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 The number of female political donors has been increasing overtime. According to data 

from the Center for Responsive Politics, the number of female donors rose from 382,747 in 2012 

to over 1.4 million in 2020. Although the number of female Republican donors has followed this 

increase, their numbers lag well behind the number of Democratic female donors. In 2016, 

155,305 women contributed 
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Democratic female congressional donors and what do those differences tell us about their 

participation? 

 

Female Congressional Donors  

 Early studies of political donors identified a gender gap between men and women when it 

came to making campaign contributions (Verba, Schlozman, Brady 1995; Brown, Powell, and 

Wilcox 1995). )UDQFLD��*UHHQ��+HUUQVRQ��3RZHOO��DQG�:LOFR[�������¶V�VWXG\�RI congressional 

donors also revealed a gender gap in both frequency of participation and in motivations for 

contributing.1 Francia et. al.¶V (2003) 1996 congressional donor survey demonstrated women are 

less driven by material benefits and are more likely to contribute in pursuit of purposive goals in 

accordance with specific issues, like abortion rights and environmental protections (55). This 

early survey also showed higher participation rates for Democratic women along with indications 

this might be because of more developed fundraising networks within the Democratic Party, 

maintained E\�JURXSV�VXFK�DV�(0,/<¶s list (87). Subsequent studies have confirmed that interest 

group organizations in Democratic party help elect Democratic female candidates and promote 

ZRPHQ¶V�ULJKWV�PRUH�JHQHUDOO\ by providing donors with clear targets for their contributions and 

a means to channel contributions to those targets (Thompsen and Swers 2015; Cr
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 While structural asymmetries are likely culprits for the ongoing gender gap¶s prevalence 

in the Republican Party, it may also be the case that for Republican female donors, their party 

identity dominates their motivations more so than gendered considerations and that this is due to 

ideological asymmetries between the two parties. Previous work suggests Republican 

congressional donors are different from Democratic congressional donors. Not only are 

Republican donors more ideologically homogenous (Grossman and Hopkins 2016), they are also 
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about expectations when coupled with the known differences between donors in each party that 

have already been discussed. Using data from the American National Election Study in 2012 

(ANES), Barnes and Cassese (2016) find Republican women are more moderate than Republican 

men with respect to subsidized child care, education spending, health care, gay rights, and the 

millionaire tax. Additionally, they discovered an especially large gap for gun control with 

Republican women much more disposed to support it. They uncovered no significant differences 

between Republican female and male citizens on abortion, defense spending, or immigration but 

when they compared female and male Republican primary voters, they found females to be more 

conservative on abortion than males. In a closer examination of heterogeneity among Republican 

women using both mediation analysis and 
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donors are actually more conservative than Republican male congressional donors, especially 

when it comes to views of modern sexism.2  

 

Data and Methods  

 Using data from the Cooperative Congressional Election Studies (CCES) of 2016 and 

2018, we examine how policy and partisan preferences differ between Republican female 

congressional donors and Democratic female congressional donors as well as between 

Republican female congressional donors and Republican male congressional donors. We utilize a 

series of logistic regressions to determine how these preferences correspond to membership in 

each group so that group differences can be compared and so that the decision to contribute to a 

congressional campaign by each group of do r>taign
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These choices are intentional as the outcome variable reflects both a behavior, the choice 

to contribute to a congressional campaign, as well as group membership. The logic is to see if 

issue positions affect the likelihood of contributing and in the case of the first set of models, 

contributing to one team or the other. In effect, when the predicted probabilities are examined, 

the distance between the opinions of both groups will be clear as well as what leads an individual 

to contribute as a Republican female donor. It is important to note that not only are specific 

issues examined but specific sub-positions under the heading of larger issues, such as abortion at 

20 weeks or solutions to immigration, such as a border wall, are in question. This means that the 

likelihood of one very specific issue stance drastically impacting the probability of a Republican 

female contributing to a congressional campaign will be low basHG�XSRQ�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�VRPHRQH¶V�

behavior can rarely be attributed to one very specific stance and only that stance within a 

particular issue category. In other words, someone might be pro-life and that might drive 

behavior but once nuances in the law are examined we can expect that probability to be watered 

down a bit in terms of its influence on behavior even for strong single-issue individuals. The 

good news is that the models can tell us if our respondents have nuanced views within larger 

issue categories that might reflect more moderation than simple questions about immigration or 

abortion might cover up. This nuance is important for our purposes because we want to see if 

5HSXEOLFDQ�IHPDOH�FRQJUHVVLRQDO�GRQRUV�DUH�XQLIRUPO\�DOLJQHG�ZLWK�WKHLU�SDUW\¶V�LVVue positions 

or whether they in fact reflect greater issue heterogeneity than male Republican congressional 

donors in their party. We are also examining whether, on some issues, they might not be so 

distant from Democratic female donors who contribute to congressional campaigns as one might 

imagine for this set of Republicans. If so, this would be surprising because previous research 

suggests these Republican female donors likely rank among the most conservative donors in the 
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Party, because they are congressional donors (La Raja and Schaffner 2016; Grossman and 

Hopkins 2016).  

