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Abstract
Heeding the call of the special issue, we look at the past decade’s advances in public opin-
ion studies of our understanding of the relationship between white racial identities, atti-
tudes, and presidential voting preferences. Following a short review of developments in
the literature during the Obama years, we critically evaluated four theories explaining
whites’ support for Trump: racial resentment, xenophobia, sexism, and white identity.
Using data from three ANES studies, we test the relative explanatory power of all four
approaches in predicting a vote for Trump during the 2016 Republican primary, the
2016 election, and intent to vote for him in 2020. The results suggest that xenophobia
had the most consistent effect across all models, followed by racial resentment and sexism.
White identity appears to have influenced voting for Trump in the primary and it could
also have an impact in the 2020 election, but its effect in the 2016 general election does not
appear to have been consistent with theoretical expectations. Finally, we use these results
to think critically about the state of the field and propose new questions and challenges for
research.
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“High in the tower, where I sit above the loud complaining of the human sea, I
know many souls that toss and whirl and pass, but none that intrigue me more
than the Souls of White Folk.”

W.E.B. DuBois

1. Introduction

The JREP retrospective on “Race and the American Presidency” offers an opportunity
for scholars of race to think through what the public opinion scholarship in the
post-Obama era has taught us about the relationship between racial attitudes, racial
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identities, and white voting preferences at the national level. Although the role of
white racial attitudes in shaping political and policy preferences has received extensive
attention (e.g., Kinder and Sanders, 1996; Gilens, 1999; Sears et al., 2000; Mendelberg,
2001; Hetherington, 2005), these last two Administrations have introduced new ques-
tions about the role of racial attitudes and identities into the study of presidential vote
choice. Explanations of white electoral behavior based on racial attitudes have been
challenged and supplemented with perspectives centered on white in-group identity,
gender, and xenophobia. However, these various explanations have not been tested
against each other—this is our main goal in this study.

First, empowered by strong theorizing of the Obama era, and especially seminal
works by Kinder and Dale-Riddle (2012) and Tesler and Sears (2010), scholars of
racial resentment such as Sides et al. (2019) added to our understanding of white elec-
toral behavior by examining the role of racial prejudice in white voters’ support for
Trump in the Republican primary and in the general election. Valentino et al.
(2018) and Cassese and Holman (2018) added explanations drawn from the literature
on gender politics and sexism, while Hopkins (2018) argued for the importance of
xenophobia. Moreover, Jardina (2019) reinvigorated a perspective that focuses on
the role of white ingroup favoritism as a predictor of white support for Trump.
However, these four competing explanations have not been systematically tested
against each other in the context of either the Republican primary or the 2016 general
election. And so far, we have no insights on how these ingroup and outgroup pro-
cesses may play out in the context of the 2020 general election.

Our goal in this article is threefold. First, we provide a retrospective account of the
theoretical landscape as it relates to “Race and the Presidency” from the perspective of
public opinion. We start highlighting the key theoretical advances that emerged dur-
ing the Obama era and the challenges to theory introduced by developments on the
ground and in the discipline. Then we move to the Trump era and the new insights
into the role of both outgroup and ingroup processes in white voters’ support for can-
didate Trump. Collectively, the Trump studies have contributed to the likely falsifica-
tion of seminal paradigms such as racial priming theory (Mendelberg, 2001). These
findings have important implications for our understanding of the strength of racial
norms.

The third step in our exploration consists of using data from three ANES studies
that span the period from the 2016 primary season to the 2018 election, to system-
atically test the relative importance of racial resentment, xenophobia, sexism, and
white ingroup identity as predictors of white Americans’ support for Donald
Trump in the 2016 Republican primary and the 2016 general election. We also
move the needle forward, in considering the effects of these ingroup and outgroup
factors on support for Trump relative to Joe Biden and Elizabeth Warren in the
2020 general election. Although Warren did not win the nomination, studying
responses to her candidacy is instructive as a comparison to Hillary Clinton. This
exercise not only gives us an early peek in what may be in store in November
2020 but, more importantly, provides insights as to which of the four predictors
may be more important in what type of contest.

Our analyses suggest that xenophobia was the strongest predictor of white support
for Trump both in the Republican primary and the 2016 general election and that it is
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likely to be key in the 2020 contest with Joe Biden as the Democratic nominee. The
effects of racial resentment and sexism were strong as well, especially in the general
election and this will likely be the case in the 2020 contest. The influence of white
identity is more modest and less consistent across contests: we find a significant effect
of white identity in support for Trump in the 2016 Republican primary, but its effect
in the general election against Clinton appears to be negative and, in one case, signif-
icant. The analysis of possible 2020 matchups suggests that white identity may play a
significant role in pushing support for Trump against Biden. Finally, we use our
results to reflect critically about new questions and avenues for research on the
role of racial dynamics in white presidential voting preferences, thinking through
what a “post-Trump” era may look like for political science research on race and vot-
ing behavior.

2. The Obama presidency and race politics research: setting the context

Early research on presidential election vote choice focused on economic factors and
ideology (Norrander, 1986), political trust (Hetherington, 1999), media influences
(Barker, 1999), and policy preferences (Krosnick, 1988; Abramowitz, 1995).
Starting in the late 1990s, race and communication documented the effect of racial
attitudes on white vote choices (Mendelberg, 1997, 2001). However, it was the
Obama election that led to a renewed interest in the role of racial attitudes.

The Obama election was followed by publicly stated beliefs that American society
was becoming “post-racial,” that is racial inequality was no longer a serious concern
for politics or public policy. Combined with the overtime decline in the prevalence of
old fashioned racism (Schuman et al., 1997), the Obama election led some to con-
clude that racial attitudes and identities becoming less relevant to the political pref-
erences of white Americans (Steele, 2008). Testing the “post-racial” hypothesis
became a top concern for scholars of white racial attitudes.

Studies conducted during the Obama era reported not only that racial attitudes
continued to be a factor in white political decision-making, but also the constant
presence of a Black authority figure on TV screens kept such attitudes constantly acti-
vated (Tesler and Sears, 2010). The result was that the effect of anti-black attitudes,
and especially racial resentment, a complex of beliefs that mix antipathy towards
Blacks with indignation about the perceived black failure to adhere by American soci-
ety’s individualistic norms, had become stronger (Kinder and Dale-Riddle, 2012) and
had spilled-over to non-racial policy domains (Filindra and Kaplan, 2016, 2020;
Tesler, 2016). Scholars also produced evidence that racial attitudes color white
Americans’ beliefs about the legitimacy of electoral institutions (Appleby and
Federico, 2017), support for restrictive voter ID laws (Wilson and Brewer, 2013),
and democratic norms (Miller and Davis, 2019). Furthermore, Tesler (2016) showed
that racial attitudes now undergirded partisanship and ideology, a finding that upends
our understanding of causal relationships in politics.

Inspired by the immigrant mobilizations of the era as well as the emergence of the
Tea Party, a parallel line of research zeroed-in on the role of xenophobia, or anti-
immigrant bias, in shaping the political and policy judgments of white Americans.
Parker and Barreto (2013) elucidated the links between xenophobia, the rise of the
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Tea Party, and opposition to Obama. Others have also shown that white attitudes
about immigrants and immigration in the United States are strongly associated
with Latinos and thus heavily racialized (Zou and Cheryan, 2017).

Two additional theoretical developments from the Obama era are noteworthy.
First, scholars showed that the predictive strength of old-fashioned racism had
increased since the Obama election (Tesler, 2013; Knuckey and Kim, 2015).
Second, explicitly derogatory racial messaging appeared to be effective in driving
the vote preferences of white racial conservatives (Valentino et al., 2017; Reny
et al., 2020). Norms of racial equality that Mendelberg (2001) had pronounced so
strong as to necessitate implicit delivery of racial content in political campaigns
appear to no longer have the same power to regulate political behavior. Our study
does not address these developments but we believe them important to mention as
they have important implications for the future of the field.

