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Abstract Social Identity Theory suggests that individuals are moti-
vated to support/oppose policies and politicians that benefit/harm
members of their ingroup as a means of protecting their social status.
Since the Republican Party’s rhetoric against immigrants in recent dec-
ades has often been viewed as an assault upon those of Latinx descent,
it is not surprising that strong majorities oppose restrictionist immigra-
tion policies and support the Democratic Party. However, the existing
literature has overlooked why a sizeable minority of Latinx voters ex-
press support for restrictionist immigration policies and the politicians
who espouse them. Our analysis of Latinx voters with the 2012 and
2016 American National Election Studies (ANES) demonstrates that
the degree to which individuals prioritize their US American identity
over their Latinx identity has a significant influence over support for
conservative immigration policies and GOP candidates. This relation-
ship emerges above and beyond partisanship, ideology, and other key
explanatory factors. Such attitudes likely represent an individual social
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mobility strategy in which members of a social group attempt to “pass”
as a member of a higher-status group. Prioritizing a US American
identity, supporting the Republican Party, and expressing hostility
toward the interests of undocumented immigrants are a means of distin-
guishing themselves from a social group that has become increasingly
associated with negative stereotypes. In contrast, those who are unwill-
ing or unable to make this transition are likely pursuing a collective
social mobility strategy (e.g., linked fate) whereby they attempt to
enhance their individual status by elevating that of the entire
social group.

Introduction

Over the last several decades, a number of states and local governments have
pursued more restrictive immigration policies' as the national discourse
regarding the undocumented has become increasingly hostile (Wallace 2014;
Collingwood, El-Khatib, and Gonzalez O’Brien 2018). Since the majority of
immigrants to the United States claim Latin American ancestry/heritage and
the term “immigrant” has become increasingly associated with negative ethnic
stereotypes of Latinx (Burns and Gimpel 2000; Brader, Valentino, and Suhay
2008), it should come as no surprise that these policy shifts have alienated
many in the Latinx community. Social Identity Theory (SIT) suggests that
individuals are motivated to support/oppose policies and politicians that bene-
fit/harm members of their ingroup as a means of protecting their social status
(Tajfel and Turner 1979). While scholars debate the relative influence of immi-
gration policy on Latinx party preferences (Bowler, Nicholson, and Segura
2006), it is unlikely that Latinx support for the Democratic Party is unrelated
to these developments.

However, exit polls reveal that Republican Party presidential candidates
have enjoyed the support of roughly one-third of the Latinx electorate over the
last few decades. Furthermore, a 2018 survey by the Pew Research Center
demonstrates that a significant minority of the Latinx community support
restrictionist measures and express hostility toward immigrants: 25 percent of
Latinx believe that there are too many immigrants living in America, 10 per-
cent would oppose a law granting legal status to “Dreamers,” and 19 percent
support building a border wall with Mexico (Lopez, Gonzalez-Barrera, and
Krogstad 2018). Given that nearly 60 million individuals are of Hispanic

1. For example, Alabama’s 2011 “Beason-Hammon Alabama Taxpayer and Citizen Protection
Act” (HB 56); Arizona’s 2010 “Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act”
(SB 1070); California’s 1994 “Save our State Ballot Initiative” (Proposition 187).
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origin, these percentages translate into millions of people, many of whom are
registered voters in swing states. Clearly, Latinx political heterogeneity could
prevent the group from operating as a unified political bloc—but it is not clear
why so many Latinx support policies and candidates that ostensibly denigrate
the status of Latinx in the United States.

Building upon SIT, we argue that a sizable minority of Latinx attempt to es-
cape the lower social status associated with the Latinx social group by priori-
tizing a US American identity. Those with the capacity to do so further
solidify/exemplify this shift by supporting restrictive immigration policies and
candidates who promote such policies. However, individuals who find it im-
possible or undesirable to dissociate from the Latinx social group may oppose
such policies as a means of protecting the collective status of the group from
further denigration. Our analysis of the 2012 and 2016 American National
Election Studies (ANES) demonstrates that individuals who prioritize a US
American identity above their Latinx identity express significantly less favor-
ability toward the undocumented and more support for restrictive immigration
policy proposals. Additionally, the degree to which individuals prioritize a
Latinx identity over a US American identity strongly predicts opposition to
Donald Trump, but not so much to Mitt Romney, a finding we attribute to
Latinx identifiers likely regarding the former as a greater threat to their status
than the latter.

A Social Identity Framework

In the contemporary US social hierarchy, Latinx are often regarded as a
“lower-status” group compared to white/native-born Americans (Levin and
Sidanius 1999). While earlier waves of European immigrants were ultimately
embraced as “White” and “American,” the same cannot be said for many with
Latin American heritage (Burns and Gimpel 2000; Golash-Boza 2006;
Golash-Boza and Darity 2008). In fact, the term “immigrant” has become in-
creasingly associated with negative ethnic stereotypes of Latinx (Burns and
Gimpel 2000; Brader, Valentino, and Suhay 2008). Elite and media frames as-
sociating Latinx immigration with domestic crime, national security concerns,
and cultural change have further exacerbated the tendency for many Anglo-
Americans to view Latinx as a threatening outgroup (Branton et al. 2011;
Farris and Silber Mohamed 2018). Donald Trump’s description of Mexican
immigrants as criminals and rapists (Peters and Woolley 2015) along with his
characterization of the Central American “Caravan” of asylum seekers as an
enemy invasion (Fabian 2018) has further conflated the Latinx community
with both legal and undocumented immigrants and diminished the status of
this diverse population.
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Tajfel and Turner (1979, p. 40) defined social identity as “aspects of an
individual’s self-image that derive from the social categories to which he per-
ceives himself as belonging.” The relative status of each group is determined
through intergroup comparisons and, in an effort to attain this positive self-
image, individuals are motivated to positively differentiate and protect the
status of their social groups (Tajfel and Turner 1979). However, the impact
of group status on individual self-esteem is a function of how important that
identity is for each person (Phinney, Cantu, and Kurtz 1997). As such, to
the extent that individuals identify (or are categorized by others) as Latinx,
legal immigrant, or undocumented immigrant, their self-esteem should be
negatively impacted by the perceived low status of these groups in US soci-
ety. Building upon the fundamental human desire to enhance individual
self-esteem, SIT scholars have identified a number of strategies” that may
be pursued to accomplish that goal, depending on the nature of intergroup
relationships.