 We include a number of control variables in all of the models. Whether or not someone 

chooses to contribute to a campaign is often dependent upon their income (Family Income) and 

ideological preferences (Ideology). Previous work suggests donors are often wealthier and more 

ideologically extreme than the average voter. Additionally, we include a dummy variable 

representing the race of the donor (
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partisan differences in this behavior are not yet fully known (Baker 2021; Francia et. al. 2003; 

Interest Group Contributions). Lastly, the importance of religion to the respondent may also 

impact their motivation to contribute to congressional campaigns, especially in the case of 

Republican donors contributing to Republican candidates (Religion Importance).  

 Using these control variables 
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SDWKZD\�WR�FLWL]HQV�LQ����\HDUV�LI�WKH\�³PHHW�FLWL]HQVKLS�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DQG�FRPPLW�QR�FULPHV�´�

The DACA questions differed slightly in their wording between the two surveys but addressed 

the same issue quite clearly and thus, the responses were pooled together. Additionally, we 

utilize three questions on healthcare asking whether the Affordable Care Act should be repealed; 

whether it should be partially repealed in terms of removing individual mandates; and whether it 

should be partially repealed by removing individual mandates and reducing payments to 

Medicaid by 25 percent. 

  to 
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directly to congressional candidates, 36 percent contributed to a party committee, and 13 percent 

contributed to an interest group.  

 

Results  

 The first set of models examines the predicted probabilities associated with being a 

Republican female congressional donor as opposed to a Democratic female congressional donor 

EDVHG�XSRQ�WKH�UHVSRQGHQW¶V�LVVXH�SRVLWLRQV��They are displayed in Table 1 and Figures 1-?. 

These results will be compared issue by issue with the probabilities associated with being a 

Republican female congressional donor rather than a Republican male congressional donor. The 

results for this second set of models appear in Table 2 and Figures 1-?.  

 On the issue of abortion, the strongest driver for a Republican female making a 

contribution to a congressional campaign 
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the EPA strengthening regulation of clean air and water standards were respectively 22 percent 

more likely to contribute and 24 percent more likely to contribute as a Republican female donor 

(see Table 1). The only exception was for reducing fuel efficiency standards in automobiles. 

Opposition to vehicles with lower fuel efficiency increased the chance of contributing as a 

Republican female. Conversely, these issues also did not strongly differentiate the likelihood of 
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Party and where they align with their Party in respect to whether those stances ultimately lead 

them to contribute. In terms of divergence, they were more moderate on certain abortion stances 

but this did not include federal funding of abortions. They were also more moderate in regard to 

DACA and on certain gun control issues. However, they aligned more closely with their Party on 

healthcare, border security, and environmental regulation²this is interesting given Barnes and 

&DVVHVH¶V��������H[DPLQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�JHQGHU�JDS�LQ�WKH�Republican Party, which showed a bit 

more tolerance for government intervention among female Republicans than male Republicans 

in policy areas like education and healthcare. Further, these results²including support for 

repealing ACA, opposition federal funding of abortions, and opposition to greater EPA 

enforcement²are all about limiting government intervention and arose as the leading drivers of 

contributing. Support for greater border security was the only policy in which government 

intervention was viewed positively as a reason to contribute. And it makes sense that more 

extreme issue stances would be greater drivers of contributing than more moderate issue stances.  

 Additionally, this set of issues makes it clear that female Republican congressional 

donors are not using a gendered lens as part of their choice to contribute. Even for abortion, the 

issue appears to be more about federal funding and government involvement than the individual 

choice to have an abortion²the stance that women should never be allowed to have abortions 

did not significantly affect the probability of contributing as a Republican versus Democratic 

female congressional donor. 5HSXEOLFDQ�IHPDOH�FRQJUHVVLRQDO�GRQRUV¶ positions on sexism 

confirm this finding which is in keeping with previous studies (Barnes and Cassese 2016). They 

were much more conservative than Democratic female donors concerning women citing sexual 

discrimination as an excuse when they fail and the reasonableness of feminism. And in the case 

of their overall view of feminism, they were more conservative than male congressional donors 
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in their Party. In sum, this set of female donors appears to be contributing primarily based upon 

the areas where they find issue alignment with their Party. And, as mentioned, all of the issues 

ZKHUH�DOLJQPHQW�DURVH�DUH�DOVR�OLQNHG�WR�WKH�FRQVHUYDWLYH�JRDO�RI�UHGXFLQJ�WKH�³VL]H�DQG�VFRSH�RI�

JRYHUQPHQW´�VXJJHVWLQJ�WKDW�WKHVH�GRQRUV�UHIOHFW�WKH�SDUW\�DV\PPHWU\�XQFRYHUHG�E\ previous 

studies revealing activists and donors in the Republican Party to be mainly concerned with 

