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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Hopes that Barack Obama’s election in 2008 would usher in a postracial America were dashed by the rise of the Tea Party and the 2016
presidential contest. Despite renewed attention to White political
behavior following the campaign of Donald Trump and rise of the
“Alt-Right,” the identity-to-politics link for Whites remains
underexplored in the ﬁeld of political science. Analysis of data
from the 2012 American National Election Study and the 2016
Collaborative Multi-racial Post-election Survey indicates that
Whites, depite their privileged majority status, feel their fate is
tied to members of their racial group at levels comparable to
Black, Latinx, and Asian Americans. Furthermore, we ﬁnd that a
sense of racial linked fate was associated with signiﬁcantly higher
rates of participation in multiple electoral activities, including
turning out to vote, registering to vote, contributing money to a
candidate, volunteering for a political campaign, and participating
in protest among Whites in both elections with notable partisan
diﬀerences.
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I think this election is signiﬁcant because Whites, for the ﬁrst time, have behaved like everybody else. They have voted for a man in whom they see a reﬂection of their interests as a
group. Now, Blacks have been doing this ever since they could vote. Hispanics, Asians —
everybody does this. Only Whites are not allowed to have collective interests. (White nationalist Jared Taylor, December 2016)1

The election of Barack Obama led some to claim that America had entered a post-racial
era. The Los Angeles Times wrote, “Barack Obama’s historic victory represents a quantum
leap in the racial progress of the United States” (Dyson 2008). Despite this optimistic
outlook, Obama’s victory triggered a conservative backlash (Parker and Barreto 2014).
In the aftermath of Donald Trump’s victory in 2016, news headlines again focused on
the inﬂuence race had on the outcome. The Washington Post stated “Views about race
mattered more in electing Trump than in electing Obama” (Tesler 2016b), and the
New York Times ran headlines like “Trump: Making America White Again” (Blow
2016). Given that systems of oppression are often adaptable and resistant to challenges
(Omi and Winant 1994), one framework for examining the history of race and politics
in the U.S. is as a cycle of progress and backlash where “at every stage over the past
ﬁfty years, Whites have responded to civil rights laws with coordinated collective politics
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characterized by resistance, refusal, and renegotiation” (Lipsitz 2006, 25). While President
Obama often made attempts to de-racialize his rhetoric and establish a broad multi-racial
coalition, the attitudes that Americans held toward him and his policies were often shaded
in Black and White (Tesler 2016a).
Previous studies of White racial identity in the U.S. have tended to focus on outgroup attitudes like “symbolic racism” or “racial resentment” (Feldman and Huddy
2005; Tesler 2016a, 2016b; Tarman and Sears 2005 for a review) and old-fashioned
racism (Piston 2010). However, more recent literature suggests that in-group attitudes
among Whites can also inﬂuence political attitudes and behavior (Hutchings et al.
2011; Jardina 2019; Petrow, Transue, and Vercellotti 2018; Sides, Tesler, and
Vavreck 2018; Gest 2016). Despite its association with political behavior (McClain
et al. 2009; Lee 2008), few studies on Whites utilize measures of group consciousness
such as linked fate. Our research is motivated by scholarship which has found a strong
relationship between linked fate and Whites’ attitudes regarding immigration
(Masuoka and Junn 2013) and preference for co-racial candidates (McConnaughy
et al. 2010; Schildkraut 2015). Weller and Junn (2018) argue that Whites may feel
a sense of racial linked fate and call upon researchers to empirically assess its relationship to political behavior.
We respond to this call in three ways: First, we analyze two national surveys and ﬁnd
that perceptions of linked fate among Whites in 2012 and 2016 were comparable to other
racial and pan-ethnic groups. Second, we ﬁnd a signiﬁcant relationship between linked fate
and participation for Whites across ﬁve forms of behavior: turning out to vote; registering
to vote; contributing money to a candidate; volunteering for a campaign; and participating
in protest activity during the 2012 and 2016 elections. Third, while many Democrats and
Republicans report linked fate, the relationship is signiﬁcant across a wider range of political behaviors for Republicans.

Previous studies of White political behavior
Given the historical trajectory of the U.S., it is unsurprising that much of the extant literature on White political behavior has focused on attitudes concerning racialized minorities,
primarily African-Americans (see Virtanen and Huddy 1998 for a thorough review).
While reports of overt racism have declined over time, many Whites remain opposed
to policies that would reduce racial inequality because they believe others to be undeserving of the same beneﬁts which disproportionately beneﬁt them (Reyna et al. 2006). Racial
resentment (or “symbolic racism”) has been shown to signiﬁcantly impact partisan identity (Valentino and Sears 2005), vote choice (Kinder and Dale-Riddle 2012; Tesler 2016a),
and voter turnout (Winter 2008) among White Americans.
Rather than continuing this focus on out-group attitudes, we add to a new line of
research that examines the relationship between White in-group processes and political
behavior (Petrow, Transue, and Vercellotti 2018; Schildkraut 2015; Croll 2007; Jardina
2019). Recent research has found that shifting electoral support from Barack Obama to
Donald Trump was driven by the perception among many Whites that their dominant
status, both domestically and internationally, was under threat (Mutz 2018). Furthermore,
support was greatest for Trump among those who identiﬁed strongly as White and felt
their dominant status was in jeopardy (Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 2018). Taken together,
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these studies suggest that while out-group attitudes remain important, the impact of ingroup attitudes on White political behavior merits further investigation.