Individual social mobility strategies are those in which there is an attempt
to improve individual status without challenging the existing social hierar-
chy or improving the collective status of one’s social group. More specifi-
cally, this involves an individual dissociating from a low-status group and
attempting to “pass” as a member of a high-status group. While LeVine and
Campbell (1972) argue that outgroup threat generally leads to stronger
ingroup identification, Howard (2000) demonstrates that some members of
stigmatized groups may attempt to dissociate themselves from these under-
valued groups instead of working to increase the status of their group.
Similarly, research on social dominance orientation (preference for the es-
tablishment and maintenance of group-based social hierarchy) demonstrates
that Latinx exhibiting this personality characteristic are less likely to iden-
tify with their ingroup and express more positive outgroup affect out of a
sense that the subordinate status of the ingroup is justified (Levin and
Sidanius 1999). With respect to passing, Sherman and Cohen (2006) argue
that when an individual’s self-integrity is threatened, such as by their
group’s low status in society, one can distort reality and adopt alternative
sources of identity as a protective mechanism.

Such behavior is only possible when group boundaries are permeable
(Tajfel and Turner 1979), and some individuals will have more capacity to dis-
sociate from the low-status group and/or pass as a member of a high-status
group than others. The belief that one possess the attributes necessary for

2. One possibility is that individuals in lower-status groups will simply “accept” the reality they
find themselves in and decide to take no action to alter their individual and social group status.
Taylor et al. (1987) experimentally demonstrate that this occurs when the social group hierarchy
is perceived as both stable and legitimate (i.e., the results of social group comparisons are not ar-
bitrary or based on ascriptive characteristics). When these conditions are not met, members of
lower-status groups take action in response to status inequalities.
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passing into a high-status group and the perceived realistic opportunity for suc-
cess are critical to the pursuit of this strategy (Taylor and McKirnan 1984;
Boen and Vanbeselaere 2001). While cultural understandings of the requisites
for a US American identity3 are neither static nor uncontested (Hart 1978),
successful passage minimally entails embracing values of liberty and equality,
along with admiration of US institutions and customs (Schildkraut 2011;
Citrin and Sears 2014). Existing research has also identified other factors, such
as English language proficiency and elevated socio-economic status, to have a
positive relationship to the strength of one’s US American identity (Ono 2002;
Bedolla 2003; Golash-Boza 2006; Schildkraut 2011; Citrin and Sears 2014).

Research has further indicated that descendants of Latinx immigrants (sec-
ond generation and beyond) are more likely to adopt a US American identity
and less likely to adopt a Latinx identity compared to recent arrivals, who may
find it more difficult to acculturate (Ono 2002; Golash-Boza 2006; Citrin and
Sears 2014). However, because acculturation is a complex, two-way process
of brokered exchange between groups (Pedraza 2014), prejudice and discrimi-
nation can complicate this process for native-born immigrants (Lajevardi et al.
2020). Indeed, discriminatory experiences are theorized to elevate an individu-
al’s belief that they lack the capacity to “pass” or render individual social mo-
bility strategies less desirable. Taylor and colleagues’ (1987) experimental
work demonstrates that when social mobility is denied on account of “unjust
processes,” evaluations of the higher-status group decline. Similarly, Ono
(2002) and Oskooii (2016, 2018) find that perceived discrimination is associ-
ated with ethnic group identification, while Golash-Boza (2006) shows that it
reduces the probability that Latinx will identify as Americans. Golash-Boza
(2006, p. 47) further argue that “self-identification as Latino/a is a politicized
choice made in response to conditions of oppression here in the United
States.”

When individual social mobility efforts are deemed to be impossible or un-
desirable,* individuals will pursue a variety of collective social mobility strate-
gies where they embrace their social identity and collaborate with ingroup
members to improve the collective status of their social group. “Social crea-
tivity” reflects attempts to improve their group status by either engaging in

3. Note that this discussion does not consider legal requirements for residency or citizenship in
the United States; we are solely concerned with characteristics necessary for inclusion into the
American “cultural family.”

4. A variety of scholars theorize that collective social mobility strategies are only pursued when
individual social mobility strategies are perceived to be impossible or undesirable (Tajfel and
Turner 1979; Taylor and McKirnan 1984; Taylor et al. 1987; Padilla and Perez 2003). Tajfel
and Turner (1979, p. 35) argue that collective social mobility strategies occur when the “nature
and structure of the relationship between social groups is perceived as characterized by marked
stratification, making it impossible or very difficult for individuals to invest themselves of an un-
satisfactory, underprivileged, or stigmatized group membership.”
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intergroup comparisons based on different attributes or by comparing them-
selves to a lower-status group (Tajfel and Turner 1979; Jackson et al. 1996).
“Social change” reflects efforts to challenge the existing social hierarchy and
change the relative status of groups through competitive processes (Tajfel and
Turner 1979; Jackson et al. 1996).

Theory and Expectation

Building on extant research, we contend that the decision to prioritize a US
American identity above a Latinx identity likely represents an individual social
mobility strategy in which some individuals have consciously chosen to de-
value or disavow their membership in a lower-status group and pass as a mem-
ber of a higher-status group. We suggest that such a strategy manifests itself
through support for restrictive immigration policy proposals and candidates
that advocate for such policies. There are at least two reasons for why this
may be the case. First, expressing support for conservative immigration poli-
cies may be viewed as a means of defending the American group boundaries
from low-status groups (e.g., undocumented Latinx), whose incorporation
threatens to devalue their elevated status in society. Second, support for restric-
tive immigration policies and the candidates who espouse them is a means of
solidifying (and signaling to others) the distinction between themselves and
low-status Latinx. Basler (2014) found evidence of this phenomenon through
interviews with Latinx who supported California’s anti-immigrant Proposition
187. Latinx who sought a higher social status in the midst of this anti-Latinx
political climate felt compelled to distance themselves from undocumented
immigrants and assert the primacy of their US American identity through sup-
port for restrictive immigration policy (Basler 2014). Further, Huddy, Mason,
and Horwitz (2016) argue that Latinx and Democratic Party identities have
converged such that the former view the latter as representative of their inter-
ests. As such, the prototypical Latinx voter is assumed to share Democratic
Party policy positions, including those related to immigration. Huddy (2001)
argues that individuals are more likely to identify with a group when they
share core values and have a greater affinity with prototypical members.
Taking this into account with Basler’s (2014) findings, we claim that support-
ing restrictive immigration policies is a means by which those who prioritize
their US American identity can signal to others of their distinction from the
prototypical Latinx.