3. The Donald Trump presidency and the state of race politics research

Donald Trump announced his candidacy for the Republican presidential nomination
on June 16, 2015. Building on the theoretical advances of the Obama era, scholars
quickly began to investigate the correlates of support for Trump among the white
electorate that constituted his core political base. Whereas analyses of the two
Obama elections focused primarily on racial attitudes, studies of the Trump election
introduced three additional theoretical directions that had not been deeply investi-
gated in earlier studies of presidential voting: xenophobia, white identity, and sexism.

By early 2016, Sides et al. (2016) had identified racial resentment as a key predictor
of voter support for Trump. In their view, the experience of the birther movement
taught Trump that overt racial prejudice can motivate a significant portion of the
Republican electorate (also see Jardina and Traugott, 2019). Not being a political pro-
fessional and thus lacking socialization in political norms, Trump went “hunting
where the ducks [were]” (Sides et al., 2018, also see Tolbert et al., 2018). Not only
did overt racism enable Trump to beat more than a dozen opponents in the primary,
but it greatly contributed to his win against Hillary Clinton in the general election
(Sides et al., 2019). Building on insights about the resurfacing of old-fashioned rac-
ism, Hopkins (2018) also showed the effect of racial stereotypes, in whites’ support
for Trump, a relationship absent in previous election cycles.

Yet, the strong and early focus on racial prejudice tended to overshadow the
important influences of xenophobia and sexism in the 2016 election. This was prob-
lematic because recent theoretical advances conceptualize racial and gender attitudes
as part of an intersecting constellation of beliefs broadly defined as “white heteropa-
triarchy” (Strolovitch et al., 2017, also see Smith, 1997). First came blog posts arguing
that xenophobia is what differentiated Trump supporters from other Republicans
(Nteta and Schaffner, 2016). Soon after, Oliver and Rahn (2016) linked Trump’s sup-
port to nativism. Hopkins (2018) along with Hooghe and Dassonneville (2018) found
a correlation between voting for Trump and anti-Latino and anti-immigrant preju-
dice, underscoring the racialization of attitudes about immigrants and immigration.
More recently, Reny et al. (2019) showed that anti-black and anti-immigrant attitudes
were key in predicting switching from Obama to Trump among white voters.
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At the same time, an important corrective came from gender scholars who iden-
tified the potent role that sexism played in the 2016 election. Gender attitudes had
received less attention in the Obama elections, even though Hillary Clinton was his
primary opponent in 2008 and Sarah Palin was the Republican vice-presidential nom-
inee (cf. Dwyer et al., 2009). The first presidential general election contest to feature a
female candidate for president made the issue of gender and gender attitudes more
pressing. Would white women vote their gender and reject Trump’s misogyny, or
vote their race, embracing his racism? In addition to racial prejudice, was sexism a
factor in white women’s decision-making? According to Frasure-Yokley (2018), the
effects of sexism were not limited to men; in fact, there was no gender difference
in the effect of sexism on candidate choice in 2016.

Schaffner et al. (2018) showed that controlling for racial resentment, sexism was a
significant predictor of support for Trump over Clinton in the 2016 election, a finding
that Cassese and Holman (2018) strengthened further with experimental work. In a
follow-up study, Cassese and Barnes (2019) showed that the effect of sexism on sup-
port for the Republican presidential candidate increased substantially between 2012
and 2016.

Sociologist Winant (2004) argued that whiteness is a political identity with mul-
tiple antecedents and dimensions, drawing on a variety of ideological racial projects
(also see Strolovitch et al., 2017).1 Relying on social identity theory (Tajfel and
Turner, 1986) and theories of group consciousness (e.g., Masuoka, 2006; Sanchez,
2006), Jardina (2019) argued that as a result of demographic change that has put
whites on the defensive, whiteness is no longer simply a cultural identity but has
taken on a political dimension. Ingroup favoritism is conceptually and analytically
independent of outgroup bias: people can score high on ingroup consciousness
and willingness to defend the interests of the group, but low on racial prejudice.
Jardina (2019) demonstrated that white identity was a significant predictor of support
for Trump both in the Republican primary and in the 2016 general election against
Clinton. This was the case, even after controlling for racial resentment. Using a dif-
ferent measure of white identity, one based on perceptions of how much discrimina-
tion whites face, Sides et al. (2019) confirmed Jardina’s (2019) findings.

Given the rapidity with which scholars sought to respond to the challenge of
explaining the emergence and victory of Donald Trump, first in the Republican pri-
mary and then in the general election, it is no surprise that many of these explana-
tions have developed on independent tracks, not accounting for all of the other
significant group-level predictors. No study of either the 2016 Republican primary
or the 2016 general election has systematically tested all four explanations. Yet,
given the state of our understanding of the predictors of white voting behavior in con-
temporary presidential races, a test of all four theories is essential to move the disci-
pline forward and also to generate new questions.

4. Data and methods

Our analyses are based on the 2016 ANES Pilot (data collected in January 2016), the
2016 ANES time-series study (data collected in October and November 2016), and
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the 2018 ANES Pilot (data collected in December 2018).2 We employ three binary
dependent variables:

(1) Vote choice in the 2016 Republican primary between Trump (1) and several
other candidates who were not analyzed separately but only as “other” (0).3

This question is included in both the 2016 ANES Pilot (vote intent) and in
the 2016 ANES time-series (vote recall).

(2) Vote choice in the 2016 general election between Trump (1) and Hillary
Clinton (0). This question is included in all three datasets. In the 2016
ANES Pilot, it gauges intended support for Trump, while in the other two
it measures stated voting behavior.

(3) Vote choice in the 2020 general election between Trump (1) and Joe Biden (0)
or Trump (1) and Elizabeth Warren (0). This is included in the 2018 ANES
Pilot and it measures intent to vote for Trump.4 Although Warren did not
become the nominee, it is instructive to include this in the analysis because
it allows us to compare results to another female candidate—Hillary Clinton.

Across all models and datasets, racial resentment is operationalized using the four
items from Kinder and Sanders (1996), and white identity is measured using the three
items developed by Jardina (2019). Models using the white discrimination measure as
a proxy for white identity in the tradition of Sides et al. (2019) are included in
Appendix Tables B1–B3 and are discussed in the main text only in terms of their sim-
ilarities and differences in performance relative to the Jardina measure. Xenophobia
and sexism are measured somewhat differently across the dataset because the three
sources do not include identical measures. For the xenophobia items, we combined
all the measures from each dataset that referenced immigrants and refugees (six
items for ANES 2016 pilot, ten items for ANES 2016 time-series, and seven items
for ANES 2018 pilot). The exact items are listed in Appendix E.5 The indices for racial
resentment, xenophobia, and sexism across datasets are reliable (α > .7). The white
identity measure exhibits lower levels of reliability.6 All indices are constructed by
taking an additive average of the items and rescaling them on 0–1 continuous scales.
Binary correlations between these key independent variables suggest that these rela-
tionships range between .2 and .6 and thus do not present any multicollinearity
issues.

The models also include the following controls: evaluation of the economy, parti-
sanship, ideology, gender, age, education (college degree), income, Protestant religion,
and residence in the South. Unlike the Pilot studies, the 2016 ANES time-series
includes four additional measures that have been shown to influence candidate
choice: authoritarianism, egalitarianism, small-government ideology, and moral tra-
ditionalism. For reasons of consistency in presentation, we opted not to include
these variables in the analyses exhibited in the main text. In Appendix D, we present
all 2016 ANES models with these four measures included. The key findings remain
unchanged. All models are based on non-Hispanic white respondents alone. We stan-
dardized all variables on a 0 to 1 scale consistent with their original nature. Using
consistent scaling facilitates comparisons across models. Descriptive statistics for all
three datasets are shown in Appendix Tables C1–C3.
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4.1 The 2016 Republican primary

Our first set of models explore the role of white ingroup favoritism and outgroup
biases in predicting support for Trump in the 2016 Republican primary. This ques-
tion was asked of all ANES respondents in the 2016 pilot and of all who indicated that
they voted in a party primary in the 2016 time-series study. As a result, we present
two sets of analyses: one set includes all-white respondents and a second set includes
only white Republican identifiers and leaners.

