants or the population from which participants 

have been drawn 

 Participants receive complete and accurate information about the goals of the research 

before they participate 

Participants give active consent for participation in the research 

Participants are not deceived without being thoroughly debriefed 

Participants are healthy adults who are not in a vulnerable position 

Personal and sensitive data are kept confidential and are stored in a secure 

environment. 

If your research deviates from these standards, further ethics review may be required. 

Proceed to the self-check to determine whether this is the case. If you already know your 

research is non-standard, you may proceed to the full ethics review form below. 
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If your research is of a medical nature, poses a medical risk, or includes invasive 

procedures, ethics review is always required. In this case, your research should be 

evaluated by the medical-ethical review committee (METC). 

 Proceed with the self-check (and click ">>" below) 

 

Q2.1. Your name: 

First name Eline 

Family name van der Beek 

 

Q2.2. Your email address: 

e.l.m.van.der.beek@student.vu.nl 

 

Q2.3. Your VU net ID: 

2708956 

 

Q2.4. Your position: 

Student in a master program  

 

Q2.5. Name of (primary) supervisor: 

Alberto López Ortega 

 

Q2.6. Department: 

Communication Science  

 

https://www.vumc.nl/research/overzicht/medisch-ethische-toetsingscommissie/over-metc-vumc.htm
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Q2.8. Name of your research project: 

The role of masculinity and femininity in intersectional stereotyping of political candidates. 

 

Q3.1. Is an ethics review for the present research project required by a third party? (*) 

A third party may be a funder (e.g., NWO, ERC), a journal, or another party outside 

VU Amsterdam. 

No 

Yes 

 

(*) This question helps us to determine whether you will need a written statement by the 

Research Ethics Review Committee, or whether an automated e-mail suffices. 

 

Q4.1. Will you analyze data on individuals in the course of your research project? Data 

include interview and survey responses, observations, registrations, social media content, 

and visual images. 

  

Data include interview and survey responses, observations, registrations, social media 

content, and visual images. 

No 

Yes (**) 

 

** If yes: please ensure that you respect the duty of care towards your respondents, as laid 

out in the GDPR. Particular attention to this should be given in your Data Management Plan. 

 

Q4.4. Will you, or a partner in your research project, collect this data from the individuals 

themselves, e.g. through interviews, (online) questionnaires, experiments or observations? 

https://libguides.vu.nl/rdm/gdpr-privacy
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Or will you make use of existing data, e.g. scraped social media data, data from previous 

studies or census data? 

  

Note: you can select both options 

I will collect data from individuals themselves 

I will make use of existing data 

 

Q4.5. Is the data you use in the public or in the private domain? 

Public domain data includes a.o.: observations made during a public event, observations of 

public figures, or data extracted from public online sources (including publicly accessible 

social media data). 

Private domain data includes a.o.: observations made using (online) questionnaires, 

experiments, and interviews, as well as data extracted from private digital sources. 

Public domain 

Private domain 

Both 

 

Q4.6. Do the data you use contain sensitive information? 

Sensitive data contains information such as race, religion, sexual orientation, criminal record, 

and political preference. 

No 

Yes (**) 

 

(**) Note that personal and sensitive data should be protected and not be distributed to 

others.  Data should be stored at a secure location (i.e., your home-drive at the VU or your 

Research Drive; and not a portable hard drive or USB stick). Access should be limited by 

use of encryption software (i.e. 
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Bitlocker, 7-Zip). Also, particular attention should be given to the design of your research 

Data Management Plan. 

 

Q4.7. 

Will the research project involve combining personal data from multiple sources? E.g. 

merging data from two separate surveys, merging data from a survey with administrative 

data etc. 

No 

Yes (**) 

 

(**) Your use of the data may present privacy concerns. If needed, consult the libguides on 

privacy or your privacy champion,and make sure to adress any issues in your Data 

Management Plan. 

 

Q5.1. For the data you will collect from individuals themselves, will you ask those individuals 

for informed consent? 

  

Note that in the case of minors (participants below the age of 16), informed consent should 

be obtained from a parent or legal caregiver, as well as from the minor. In the case of 

participants between the ages of 16 and 18, consent should be obtained from the participant, 

and the parents/legal caregivers should be informed. 

No (*) 

Yes 

 

(*) Full ethics review will be required to determine whether in your study informed consent 

procedures may be skipped

 

https://libguides.vu.nl/rdm/gdpr-privacy
https://libguides.vu.nl/rdm/gdpr-privacy
https://vu.nl/nl/medewerker/sociale-wetenschappen-wegwijzer/privacy-champions-fsw
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The questions below are about potential risks envisioned for your research participants. Note 

that the term "participant" refers to any human subject about whom observations are being 

made, regardless of whether this happens in the public or private domain. 

 

Q6.1. Does the research you plan to conduct pose potential risks to the participants during 

or after the research? 

Risks may include physical and psychological harm or discomfort. 