When individual social mobility is impossible or undesirable, improving so-
cial status necessitates embracing ingroup identity and working collaboratively
with other members to pursue a collective strategy. In this context, the decision
to prioritize a Latinx identity above a US American identity represents the first
step in this process. As previously discussed, a “social creativity” collective
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strategy is an attempt to improve the status of the group by either (1) relying
upon different attributes for intergroup comparisons or (2) comparing the
ingroup to a lower-status outgroup. The former is exemplified by rhetorical
arguments about the benefits that Latinx and immigrants provide to US soci-
ety. The latter would be reflected in efforts by members of the Latinx commu-
nity to distinguish themselves from immigrants (legal or undocumented).
Bedolla (2003) describes this as “selective dissociation,” whereby members
of a low-status group distance themselves from sectors of the group that they
blame for the negative stigma associated with the group. Her interviews dem-
onstrate that many Latinx view the decision by some group members not to
learn English as a conscious choice, and that such immigrants are “asking” to
be treated poorly by the native population because of their failure to accultur-
ate more quickly. Similarly, Huddy and Virtanen (1995) demonstrate that
Latinx categorize themselves into subgroups and regard their own subgroups
as higher status than other subgroups. Consistent with these findings, Garcia-
Rios, Pedraza, and Wilcox-Archuleta (2018) suggest that non-Mexican Latinx
embraced their national origin group and somewhat distanced themselves from
the Latinx group identity in the face of Trump’s anti-Mexican rhetoric.
However, while social creativity is one way that some Latinx may try to im-
prove their status, it is unlikely to yield desired outcomes in the contemporary
political context. While members of an ingroup are more inclined and capable
of drawing distinctions between various subgroups, outgroup members are
often incapable of recognizing these distinctions (Huddy and Virtanen 1995).
As such, because non-Latinx are unlikely to acknowledge a distinction
between Latinx and documented or undocumented immigrants in general, the
status benefits of such actions will likely be minimal. Accordingly, we
anticipate that a social-change collective strategy is more likely to occur
among those who prioritize a Latinx identity above a US American identity.
More specifically, such individuals should be more likely to manifest char-
acteristics associated with the theory of “linked fate” (Dawson 1995) as they
engage in intergroup conflict over social and material rewards with the domi-
nant outgroup. In exploring African American group identity, Dawson (1995)
argues that because race is the decisive factor in determining opportunities and
life chances (irrespective of individual socio-economic status), it is cognitively
efficient to determine and pursue racial group interests over individual inter-
ests. While African American linked fate is the product of a shared history of
political, social, and economic oppression, the great diversity of the Latinx
community (e.g., national origin, immigration status, etc.) has produced more
diverse experiences, which may hinder the development of similar levels of
political unity (Masuoka 2006). However, Sanchez and Masuoka (2010) dem-
onstrate that the majority of Latinx do express linked fate and such sentiments
are based on difficulties with social integration and the degree of marginaliza-
tion they experience based on their socio-economic and immigration status.
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Similarly, Valdez (2011) argues that experience with discrimination motivates
Latinx identifiers to participate in electoral politics at higher levels than
American identifiers, while Sanchez (2006) demonstrates that such experiences
elevate support for allowing more immigrants to enter the United States. It
therefore appears that those who lack the capacity to pursue an individual so-
cial mobility strategy are more likely to recognize the necessity of acting upon
Latinx group interests. Because the status of the Latinx community has be-
come inextricably tied to that of documented and undocumented immigrants,
the pursuit of Latinx social change strategy necessitates challenging discrimi-
natory practices and prejudicial beliefs against each of these groups.

The aforementioned points lead to the following hypothesis regarding the
interplay between identity prioritization and policy and candidate evaluations:
Prioritization of a US American identity above a Latinx identity will have a
positive relationship to support for restrictive immigration policies and politi-
cal actors who endorse or advocate for such policies.

Data and Measures

Our study relies on the 2012 and 2016 American National Election Studies
(ANES) administered in both pre- and postelection waves through a combina-
tion of nationally representative face- to-face (FTF) and web samples (gFK/
Knowledge Networks). The total sample size is n=5,914 (2012) and
n=4271 (2016), with the target sample frame being all US citizen adults
aged 18 or older.’

To examine whether prioritizing a U.S. American identity over a Latinx
identity (or vice versa) will have divergent effects on candidate evaluations
and immigration policy attitudes, survey participants who did not identify as
Latinx were excluded from the study.® For each year, we subset the data to
respondents who self-reported their race or ethnicity as Hispanic. This de-
creased the respective sample sizes to n = 1,009 (2012) and n =450 (2016).”

5. A total of 85 percent (2012) and 84 percent (2016) of all ANES respondents indicated that
they were registered to vote, whereas 15 percent (2012) and 16 percent (2016) of respondents
indicated that they were not registered or did not know. Among Latinx, 79 percent (2012) and 77
percent (2016) of respondents reported being registered. Our results are robust to statistical mod-
els conducted among just Latinx respondents who reported being registered to vote. These addi-
tional results are presented in table B1 in the Supplementary Material. More detailed information
about the data is also provided in the Supplementary Material.

6. It could certainly be the case that some individuals with Latinx heritage may not self-identify
as Latinx on surveys (Emeka and Vallejo 2011). Unfortunately, the ANES survey does not offer
an alternative means of identifying such respondents.