Group consciousness and linked fate
Measures of group consciousness in the United States were initially proposed as a mechanism to explain high rates of Black political participation despite lacking the “standard
socioeconomic resources” that are correlated with participation for Whites (Verba and
Nie 1972). Group consciousness is a politicized identity that is often activated by perceptions of injustice and can serve as a resource for political mobilization (Miller et al. 1981;
Stokes 2003; Tate 1994; Parenti 1967; McAdam 1982). Studies on marginalized groups
suggest that the concept of group consciousness has “three distinct components: group
identity, recognition of disadvantaged status, and desire for collective action to overcome
that status” (Sanchez and Vargas 2016, 161). However, the empirical operationalization of
racial group consciousness has varied considerably across studies (Laniyonu 2018, 5; see
also Olsen 1970; Verba and Nie 1972; Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet 1989; Sanchez 2006;
Masuoka 2006; Miller et al. 1981).
One common operationalization of group consciousness is linked fate. Developed by
scholars of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel 1981) and originally adopted for studies of
race and ethnicity as the “Black utility heuristic” (Dawson 1994), the concept of linked
fate “leads an individual to use the social standing of the group as proxy” for themselves
(McClain et al. 2009, 477). For African-Americans, linked fate is derived from common
experiences and memories that include slavery, discrimination, Jim Crow, the Civil
Rights movement, and mass incarceration (Dawson 1994; Tate 1994; Alexander 2010).
Linked fate has been associated with higher levels of voting, participation in political protests, and additional forms of political behavior for Blacks (Dawson 1994; Simien 2005).
Debate is ongoing, but we agree with scholarship which suggests that linked fate represents
a “parsimonious alternative” for the measurement of group consciousness (McClain et al.
2009, 477; see also Lee 2008; Masuoka and Junn 2013; Watts Smith 2013; Masuoka 2006;
Weller and Junn 2018), which best captures the sense of “racial solidarity” that is most
likely to inﬂuence “conventional” forms of political participation like voting in elections
(Chong and Rogers 2005, 368; see also Watts Smith 2013).
Despite evidence that linked fate is politically salient for several racial (Sanchez and
Masuoka 2010; Masuoka and Junn 2013; Schildkraut 2015) and (pan-)ethnic (Wong,
Conway, and Lien 2005; Barreto 2010; Wong et al. 2011; Haynes and Skulley 2012) identities, scholars caution that the connection between linked fate and political participation
“should be treated as a hypothesis rather than an assumption” when applied to groups
other than African-Americans (Junn and Masuoka 2008, 729; see also Gay, Hochschild,
and White 2016; Sanchez and Vargas 2016). Linked fate relies on a sense of shared identity,
history, and experience that we cannot necessarily assume will apply to Whites (Junn and
Masuoka 2008). Due to their distinct historical trajectories, the factors that drive perceptions
of linked fate are likely to vary considerably across racial and pan-ethnic groups. For
instance, research suggests that the formation of linked fate for certain groups may be interwoven with the experience of immigration and assimilation (Greer 2013; Watts Smith 2013;
Espiritu 1992; Jones-Correa and Leal 1996). Further investigation into whether the relationship is prevalent and/or politically salient among Whites in U.S. elections is needed.
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White linked fate?
The following section aims to accomplish three goals. First, we synthesize a multi-disciplinary literature on Whiteness to argue that a shared history and collective experience
of socioeconomic privilege and dominance may have fostered a sense of linked fate
among Whites. Next, we review literature that argues that many Whites perceive that
their status and dominant position are threatened, which may further activate perceptions
of White linked fate. Finally, we anticipate the role that racial linked fate might play in the
political behavior of Whites given the electoral and partisan context of the 2012 and 2016
elections.
Shared history: property, privilege, and dominance
While scholars of group consciousness have tended to focus on ethnic and racial minorities, dominant groups “may also be mobilized to participate in politics out of an ideology that reﬂects inter-group conﬂict and a desire to maintain the status quo” (Miller et al.
1981, 507). The shared experience of economic, social, and political privilege has linked
Whites from various backgrounds and classes together predating the founding of the
nation (Harris 1993; Roediger 2003). The intersection between property and race gives
Whites “an actual stake in racism” (Harris 1993, 1759). The economic value of Whiteness
gives it “political utility” when engaging in politics, helping to explain support for White
candidates among co-ethnics (Weller and Junn 2018). Subjects in laboratory experiments
exhibit “last-place aversion,” suggesting that “low-income individuals might oppose redistribution because it could diﬀerentially help the group just beneath them” (Kuziemko et al.
2014, 105). From this standpoint, identity-based voting may be “rational” even for Whites
with relatively little wealth and property (Weller and Junn 2018; see also Belcher 2016).
Displacement of Native Americans from their land and reliance on African slaves for
labor helped establish Whiteness as a precondition for American citizenship, land ownership, and political rights (Harris 1993; Ignatiev 1995; Jones 2018). Studies of European
immigrants highlight the connection between social hierarchy and racial group attachment,
noting that “political homogeneity, then, is a function of socioeconomic homogeneity”
(Dahl 1961, 35). The New Deal helped create political solidarity among Whites (Roediger
2005, 202) and as urban ethnic enclaves were replaced by racially segregated suburban
neighborhoods during the postwar boom, “ethnic diﬀerences among whites became a less
important dividing line in U.S. culture, while race became more important” (Lipsitz 2006,
7). The process of suburbanization, highway development, and urban renewal known collectively as “White ﬂight” created the infrastructure, laws, and institutions that deﬁne the
boundaries of contemporary Whiteness (Nall 2018; Miller 2018). Home ownership
remains disproportionately distributed among Whites (Hall and Yoder 2018) and legal
regimes are often aimed at protecting Whites’ “right to discriminate” in their neighborhoods
and communities (Reny and Newman 2018; Beeman, Glasberg, and Casey 2010).
Beyond its relationship to physical property, Whiteness is perhaps best understood as a
form of “status property” which also includes access to “jobs, entitlements, occupational
licenses, contracts, subsidies” and “intangibles that are the product of labor, time, and
creativity” (Harris 1993, 1728, 1734). Labor unions and the workplace have historically
served as a locus of socialization for Whites to advance collective interests even if their
culture may otherwise emphasize “individualist” values (Gest 2016, 32).
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While some question the degree to which Whites perceive and acknowledge this
position of economic and social privilege, “they appear to be aware of their advantages”
(Branscombe, Schmitt, and Schiﬀhauer 2007, 213). In experimental settings, Whites
high in racial identiﬁcation “justiﬁed their privileged status by denying the existence
of discrimination” (Branscombe, Schmitt, and Schiﬀhauer 2007, 213; see also Powell,
Branscombe, and Schmitt 2005). Other research suggests that “the prospect of
unearned White privilege, but not the existence of anti-Black discrimination, threatens
Whites’ sense of self” (Lowery, Knowles, and Unzueta 2007, 1246). Overall, Whites
generally seem aware that their economic and social privilege is in part a function
of historical racial discrimination and exhibit a strong attachment to their dominant
status.
Status threat: immigration and discrimination
As long as economic outcomes remain a function of racial hierarchy we can anticipate
racial linked fate will be politically salient for Whites under conditions when they perceive that their position atop the racial hierarchy – and the access, privilege, and
resources it assures – are threatened (Harris 1993; Miller et al. 1981; Wong and Cho
2005; Schildkraut 2015; Masuoka and Junn 2013). Whites’ position at the top of this
racial hierarchy has led many scholars to examine the role of social dominance in
their political attitudes and behavior (see Pratto, Sidanius, and Levin 2006 for a
thorough review). While “the era of large scale immigration of the past four decades
has dramatically and decisively changed the face of U.S. politics” (Schmidt et al.
2010, 249), the Tea Party movement (Parker and Barreto 2014) and the campaign of
Donald Trump (Knowles and Tropp 2018; Lajevardi and Abrajano 2018) suggest
that Whites are not yet ready to relinquish their position at the top of the racial hierarchy (Jardina 2019). Support for the continued exclusion of racialized minorities like
Muslim-Americans (Lajevardi and Oskooii 2018) unfortunately mirrors the history of
Latinxs, Asians, and others as they seek full inclusion into the polity (Omi and
Winant 1994; Schmidt et al. 2010; Bowler and Segura 2012) and contrasts starkly
with the experience of White Europeans (Ignatiev 1995; Dahl 1961).
The “inescapable narrative that Whites in America … were soon to be outnumbered”
permeated the political landscape following the 2008 election, leading scholars to revisit
the connections between race and voting among Whites (Schildkraut 2015, 84). The
“impact of prejudice on white vote choice” increased between 2008 and 2012, suggesting
that “Obama’s rise to power increased whites’ perception that blacks threaten their dominant position” (Yadon and Piston 2018, 1). White Americans who were fearful that they
were losing their numerical dominance, ceding ground to racial minorities, and surrendering their global dominance were more likely to vote for Donald Trump in 2016 (Mutz
2018).
The percentage of Whites who report facing discrimination based on their race has
been steadily rising over the last few decades, while at the same time Whites are less
likely to say that Blacks face similar obstacles (Norton and Sommers 2011; Craig and
Richeson 2018). While Whites’ perceptions of discrimination may not be grounded in
reality (DiAngelo 2011)2 the changing demographics of the U.S. are well-documented
(Bowler and Segura 2012; Schmidt et al. 2010) and have been shown to inﬂuence
reports of racial discrimination against Whites (Craig and Richeson 2017).
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Race and partisanship
Given that our study focuses on electoral behavior during a period of extreme partisan
polarization among elites (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2016) and the public (Mason
2018), it is important to consider the relationship between race and partisanship for
White Americans. Previous research has shown that race and racial attitudes play a
central role in party identiﬁcation (Valentino and Sears 2005; Abramowitz 2018). On
average, White Republicans continue to harbor more conservative attitudes regarding
race than Democrats (King and Smith 2011). Yet, a signiﬁcant percentage of White Democrats harbor racial prejudice and it has a stronger independent relationship with their
voting behavior (Piston 2010; Krupnikov and Piston 2015). Furthermore, White Democrats who express either symbolic or old-fashioned forms of racism are more likely to
evaluate Black candidates poorly (Jackman and Vavreck 2010; Petrow, Transue, and Vercellotti 2018; Tesler and Sears 2010).
Racial attitudes, ideology, and partisanship are more likely to be in conﬂict for White
Democrats than Republicans (Kinder and Mendelberg 1995; Weller and Junn 2018).
White Democrats who hold conservative racial attitudes are “cross-pressured” when evaluating Black candidates, meaning “partisan strength and racial prejudice jointly lead to a
decision conﬂict in elections with a Black candidate, depressing turnout among Whites
sharing the Black candidate’s party” (Krupnikov and Piston 2015, 415). Cross-pressures
led some prejudicial White Democrats to forego voting altogether in the 2008, 2010,
and 2012 elections (Krupnikov and Piston 2015; Luttig 2017).
While the scholarship indicates that Whites vote against Black politicians due to
out-group attitudes like racial animus and resentment (Reny, Collingwood, and Valenzuela 2019; Visalvanich 2017; Huﬀmon, Knotts, and McKee 2016), “White in-group
evaluations lead Whites to oppose Black candidates when they run against White candidates above and beyond the well-documented out-group prejudice processes like
racial resentment and negative stereotyping” (Petrow, Transue, and Vercellotti 2018,
216). Previous research also indicates that “White respondents’ racial identity is powerfully associated with attitudes about racial minorities, as well as broader policy views,
and attitudes about the president” when Whites are depicted as losing ground to Blacks
(Hutchings et al. 2011, 2).
To summarize, our review of the literature suggests that White Americans share the
collective historical experiences of privilege, social dominance, and the economic
beneﬁts of Whiteness. While earlier studies found a low level of racial consciousness
among Whites (Miller et al. 1981; Sanchez and Vargas 2016),3 recent research suggests
that Whites are increasingly anxious about their group’s status and position in society.
Group consciousness among Whites is likely to be activated by the perception that
their advantaged position in society, and the privilege and status it ensures, are threatened
(Miller et al. 1981). Recent scholarship on White linked fate supports this expectation.
Linked fate among Whites is associated with support for restrictive immigration policy
(Masuoka and Junn 2013) and a preference for descriptive representation (Schildkraut
2015). In an experiment, White subjects with higher levels of “political linked fate”
were more likely to support White candidates when a Latinx candidate was on the
ballot (McConnaughy et al. 2010, 1209). While these ﬁndings suggest that linked fate is
politically relevant for Whites, we test whether it has a signiﬁcant relationship with the
political behavior of Whites in the past two presidential elections. Given the electoral
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context of the study, we expect that partisan dynamics will inﬂuence the relationship
between linked fate and political behavior.