In Table 1, model 1 shows the results of support for Trump in the 2016 Republican
primary among all white respondents. The second column shows the change in prob-
ability (maximum of voting for Trump when the relevant predictor goes from its low-
est (zero) to its highest point (one)). Therefore, these can be thought of as “maximum
effects.” White identity, racial resentment, and xenophobia are statistically significant
and positive consistent with the prediction that higher scores on these measures
should correlate with stronger support for Trump. However, sexism is significant
( p < .1) but negative, which indicates that white voters who scored high on sexism
may have intended to vote for Republican candidates other than Trump. Turning
to substantive effects, white identity and xenophobia appear to have the strongest
effect on voters who participated in the Republican primary. Specifically, a shift
from the lowest to the highest level of white identity corresponds to a 51% increase
in the likelihood of casting a vote for Trump, while holding all other independent var-
iables constant at their means. A shift from the lowest to the highest point on the
xenophobia scale corresponds to a 61% increase in the probability of voting for
Trump over a different Republican. The effects of racial resentment and sexism are
in the second tier of predictors. A change in racial resentment from its minimum
to its maximum value corresponds with a 31% increase in the likelihood of voting
for Trump, while a similar change in the sexism scale correlates with a 30% decline
in support for Trump. In Table 1, model 2 shows very similar results when the regres-
sion is restricted to Republicans and Republican leaners. In Table 1, model 2, ideology
is also statistically significant and negative, which suggests that Republicans who also
identified as conservative were less likely to vote for Trump in the primary than were
more liberal Republicans. At this stage, Trump was not viewed as a conservative can-
didate but rather as a moderate one.

The fact that sexism had not been associated with Trump in the primary context
by January 2016 is somewhat surprising especially given the extensive coverage that
Trump’s attitudes towards women had generated in 2015. It is possible that at this
stage of the campaign, sexist Republicans preferred more hawkish hopefuls and can-
didates who took more explicitly conservative positions on issues such as abortion
and traditional family values.

In Table 1, model 3 is based on the 2016 ANES and thus it represents respondents’
recall of their vote in the 2016 Republican primary. The study asked voters if they had
participated in the Republican primary and if they did, it asked which candidate they
voted for. As in the case of model 1, model 3 includes all respondents, regardless of
partisan affiliation, who said they voted in the Republican primary. Once again, xeno-
phobia is statistically significant and positive. White identity is statistically significant
and positive but only at p < .1. Racial resentment and sexism are positive but they are
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Table 1. Logistic analyses of vote choice in the 2016 GOP primary (white respondents only)

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in GOP primary

2016 ANES Pilot 2016 ANES Time Series

All GOP
primary voters

Max.
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max.
effects

All GOP
primary
voters

Max.
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max.
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

White identity 2.445*** .51 2.584*** .56 .961* .24 .808 .20

(.52) (.64) (.49) (.52)

Racial resentment 1.610** .31 2.669** .44 .748 .18 .961* .23

(.68) (1.05) (.53) (.57)

Xenophobia 3.277*** .61 3.471*** .65 4.081*** .74 3.799*** .71

(.73) (.99) (.75) (.79)

Sexism −1.443* −.30 −1.968** −.43 .736 .16 .776 .16

(.78) (.97) (.65) (.67)

Economic eval. −.773 −.17 .263 .07 .593 .13 .630 .14

(.61) (.83) (.63) (.68)

Age 30–44 −.438 −.09 −.536 −.13 .799* .19 .776* .19

(.46) (.56) (.43) (.45)

Age 45–64 −.606 −.13 −.442 −.11 .419 .10 .446 .11

(.45) (.51) (.39) (.41)
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Age 65 & over −.270 −.06 .063 .02 .588 .15 .647 .16

(.47) (.53) (.40) (.42)

Female .066 .01 −.337 −.08 −.581*** −.14 −.590*** −.15

(.27) (.35) (.22) (.23)

Protestant −.068 −.02 −.125 −.03 −.177 −.04 −.167 −.04

(.25) (.32) (.20) (.21)

South −.241 −.05 .060 .01 −.592*** −.15 −.651*** −.16

(.25) (.32) (.22) (.24)

College degree −.400 −.09 −.096 −.02 −.733*** −.18 −.697*** −.16

(.31) (.37) (.20) (.22)

Income −.206 −.05 −.157 −.04 −.488 −.12 −.435 −.11

(.50) (.58) (.40) (.43)

Income—not
known

.100 .02 .420 .10 −.665 −.16 −.705 −.17

(.41) (.58) (.57) (.60)

Republicanism
(PID)

.721 .16 – – .032 .01 –

(.55) (.53)

Conservatism
(ideology)

−.727 −.17 −2.638*** −.56 −.527 −.13 −.735*** −.15

(.70) (.77) (.69) (.74)

Constant −3.268*** – −2.535** – −2.824*** – −2.636

(.84) (1.10) (.81) (.98)

N 657 342 648 577
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Table 1. (Continued.)

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in GOP primary

2016 ANES Pilot 2016 ANES Time Series

All GOP
primary voters

Max.
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max.
effects

All GOP
primary
voters

Max.
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max.
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

McFadden’s
pseudo-R2

.246 .255 .161 .147***

Log-likelihood −333.496 −184.083 −341.246 −311.900

χ2 value 123.790 71.396 87.637 75.927
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not statistically significant. The result for sexism here is inconsistent with what we
report for the 2016 ANES Pilot where sexism was negative and significant in both
models. In this model, gender (female), South, and education (College degree) are
all statistically significant and negative suggesting that women, Southerners, and
those with a college degree were less likely to report having voted for Trump in
the Republican primary. Once again, xenophobia has the strongest substantive effect
(74%) while white identity is in the second tier of predictors (24%), followed by being
female (−14%), education (−18%), and residence in the South (−15%).

When we subset the 2016 ANES data to include only Republican identifiers and
leaners (Table 1, model 4), xenophobia continues to be positive and statistically sig-
nificant while racial resentment strengthens and becomes significant ( p < .1).
However, white identity loses statistical significance while sexism is also not signifi-
cant. As was the case with model 3, gender, education and residence in the South
are all negative and statistically significant. In this model, ideology is also statistically
significant and negative indicating that conservative Republicans were less likely to
recall voting for Trump in the primary. In terms of substantive effects, the results
are consistent with model 3. Xenophobia has the strongest effect (71%) while racial
resentment is in the second tier of predictors: a change in anti-black attitudes from
the lowest to the highest value corresponds to a 23% increase in the likelihood that
a white Republican voter would report having voted for Trump in the primary.7

As a robustness check, we specified the same models but swapped white identity
with the white discrimination measure. As Appendix Table B1 shows, white discrim-
ination is positive and statistically significant in three of the four models, but the sub-
stantive effects are somewhat smaller than those for the white identity measure,
possibly because the measure consists of a single item.

4.2 The 2016 presidential election

Our next set of models turn to the 2016 general election where Donald Trump com-
peted as the Republican nominee against Democrat Hillary Clinton. These models
include only those white respondents who indicated that they intended to vote or
voted for either Trump or Clinton in the election. Here we present four parallel mod-
els. One model is from the 2016 ANES Pilot, which records the intent to vote for
Trump in the general election well before Trump became the Republican nominee.
A second model uses data from the 2016 ANES pre-election wave, which was fielded
in October 2016 and asked the intent to vote for Trump or Clinton a few weeks before
the election took place. A third model is based on the 2016 ANES post-election wave
and asks respondents to recall who they voted for in the general election. And the
fourth model is also a recall question from the 2018 ANES Pilot, two years after
the 2016 election. It is important to note that in the last model we omitted the eco-
nomic evaluation measure because the 2018 ANES Pilot does not include voters’
assessment of the economy in 2016 which would be the theoretically appropriate
item.