7. The 2012 survey oversampled Black and Hispanic respondents. Table A3 in the
Supplementary Material presents weighted demographics from several surveys targeting the same
universe. ANES Latinx demographics are similar to other nationally representative Latinx US cit-
izen adult surveys across a range of demographics. However, there are some relatively minor
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For the key explanatory variable, we constructed a ratio measure of identity
prioritization by subtracting the strength of Latinx identity from the strength of
US American identity from responses to the two identity questions available in
both surveys: “How important is being American/Hispanic to your identity?”
Responses to each question were measured on a five-point scale (0= Not at
all important; 1= A little important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Very im-
portant; 4 = Extremely important). This variable ranges from —4 to +4, where
positive values indicate the degree that one prioritizes a US American identity
over a Latinx identity and negative values indicate the degree to which one
prioritizes a Latinx identity over their US American identity.® This variable
does not make a distinction between the relative strength of the two identities
for equal identifiers (value 0). In other words, the score is the same for those
who regard both identities as “Extremely important” or “Not at all
important”—or some measure in between.’ Figure 1 presents the variable’s
distribution for both 2012 and 2016. As illustrated, the modal value is 0, indi-
cating that a sizable share of the sample gave the same response to both iden-
tity questions—33.5 percent in 2012 and 48.6 percent in 2016. However, 48.5
percent of 2012 respondents and 31.5 percent of 2016 respondents prioritized
a US American identity over a Latinx identity, while 18.1 percent (2012) and
19.9 percent (2016) prioritized a Latinx identity over a US American one.'”

differences across education, party identification, and foreign-born status, which we control for in
the analyses.

8. Tables B25-B31 in the Supplementary Material replace the key identity prioritization measure
with discrete measures for US American identity and Latinx identity. The results are consistent
with our theoretical priors, and do not alter the core findings.

9. Tables B32 and B33 in the Supplementary Material assess whether those who respond to the
two identity questions as extremely important or not at all important display different preferences
on each of the outcome measures. Respondents who selected “extremely important” relative to
those who selected “not at all important” hold more favorable attitudes toward “illegal” immi-
grants, less favorable opinions of Donald Trump, and are less supportive of building a wall along
the US-Mexican border. These findings suggest that when individuals hold both identities in high
regard, they respond to some outcome measures more based on their Latinx identity (e.g., since
Latinx identity is correlated with greater support for illegal immigrants and opposition to building
a wall). However, since sample size is limited, future research should investigate this question in
greater detail.

10. To get a better sense of who, descriptively, prioritizes a US American identity over a Latinx
identity, we regressed the identity ratio variable onto a host of available demographic measures.
The 2012 analysis suggests that older respondents are more likely to prioritize an American iden-
tity over a Latinx identity than their younger counterparts. Statistically significant relationships
were also detected for the following measures: men relative to women, middle-income respond-
ents relative to lower-income respondents, descendants of immigrants relative to first-generation
respondents, more conservative individuals, and those who express higher levels of racial resent-
ment. Respondents more likely to prioritize a Latinx identity over a US American identity were
those with Mexican and Puerto Rican heritage, and those with higher frequency of worship atten-
dance. For 2016, individuals who prioritize a US American identity over a Latinx identity include
higher-income respondents relative to lower-income respondents, descendants of immigrants rela-
tive to first generation, Republican identifiers, and racially conservative respondents. However,
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Figure 1. Distribution of Latinx to American ID, 2012 and 2016 ANES.

To examine the relationship between identity prioritization and political atti-
tudes, we rely on three feeling thermometer questions that gauge affect toward
“illegal immigrants,” and presidential candidates Mitt Romney and Donald
Trump."' Each thermometer is scaled from 0 to 100, with higher values indi-
cating warmth or favorability. In addition to the affect measures, two con-
structed variables capture respondents’ views toward restrictive immigration
policy proposals. The first evaluates views about what government policy
should be toward unauthorized immigrants now living in the United States.
This question was postelection posed in both 2012 and 2016 ANES and
includes the following response options: (0) “Make all unauthorized immi-
grants felons and send them back to their home country,” (1) “Have a guest
worker program in order to work,” (2) “Allow them to remain and eventually
qualify for US citizenship if they meet certain requirements and pay penalties,”
or (3) “Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for US citizenship with-
out penalties.” The second policy measure captures respondents’ views on
Donald Trump’s proposal to build a wall along the Mexico-US border. This
question was only available in the 2016 survey and is coded to range from —3
(Oppose a great deal) to 43 (Favor a great deal).

Additionally, we constructed standard demographic controls and a number
of theoretically important confounders such as party identification, political
ideology, and racial resentment. A detailed accounting of these variables
appears in the Supplementary Material.'?

somewhat different relationships emerge with respect to country of origin in that only Puerto
Ricans are statistically more likely to prioritize a Latinx identity over a US American identity.
Both sets of findings are reported in tables B2 and B3 of the Supplementary Material.

11. We examine feeling thermometer ratings for Mitt Romney (2012) and Donald Trump (2016)
in both the pre- and postelection waves of the survey.

12. Tables Al and A2 in the Supplementary Material report summary statistics for all of the
variables.
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Results

We test our hypothesis by estimating a series of Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) regression models, where the outcome variables include: (1) opposition/
support for immigration policy from the 2012 and 2016 ANES; (2) support for
Trump’s border wall (2016); (3) warmth toward “illegal immigrants” in the
2012 and 2016 ANES; and (4) favorability toward Mitt Romney (2012) and
Donald Trump (2016). The initial discussion of the findings will center on the
key explanatory variable’s relationship to each outcome measure, respectively.
We then conclude this section by offering a brief discussion of other notable
findings.

Table 1 presents three models, with unstandardized coefficients and stan-
dardized errors in parentheses. The first column (Model 1) is a bivariate re-
gression between American identity prioritization and policy attitudes toward
unauthorized immigrants, which ranges from a restrictionist (classify immi-
grants as felons and deport them) to a progressive position (grant citizenship
with no penalties). The findings show that for each unit change in identity pri-
oritization (from Latinx to US American), support for more liberal policy
options drops by 0.09 points on the 0-3 scale. This relationship is statistically
significant at p < 0.01. Column 2 (Model 2) presents a baseline demographic
model and column 3 (Model 3) includes additional political, policy, and racial
attitude variables. With the inclusion of these additional variables, the relation-
ship between identity prioritization and policy attitudes toward unauthorized
immigrants remains statistically significant at p < 0.01.