Hypotheses
While much of the work on linked fate has focused on racial and pan-ethnic minorities, we
argue that this theoretical approach is applicable to studies of White political behavior.
However, rather than assuming an identity-to-politics link a priori, researchers must
approach each link in the chain as a testable hypothesis (Lee 2008; Masuoka and Junn
2013). Research suggests that “those who believe in a common fate are more likely to
express their demands through conventional channels” (Chong and Rogers 2005, 352),
leading us to expect that linked fate will be associated with increased political participation
in activities such as voting, registering to vote, volunteering, and contributing money to
political candidates. We include a measure of protest action since scholarship has also
found non-electoral behavior to be associated with group consciousness (Chong and
Rogers 2005; McAdam 1982).
H1: White linked fate will have a positive and signiﬁcant relationship with political
participation.

Individuals have multiple social identities that inﬂuence their political behavior, and
these identities may be in conﬂict. Given this, we anticipate a complex relationship
between partisan attachment, which research suggests functions much like other
social identities (Mason 2018), and racial group attachment for White Democrats.
Since the parties have unique histories and took starkly diﬀerent positions on race
in the 2012 and 2016 elections, we anticipate that the relationship between linked
fate and political behavior will be more pronounced among Republicans. Among
Democrats, partisan, ideological, and racial attachments are more likely to have conﬂicting relationships with their electoral behavior (Weller and Junn 2018). While many
White Democrats express racial linked fate, “cross-pressures” between their racial and
partisan identities, may weaken its relationship to political behavior. We expect this to
be particularly true in electoral forms of participation, for which partisan identity is
most salient.
H2: White linked fate will be positively and signiﬁcantly correlated with electoral participation for Republicans, but not Democrats, in 2012 and 2016.

