Anti-trans Political Ads Backfired With Midterm Voters
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A new GLAAD and Morning Consult survey suggests anti-trans political advertising failed to win over many voters in the 2026 midterms. Across the country, respondents were twice as likely to say these ads made them less supportive of a candidate than more supportive, while everyday costs mattered far more at the ballot box. [2], [3]
Essential takeaways
The ads often repelled voters: 37% said they were less likely to support a candidate using ads about transgender issues, compared with 18% who were more likely.
Affordability led the agenda: 59% named the cost of living as a key reason for voting; just 5% chose transgender issues.
The pattern crossed voter groups: Rural voters were especially likely to say the ads put them off, with a 47% to 13% split.
Many suspected political point-scoring: Respondents commonly saw the issue as a way to divide voters or attract media attention.
The political ads that missed their mark
Campaigns spent heavily on anti-trans messaging, but the polling suggests that volume didn't translate into broad appeal. In a survey of 2,026 registered voters, 37% said such ads made them less likely to support the candidates behind them, while 18% said they were more likely to do so. That's a substantial gap for a campaign message intended to persuade. [2], [3]
The backlash wasn't confined to one part of the electorate. Among rural voters, 47% said the ads made them less likely to support a candidate, against 13% who said they were more likely. The survey also found negative responses among voters in the South and those without a college degree. [2]
Voters had other things on their minds
For many people, the campaign's culture-war noise was competing with a more immediate concern: paying the bills. Cost of living was named by 59% of midterm voters as a primary reason for turning out, while healthcare costs and access were cited by 31%. Transgender issues ranked far lower, at 5%. [2], [3]
That contrast matters. The survey found that 70% of voters had encountered media coverage of transgender issues in the previous month, yet relatively few said the topic drove their vote. Being exposed to an issue isn't the same as wanting it to dominate a campaign; groceries, rent and medical bills tend to feel rather more tangible. [2]
Heavy spending didn't guarantee persuasion
The poll's findings arrive against a backdrop of substantial spending on anti-trans campaign advertising. The lead report put total spending at more than $187 million, including $78 million in Texas and $26 million in Ohio. Coverage by The Advocate and the Trans Data Initiative also tracked the money and political activity surrounding anti-trans campaigns. [2], [4], [6]
Even in battleground states with heavy ad spending or ballot measures, the survey found that affordability remained a stronger voting concern than transgender issues. Many respondents also viewed politicians' focus on the topic sceptically, saying it was intended to divide voters, gain media attention or sidestep other issues. [2], [3]
What the results can - and can't - tell us
The findings come from a Morning Consult survey commissioned by GLAAD, fielded from 4 to 6 November 2026. It interviewed 2,026 registered voters and 1,725 self-reported midterm voters; the stated margin of error for the full registered-voter sample was two percentage points, and may be larger for smaller groups. [2]
That methodology gives a useful snapshot of what respondents said, but it doesn't prove that any single campaign tactic decided an election. Still, the direction is hard to miss: a message can dominate the airwaves without becoming a persuasive reason to vote. For candidates, the practical lesson may be less about louder ads and more about addressing the pressures voters say they feel every day. [2], [3], [7]
It's a reminder that the loudest campaign issue isn't always the one voters care about most.
Source Reference Map
Story idea inspired by: [1]
Sources by paragraph:- Paragraph 1: [2], [3]- Paragraph 2: [2], [3]- Paragraph 3: [2]- Paragraph 4: [2], [3]- Paragraph 5: [2]- Paragraph 6: [2], [4], [6]- Paragraph 7: [2], [3]- Paragraph 8: [2]- Paragraph 9: [2], [3], [7]
Bibliography
1. https://glaad.org/glaad-morning-consult-poll-political-ads-attacking-transgender-people-backfired-2-to-1-in-midterm-elections/ - Please view link - unable to able to access data
https://glaad.org/glaad-morning-consult-poll-political-ads-attacking-transgender-people-backfired-2-to-1-in-midterm-elections/ - GLAAD reports results from a nationwide post-election survey conducted by Morning Consult and commissioned by GLAAD. The article says 2,026 registered voters and 1,725 self-reported midterm voters were surveyed from 4 to 6 November 2026. It reports that 37% of midterm voters were less likely to support a candidate who ran advertisements about transgender issues, while 18% were more likely. Opposition was especially pronounced among rural voters, Southern voters and voters without college degrees. The article also compares voters’ stated priorities: 59% named cost of living as a principal reason for voting, 31% cited healthcare, and 5% selected transgender issues. In nine named battleground states, it reports that 58% prioritised cost of living and 6% transgender issues. The survey also asked why politicians discuss transgender issues. Responses included dividing voters, obtaining media attention, avoiding other topics and energising supporters; only a minority attributed the focus to responding to voters’ concerns or protecting transgender people. The article describes its findings as evidence that such political advertising alienated more voters than it attracted and that many considered the issue a cynical distraction. This is the primary source for the specific poll figures and methodology in the supplied article; those figures should be understood as findings reported by GLAAD, the organisation that commissioned the survey.