Similar trends are observed with the 2016 ANES. Individuals who prioritize
a US American identity over a Latinx identity are less supportive (at p < 0.01)
of progressive policy proposals toward unauthorized immigrants. In Model 1
of table 2, the coefficient for American identity prioritization is —0.13, which
is a similar magnitude as that observed in 2012. Controlling for demographic
variables (Model 2) and other confounders (Model 3) does not substantively
alter the main results.

For ease of interpretation, predicted values of policy support for both 2012
and 2016 are presented in figure 2. Each post-estimation plot holds all the
model covariates at their respective means. Both panels reveal a similar
trend—as respondents move from high Latinx identity (left on x-axis) to high
US American identity (right on x-axis), predicted support for progressive
immigration policy drops considerably. For instance, respondents who highly
prioritize a Latinx identity in 2016 have an expected score of about 2.4 on the
0-3 immigration policy scale, whereas those who highly prioritize a US
American identity have an expected score of about 1.6 on the same scale.

Next, we examine an increasingly salient policy proposal in American poli-
tics—whether to build a wall along the US-Mexico border. Consistent with the
previous findings, the results reported in table 3 show that the coefficient for
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Table 1. Predictors of attitudes toward immigration policy, 2012

Immigration policy support, ANES 12

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Prioritize American > Latinx ID —0.089%:* -0.076%* -0.066**
(0.017) (0.018) 0.021)
Age —0.005%* —0.004*
(0.002) (0.002)
Female -0.072 -0.096*
(0.052) (0.058)
Education 0.010 -0.004
(0.025) (0.028)
Income 40 < 80 0.041 0.060
(0.063) (0.069)
Income >80 -0.038 -0.026
(0.083) (0.088)
Missing income 0.086 0.059
(0.090) 0.117)
Mexican -0.053 -0.077
(0.070) (0.076)
Cuban 0.101 0.040
(0.112) 0.119)
Puerto Rican -0.089 —-0.088
(0.101) (0.110)
Catholic -0.0002 -0.036
(0.053) (0.059)
Generation -0.079* —-0.089*
(0.035) (0.039)
Worship attendance 0.004
(0.019)
Political knowledge -0.035
(0.026)
Dem-Rep PID -0.033*
0.017)
Liberal-conservative ideo -0.001
(0.024)
Racial resentment —0.090%**
(0.033)
US economy worse -0.049%
(0.029)
Constant 1.915%* 2.273%* 2.383%*
(0.027) (0.125) (0.150)
(continued)
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Table 1. (continued)

Immigration policy support, ANES 12

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N 911 874 706
R-squared 0.029 0.056 0.099
Adj. R-squared 0.028 0.043 0.075

Source.—2012 ANES, Latino sample.

Note.—"“On immigration policy, do you prefer to: (0) Make all unauthorized immigrants
felons and send them back to their home country, (1) Have a guest worker program in order to
work, (2) Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for US citizenship if they meet certain
requirements and pay penalties, or (3) Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for US cit-
izenship without penalties?”

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

the American identity prioritization variable is statistically significant (at
p <0.01). Substantively, a single unit change in identity prioritization yields
between a 0.43 and 0.56 increase in support for a border wall.

To visualize the results, predicted values of support with confidence
bands are presented in figure 3. As illustrated, Latinx are generally op-
posed to a border wall, but this level of opposition varies greatly based on
individuals’ identity prioritization. The predicted value of support for high
Latinx identifiers is —3, which corresponds to “a great deal” of opposition.
In contrast, the predicted value for high American identifiers falls just
above value 0, which corresponds to the “neither favor nor oppose” re-
sponse option. This is consistent with the immigration policy findings, and
provides the largest cleavage by identity prioritization on any of the out-
come measures.

The “illegal immigrants” feeling thermometer analyses also support our hy-
pothesis. Table 4 reports the results for 2012, and shows that across all of the
models, American identity prioritization is statistically significant at p < 0.01.
More specifically, for each unit change on the identity prioritization measure,
we observe a reduction of 5 to 6.5 points in favorability toward unauthorized
immigrants. Table 5 illustrates the presence of nearly identical patterns in
2016.

To aid in interpretation, figure 4 graphically depicts this relationship. Across
both datasets, respondents who highly prioritize their Latinx identity rate
“illegal immigrants” around 80 points on the 0-100 scale, whereas high
American identifiers rate “illegal immigrants” around 40 points. This stark

220z 1aqwia9( Gz uo Jasn Aseiqi] alemeaq o Ausianiun Aq $965029/098/1/¥8/2101e/bod/wod dnoojwapese//:sdiy woly papeojumoq



The Role of Identity Prioritization 873

Table 2. Predictors of attitudes toward immigration policy, 2016

Immigration policy support, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Prioritize American > Latinx ID —0.131%* —0.131%*:* —0.101**
(0.026) (0.028) (0.029)
Age -0.004 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002)
Female 0.138" 0.145%
(0.078) 0.077)
Education 0.016 -0.022
(0.037) (0.038)
Income 40 < 80 -0.054 -0.036
(0.093) (0.092)
Income > 80 -0.086 -0.049
(0.106) 0.107)
Missing income -0.231 —0.258
(0.326) 0.317)
Mexican 0.034 0.068
(0.087) (0.087)
Cuban 0.066 0.053
(0.183) (0.179)
Puerto Rican -0.168 -0.183
(0.132) (0.131)
Catholic 0.150* 0.139*
(0.080) (0.080)
Generation -0.036 -0.007
(0.052) (0.052)
Worship attendance 0.040
0.027)
Political knowledge 0.008
(0.036)
Dem-Rep PID -0.001
(0.025)
Liberal-conservative ideo —0.115%*
(0.035)
Racial resentment -0.039
(0.044)
US economy worse —0.098**
(0.037)
Constant 1.963%:* 2.034%* 1.909%*
(0.038) (0.178) (0.183)
(continued)
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Table 2. (continued)

Immigration policy support, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N 348 333 320
R-squared 0.067 0.117 0.205
Adj. R-squared 0.065 0.084 0.157

Source.—2016 ANES, Latino sample.