Data and measures
We test these hypotheses using data from the 2012 American National Election Study
(ANES) and 2016 Collaborative Multi-racial Post-election Survey4 (CMPS). The 2012
ANES has a total of 3,509 White respondents; of those, 1,385 identify as Democrats
and 1,630 identify as Republicans. The 2016 CMPS has 964 White respondents, with
389 Democrats and 326 Republicans. Both studies include identical measures of linked
fate and ﬁve measures of participation. While the diﬀering sampling methodologies of
the data sets prevents us from making direct comparisons between 2012 and 2016, we
can test whether the relationship between linked fate and political participation was signiﬁcant in both elections and assess partisan diﬀerences.5
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Dependent variables
Our analyses include ﬁve dichotomous measures of political participation: (1) voting, (2)
registering to vote, (3) contributing money to a candidate, (4) volunteering for a political
campaign, and (5) participating in a protest action. Individuals who reported that they
had engaged in each form of participation were coded (1) and those who did not were
coded (0).
Independent variables
The primary variable of interest in this study is linked fate. Measurement of linked fate
follows the same two-question format developed by Dawson (1994) and employed by
others. All respondents were asked, “Do you think what happens generally to [race/ethnicity] in this country will have something to do with what happens in your life?” Those who
responded negatively to the screener question are given a value of “0.” Respondents who
answered aﬃrmatively were then asked, “Will it aﬀect you a lot, some, or not very much?”
Those who responded aﬃrmatively to the screener question and responded that it would
aﬀect them “a lot,” are given a value of “3.”6 From these two measures, we construct a 4point ordinal measure of linked fate.
Table 1 displays the distribution of responses for each racial or pan-ethnic group when
asked to express the level of linked fate they felt toward their group.7 Consistent with prior
studies, a high percentage of Black Americans surveyed expressed at least some level of
linked fate (64% in 2012, 66% in 2016). A similar percentage of Whites reported some
level of linked fate (63% in 2012, 65% in 2016). A slightly higher percentage of Blacks
expressed “a lot” of linked fate (22% in 2012, 23% in 2016) when compared to Whites
(16% in 2012 and 2016). Furthermore, a higher percentage of Whites reported linked
fate than Latinx respondents in 2012 and 2016, and Asian Americans in 2012. If we
examine the highest level of linked fate, we see that more Whites reported “a lot” of
linked fate in 2012 than either Latinx or Asian Americans, and only slightly less than
Latinx respondents in 2016.
We also include demographic (sex and age), socio-economic (income and education),
contextual (residential mobility), and political (party ID) variables that research suggests
may be signiﬁcantly correlated with political participation. Finally, we include racial resentment because it has been found to correlate with the political behavior of White Americans
(Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 2018; Tesler 2016a). We report the question wording and coding
of all of the variables in Appendix A of the online supplemental material.
Table 1. Amount of linked fate by race and pan-ethnicity.
Blacks
Levels of Linked Fate
A lot
Some
Not very much
Not at all
N

Whites

Latinxs

Asian Americans

2012

2016

2012

2016

2012

2016

2012

2016

22
37
5
36
952

23
38
5
34
2970

16
39
9
36
3249

16
45
4
35
964

12
30
8
50
891

19
31
6
43
2675

–
–
–
–
–

12
42
7
39
2746

Notes: Weighted frequencies; Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Data from the 2012 American
National Election Study and the 2016 Collaborative Multi-racial Post-election Study.
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Given the scarcity of research on White linked fate, we ﬁrst describe how linked fate is distributed across the variables in our model. White women and men report similar levels of
linked fate. Younger Whites (18–24 years old) reported similar amounts of linked fate than
their older counterparts. Whites with higher levels of education and income reported
higher levels of linked fate than those with lower levels of each. A greater percentage of
White Republicans reported “a lot” or “some” linked fate (58%), than did those who identiﬁed
as Democrats (52%), or Independents (51%). And those who report higher levels of racial
resentment reported lower levels of linked fate. The inverse correlation between racial
resentment and linked fate provides some initial evidence that linked fate, an in-group identity, is distinct from racial resentment, primarily an out-group assessment.8 There appears to
be no signiﬁcant relationship between linked fate and residential mobility. The full table of
cross tabulations is reported in Appendix C of the online supplementary material.9

Findings
We now turn our attention to testing Hypothesis 1. Employing data from the 2012 ANES
and 2016 CMPS we estimate a series of logistic regression models to assess the relationship
between linked fate and White political behavior in each presidential election. First, we test
whether linked fate has a signiﬁcant and positive relationship with voter turnout among
Whites. Second, we extend our analysis to include a wider range of political behavior.
We include: (1) registering to vote; (2) volunteering for a political campaign; (3) contributing money to a political candidate, and (4) participating in a political protest. Our models
also include control variables that may correlate with political behavior: sex, age, income,
education, residential mobility, partisanship, and racial resentment. Our discussion of
model estimates focuses primarily on predicted probabilities and ﬁgures to assist
readers in interpretation (Kastellec and Leoni 2007). Complete model estimates are
reported in the Appendix.
Figure 1 displays the relationship between linked fate and voter turnout for our total
sample of Whites in the 2012 election.10 We ﬁnd strong support for our ﬁrst hypothesis.
Whites who reported a higher level of linked fate were signiﬁcantly more likely to vote in
the 2012 election (p < .05) than those who reported lower levels of linked fate. To analyze
substantive implications of our model, we estimated the change in predicted probability of
turning out to vote when holding all other covariates at their means.11 Whites who
expressed the highest level (“a lot”) of linked fate had a 0.05 increased likelihood of
turning out to vote than those who expressed no linked fate. Our model suggests that
while there is no signiﬁcant diﬀerence in voting between men and women, older voters
were more likely to turnout than younger ones. Individual-level resources and residential
mobility are similarly associated with voter turnout; the likelihood of voting among
Whites increased with education, income, and the length of time one resided in their
home. Those who expressed higher levels of racial resentment were less likely to vote,
holding all other covariates at their means. Democrats were no more likely to vote in
2012 than Republicans when accounting for the other covariates in the model.
Figure 1 shows that White linked fate was consistently associated with increased political participation across a wide range of measures in 2012. Whites who reported
higher levels of linked fate were signiﬁcantly more likely to register to vote, volunteer
for a political campaign (p < .1), contribute money, and participate in a political protest
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Figure 1. The relationship between linked fate and White political behavior. Notes: Logistic regression
models include controls for age, sex, education, income, residential mobility, and racial resentment
(2012 only). 95% CI’s shown. Data from the 2012 ANES and the 2016 CMPS.

than those who reported lower levels of linked fate. The statistically signiﬁcant relationship
between linked fate and ﬁve diﬀerent political behaviors increases our conﬁdence in the
salience of White linked fate in the 2012 election.
As previously discussed, the 2016 election provides a unique opportunity to explore the
role of White linked fate. On one hand, unlike the prior two presidential elections, there
was no Black candidate on the ballot in 2016.12 On the other hand, the Trump campaign
focused on race throughout the election (Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 2018). Once again, we
ﬁnd that linked fate was signiﬁcantly correlated with multiple measures of political participation. Whites who expressed the highest level of linked fate had a 0.10 increased likelihood of voting than those who expressed no linked fate (p < .05). Whites who expressed
higher levels of linked fate were also more likely to report registering to vote, working on a
campaign, contributing money, and participating in a political protest than those who
expressed lower levels of linked fate.
Linked fate is signiﬁcantly and consistently associated with increased electoral
participation for Republicans, but not Democrats
Finding evidence that linked fate was positively correlated with the participation of White
voters in both 2012 and 2016, we turn to partisan diﬀerences. Recall that we predicted
cross-pressures between racial and partisan attachments would weaken the relationship
between linked fate and the electoral behavior of White Democrats. Our predictions for
White Republicans, however, were more straightforward: we expected linked fate to be
positively and consistently associated with all forms of political participation. Our
ﬁndings, reported in Figure 2 and Figure 3, provide support for our hypothesis.13
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Figure 2. The relationship between linked fate and political behavior for White Republicans. Notes:
Logistic regression models include controls for age, sex, education, income, residential mobility, and
racial resentment (2012 only). 95% CI’s shown. Data from the 2012 ANES and the 2016 CMPS.