Table 2, model 1 based on the 2016 ANES Pilot, shows that xenophobia is positive
and statistically significant as a predictor of vote intent for Trump in early 2016. This
is consistent with the theory and with the results from the primary election contest
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Table 2. Logistic regression analyses of projected and recalled vote choice in 2016 election (white respondents only)

DV: Trump versus Clinton

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

2016 ANES
Pilot

Max.
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max.
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max.
effects

2018 ANES
Pilot

Max.
effects

White identity −.768 −.14 −.656 −.16 −1.291** −.30 .371 .07

(1.17) (.69) (.55) (.72)

Racial resentment 3.368*** .65 1.567*** .36 2.706*** .58 1.858** .38

(1.22) (.57) (.68) (.83)

Xenophobia 3.348* .60 6.747*** .92 5.925*** .88 5.219*** .85

(1.78) (116) (.91) (1.20)

Sexism −1.171 −.21 3.687*** .62 3.118*** .58 1.704*** .34

(2.05) (.87) (.85) (.61)

Economic eval. −3.048* −.54 −2.352** −.52 −1.895*** −.43 – –

(1.77) (.92) (.70)

Age 30–44 −1.675* −.36 .008 .00 .303 .07 −.315 −.06

(.93) (.60) (.56) (.73)

Age 45–64 −1.320 −.25 −.105 −.02 .075 .02 −1.034 −.21

(.91) (.61) (.59) (.66)

Age 65 & over −1.102 −.22 .194 .05 .391 .09 −1.041 −.22

(.83) (.59) (.54) (.67)

Female −.287 −.05 .282 .07 .307 .07 −.362 −.07
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(.67) (.24) (.23) (.32)

Protestant −.587 −.11 .086 .02 −.128 −.03 .081 .02

(.56) (.29) (.26) (.40)

South 2.027** .28 .564* .13 .765*** .17 −.704** −.15

(.83) (.30) (.27) (.36)

College degree .923 .15 .093 .02 −.074 −.02 .208 .04

(.79) (.28) (.26) (.42)

Income −.899 −.17 −.226 −.05 −.397 −.09 −.301 −.06

(1.05) (.61) (.58) (109)

Income—not
known

1.428 .18 −.390 −.1 −.267 −.06 −.017 .00

(1.01) (.58) (.64) (.67)

Republicanism
(PID)

5.818*** .82 4.752*** .83 4.553*** .81 5.702*** .85

(1.51) (.50) (.43) (.63)

Conservatism
(ideology)

3.445* .59 2.628*** .57 2.901*** .61 1.319 .26

(190) (.74) (.65) (.89)

Constant −4.361** – −7.924*** – −7.906*** – −6.869*** –

(1.83) (1.05) (.90) (.86)

N 275 1,786 1,878 1,315

McFadden’s
pseudo-R2

.725 .736 .719 .789

Log-likelihood −46.448 −302.290 −336.317 −159.121
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Table 2. (Continued.)

DV: Trump versus Clinton

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

2016 ANES
Pilot

Max.
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max.
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max.
effects

2018 ANES
Pilot

Max.
effects

χ2 value 61.949*** 250.136*** 316.453*** 272.207***

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
The models exclude respondents who did not identify either Trump or Clinton as their preferred candidate (i.e., don’t know, third party candidates).
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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that we presented above. Racial resentment is also positive and statistically significant.
White identity and sexism are both negative but lack statistical significance. As
expected, partisanship and ideology are both positive and significant, while residence
in the South is also positive and significant consistent with what would be expected
for the general election. Prospective economic evaluation is significant and negative,
suggesting that voters who were pessimistic about the economy were more likely to
vote for Trump (the non-incumbent party).

Turning to maximum effects, partisanship is the strongest predictor of intent to
vote for Trump over Clinton. Whites who identify as strong Republicans are 82%
more likely to express an intent to vote for Trump than are whites who identify as
strong Democrats. Racial resentment (65%), xenophobia (60%), prospective eco-
nomic evaluation (54%), and ideology (59%) fall in the second tier of predictors in
terms of substantive effects. Residence in the South is in a lower tier: Southerners
are 28% more likely than non-Southerners to express intent to vote for Trump
over Clinton in early 2016.

In Table 2, model 2 shows the model for intent to vote for Trump based on the
2016 ANES pre-election wave, which was recorded in October 2016. Here again,
we see that xenophobia and racial resentment are statistically significant and positive,
indicating that those who score higher on these measures are more likely to express an
intent to vote for Trump over Clinton. In this model, which captures attitudes closer
to the election, sexism is also significant and positive. However, white identity is null
and the sign of the coefficient is negative. Consistent with expectations, partisanship,
ideology, and residence in the South are positive and statistically significant; prospec-
tive economic evaluation is also significant but negative.8

In terms of substantive effects, xenophobia (92%) and partisanship (83%) are in
the top tier of predictors. The effect of xenophobia appears increased by about
30% relative to January 2016, which likely reflects the centrality of anti-immigrant
pronouncements in Donald Trump’s messaging. Sexism is in the second tier of cor-
relates, along with ideology (59%) and prospective economic evaluation (−52%). A
shift from the lowest to the highest level of sexism corresponds to a 62% increase
in the probability of expressing an intent to vote for Trump over Clinton in
October 2016. By contrast, the maximum effect of racial resentment is 36%, half as
strong as in January 2016. In the lowest tier of predictors, residence in the South
has a substantive effect of 13%, which is also lower than in January 2016.

In Table 2, model 3 presents results of reported vote choice in the presidential elec-
tion among white Americans as recorded in the 2016 ANES post-election wave. In
this model, xenophobia, racial resentment, and sexism are all statistically significant
and positive, as expected. White identity is also statistically significant but carries a
negative sign which suggests that those who score higher on white ingroup favoritism
were more likely to report voting for Clinton over Trump in the general election. This
contradicts earlier findings by Jardina (2019) and Sides et al. (2019) who showed a
positive correlation between measures of white identity and support for Trump in
the national election. As expected, partisanship, ideology, and residence in the
South are all positive and statistically significant while prospective economic evalua-
tion is negative and statistically significant.9
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The maximum effects column shows that similar to other models, xenophobia
(88%) and partisanship (81%) are in the top tier of predictors, followed by ideology
(63%), racial resentment (58%), sexism (58%), and prospective economic evaluation
(−43%). White identity is in a lower tier of predictors: a shift from the highest to the
lowest value of the white identity scale corresponds with a 30% decline in the prob-
ability of reporting having voted for Trump over Clinton.

In Table 2, model 4 shows the results of a model based on recall of vote choice in
2016 that was recorded in the 2018 ANES Pilot. Once again, xenophobia, racial
resentment, and sexism are all statistically significant and positive, indicating that
higher values predict a higher likelihood of reporting to have voted for Trump
over Clinton in 2016. In this model too, white identity is not statistically significant.
Partisanship and ideology are also positive and statistically significant, consistent with
the previous models and with theory. This model does not include a measure of pro-
spective economic evaluation because the survey did not ask the respondent’s recall of
the state of the economy in 2016. In terms of substantive effects, this model is very
consistent with the previous three models. Once again, xenophobia (85%) and parti-
sanship (85%) are in the top tier of correlates, followed by racial resentment (38%),
sexism (34%), and ideology (28%).

Models with white discrimination in lieu of white identity also produced null
results for most of the Trump versus Clinton models. Only in the 2016 ANES pre-
election model was white discrimination statistically significant, but unlike it was
the case with white identity, the direction of the coefficient was positive indicating
that stronger beliefs that whites are being victims of racial discrimination correspond
to a higher likelihood to vote for Trump over Clinton, relative to weaker beliefs in
white discrimination (see Appendix Table B2).

4.3 The 2020 election contests

The 2018 ANES Pilot includes two questions related to the 2020 national election. It
asks all respondents to decide whether they would vote for Donald Trump or Joe
Biden, or for Donald Trump or Elizabeth Warren. These items allow us to move
past the 2016 election and investigate the likely role of outgroup biases and white
ingroup identity in the upcoming 2020 election. Needless to say, there are important
limitations to these analyses. First, they are based on voters’ responses recorded in late
2018, before candidates had formally declared, long before Bob Mueller submitted his
report to the Department of Justice, the Ukraine scandal broke, Donald Trump was
impeached, and the COVID-19 pandemic occurred. The Ukraine scandal is especially
important because it involves not only Trump but also Joe Biden who was implicated
in a conspiracy theory involving his son’s dealings in that country. Second, unlike the
2016 election, it was not yet clear by December 2019 who may be the Democratic
frontrunner in 2020. It is thus likely that outgroup biases, as well as ingroup favorit-
ism, may have shown a different level of effect in the Trump versus Biden choice if
the data had been collected today when we also know that Kamala Harris, a black
woman, is the vice-presidential nominee.