Note.—"“On immigration policy, do you prefer to: (0) Make all unauthorized immigrants
felons and send them back to their home country, (1) Have a guest worker program in order to
work, (2) Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for US citizenship if they meet certain
requirements and pay penalties, or (3) Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for US cit-
izenship without penalties?”

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

difference of about 40 points in thermometer rating by identity prioritization
provides strong support for our hypothesis.

The final set of main analyses examine support for Republican presidential
candidates. If our theoretical priors are correct, the identity-prioritization vari-
able should be positive and statistically significant. Both candidates champ-
ioned anti-immigrant policy positions, with Romney advocating for
undocumented self-deportation and Trump proposing a border wall and crack-
ing down on immigration.

Table 6 reports the results of the 2012 pre- and postelection analyses. In
general, American identity prioritization is statistically associated with
Romney favorability in every model save for Model 3 of the pre-election
wave. Even in this model, the coefficient is in the expected direction. In the
postelection models, the identity measure is consistently positively associated
(at p < 0.05) with Romney favorability. As the bottom panel of figure 5 helps
illustrate, those who prioritize a US American identity compared to a Latinx
identity rate Mitt Romney more favorably. However, the effect size is not as
large when compared to evaluations of “illegal immigrants,” partly due to the
partisan and ideological nature of candidate evaluations. While the party iden-
tification variable was statistically significant in some of the policy/group mod-
els, its effects appear to be much stronger in the candidate feeling thermometer
models.

Table 7 presents the 2016 results, which illustrates a similar relationship.
However, most likely due to Trump’s strong anti-immigrant candidacy and
over-the-top nationalism, the American identity prioritization coefficients are
nearly double that of the 2012 Romney model coefficients. Ranging across the
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Latinx to American Identity Strength
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Figure 2. Predicted values of support for progressive immigration policy
option with 90 percent confidence bands by identity prioritization, ANES
2012 and 2016. Predicted values are based on coefficients in tables 1 and 2,
Model 3.

models, for each unit change in identity prioritization we observe between 2.9
and 6.4 points change in support for Trump (on the 0—100 thermometer scale).
Figure 6 illustrates both pre-election and postelection effects—revealing con-
sistent patterns across survey waves. High Latinx identifiers give Trump a
score between about 10 and 15 points on the 0-100 scale, whereas high
American identifiers rate Trump around 40 on the same scale. Thus, even after
accounting for partisanship, ideology, economic views, and racial attitudes,
American identity prioritization provides additional insight into Latinx support
for Donald Trump.

Having focused on identity prioritization, we now turn to the other varia-
bles. Overall, we do not find any unanticipated relationships that would chal-
lenge theoretical expectations. For example, party identification, ideology,
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Table 3. Predictors of attitudes toward border wall, 2016

Border wall support, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 0.513%* 0.546%* 0.425%*
(0.073) 0.077) (0.076)
Age —0.0004 -0.002
(0.007) (0.007)
Female -0.144 -0.085
(0.213) (0.205)
Education -0.161 -0.046
(0.103) (0.101)
Income 40 < 80 0.396 0.188
(0.253) (0.243)
Income > 80 -0.234 -0.373
(0.293) (0.285)
Missing income -0.275 —0.336
(0.899) (0.844)
Mexican -0.076 -0.195
(0.239) (0.233)
Cuban 0.926" 0.742
(0.504) (0.476)
Puerto Rican 0.684" 0.786*
(0.360) (0.347)
Catholic -0.247 -0.182
(0.219) (0.212)
Generation 0.085 -0.017
(0.143) (0.137)
Worship attendance 0.058
(0.072)
Political knowledge -0.166"
(0.095)
Dem-Rep PID 0.187%*
(0.067)
Liberal-conservative ideo 0.168"
(0.093)
Racial resentment 0.260*
(0.118)
US economy worse 0.194*
(0.098)
Constant —1.592%: -1.215% -0.789
(0.106) (0.485) 0.481)
(continued)
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Table 3. (continued)

Border wall support, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N 352 336 323
R-squared 0.124 0.181 0.319
Adj. R-squared 0.122 0.151 0.279

Note.—Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose building a wall on the US bor-
der with Mexico?

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Latinx to American ldentity Strength

Predicted Wall Support
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Figure 3. Predicted values of support for the Mexico border wall with 90
percent confidence bands by identity prioritization, ANES 2016. Predicted
values are based on coefficients in table 3, Model 3.
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Table 4. Predictors of attitudes toward “illegal immigrants,” 2012

Illegal immigrant favorability, ANES 12

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Prioritize American > Latinx ID —6.357%* -5.207%* —4.635%*
(0.560) (0.593) (0.655)
Age -0.048 —0.005
(0.052) (0.060)
Female 0.957 0.761
(1.649) (1.815)
Education -0.587 -0.870
(0.800) (0.880)
Income 40 < 80 -0.268 -0.252
(2.000) (2.167)
Income > 80 -1.351 -1.877
(2.644) (2.770)
Missing income 0.560 -0.772
(2.904) (3.706)
Mexican 2.775 4.493*
(2.239) (2.390)
Cuban —4.082 -0.811
(3.626) (3.814)
Puerto Rican 2.749 5.534
(3.242) (3.490)
Catholic 3.236" 1.527
(1.685) (1.859)
Generation —8.965%* —8.568%**
(1.131) (1.227)
Worship attendance 1.022%
(0.587)
Political knowledge —-0.633
(0.827)
Dem-Rep PID —1.249%
(0.544)
Liberal-conservative ideo -1.394%
(0.743)
Racial resentment —2.7733%*
(1.030)
US economy worse —2.659%*
(0.919)
Constant 63.278%* 72.000%* 69.731%*
(0.896) (3.995) 4.716)
(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Illegal immigrant favorability, ANES 12

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N 908 871 703
R-squared 0.125 0.204 0.269
Adj. R-squared 0.124 0.192 0.250

Source.—2012 ANES, Latino sample.