Figure 3. The relationship between linked fate and political behavior for White Democrats. Notes:
Logistic regression models include controls for age, sex, education, income, residential mobility, and
racial resentment (2012 only). 95% CI’s shown. Data from the 2012 ANES and the 2016 CMPS.
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White Republicans who expressed the highest level of linked fate had a 0.09 increased likelihood of voting compared to those who expressed no linked fate (p < .01) in 2012 and a
0.13 increased likelihood in 2016 (p < .05). Consistent with our expectations regarding the
potential conﬂict between racial and partisan attachment for White Democrats, linked fate
had no signiﬁcant relationship with Democratic turnout in either election.
Extending our analysis beyond voter turnout, we ﬁnd that linked fate was positively and
signiﬁcantly associated with participation in all ﬁve forms of political activity for Republicans in 2012 and 2016. In line with our expectation, we ﬁnd that Republicans who
expressed a higher level of linked fate were more likely to vote, register to vote, contribute
money, work on a political campaign, and participate in a political protest.14 Among
Democrats, the relationship between linked fate and political behavior was limited to
non-electoral participation and registering to vote in 2012.15

Discussion
The results of our study yield at least three important ﬁndings. First, White Americans in
2012 and 2016 expressed a relatively high level of linked fate in comparison to other racial
groups. Our analysis of the descriptive data suggests that Whites, despite their dominant
position in the racial hierarchy, believe that their individual fate is linked to that of their
racial group. Second, we ﬁnd that White linked fate plays an important role in the political
behavior of Whites, supporting our hypothesis that White group consciousness had meaningful implications in the 2012 and 2016 elections. Third and ﬁnally, the time period of our
study is one of both historically high partisan polarization among elites (McCarty, Poole,
and Rosenthal 2016) and the public (Mason 2018). The two parties and candidates oﬀered
starkly diﬀerent positions on race in both elections (Bouie 2016). Given this, it’s unsurprising that we ﬁnd notable partisan diﬀerences in the relationship between racial linked fate
and electoral participation for White Americans, who remain well-distributed among both
parties. In part because White Democrats are cross-pressured by their racial and partisan
attachments, the relationship between linked fate and electoral behavior was most pronounced among White Republicans.
We suggest at least two potential avenues for future research. First, while we ﬁnd linked fate
to be politically salient in both the 2012 and 2016 elections, future scholarship could examine
whether its relationship with political behavior persists into future elections. Will future presidential candidates, as well as candidates further down the ticket, employ race-based rhetoric
to capitalize on perceptions of White linked fate? Under what conditions is such a strategy
eﬀective? How will Democratic candidates respond to perceptions of racial linked fate
among its White members? Second, while scholarship has employed various measures of
racial identity as the explanatory variable, far fewer studies have focused on how group consciousness and identity are formed among Whites (for a notable exception, see Croll 2007).
Subsequent research could further explore the contours of White consciousness, and identity
more broadly, in America and the conditions under which it becomes salient.

Conclusion
White Americans are not exceptional when it comes to the link between identity and politics. Similar to other groups, many Whites hold a meaningful attachment to their racial
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group and this attachment, under certain conditions, inﬂuences their political behavior.
White racial identity is a ﬂuid concept and our ﬁndings suggest that raising awareness
of prejudice will not alone address structural racial inequality since “contemporary
racism has been created anew in many ways over the past half century” in both “putatively
race-neutral, liberal, social democratic reforms” and “overtly race-conscious neoconservative reactions” (Lipsitz 2006, 5). The collective experiences of privilege, social dominance,
and the economic beneﬁts of Whiteness have fostered political solidarity among many
Whites (Lipsitz 2006; Masuoka and Junn 2013; Weller and Junn 2018) and, we argue, a
sense of linked fate.
Lastly, studies of White linked fate take on new relevance to the broader political discourse
given the role of Whiteness in the rise of Donald Trump and rallies like those in Charlottesville, Virginia in 2017. Racial resentment, along with attitudes about gender (Phillips 2018;
Junn 2017) was a central factor in Trump’s success (Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 2018; Lajevardi and Abrajano 2018). Overall, analysis of White voters in the 2012 and 2016 U.S. elections recalls an eerily prescient passage from Wong and Cho (2005): “if White identity is
indeed unstable but easily triggered, the danger is that a demagogue could inﬂuence the salience of these identities to promote negative out-group attitudes, link racial identiﬁcation
more strongly to policy preferences, and exacerbate group conﬂict” (716). Rather than a
divergence from a historical trend towards a post-racial polity, this period seems to represent
a continuation of the centrality of race to the U.S. political project; not only for racial minorities, but for the historically dominant White majority as well.

Notes
1. Beauchamp (2016).
2. For further discussion of discrimination, aﬃrmative action, and so-called Reverse Racism, see
Bonilla-Silva (2003).
3. Sanchez and Vargas (2016) utilize data from the 2004 National Political Study and Miller
et al. (1981) use data from the 1972 and 1976 CPS National Election Study.
4. The 2016 wave of the ANES did not include a measure of linked fate for Whites.
5. We separate the sample by partisanship to analyze whether the relationship between linked
fate and political behavior is signiﬁcant and consistent for each partisan group. This analytical approach is in line with other scholars of race and ethnicity, who research large heterogeneous (in many cases, pan-ethnic) populations with meaningful within-group diﬀerences.
By employing a “comparative relational” analytical approach (Masuoka and Junn 2013; see
also Lee 2008), we are able to examine within-group diﬀerence in Whites, without assuming a
similar error structure across Democrats and Republicans.
6. Some scholars argue that group consciousness is best measured using a multi-dimensional
approach (Sanchez and Vargas 2016) or that linked fate may operate diﬀerently for
groups other than African Americans (Gay, Hochschild, and White 2016). See Appendix
B of the supplemental material for measurement of the association between linked fate
and previous operationalizations of group consciousness.
7. The 2012 ANES includes a sample of 952 Black and 891 Latinx respondents, and the 2016
CMPS includes 2970 Black, 2675 Latinx, and 2746 Asian American respondents.
8. While our study is focused on linked fate, this data suggests that the relationship between
linked fate and racial resentment merits future investigation.
9. Appendix C also reports the cross tabulations for White Democrats and Republicans.
10. The ﬁgure displays the model estimates for four additional measures of political participation, which we will discuss below. We include the full regression model estimates for
each form of participation in Table 2 in the Appendix.
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11. In Appendix C of the supplemental material, we report how the predicted probability of each
form of participation changes with levels of linked fate, holding all other covariates at their
means. We report the probabilities for the full sample of Whites, White Democrats, and
White Republicans.
12. Luttig (2017) analyzes 2010 – a midterm year without Obama on the ballot. However, the
study rightly focuses on Obama as the locus of evaluation, as midterm elections in the
U.S. are often seen as referenda on the President.
13. We include the complete model estimates for the political behavior of Democrats and Republicans in Table 3 and Table 4 in the Appendix.
14. We compare the changes in predicted probability of each form of political behavior going
from “none” to “a lot” of linked fate for each partisan group in Appendix D of the online
supplemental material. Among Republicans, linked fate and protest activity in 2016 were
positively associated (p < .1).
15. We were surprised to ﬁnd a signiﬁcant correlation between linked fate and voter registration,
however, the correlation is not signiﬁcant for Democrats in 2016.