³LGHRORJLFDO�ILGHOLW\´�UDWKHU�WKDQ�³VLQJOH
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party contributors or interest group contributors. These control variables were not significant in 

almost all of the models. Both findings suggest a disconnect from the sort of network observed in 
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candidates (Haley 2018). This statistic also underscores that Republican female donors care more 

DERXW�WKH�FDQGLGDWH¶V�LGHRORJ\�WKDQ�FDQGLGDWH¶V�JHQGHU at least in congressional races. In 

contrast, being a female congressional candidate provides fundraising gains in the Democratic 

Party (Crespin and Deitz 2010, Thomsen and Swers 2017). There is also some evidence that 

female Republican donors WHQG�WR�VXSSRUW�³HYHQ�PRUH�FRQVHUYDWLYH�FDQGLdates than male 

5HSXEOLFDQ�GRQRUV´��Swers and Thomsen 2017). But these are the women who are already 

participating and the results suggest their participation revolves around issues they are against 

that mostly relate to reducing government intervention in different policy areas rather than 

offering them a set of issues they can support, like certain gun control measures. And this may be 

indicative of the ways in which party asymmetry leaves other non-participating conservative 

women behind, although only additional surveys can confirm whether this is the case. In the 



 

 19 

References  

 

Barnes, Tiffany D. and Erin C. Cassese. 2016. ³$PHULFDQ�3DUW\�:RPHQ��$�/RRN�DW�WKH�*HQGHU�

Gap within Parties.´ Research Article. Political Research Quarterly. 70(1).  

 

Brown, C.W., Powell, L.W. & Wilcox, C. (1995). Serious Money: Fundraising and Contributing 

in Presidential Nomination Campaigns. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  

 

&UHVSLQ��0LFKDHO�+��DQG�-DQQD�/��'HLW]��������³,I�<RX�&DQ¶W�-RLQ�µ(P��%HDW�µ(P��7KH�*HQGHU�

Gap in Individual Donations to Congressional Candidates,´ Political Research Quarterly. 

63(September):581-593.  

 

Crowder-Meyer, Melody and Rosalyn Cooperman. 2015��³&DQ¶W�%X\�7KHP�/RYH��+RZ�3DUW\�

&XOWXUH�$PRQJ�'RQRUV�&RQWULEXWHV�WR�WKH�3DUW\�*DS�LQ�:RPHQ¶V�5HSUHVHQWDWLRQ�´�

Journal of Politics. 80(4): 1211-1224.  

 

Desmarais, B. A., La Raja, R.J. & Kowal, M. (2015). The fates of challengers in U.S. House 

elections: The role of extended party networks in supporting candidates and shaping 

electoral outcomes. American Journal of Political Science, 59(1),194-211. 

Francia, P. L., Green, J.C., Herrnson, P.S., Powell, L.W. & Wilcox, C. (2003). The financers of 

congressional elections. New York, NY: Columbia University Press. 

 

Grossman, Matt, and David A. Hopkins. 2016. Asymmetric Politics: Ideological Republicans 

and Group Interest Democrats. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.  

 

Haley, Grace. 8/23/18. Year of Women for Female Donors Breaks on Party Lines. Open Secrets 

Blog. Available at: https://www.opensecrets.org/news/2018/08/female-donors-break-on-

party-lines/ 

 

Koger, G., Masket, S. & Noel, H. (2009). Partisan webs: Information exchange 

  and party networks. British Journal of Political Science. 39, 633-653. 

 

Kreitzer��5HEHFFD�-���$ELJDLO�$��0DWWKHZV��DQG�(PLO\�8��6FKLOOLQJ����������³�,Q�7H[DV�DQG�

Beyond, Conservative Republican Women Are Helping Lead the Fight to Restrict 

$ERUWLRQ�´�0RQNH\�&DJH��Washington Post. Available at: 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2021/09/09/texas-beyond-conservative-

republican-women-are-helping-lead-fight-restrict-

abortion/?utm_campaign=wp_monkeycage&utm_medium=social&utm_source=twitter 

 

La Raja, R. J. & Schaffner, B.F. (2015). Campaign Finance and Political Polarization: When 

Purists Prevail. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.  

 

Magleby, D. B., Goodliffe, J. & Olsen, J.A. (2018). Who Donates in Campaigns?: The 

importance of Message, Messenger, Medium, and Structure. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press.  

 

https://www.opensecrets.org/news/2018/08/female-donors-break-on-party-lines/
https://www.opensecrets.org/news/2018/08/female-donors-break-on-party-lines/


 

 20 

2UU��*DEE\�������������³7UXPS�LV�)LQDOO\�&DWFKLQJ�)LUH�ZLWK�)HPDOH�'RQRUV�´�Politico, 

Available at: https://www.politico.com/story/2019/05/14/trump-campaign-women-

donations-1319877 

 

Rhodes, J., Schaffner, B.F. & La Raja, R.J. (2016). Financial capacity and strategic investors in 

an era of deregulation. Unpublished manuscript, available at 







 

 23 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 24 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 26 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 27 

 
 

 