Note.—How would you rate illegal immigrants? Ratings between 50 degrees and 100
degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the group. Ratings between O degrees
and 50 degrees mean that you don’t feel favorable toward the group and that you don’t care
too much for that group. You would rate the group at the 50-degree mark if you don’t feel par-
ticularly warm or cold toward the group.

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

racial resentment, and economic evaluations help explain policy attitudes and
favorability ratings in theoretically sensible directions. In terms of demo-
graphic controls, there are no consistent patterns across all of the models.
However, it is worth highlighting that Puerto Ricans, relative to other Latinx,
are disproportionately supportive of building a border wall. Consistent with
arguments made by Garcia-Rios, Pedraza, and Wilcox-Archuleta (2018), this
may reflect a reduced tendency to view xenophobic rhetoric about the border
wall as a direct attack against those of Puerto Rican descent given their unique
status as American citizens.

Finally, we conducted a number of additional analyses (see tables B4-B22
in the Supplementary Material) that show that the main results are not sensitive
to modeling choices, missing observations, or sample design and non-
response. To rule out the possibility that the identity prioritization measure
simply correlates with a variety of policy positions rather than distinctly related
to restrictive immigration attitudes, we considered opinions toward other poli-
cies not directly linked to the Latinx community. These additional results (see
table B23 in the Supplementary Material) reveal no statistically or substan-
tively significant relationships between the American identity prioritization
variable and attitudes toward global warming or federal spending on science/
technology and crime. We also replicated the analyses (to the extent possible)
with the 2006 Latino National Study (LNS). The LNS models (see table B24
in the Supplementary Material) show that individuals who prioritize a US
American identity have a more favorable view of President George W. Bush
and are less likely than their counterparts to support progressive policy options
(e.g.,” immediate legalization”) toward undocumented immigrants. Finally,
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Table 5. Predictors of attitudes toward “illegal immigrants,” 2016

Illegal immigrant favorability, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Prioritize American > Latinx ID —6.477%%* -5.860%* —4.23]%*
(0.925) (0.964) (0.930)
Age -0.115 -0.077
(0.083) (0.079)
Female 4.155 3.737
(2.659) (2.491)
Education 0.066 -1.650
(1.283) (1.222)
Income 40 < 80 -3.742 -1.804
(3.173) (2.959)
Income > 80 -1.867 -0.974
3.671) (3.464)
Missing income -9.796 -9.401
(11.237) (10.235)
Mexican 3.012 3.422
(2.994) (2.824)
Cuban -7.089 -5.732
(6.292) (5.772)
Puerto Rican -3.500 -5.085
(4.528) (4.206)
Catholic 8.6987** 8.552%%*
(2.739) (2.576)
Generation —5.750%* -3.783*
(1.793) (1.676)
Worship attendance 0.224
(0.873)
Political knowledge 2.124*
(1.160)
Dem-Rep PID —2.312%*
0.811)
Liberal-conservative ideo -1.699
(1.134)
Racial resentment -2.737*
(1.432)
US economy worse —4.092%*
(1.190)
Constant 62.119%%* 67.922%* 61.066%*
(1.350) (6.066) (5.847)
(continued)
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Table 5. (continued)

Illegal immigrant favorability, ANES 16

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N 350 334 322
R-squared 0.124 0.216 0.362
Adj. R-squared 0.121 0.187 0.325

Note.—How would you rate illegal immigrants? Ratings between 50 degrees and 100
degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the group. Ratings between 0 degrees
and 50 degrees mean that you don’t feel favorable toward the group and that you don’t care
too much for that group. You would rate the group at the 50-degree mark if you don’t feel par-
ticularly warm or cold toward the group.

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
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Figure 4. Predicted favorability score toward “illegal immigrants” with
90 percent confidence bands by identity prioritization, ANES 2012 and
2016. Predicted values are based on coefficients in tables 4 and 5, Model 3.
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Table 6. Predictors of attitudes toward “Mitt Romney,” 2012

Romney favorability (pre) Romney favorability (post)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American > 2.744** 2.113**% 0.206  3.614** 3.137** 1.563*

Latinx ID (0.639) (0.700) (0.622) (0.621) (0.681) (0.638)
Age 0.207** 0.173%* 0.192%* 0.135*
(0.062) (0.057) (0.060) (0.058)
Female —4.374%  -3.409* -1.527 -1.629
(1.951) (1.726) (1.896) (1.766)
Education -0.473  -0.300 -0.355 -0.919
(0.948) (0.836) (0.917) (0.855)
Income 40 < 80 0.447 -0.959 3.103 2.031
(2.357) (2.058) (2.298) (2.110)
Income > 80 2.791 -0.986 3.378 0.018
3.111) (2.632) (3.024) (2.692)
Missing income 0.838 -2.625 1.109  0.270
(3.472) (3.518) (3.285) (3.565)
Mexican 0.800 -0.734 1.511  -0.121
(2.647) (2.265) (2.568) (2.322)
Cuban 5907 -4.053 -1.396 -8.619*
(4.241) (3.579) (4.096) (3.641)
Puerto Rican -1.501 -4.466 -4.354 -7.092%
(3.784) (3.291) (3.678) (3.370)
Catholic -1.168 1.551 -0.767 1.957
(1.991) (1.764) (1.934) (1.807)
Generation 0.354 0.626 -0.356 0.177
(1.332) (1.164) (1.298) (1.193)
Worship attendance 1.435% 2.493%%
(0.558) (0.572)
Political knowledge 0.753 0.694
(0.783) (0.803)
Dem-Rep PID 6.696** 5.507**
(0.518) (0.530)
Liberal-conservative ideo 2.409%* 2.707**
(0.705) (0.723)
Racial resentment 2.670%* 2.815%%*
(0.980) (1.001)
US economy worse 5.142%%* 3.454%%*
(0.873) (0.896)
Constant 38.109** 31.702%* 35.295%* 39.115%* 31.393** 34.906**

(1.024) (4.738) (4.469) (0.995) (4.588) (4.583)

(continued)
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Table 6. (continued)

Romney favorability (pre) Romney favorability (post)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

N 906 870 705 907 871 702
R-squared 0.020 0.046 0454  0.036  0.057 0.399
Adj. R-squared 0.019  0.032 0439 0.035 0.044 0.383

Note.—How would you rate Mitt Romney? Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees
mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the person. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50
degrees mean that you don’t feel favorable toward the person and that you don’t care too
much for that person. You would rate the person at the 50-degree mark if you don’t feel par-
ticularly warm or cold toward the person.