Acknowledgments
We’d like to thank Jane Junn for her feedback and ongoing support throughout this project. In
addition, we are thankful for the feedback and comments we received from anonymous reviewers,
the participants of the Politics of Race, Immigration, and Ethnicity Consortium, and Dr. Matthew
B. Platt of Morehouse College.

Disclosure statement
No potential conﬂict of interest was reported by the authors.

References
Abramowitz, Alan. 2018. The Great Alignment: Race, Party Transformation, and the Rise of Donald
Trump. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Alexander, Michelle. 2010. The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness.
New York: New Press.
Barreto, Matt. 2010. Ethnic Cues: The Role of Shared Ethnicity in Latino Political Participation. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Beauchamp, Zack. 2016. “A Leading White Nationalist Says It Plainly: Trump’s Victory was About
White Identity.” Vox. Last Modiﬁed November 12, 2016, Accessed August 1, 2018. https://www.
vox.com/policy-and-politics/2016/11/21/13592814/alt-right-donald-trump-jared-taylor.
Beeman, A., D. S. Glasberg, and C. Casey. 2010. “Whiteness as Property: Predatory Lending and the
Reproduction of Racialized Inequality.” Critical Sociology 37 (1): 27–45. doi:10.1177/
0896920510378762.
Belcher, Cornell. 2016. A Black Man in the White House: Barack Obama and the Triggering of
America’s Racial-aversion Crisis. Healdsburg, CA: Water Street Press.
Blow, Charles M. 2016. “Trump: Making America White Again.” The New York Times. Accessed
August 11, 2018. http://www.nytimes.com.libproxy1.usc.edu/2016/11/21/opinion/trumpmaking-america-white-again.html?partner=bloomberg.
Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 2003. Racism without Racists: Color-blind Racism and the Persistence of
Racial Inequality in the United States. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littleﬁeld.
Bouie, Jamelle. 2016. “White Won.” Slate. Accessed December 7, 2018. http://www.slate.com/
articles/news_and_politics/politics/2016/11/white_won.html.
Bowler, Shaun, and Gary Segura. 2012. The Future Is Ours: Minority Politics, Political Behavior, and
the Multiracial Era of American Politics. Thousand Oaks, CA: CQ Press/SAGE.

POLITICS, GROUPS, AND IDENTITIES

15

Branscombe, Nyla R., Michael T. Schmitt, and Kristin Schiﬀhauer. 2007. “Racial Attitudes in
Response to Thoughts of White Privilege.” European Journal of Social Psychology 37 (2):
203–215. doi:10.1002/ejsp.348.
Chong, Dennis, and Reuel Rogers. 2005. “Racial Solidarity and Political Participation.” Political
Behavior 27 (4): 347–374. doi:10.1007/s11109-005-5880-5.
Craig, Maureen, and Jennifer Richeson. 2017. “Information about the US Racial Demographic Shift
Triggers Concerns about Anti-White Discrimination among the Prospective White “Minority”.”
PLoS One 12 (9): 1–20. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0185389.
Craig, Maureen A., and Jennifer A. Richeson. 2018. “Majority No More? The Inﬂuence of
Neighborhood Racial Diversity and Salient National Population Changes on Whites’
Perceptions of Racial Discrimination.” RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social
Sciences 4 (5): 141–157. doi:10.7758/RSF.2018.4.5.07.
Croll, Paul. 2007. “Modeling Determinants of White Racial Identity: Results from a New National
Survey.” Social Forces 86 (2): 613–642. doi:10.1093/sf/86.2.613.
Dahl, Robert Alan. 1961. Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.
Dawson, Michael C. 1994. Behind the Mule: Race and Class in African-American Politics. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.
DiAngelo, Robin. 2011. “White Fragility.” International Journal of Critical Pedagogy 3 (3):
54–70.
Dyson, Michael Eric. 2008. “Race, Post Race; Barack Obama’s Historic Victory Represents a
Quantum Leap in the Racial Progress of the United States.” Los Angeles Times, A 31.
Espiritu, Yen Le. 1992. Asian American Panethnicity: Bridging Institutions and Identities.
Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.
Feldman, Stanley, and Leonie Huddy. 2005. “Racial Resentment and White Opposition to Raceconscious Programs: Principles or Prejudice?” American Journal of Political Science 49 (1):
168–183. doi:10.1111/j.0092-5853.2005.00117.x.
Gay, Claudine, Jennifer Hochschild, and Ariel White. 2016. “Americans’ Belief in Linked Fate: Does
the Measure Capture the Concept?” The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 1 (1): 117–144.
doi:10.1017/rep.2015.3.
Gest, Justin. 2016. The New Minority: White Working Class Politics in an Age of Immigration and
Inequality. New York: Oxford University Press.
Greer, Christina M. 2013. Black Ethnics: Race, Immigration, and the Pursuit of the American Dream.
New York, USA: Oxford University Press.
Hall, Andrew B., and Jesse Yoder. 2018. “Does Home Ownership Inﬂuence Political Behavior?
Evidence from Administrative Data.” Accessed August 7, 2018. http://www.andrewbenjaminhall.
com/homeowner.pdf.
Harris, Cheryl. 1993. “Whiteness as Property.” Harvard Law Review 106 (8): 1707–1791. doi:10.
2307/1341787.
Haynes, Chris, and Carrie Skulley. 2012. Linked Fate and the Inter-ethnic Diﬀerences among Asian
Americans. Riverside: Department of Political Science, University of California. Accessed August
16, 2018. https://www.researchgate.net/proﬁle/Chris_Haynes/publication/266284951_Linked_
Fate_and_the_Inter-Ethnic_Diﬀerences_Among_Asian-Americans/links/54aﬀ6a00cf28ebe92d
e361e/Linked-Fate-and-the-Inter-Ethnic-Diﬀerences-Among-Asian-Americans.pdf.
Huﬀmon, Scott, H. Knotts, and Seth McKee. 2016. “Similarities and Diﬀerences in Support of
Minority and White Republican Candidates.” Journal of Race, Ethnicity and Politics 1 (1):
91–116. doi:10.1017/rep.2015.5.
Hutchings, Vincent L., Hanes Walton, Robert Mickey, and Ashley E. Jardina. 2011. “The Politics of
Race: How Threat Cues and Group Position Can Activate White Identity.” Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. Research Gate. https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/241640951_The_Politics_of_Race_How_Threat_Cues_and_
Group_Position_Can_Activate_White_Identity.
Ignatiev, Noel. 1995. How the Irish Became White. New York: Routledge.