In Table 3, model 1 shows the results of a logistic regression related to the choice
between Trump and Biden. Racial resentment, xenophobia, sexism, and white
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Table 3. Logistic regression analyses of projected vote choice in 2020 election (white respondents only)

Model 1 Model 2

Trump versus
Biden

Max.
effects

Trump versus
Warren

Max.
effects

White identity 1.613** .38 .450 .09

(.64) (.77)

Racial resentment 1.758** .40 2.338*** .48

(.86) (.91)

Xenophobia 3.281*** .65 5.084*** .85

(1.03) (1.32)

Sexism 1.685*** .39 2.074** .42

(.65) (.85)

Economic eval. 5.599*** .86 6.536*** .92

(1.04) (1.18)

Age 30–44 .200 .05 −.543 −.12

(.59) (.68)

Age 45–64 −.828 −.20 −1.656*** −.36

(.57) (.60)

Age 65 & over −.571 −.14 −1.418** −.32

(.62) (.71)

Female −1.021*** −.25 −1.014** −.21

(.34) (.41)

Protestant .191 .05 .027 .01

(.36) (.39)

South −.474 −.12 .369 .07

(.35) (.44)

BA −.130 −.03 −.261 −.05

(.36) (.41)

Income −1.313 −.31 −.236 −.05

(1.03) (1.07)

Income—not known .039 .01 −.035 −.01

(.57) (.64)

Republicanism (PID) 4.563*** .81 5.147*** .83

(.66) (.71)

Conservatism
(ideology)

1.597* .37 1.108 .23

(Continued )
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ingroup identity are all statistically significant at conventional levels ( p < .05) and
positive, denoting that individuals who score higher in each of these sets of attitudes
are more likely to support Trump over Biden in a hypothetical presidential matchup.
It is important to note that this is the first model of a national election contest where
we find that white identity has a statistically significant effect in the expected positive
direction. Partisanship and ideology are also significant and positive; as expected,
Republicans and Conservatives are more likely to declare their intention to vote for
Trump over Biden. Prospective economic evaluation is also positive and statistically
significant, consistent with extant theory arguing that all else being equal, voters
who have a positive view of the economy are more likely to vote for the incumbent
President/party. White women are less likely to vote for Trump in a matchup against
Biden and this is also statistically significant. None of the other demographic vari-
ables are statistically significant.

Turning to the size of the substantive effects, prospective economic evaluation has
a stronger effect on voter choices: a change in beliefs about the economy from the
most pessimistic to the most optimistic is associated with an 86% increase in the like-
lihood of voting for Trump. Similarly, a shift from the strong Democrat to the strong
Republican end of the partisanship scale is associated with an 81% increase in the
probability of voting for Trump. Among the group-level measures, xenophobia exhib-
its the strongest substantive effect: a shift from the lowest to the highest level of xeno-
phobia is associated with a 65% increase in the likelihood of voting for Trump. The
substantive effects of ideology (37%), racial resentment (40%), sexism (39%), and
white identity (38%) are practically identical and fall in the second tier of predictors.
The effect of white identity here appears to be smaller than what we saw for the mod-
els of the Republican primary.

In Table 3, model 2 shows the results of the Trump versus Warren vote choice.
Here, racial resentment, xenophobia, and sexism are the three group-level indicators
that are statistically significant. All are positive which is the expected direction. White

Table 3. (Continued.)

Model 1 Model 2

Trump versus
Biden

Max.
effects

Trump versus
Warren

Max.
effects

(.85) (.93)

Constant −9.660*** – −10.329*** –

(1.18) (1.44)

N 1,530 1,475

McFadden’s pseudo-R2 .801 .852

Log-likelihood −181.282 −127.102

χ2-value 240.130 220.648

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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identity is not statistically significant in the model with Elizabeth Warren, much like
it was not statistically significant in two of the three models involving Clinton. As a
reminder, the 2016 ANES analyses showed a statistically significant but negative cor-
relation between white identity and support for Trump against Clinton. The other
two models related to the 2016 election showed a null effect of white identity.
Among key controls, partisanship and prospective economic evaluation are positive
and statistically significant while age and being female are significant but negative.

Looking at substantive effects, here again, prospective economic evaluation (92%),
partisanship (83%), and xenophobia (85%) are in the top tier of predictors. Racial
resentment (48%) and sexism (42%) are in the second tier of predictors. It is impor-
tant to note that the models using the white discrimination measure showed null
effects for this ingroup favoritism item for both the Biden model and the Warren
model (Appendix Table B3).

5. Discussion

Our analyses based on three ANES studies confirm that xenophobia was a key com-
ponent of Trump’s electoral appeal since the primaries, a link that only grew stronger
in the general election. The 2018 ANES Pilot results also suggest that xenophobia will
continue to be a potent motivator of support for Trump in a 2020 contest against
Biden. Had Elizabeth Warren been the nominee, xenophobia would have likely
been a strong predictor of opposition to her as well. This is not surprising given
the central role that the border wall and the “muslim ban” have had in the Trump
campaign and the willingness of the candidate to portray undocumented immigrants
as criminals and refugees as a social and security threat. Thus we can expect to see
further pushes from the Trump Administration on immigration as we approach
the general election. Given the changing political environment surrounding the elec-
tion, it is likely that the focus will be on “illegal” voters, as well as immigrants as vec-
tors of disease and especially COVID-19. Racial resentment was also a key predictor
of support for Trump since the primaries and it will likely continue to play an impor-
tant role in the upcoming 2020 election. Although across the board, racial resentment
took a second seat relative to xenophobia, it is likely that the elevation of Kamala
Harris to the position of vice-presidential nominee will produce increased activation
of racial resentment among whites as it did in the case of Obama.

Although Trump has taken awkward steps to appeal to African–Americans by
bragging on Twitter that under his watch unemployment among blacks “is at its
lowest number in history” (The Fix, 2020), his rhetoric in the summer of 2020
focused on overt racism, branding the Black Lives Movement as violent, socialist,
and un-American, and warning his white base that protests against police brutality
will compromise public safety and law and order. Certainly, the absence of a black
candidate from the Democratic ticket may have rendered racial attitudes less central
to voting decisions in the 2016 election relative to the Obama era. Yet, looking to the
future, we need to understand better whether, how, and to what degree Biden’s asso-
ciation with Obama as well as the candidacy of Kamala Harris may influence whites’
vote intentions in the 2020 general election. On one hand, retrospective job approval
for Obama which stood at 63% in 2018 according to Gallup, may boost Biden’s
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chances. On the other hand, Biden’s role as Obama’s vice president may have “racial-
ized” him, that is, associated him with negative racial attitudes in white minds.
Furthermore, Kamala Harris’ identity as a black-Asian woman and a child of immi-
grants may complicate how white audiences respond to her.

Certainly, more research is needed on this to determine whether the heightened
racial effects associated with policy and political personnel attitudes during the
Obama era (Tesler, 2016) may have subsided or given rise to stronger associations
between political cognitions and xenophobia. Given that our results suggest that racial
resentment is affecting support for white candidates, some associated with Obama
(e.g., Clinton and Biden), but others less so (Warren), we may want to think more
about the possibility that racial stereotypes have developed for the parties themselves,
a possibility consistent with the conclusion of the racial realignment and the studies
showing that racial attitudes (and xenophobia) predict partisanship.