https://apnews.com/article/transgender-ads-midterms-republicans-cultural-economic-issues-5c43cf231930a02c1f51b7ddcd8d9448 - The Associated Press examines Republican spending on television advertisements about transgender-related issues during the run-up to the 2026 midterm elections. Citing AdImpact data, it reports an estimated $183 million in spending through 25 October, producing approximately 217,000 television spots. The story describes how Republican campaigns used the subject in advertisements aimed at Democratic candidates, particularly in competitive races in Texas and Ohio. It notes that the Texas Senate contest drew substantial spending and that attacks against Democrat Sherrod Brown in Ohio cost nearly $26 million. The article places this advertising strategy against public concerns about the economy and the cost of living. It refers to polling indicating that relatively few registered voters considered transgender issues among the most important election issues, compared with far larger proportions naming the economy or living costs. It also presents the campaign’s rationale: some strategists saw transgender policy as a way to signal a candidate’s wider values, even if voters did not rank the issue as a top priority. The article provides independent reporting on the scale, geographic concentration and political context of anti-transgender advertising, while its spending estimates concern television advertising through a specified date and are not the same measure as the supplied article’s broader total.
https://www.advocate.com/politics/national/texas-republicans-anti-trans-spending - This Advocate report focuses on anti-transgender advertising in the 2026 Texas Senate race. It reports that Republicans spent about $78 million on such advertisements in Texas, citing AdImpact data and earlier reporting by Puck. The story says roughly half of that spending supported Republican Attorney General Ken Paxton in his contest against Democrat James Talarico. It describes advertisements addressing transgender athletes and gender-affirming care for young people, including claims about taxpayer-funded surgery and parental rights. The article records the candidates’ political context and describes the scale of the Texas Senate contest, which it says became exceptionally expensive. It also notes that Texas voters identified the economy as a leading concern, while some Republican figures criticised the emphasis on cultural issues as a distraction from matters voters considered more important. The report offers a useful independent account of the Texas spending figure and of how the advertising was framed. It also supplies context for interpreting the poll article’s claim that anti-transgender messaging was prominent in a state where voters nevertheless prioritised economic concerns. The report does not independently validate the GLAAD/Morning Consult survey’s national or subgroup percentages, so those remain attributable to that survey’s own published results.
https://apnews.com/article/688773185f71690b00847726efbf045a - The Associated Press summarises findings from the AP Voter Poll, a separate large-scale survey of about 80,000 voters across all 50 states. The report describes broad voter concerns in the 2026 midterms, including living costs, the economy, government corruption and the state of democracy. It says roughly half of voters considered the cost of living crucial to their vote, while the economy was the most frequently named top issue and transgender issues were far less prominent. The article also discusses shifts in support among younger and Hispanic voters, dissatisfaction with President Donald Trump and voters’ views about Congress. Its methodology section states that the poll was conducted by SSRS for the Associated Press and several broadcast news organisations, using interviews with registered voters during the weeks leading up to Election Day. This source supports the broader context in the supplied article that economic concerns mattered greatly to voters, but it is not the same survey as the GLAAD/Morning Consult post-election poll. Consequently, its figures and questions should not be conflated with GLAAD’s reported findings about candidate advertisements, media exposure or voters’ views of politicians’ motives.
https://transdatainitiative.org/money - The Trans Data Initiative’s money page describes resources for examining political advertising and related funding. It links to an archive of anti-trans political advertisements on Meta and Google from 2018 to 2025, a tracker for 2026 advertisements, historical television-advertising totals, organisational tax filings and reported grants between organisations. The page explains that its television-spending figures rely on data from the Wesleyan Media Project and AdImpact, and that the initiative counts advertisements it classifies as anti-trans. It cautions that the totals include only advertisements for which a cost could be matched, making them partial and likely lower than the true amount. The page also explains that licensing restrictions limit the geographic and time detail it can republish. This resource is helpful for checking the broader advertising-spending claims and for understanding how political-ad trackers categorise campaigns. Its data is distinct from the Morning Consult survey: it concerns advertisements and spending rather than voter reactions. The methodology caveat is important when comparing its numbers with media reports or the supplied article, since different sources may use different formats, time periods, ad classifications and spending databases.
https://glaad.org/2026-midterm-election-results-anti-trans-fearmongering-fails-as-pro-equality-candidates-win-nationwide/ - GLAAD’s election-results article presents the organisation’s account of outcomes in the 2026 midterm elections, with emphasis on LGBTQ candidates, ballot questions and campaigns addressing transgender people. It argues that voters rejected many campaigns that targeted transgender people and describes victories by pro-LGBTQ candidates and allies. The article discusses the large sums spent on anti-transgender advertising and frames the results as evidence that such campaigns did not deliver the intended political gains in a number of contests. It also refers to cost-of-living and job-related concerns as issues voters preferred candidates to address rather than attacks on transgender people. This is a post-election advocacy organisation’s interpretation, so it should be read as GLAAD’s perspective rather than as a neutral assessment of every race or ballot measure. It provides context for the supplied article’s broader argument about political messaging and election outcomes, but it does not independently reproduce the full Morning Consult poll methodology or all of its subgroup results. Read alongside reporting from the Associated Press and other sources, it helps distinguish GLAAD’s conclusions about political consequences from independently reported spending data and voter surveys.
image1.jpg