16

J. A. BERRY ET AL.

Jackman, Simon, and Lynn Vavreck. 2010. “Primary Politics: Race, Gender, and Age in the 2008
Democratic Primary.” Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties 20 (2): 153–186. doi:10.
1080/17457281003697156.
Jardina, Ashley. 2019. White Identity Politics, Cambridge Studies in Public Opinion and Political
Psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Jones, Martha S. 2018. Birthright Citizens: A History of Race and Rights in Antebellum America,
Studies in Legal History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Jones-Correa, Michael, and David Leal. 1996. “Becoming “Hispanic”: Secondary Panethnic
Identiﬁcation Among Latin American-origin Populations In the United States.” Hispanic
Journal of Behavioral Sciences 18 (2): 214. doi:10.1177/07399863960182008.
Junn, Jane. 2017. “The Trump Majority: White Womanhood and the Making of Female Voters in
the U.S.” Politics, Groups, and Identities 5 (2): 343–352. doi:10.1080/21565503.2017.1304224.
Junn, Jane, and Natalie Masuoka. 2008. “Asian American Identity: Shared Racial Status and
Political Context.” Perspectives on Politics 6 (4): 729–740. doi:10.1017/S1537592708081887.
Kastellec, Jonathan P., and Eduardo L. Leoni. 2007. “Using Graphs Instead of Tables in Political
Science.” Perspectives on Politics 5 (4): 755–771. doi:10.1017/S1537592707072209.
Kinder, Donald R., and Allison Dale-Riddle. 2012. The End of Race? Obama, 2008, and Racial
Politics in America. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Kinder, Donald R., and Tali Mendelberg. 1995. “Cracks in American Apartheid: The Political
Impact of Prejudice among Desegregated Whites.” The Journal of Politics 57 (2): 402–424.
doi:10.2307/2960313.
King, Desmond S., and Rogers M. Smith. 2011. Still a House Divided: Race and Politics in Obama’s
America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Knowles, Eric D., and Linda R. Tropp. 2018. “The Racial and Economic Context of Trump Support:
Evidence for Threat, Identity, and Contact Eﬀects in the 2016 Presidential Election.” Social
Psychological and Personality Science 9 (3): 275–284. doi:10.1177/1948550618759326.
Krupnikov, Yanna, and Spencer Piston. 2015. “Racial Prejudice, Partisanship, and White Turnout in
Elections with Black Candidates.” Political Behavior 37 (2): 397. doi:10.1007/s11109-014-9268-2.
Kuziemko, Ilyana, Ryan Buell, Taly Reich, and Michael Norton. 2014. ““Last-place Aversion”:
Evidence and Redistributive Implications.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 129 (1): 105.
doi:10.1093/qje/qjt035.
Lajevardi, Nazita, and Marisa Abrajano. 2018. “How Negative Sentiment toward Muslim
Americans Predicts Support for Trump in the 2016 Presidential Election.” The Journal of
Politics, doi:10.1086/700001.
Lajevardi, Nazita, and Kassra Oskooii. 2018. “Old-Fashioned Racism, Contemporary Islamophobia,
and the Isolation of Muslim Americans in the Age of Trump.” Journal of Race, Ethnicity and
Politics 3 (1): 112–152. doi:10.1017/rep.2017.37.
Laniyonu, Ayobami. 2018. “A Comparative Analysis of Black Racial Group Consciousness in the
United States and Britain.” The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics, 1–31. doi:10.1017/rep.
2018.28.
Lee, Taeku. 2008. “Race, Immigration, and the Identity-to-Politics Link.” Annual Review of Political
Science 11 (1): 457–478. doi:10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.051707.122615.
Lipsitz, George. 2006. The Possessive Investment In Whiteness: How White People Proﬁt from
Identity Politics. Rev. and Expanded Ed. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.
Lowery, B. S., E. D. Knowles, and M. M. Unzueta. 2007. “Framing Inequity Safely: Whites’
Motivated Perceptions of Racial Privilege.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 33 (9):
1237–1250. doi:10.1177/0146167207303016.
Luttig, Matthew D. 2017. “Obama, Race, and the Republican Landslide in 2010.” Politics, Groups,
and Identities 5 (2): 197–219. doi:10.1080/21565503.2015.1068699.
Mason, Lilliana. 2018. Uncivil Agreement: How Politics became Our Identity. Chicago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press.
Masuoka, Natalie. 2006. “Together They Become One: Examining the Predictors of Panethnic
Group Consciousness among Asian Americans and Latinos.” Social Science Quarterly 87 (5):
993–1011. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6237.2006.00412.x.

POLITICS, GROUPS, AND IDENTITIES

17

Masuoka, Natalie, and Jane Junn. 2013. The Politics of Belonging: Race, Public Opinion, and
Immigration. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
McAdam, Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 1930–1970.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
McCarty, Nolan M., Keith T. Poole, and Howard Rosenthal. 2016. Polarized America: The Dance of
Ideology and Unequal Riches. 2nd ed. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
McClain, Paula D., Jessica D. Johnson Carew, Eugene Walton, Jr., and Candis S. Watts. 2009.
“Group Membership, Group Identity, and Group Consciousness: Measures of Racial Identity
in American Politics?” Annual Review of Political Science 12: 471.
McConnaughy, Corrine M., Ismail K. White, David L. Leal, and Jason P. Casellas. 2010. “A Latino on
the Ballot: Explaining Coethnic Voting Among Latinos and the Response of White Americans.”
The Journal of Politics 72 (4): 1199–1211. doi:10.1017/S0022381610000629.
Miller, Johnny. 2018. “Roads to Nowhere: How Infrastructure Built on American Inequality.” The
Guardian. Accessed November 30, 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2018/feb/21/
roads-nowhere-infrastructure-american-inequality
Miller, Arthur H., Patricia Gurin, Gerald Gurin, and Oksana Malanchuk. 1981. “Group
Consciousness and Political Participation.” American Journal of Political Science 25 (3):
494–511. doi:10.2307/2110816.
Mutz, Diana C. 2018. “Status Threat, Not Economic Hardship, Explains the 2016 Presidential
Vote.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States 115 (19): E4330.
doi:10.1073/pnas.1718155115.
Nall, Clayton. 2018. The Road to Inequality: How the Federal Highway Program Polarized America
and Undermined Cities. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Norton, Michael I., and Samuel R. Sommers. 2011. “Whites See Racism as a Zero-Sum Game that
They Are Now Losing.” Perspectives on Psychological Science 6 (3): 215–218. doi:10.1177/
1745691611406922.
Olsen, Marvin E. 1970. “Social and Political Participation of Blacks.” American Sociological Review
35 (4): 682–697. doi:10.2307/2093944.
Omi, Michael, and Howard Winant. 1994. Racial Formation in the United States: From the 1960s to
the 1990s. 2nd ed. New York: Routledge.
Parenti, Michael. 1967. “Ethnic Politics and the Persistence of Ethnic Identiﬁcation.” The American
Political Science Review 61 (3): 717–726. doi:10.2307/1976090.
Parker, Christoper S., and Matt A. Barreto. 2014. Change They Can’t Believe In: The Tea Party and
Reactionary Politics In America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Petrow, Gregory, John Transue, and Timothy Vercellotti. 2018. “Do White In-Group Processes
Matter, Too? White Racial Identity and Support for Black Political Candidates.” Political
Behavior 40 (1): 197–222. doi:10.1007/s11109-017-9422-8.
Phillips, Christian. 2018. “Wanting, and Weighting: White Women and Descriptive Representation
in the 2016 Presidential Election.” Journal of Race, Ethnicity and Politics 3 (1): 29–51. doi:10.
1017/rep.2017.39.
Piston, Spencer. 2010. “How Explicit Racial Prejudice Hurt Obama in the 2008 Election.” Political
Behavior 32 (4): 431–451. doi:10.1007/s11109-010-9108-y.
Powell, Adam A., Nyla R. Branscombe, and Michael T. Schmitt. 2005. “Inequality as Ingroup Privilege or
Outgroup Disadvantage: The Impact of Group Focus on Collective Guilt and Interracial Attitudes.”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 31 (4): 508–521. doi:10.1177/0146167204271713.
Pratto, Felicia, Jim Sidanius, and Shana Levin. 2006. “Social Dominance Theory and the Dynamics
of Intergroup Relations: Taking Stock and Looking Forward.” European Review of Social
Psychology 17 (1): 271–320. doi:10.1080/10463280601055772.
Reny, Tyler T., Loren Collingwood, and Ali Valenzuela. 2019. Vote Switching in the 2016 Election:
Racial and Immigration Attitudes, Not Economics, Explains Shifts in White Voting. Public
Opinion Quarterly.
Reny, Tyler T., and Benjamin J. Newman. 2018. “Protecting the Right to Discriminate: The Second
Great Migration and Racial Threat in the American West.” American Political Science Review 112
(4): 1104–1110. doi:10.1017/S0003055418000448.