No 

Yes (*) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required. If you are not sure whether your research poses 

potential risks to participants, please contact rerc.fsw@vu.nl by email for advice 

 

Q6.2. Does the research you plan to conduct pose potential risks to a population or group 

from which your participants are drawn? 

Risks may include stigmatization, reputation or economic damage. 

No 

Yes (*) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required.  

 

Q6.3. Are your participants individuals who are vulnerable? 

Participants may be vulnerable when they depend on others for assistance in daily life, or 

when they experience threats or physical danger. 

No 

Yes (*) 
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(*) Further ethics review will be required.  

 

Q6.4. Will participants be exposed to material, social, or psychological recruitment 

incentives that are stronger than usual? 

E.g., are payments made that are higher than the minimum wage? Are individuals exposed 

to strong social or psychological pressure to participate? 

  

No 

Yes (*) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required.  

 

Q6.5. Will participants be exposed to research stimuli (e.g., pictures, video, text) that may 

be distressing, offensive, or age-inappropriate? 

For minors, age guidelines for media content (e.g., de Kijkwijzer) apply. For participants over 

18, research stimuli may be considered distressing or offensive if they are stronger than 

what participants would normally be exposed to in daily life. 

  

No 

Yes (*) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required.  

 

Q6.6. Does the research you plan to conduct pose potential risks to the researchers? 

Risks may include physical and psychological harm or discomfort. 

No 

Yes (*) 
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(*) Further ethics review will be required. If you are not sure whether your research poses 

potential risks to the researchers, please contact rerc.fsw@vu.nl by email for advice 

 

Q7.1. Will you deceive participants in the research? 

Deception means that you deliberately give participants information that is false. 

No 

Yes, but they will be thoroughly debriefed afterwards 

Yes, and they will not be debriefed (*) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required 

 

Q8.1. Do you guarantee anonymity or confidentiality to your participants? 

Anonymity means that the identity of participants will remain unknown, also to you. 

Confidentiality means that you know the identity of participants, but it will be unknown to 

others. 

No (*) 

Yes, participants will be anonymous 

Yes, participant data will be kept confidential (**) 

 

(*) Further ethics review will be required 

(**) Note that in this case particular attention should be given to the design of your research 

data management plan. 

 

Q9.1. Will you conduct your research, or collect data, outside of the Netherlands ? 
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No 

Yes (+) 

 

(+) Note that in this case you should make sure that you are aware of, and comply to, 

local guidelines for research ethics. 

 

Result of the research ethics self-check: 

Your research project does not require further evaluation by the Research Ethics Review 

Committee. Below you find a summary of reasons why no further evaluation is required, on 

the next page you will find a summary of the next steps you should take. 

Reason(s): 

 

 You have indicated that your research participants will give consent to be in your study. 

 

 You have indicated that your research poses no risks to participants. 

 

 You have indicated that you will not work with participants who are vulnerable. 

 

 You have indicated that your participants are not exposed to material, social or 

psychological recruitment incentives that are stronger than usual 

 

 You indicated that your participants will not be exposed to research material that is 

distressing, offensive, or age-inappropriate. 
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 You have indicated that your research poses no risks to the researchers. 

 

 You have indicated that you will not deceive research participants. 

 

 You have indicated that respondents in your research will be fully anonymous. 

 

Next steps: 

 

Check your results 

If you think these results are mistaken, please go back in the form and change your entries 

accordingly. 

 

Prepare a Data Management Plan 

Researchers at the Faculty of Social Sciences are expected to draw up a Data Management 

Plan (DMP). The best place to do this is using the online tool dmponline.vu.nl. For more 

information on how to draft your DMP, please visit the Faculty's page on VUNet  about data 

management or contact the Faculty's Data Steward, Koen Leuveld. 

In your DMP you should pay special attention to: 

 

 You are using personal data, so you should ensure your research complies with 

GDPR. 

 

 You are using sensitive data, so you should consider using additional means of 

securing your data, such as encryption. 

 

https://dmponline.vu.nl/
https://vu.nl/en/employee/social-sciences-getting-started/data-management-fss
https://vu.nl/en/employee/social-sciences-getting-started/data-management-fss
https://vu.nl/en/employee/social-sciences-getting-started/data-management-fss
https://vu.nl/en/employee/social-sciences-getting-started/data-management-fss
https://libguides.vu.nl/rdm/gdpr-privacy
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Store your results 

On the next page, we ask you to confirm your results, after which they will be stored in our 

repository. You will also get a receipt, displaying all answers you provided, for future 

reference. 

Please also make sure to store your self-check number: 2022-5-10-42, and use it to 

communicate with the RERC in the future. 

 

You have completed the ethics review self-check.  

 I have completed this form truthfully. 

 

Your Self-check Number is: 2022-5-10-42. Please save this number for when you 

communicate with the Research Ethics Review Committee. 

Click below to receive a confirmation message on the following screen, displaying your 

responses. Click on the pdf icon in the top right corner to save your confirmation for future 

reference. 

 Proceed (and click ">>" below) 

 

Prepare a Data Management Plan 
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