Our results introduce challenges for the new measure and theory of white identity.
First, across three ANES studies, the measure displays relatively low levels of statistical
reliability, which is a problem in itself. This may be because even though the measure
purports to tap ingroup favorability, at least one of the items also taps competition
with outgroups (“whites may be losing jobs to minorities”). Second, and given the
measure’s low alpha score, it is not surprising that the item is statistically significant
only in a subset of models. Our results provide relatively consistent evidence that
white identity may have influenced support for Trump in the Republican primary.
However, it is not clear whether this is because his strongest opponents were
Latinos (Cruz and Rubio), which would be consistent with the Petrow et al. (2018)
thesis that white identity comes to play only in interracial contests, or if political judg-
ments in primary settings are qualitatively different than in general elections. In
essence, a primary election may require white voters to determine who best represents
two key identities: party and race. Thus the importance of the positive white ingroup
dimension may be accentuated in such a setting. Obviously, additional theorizing and
testing are necessary to understand how the meanings associated with partisan and
racial identities within each party may differ and in what ways.

When it comes to general election contests, unlike Jardina (2019) and Sides et al.
(2019), we find that white identity had no effect on support for Trump relative to
Clinton when controlling for xenophobia and sexism in addition to racial resentment.
In fact, in one model, we find that white identity is negative and significant which
suggests that it contributed to increased rather than decreased support for Clinton.
Equally puzzling is that in the 2018 data, white identity is a significant predictor of
support for Trump against Biden, but not against Warren. If these results are not
an artifact of the measure, additional research is needed to understand the relation-
ship between a candidate’s race/gender and the activation of white identity in inter-
party contests. Our exploration shows no evidence of a statistically significant
interaction between partisanship and white identity in any of the models, so more
thinking needs to go into these issues.

Recent studies have also shown that over the past two years, the average level of
white anti-black attitudes has subsided significantly. Panel and cross-sectional data
including various measures of racial attitudes appear to show similar trends
(Fording and Schram, 2020; Hopkins and Washington, 2020). More studies are
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needed to determine whether this is a product of increased social desirability pres-
sures or a genuine shift in white attitudes, and what effect, if any, this trend may
have on whites’ electoral choices in 2020 and beyond.

6. Conclusion

Apocryphal attributions suggest that the phrase “may you live in interesting times” is
a Chinese curse. As citizens, over the past decade, we have been exposed to rising
racial prejudice and anti-immigrant bias in public life, increasing social inequality,
and more recently a direct assault on governmental institutions and what those
norms that Levitsky and Ziblatt (2017) have termed “the soft guardrails of democ-
racy.” As researchers, both the white reactionary mobilization that led to the election
of Donald Trump and the subsequent erosion of national democratic norms and the
resistance to it coming from various quarters represent fertile ground for study. These
changes in the political environment have tested our assumptions about the preva-
lence of various forms of outgroup bias within white American society, the centrality
and power of norms of racial equality as well as the mechanisms through which they
may work or even become muted. New ideas have emerged that focus on intersec-
tions of race, gender, and outgroup attitudes, and fresh perspectives advocate for a
closer look at ingroup identities, at the role of leaders and followers within political
and racial groups, and the impact that this new environment has on minorities, their
identities, their politics, and their attitudes. It is unfortunate that progress in our field
and our discipline’s emergent vibrancy and increased recognition within political sci-
ence comes at such immense social and political cost, which may take decades to fully
identify and measure.
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Notes
1. Sociologists and historians have long discussed the importance of whiteness as an identity (Roediger,
2003; Olson, 2008). Educational psychologists developed measures of white identity in the 1990s
(Behrens and Rowe, 1997) and implicit attitudes scholars have used white identity centrality IATs to esti-
mate ingroup attachments among whites (Knowles and Peng, 2005). However, these measures have not
been used in political science to-date. More recently, Sears and Savalei (2006) claimed that ingroup identity
did not have political relevance for white Americans and that it functioned primarily as a cultural identity.
2. All datasets, codebooks, and information on survey methodology can be found at the ANES website:
https://electionstudies.org/.
3. We opted for this model specification for several reasons: first, we are interested in what predicts voting
for Trump among Republican voters in 2016 not necessarily differences across all possible candidates; sec-
ond, we do not have the power required for a full multinomial model and such a model with more than
three categories would be very difficult to interpret; third, it would make more difficult comparisons
between the results from the 2016 ANES Pilot, which includes almost all Republican candidates in the ques-
tion, and the 2016 ANES Time Series, which includes only those candidates who survived through the late
primaries.
4. In all cases, “don’t know” responses were coded as missing data and not included in the analyses. In the
matchup analyses with Clinton, Biden, and Warren, responses indicating preference for an “other”/third
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party candidate were also treated as missing data. However, analyses that included these cases (we can think
of them as a Trump/not Trump choice) produced very similar results.
5. We produced models with two distinct xenophobia indices. First, we created indices that included all
relevant items in each survey. Second, we created indices that included the exact same items that were
included in all surveys. Results from both analyses were very similar.
6. The Cronbach’s alpha for each dataset is: 2016 ANES Pilot = .64; 2016 ANES = .59; 2018 ANES Pilot
= .69.
7. A parallel model that includes authoritarianism, moral traditionalism, small government ideology, and
egalitarianism produced similar results. See Appendix Table D1.
8. A parallel model that includes authoritarianism, moral traditionalism, small government ideology, and
egalitarianism produced similar results. See Appendix Table D2.
9. A parallel model that includes authoritarianism, moral traditionalism, small government ideology, and
egalitarianism produced similar results. See Appendix Table D2.
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Appendix A: Correlation matrices

Table A1. Correlations between ingroup measures and outgroup measures 2016 ANES Pilot

White
identity

White
disc.

Racial
resentment Xenophobia Sexism

White identity 1

White discrimination .268 1

Racial resentment .361 .297 1

Xenophobia .403 .314 .606 1

Sexism .312 .255 .481 .429 1
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Table A2. Correlations between ingroup measures and outgroup measures 2016 ANES Pilot

White
identity

White
disc.

Racial
resentment Xenophobia Sexism

White identity 1

White discrimination .164 1

Racial resentment .113 .403 1

Xenophobia .247 .336 .587 1

Sexism .022 .344 .491 .441 1

Table A3. Correlations between ingroup measures and outgroup measures 2018 ANES Pilot

White
identity

White
disc.

Racial
resentment Xenophobia Sexism

White identity 1

White discrimination .179 1

Racial resentment .511 .148 1

Xenophobia .469 .155 .761 1

Sexism .402 .158 .668 .671 1
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Table B1. Logit analyses of vote choice in the GOP primary

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in the GOP primary

2016 ANES Pilot 2016 ANES Time Series

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

White discrimination .725 .17 1.014* .25 1.067** .26 .981** .23

(.53) (.61) (.44) (.46)

Racial resentment 1.855*** .35 3.139*** .50 .593 .15 .721 .17

(.65) (1.05) (.52) (.55)

Xenophobia 3.887*** .68 4.112*** .72 4.278*** .76 4.121*** .74

(.75) (1.02) (.75) (.79)

Sexism −1.746** −.35 −2.353** −.50 .520 .11 .533 .11

(.78) (.95) (.65) (.68)

Economic eval. −.747 −.16 .374 .09 .658 .14 .698 .15

(.64) (.81) (.64) (.70)

Age 30–44 −.468 −.10 −.707 −.17 .956** .23 .914** .21

(.45) (.56) (.44) (.45)

Age 45–64 −.474 −.10 −.353 −.09 .502 .12 .495 .12

(.45) (.53) (.41) (.41)
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Age 65 & over −.215 −.05 .148 .04 .894** .22 .905** .22

(.45) (.56) (.43) (.43)

Female .108 .02 −.245 −.06 −.548** −.14 −.567** −.14

(.26) (.33) (.21) (.22)

Protestant −.016 .00 −.128 −.03 −.077 −.02 −.072 −.01

(.23) (.30) (.21) (.22)

South −.214 −.05 .008 .00 −.639*** −.16 −.675*** −.16

(.24) (.32) (.23) (.24)

BA −.431 −.09 −.209 −.05 −.734*** −.18 −.706*** −.17

(.29) (.35) (.21) (.22)

Income −.248 −.06 −.073 −.02 −.290 −.07 −.203 −.05

(.48) (.56) (.42) (.45)

Income—not known −.115 −.03 −.011 .00 −.584 −.14 −.584 −.14

(.39) (.55) (.59) (.62)

Republicanism (PID) .648 .14 – – .230 .06 – –

(.56) (.55)

Conservatism
(ideology)

−.782 −.18 −2.890*** −.6 −.480 −.12 −.597 −.12

(.70) (.77) (.68) (.73)

Constant −2.760*** – −2.128* – −3.206*** – −2.961*** –

(.90) (1.10) (.82) (.99)

N 657 342 633 562
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Table B1. (Continued.)