18

J. A. BERRY ET AL.

Reyna, Christine, P. Henry, William Korfmacher, and Amanda Tucker. 2006. “Examining the
Principles in Principled Conservatism: The Role of Responsibility Stereotypes as Cues for
Deservingness in Racial Policy Decisions.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 90 (1):
109–128. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.109.
Roediger, David R. 2003. Colored White: Transcending the Racial Past. Berkeley: University of
California Press.
Roediger, David R. 2005. Working toward Whiteness: How America’s Immigrants Became White:
The Strange Journey from Ellis Island to the Suburbs, How America’s Immigrants became
White. New York: Basic Books.
Sanchez, Gabriel. 2006. “The Role of Group Consciousness in Political Participation Among Latinos
in the United States.” American Politics Research 34 (4): 427–450. doi:10.1177/1532673X05284417.
Sanchez, Gabriel, and Natalie Masuoka. 2010. “Brown-utility Heuristic? The Presence and
Contributing Factors of Latino Linked Fate.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 32 (4):
519. doi:10.1177/0739986310383129.
Sanchez, Gabriel R., and Edward D. Vargas. 2016. “Taking a Closer Look at Group Identity.”
Political Research Quarterly 69 (1): 160–174. doi:10.1177/1065912915624571.
Schildkraut, Deborah J. 2015. “White Attitudes about Descriptive Representation in the US: The
Roles of Identity, Discrimination, and Linked Fate.” Politics Groups, and Identities, 1–23.
doi:10.1080/21565503.2015.1089296.
Schmidt, R., R. E. Hero, A. L. Aoki, and Y. M. Alex-Assensoh. 2010. Newcomers, Outsiders, and
Insiders: Immigrants and American Racial Politics in the Early Twenty-ﬁrst Century. Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.
Sides, John, Michael Tesler, and Lynn Vavreck. 2018. Identity Crisis: The 2016 Presidential
Campaign and the Battle for the Meaning of America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Simien, Evelyn M. 2005. “Race, Gender, and Linked Fate.” Journal of Black Studies 35 (5): 529–550.
doi:10.1177/0021934704265899.
Stokes, Atiya Kai. 2003. “Latino Group Consciousness and Political Participation.” American
Politics Research 31 (4): 361. doi:10.1177/1532673X03252531.
Tajfel, Henri. 1981. Human Groups and Social Categories: Studies in Social Psychology. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Tarman, Christopher, and David O. Sears. 2005. “The Conceptualization and Measurement of
Symbolic Racism.” Journal of Politics 67 (3): 731–761. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2508.2005.00337.x.
Tate, Katherine. 1994. From Protest to Politics: The New Black Voters in American Elections. Enl. ed.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Tesler, Michael. 2016a. Post-racial or Most-racial? Race and Politics In the Obama Era. Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.
Tesler, Michael. 2016b. “Views About Race Mattered More in Electing Trump than in Electing
Obama.” The Washington Post. Last Modiﬁed June 24, 2017. https://www.washingtonpost.
com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/22/peoples-views-about-race-mattered-more-in-electingtrump-than-in-electing-obama/?utm_term=.122569548802
Tesler, Michael, and David O. Sears. 2010. Obama’s Race: The 2008 Election and the Dream of a
Post-racial America. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.
Uhlaner, Carole, Bruce Cain, and D. Kiewiet. 1989. “Political Participation of Ethnic Minorities in
the 1980s.” Political Behavior 11 (3): 195–231. doi:10.1007/BF00992297.
Valentino, Nicholas A., and David O. Sears. 2005. “Old Times there are Not Forgotten: Race and
Partisan Realignment in the Contemporary South.” American Journal of Political Science 49 (3):
672–688. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5907.2005.00136.x.
Verba, Sidney, and Norman H. Nie. 1972. Participation in America: Political Democracy and Social
Equality. New York: Harper & Row.
Virtanen, Simo V., and Leonie Huddy. 1998. “Old-fashioned Racism and New Forms of Racial
Prejudice.” The Journal of Politics 60 (2): 311–332. doi:10.2307/2647911.
Visalvanich, Neil. 2017. ““When Does Race Matter? Exploring White Responses to Minority
Congressional Candidates.” Politics, Groups, and Identities 5 (4): 618–641. doi:10.1080/
21565503.2016.1146152.

POLITICS, GROUPS, AND IDENTITIES

19

Watts Smith, Candis. 2013. ““Ethnicity and the Role of Group Consciousness: A Comparison
Between African Americans and Black Immigrants.” Politics, Groups, and Identities 1 (2):
199–220. doi:10.1080/21565503.2013.786650.
Weller, Nicholas, and Jane Junn. 2018. “Racial Identity and Voting: Conceptualizing White Identity
in Spatial Terms.” Perspectives on Politics 16 (2): 436–448. doi:10.1017/S1537592717004285.
Winter, Nicholas J. G. 2008. Dangerous Frames: How Ideas About Race and Gender Shape Public
Opinion. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Wong, Cara, and Grace E. Cho. 2005. “Two-headed Coins or Kandinskys: White Racial
Identiﬁcation.” Political Psychology 26 (5): 699–720. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00440.x.
Wong, Janelle, M. Conway, and Pei-te Lien. 2005. “Group-based Resources and Political
Participation among Asian Americans.” American Politics Research 33 (4): 545–576. doi:10.
1177/1532673X04270521.
Wong, Janelle, S. Karthick Ramakrishnan, Taeku Lee, and Jane Junn. 2011. Asian American
Political Participation Emerging Constituents and Their Political Identities. New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.
Yadon, Nicole, and Spencer Piston. 2018. “Examining Whites’ Anti-Black Attitudes after Obama’s
Presidency.” Politics, Groups, and Identities, 1–21. doi:10.1080/21565503.2018.1438953.