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in the GOP primary

2016 ANES Pilot 2016 ANES Time Series

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

McFadden’s pseudo-R2 .207 .217 .161 .147

Log-likelihood −350.456 −193.509 −329.792 −300.533

c2-value 108.421 63.872 82.555 72.600

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Table B2. Logistic regression analyses of projected and recalled vote choice in the 2016 election (white respondents only)

DV: Trump versus Clinton

2016 ANES
Pilot

Max
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

2018 ANES
Pilot

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

White discrimination −.034 −.01 .902* .20 .147 .04 .902 .13

(1.17) (.47) (.51) (.93)

Racial resentment 3.305** .64 1.297** .35 2.608 .57 1.689* .31

(1.35) (.55) (.67) (.92)

Xenophobia 3.123* .56 6.162*** .90 5.392*** .86 3.983*** .71

(1.73) (1.03) (.93) (1.28)

Sexism −1.151 −.20 3.659*** .62 2.975*** .57 1.541** .27

(2.10) (.89) (.86) (.76)

Economic eval. −2.850 −.51 −2.496** −.54 −2.077*** −.47 5.566*** .85

(1.74) (.90) (.71) (.89)

Age 30–44 −1.646* −.35 .105 .02 .284 .07 −.903 −.18

(.98) (.58) (.56) (.77)

Age 45–64 −1.288 −.24 −.054 −.01 .022 .01 −1.217 −.23

(.92) (.59) (.58) (.76)

Age 65 & over −1.047 −.21 .255 .06 .277 .07 −1.333* −.26
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Table B2. (Continued.)

DV: Trump versus Clinton

2016 ANES
Pilot

Max
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

2018 ANES
Pilot

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

(.83) (.57) (.54) (.79)

Female −.294 −.05 .209 .05 .217 .05 −.466 −.08

(.68) (.23) (.24) (.39)

Protestant −.666 −.12 .064 .01 −.136 −.03 .063 .01

(.60) (.29) (.26) (.41)

South 2.066** .28 .538* .12 .784*** .18 −.750* −.14

(.88) (.30) (.27) (.44)

BA .903 .14 .124 .03 −.049 −.01 .294 .05

(.79) (.28) (.26) (.39)

Income −.861 −.16 −.063 −.01 −.304 −.07 −.900 −.17

(1.08) (.62) (.59) (1.03)

Income—not known 1.423 .18 −.437 −.11 −.307 −.08 −.511 −.10

(1.05) (.56) (.64) (.68)

Republicanism (PID) 5.934*** .83 4.628*** .81 4.446*** .80 5.395*** .80

(1.65) (.50) (.43) (.73)

Conservatism
(ideology)

3.336* .57 2.801*** .59 2.908*** .62 1.103 .20
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(2.00) (.72) (.63) (1.00)

Constant −4.670*** – −8.241 – −7.999*** – −8.024*** –

(1.71) (101) (.89) (1.14)

N 275 1,764 1,848 1,315

McFadden’s pseudo-R2 .724 .7339 .715 .830

Log-likelihood −46.665 −299.838 −335.199 −128.103

c2-value 63.556 234.64 310.809 228.140

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
The models exclude respondents who did not identify either Trump or Clinton as their preferred candidate (i.e., don’t know, third party candidates).
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Table B3. Logistic analyses of projected vote choice in 2020 election (white respondents only)

Trump versus
Biden

Max
effects

Trump versus
Warren

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2

White discrimination .471 .12 −.048 −.01

(.83) (.92)

Racial resentment 2.037** .46 2.465 .50

(.83) (.84)

Xenophobia 3.484*** .68 5.139*** .85

(.99) (1.32)

Sexism 1.797*** .42 2.111** .42

(.63) (.86)

Economic eval. 5.400*** .85 6.499*** .92

(.99) (1.17)

Age 30–44 .323 .08 −.501 −.11

(.59) (.68)

Age 45–64 −.717 −.17 −1.631*** −.35

(.59) (.61)

Age 65 & over −.480 −.12 −1.401* −.31

(.62) (.72)

Female −.967*** −.24 −1.023** −.21

(.35) (.42)

Protestant .178 .04 .030 .01

(.36) (.39)

South −.424 −.10 .383 .08

(.33) (.44)

BA −.266 −.07 −.280 −.06

(.35) (.40)

Income −1.372 −.32 −.243 −.05

(1.00) (1.07)

Income—not known −.026 −.01 −.039 −.01

(.57) (.64)

Republicanism (PID) 4.538*** .81 5.140*** .82

(.65) (.71)

1.393* .33 1.123 .23

(Continued )
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Table B3. (Continued.)

Trump versus
Biden

Max
effects

Trump versus
Warren

Max
effects

Model 1 Model 2

Conservatism
(ideology)

(.81) (.92)

Constant −9.240*** – −10.262*** –

(1.08) (1.40)

N 1,530 1,475

McFadden’s
pseudo-R2

.797 .852

Log-likelihood −184.629 −127.296

c2-value 241.667 218.982

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Appendix C: Descriptive statistics

Table C1. Descriptive statistics—2016 ANES

N Mean Std. Min Max

Vote choice (Trump versus Clinton) 1,945 .576 .494 0 1

Vote intent (Trump versus Clinton) 1,848 .572 .494 0 1

Vote in primary (Trump versus others) 665 .509 .501 0 1

White identity 2,594 .427 .243 0 1

White discrimination 2,552 .275 .281 0 1

Racial resentment 2,628 .575 .241 0 1

Xenophobia 2,630 .469 .219 0 1

Sexism 2,627 .372 .186 0 1

Economic eval. 2,629 .461 .185 0 1

Age 18–29 2,573 .135 .386 0 1

Age 30–44 2,573 .196 .411 0 1

Age 45–64 2,573 .411 .486 0 1

Age 65 & over 2,573 .258 .483 0 1

Female 2,623 .532 .499 0 1

Protestant 2,631 .361 .465 0 1

South 2,631 .261 .446 0 1

BA 2,631 .401 .476 0 1

Income 2,631 .611 .298 0 1

Income—not known 2,631 .028 .182 0 1

Republicanism (PID) 2,631 .539 .355 0 1

Conservatism (ideology) 2,631 .558 .275 0 1

Authoritarianism 2,631 .524 .318 0 1

Moral traditionalism 2,627 .528 .250 0 1

Small govt ideology 2,627 .511 .399 0 1

Egalitarianism 2,625 .635 .215 0 1
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Table C2. Descriptive statistics—2016 ANES Pilot

N Mean Std. Min Max

Vote choice (Trump versus Clinton) 275 .594 .492 0 1

Vote in primary (Trump versus others) 657 .389 .487 0 1

White identity 875 .497 .269 0 1

White discrimination 875 .354 .281 0 1

Racial resentment 874 .657 .281 0 1

Xenophobia 875 .564 .242 0 1

Sexism 875 .352 .203 0 1

Economic eval. 875 .465 .232 0 1

Age 18–29 875 .178 .383 0 1

Age 30–44 875 .205 .425 0 1

Age 45–64 875 .381 .481 0 1

Age 65 & over 875 .274 .414 0 1

Female 875 .546 .514 0 1

Protestant 875 .402 .489 0 1

South 875 .262 .462 0 1

BA 875 .290 .454 0 1

Income 875 .382 .298 0 1

Income—not known 875 .107 .308 0 1

Republicanism (PID) 875 .487 .333 0 1

Conservatism (ideology) 875 .514 .283 0 1
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Table C3. Descriptive statistics—2018 ANES Pilot

N Mean Std. Min Max

Vote choice (Trump versus Clinton) 1,318 .577 .494 0 1

Vote choice (Trump versus Biden) 1,532 .526 .499 0 1

Vote choice (Trump versus Warren) 1,477 .578 .494 0 1

White identity 1,854 .373 .266 0 1

White discrimination 1,854 .138 .212 0 1

Racial resentment 1,854 .577 .302 0 1

Xenophobia 1,854 .613 .251 0 1

Sexism 1,853 .533 .304 0 1

Economic eval. 941 .586 .325 0 1

Age 18–29 1,854 .218 .392 0 1

Age 30–44 1,854 .211 .419 0 1

Age 45–64 1,854 .377 .488 0 1

Age 65 & over 1,854 .296 .412 0 1

Female 1,854 .523 .501 0 1

Protestant 1,854 .385 .472 0 1

South 1,854 .270 .449 0 1

BA 1,854 .400 .467 0 1

Income 1,629 .367 .243 0 1

Income—not known 1,854 .121 .326 0 1

Republicanism (PID) 1,854 .520 .361 0 1

Conservatism (ideology) 1,848 .544 .323 0 1

Cite this article: Buyuker B, D’Urso AJ, Filindra A, Kaplan NJ (2020). Race politics research and the
American presidency: thinking about white attitudes, identities and vote choice in the Trump era and
beyond. The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 1–42. https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2020.33

36 Beyza Buyuker et al.

Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2020.33
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. The University of Texas at El Paso, on 23 Jan 2021 at 06:15:25, subject to the Cambridge

https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2020.33
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2020.33
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Table D1. 2016 ANES models with additional predictors—GOP primary

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in the GOP primary

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

All GOP
primary
voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

White identity .960* .235 .834 .205 – – – –

(.50) (0.53)

White discrimination – – – – 1.161 .280 1.062** .258

(.45) (.46)

Racial resentment .866 .212 1.130* .272 .712 .175 .870 .212

(.56) (.59) (.54) (.57)

Xenophobia 4.368*** .772 4.103*** .745 4.481*** .781 4.308*** .764

(.76) (.81) (.76) (.81)

Sexism 1.068 .225 1.114 .234 .835 .177 .833 .177

(.66) (.69) (.67) (.70)

Economic eval. .532 .116 .593 .129 .581 .126 .664 .144

(.64) (.69) (.66) (.71)

Age 30–44 .856** .206 .837* .201 .976** .234 .936** .224

(.41) (.43) (.41) (.43)

Age 45–64 .650* .161 .670* .166 .685* .170 .670* .166

(.39) (.40) (.39) (.40)

(Continued )
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Table D1. (Continued.)

DV: Voted for Trump (1) versus other candidates (0) in the GOP primary

All GOP
primary voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

All GOP
primary
voters

Max
effects

GOP identifiers
and leaners only

Max
effects

Age 65 & over .906** .221 .956** .232 1.139*** .275 1.142*** .276

(.40) (.42) (.42) (.43)

Female −.593 −.147 −.588*** −.146 −.588*** −.146 −.581** −.144

(.22) (.23) (.22) (.23)

Protestant −.089 −.022 −.089 −.022 .004 .001 −.006 −.001

(.21) (.21) (.21) (.22)

South −.580*** −.144 −.635*** −.157 −.634*** −.157 −.660*** −.163

(.22) (.24) (.23) (.24)

BA −.728*** −.180 −.689*** −.171 −.727*** −.179 −.697*** −.172

(.21) (.23) (.22) (.23)

Income −.489 −.121 −.441 −.109 −.274 −.069 −.199 −.050

(.41) (.44) (.43) (.45)

Income—not known −.710 −.172 −.718 −.174 −.617 −.149 −.584 −.142

(.60) (.63) (.63) (.64)

Republicanism (PID) .261 .065 – – .501 .124 – –

(.54) (.56)

Conservatism
(ideology)

.018 .005 −.121 −.025 .063 .016 −.027** −.006
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(.74) (.81) (.73) (.81)

Moral traditionalism −1.984*** −.445 −2.034 −.451 −1.766*** −.407 −1.776 −.407

(.67) (.71) (.67) (.72)

Authoritarianism .131 .033 .200 .050 .159 .040 .280 .070

(.39) (.41) (.40) (.42)

Small government
ideol

−.403 −.100 −.261 −.065 −.507 −.126 −.292 −0.073

(.34) (.37) (.34) (.37)

Egalitarianism −.449 −.112 −.327*** −.082 −.356 −.089 −.289** −.072

(.59) (.60) (.59) (.61)

Constant −2.240** – −2.148 – −2.700*** – −2.514 –

(1.01) (1.16) (1.02) (1.17)

N 648 577 633 652

McFadden’s
pseudo-R2

.177 .163 .175 .16

Log-likelihood −334.361 −305.921 −323.878 −296.083

c2-value 96.867 82.147 90.248 76.950

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .10 (two-tailed).
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Table D2. 2016 ANES models with additional predictors

DV. Trump versus Clinton

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

White identity −.498 −.119 −1.094* −..26

(.70) (.57)

White discrimination – – .853* .195 – – ..079 .02

(.51) (.55)

Racial resentment 1.317** .311 1.280** .305 2.444*** ..54 2.354*** .52

(.58) .57) (.65) (.64)

Xenophobia 6.320*** .907 5.881*** .889 5.124*** .84 4.776*** .81

(1.15) (1.04) (.91) (.91)

Sexism 3.543*** .605 3.525*** .610 2.681*** .52 2.595*** .51

(.96) (.99) (.86) (.87)

Economic eval. −2.027** −.456 −2.205** −.494 −1.600** −.37 −1.726** −.40

(.94) (.93) (.73) (.74)

Age 30–44 −.013 −.003 .141 .034 .288 .07 .283 .07

(.62) (.61) (.57) (.58)

Age 45–64 −.356 −.085 −.245 −.059 −.116 −.03 −.154 −.04

(.65) (.64) (.60) (.61)

Age 65 & over −.127 −.030 .011 .003 −.033 −.01 −.123 −.03

(.63) (.62) (.56) (.57)
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Female .332 .079 .266 .064 .382 .09 .324 .08

(.24) (.25) (.24) (.24)

Protestant −.010 −.002 −.025 −.006 −.265 −.06 −.287 −.07

(.30) (.31) (.27) (.27)

South .583* .134 .563* .132 .834*** .19 .861*** .20

(.30) (.31) (.27) (.28)

BA .079 .019 .110 .027 −.150 −.04 −.112 −.03

(.29) (.30) (.29) (.29)

Income −.498 −.117 −.330 −.079 −.624 −.14 −.537 −.13

(.62) (.64) (.60) (.60)

Income—not known −.587 −.145 −.588 −.146 −.586 −.14 −.584 −.14

(.67) (.64) (.69) (.67)

Republicanism (PID) 4.516*** .806 4.373*** .796 4.297*** .79 4.199*** .78

(.52) (.53) (.42) (.43)

Conservatism
(ideology)

2.031*** .459 2.214*** .498 2.306*** .51 2.263*** .51

(.74) (.73) (.64) (.63)

Moral traditionalism 2.657*** .572 2.573*** .562 2.701*** .59 2.812*** .60

(.67) (.67) (.71) (.72)

Authoritarianism −.048 −.012 −.127 −.031 .331 .08 .294 .07

(.46) (.47) (.43) (.44)

Small government
ideology

.619 .147 .652* .157 .722** .17 .808** .19

(Continued )
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Table D2. (Continued.)

DV. Trump versus Clinton

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
pre-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

2016 ANES
post-election

Max
effects

(.38) (.39) (.32) (.32)

Egalitarianism −.246 −.058 −.218 −.052 −.849 −.19 −.838 −.19

(.74) (.76) (.69) (.69)

Constant −8.534*** – −8.856*** – −8.114*** – −8.295*** –

(1.42) (1.43) (1.23) (1.26)

N 1,786 1,764 1,878 1,848

McFadden’s
pseudo-R2

.746 .744 .734 .731

Log-likelihood −290.653 −288.816 −318.344 −316.333

c2-value 252.030 241.605 315.742 306.909

Robust standard errors in parentheses. All analyses weighted.
***p < .01;** p < .05; * p < .10 (two-tailed).
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