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
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Figure 5. Predicted favorability score toward presidential candidate Mitt
Romney with 90 percent confidence bands by identity prioritization,
ANES 2012. Predicted values are based on coefficients in table 6, Models 3
and 6.
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Table 7. Predictors of attitudes toward ‘“Donald Trump,” 2016

Trump favorability (pre) Trump favorability (post)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American > 6.545**  6.072**  3.506%* 6.386%*  5.944** 3.013**

Latinx ID (1.109) (1.165) (0.986) (1.117) (1.171)  (0.963)
Age 0.118 0.061 0.140 0.070
(0.101)  (0.085) (0.100)  (0.083)
Female -5.937%  -3.952 -3.227 0424
(3.231)  (2.660) (3.239) (2.594)
Education -1.529 0.414 -3.841*% -1.498
(1.566)  (1.305) (1.565) (1.272)
Income 40 < 80 3397  -0.508 6.771%  3.092
(3.844) (3.157) (3.852) (3.074)
Income > 80 -0.357 -4.568 1.462  -2.378
(4.442) (3.697) 4.464) (3.614)
Missing income -10.152 -11.711 -15.464 -16.944
(13.610) (10.918) (13.690) (10.657)
Mexican 3.045 1.182 -1.780 -2.321
(3.647) (3.021) (3.654)  (2.948)
Cuban 13.320* 9.265 15.963* 12.498%
(7.630)  (6.160) (7.669)  (6.014)
Puerto Rican -4.834  -3.503 -3.975 -1.169
(5.498) (4.527) 5.474) (4.381)
Catholic -6.527"  -5.105% -6.788% —6.027*
(3.321) (2.748) (3.330) (2.674)
Generation 5.363*%  2.791 4.469*%  2.087
(2.166)  (1.782) 2.178)  (1.739)
Worship attendance 2.293* 1.961%*
(0.933) (0.910)
Political knowledge -3.079* —2.583*
(1.230) (1.208)
Dem-Rep PID 6.269%* 6.676%*
(0.863) (0.841)
Liberal-conservative 2.012% 1.873
ideo (1.212) (1.181)
Racial resentment 3.565% 5.014%%
(1.527) (1.494)
US economy worse 3.506%* 3.625%*
(1.265) (1.236)
Constant 22.872%% 19.314%* 29.462%* 28.494%*% 31.132%* 38.999%:*

(1.626)  (7.350) (6.242) (1.632)  (7.386) (6.081)

(continued)
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Table 7. (continued)

Trump favorability (pre) Trump favorability (post)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

N 348 333 321 351 335 322
R-squared 0.091 0.154 0.482 0.086 0.159 0.520
Adj. R-squared 0.089 0.122 0.452 0.083 0.128 0.492

Note.—How would you rate Donald Trump? Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees
mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the person. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50
degrees mean that you don’t feel favorable toward the person and that you don’t care too
much for that person. You would rate the person at the 50-degree mark if you don’t feel par-
ticularly warm or cold toward the person.

OLS regression; two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.

#p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
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Figure 6. Predicted favorability score toward presidential candidate
Donald Trump with 90 percent confidence bands by identity prioritization,
ANES 2016. Predicted values are based on coefficients in table 7, Models 3
and 6.
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tables B34-B42 (in the Supplementary Material) explore the potential interac-
tive effect of identity prioritization and socio-economic status (income and
education) on each outcome variable. With the exception of attitudes toward
Mitt Romney in the pre-election wave and the construction of a border wall in
2016, there were no statistically significant interactive effects in any of the
fully specified models. While income is associated with American identity
prioritization (see tables B2 and B3 in the Supplementary Material), the inter-
action between socio-economic status and identity prioritization does not shed
any additional insights into Latinx support for restrictive immigration policies
and candidates.

Conclusion

The present study draws from social identity theory to explain Latinx support
for restrictive immigration policies and the politicians who support them. We
have argued that identity prioritization is a component of and indicator for the
type of social mobility strategy utilized by many Latinx in the United States as
they struggle to navigate the comparatively lower status associated with their
social group. Those with the capacity to do so may prioritize their US
American identity over their Latinx identity in an effort to pass as a member
of the former and disassociate from the latter. As hypothesized, such individu-
als were significantly more likely to support restrictive immigration policies
and Republican presidential candidates even after controlling for a range of
political variables and alternative explanations. Conversely, prioritizing a
Latinx identity signifies efforts to collaborate with ingroup members to
improve the collective status of the social group, which in the contemporary
context necessitates challenging discriminatory practices and prejudicial beliefs
against (un)documented immigrants.

Our study not only fills an important gap in scholarly research on Latinx
attitudes toward immigration, but also sheds light on the potential challenges
to Latinx political unity and “linked fate.” Sanchez and Masuoka (2010) dem-
onstrate that Latinx linked fate is both prevalent and predicated upon shared
difficulties with social integration and marginalization derived from the immi-
grant experience. However, existing scholarship has also noted that “Latinx” is
a socially imposed, pan-ethnic identity that ignores the tremendous diversity
within this community (Masuoka 2006), and may therefore lack the emotional
resonance necessary to inspire political unity and collective action. What is of-
ten missing is an appreciation that those who lack a sense of linked fate with
the Latinx community may actually be working against the interests of the
group rather than merely sitting on the sidelines. As such, the integration of
SIT and analytical focus on identity prioritization is a more precise means of
understanding when and why individuals choose to abandon the group.
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Furthermore, there are no clear theoretical reasons to assume that these
processes are restricted to the Latinx community. There are a number of other
social groups in the United States, such as Muslim Americans and Asian
Americans, whose group interests are often regarded as “undesirable” or “un-
American” by large segments of the population (Lajevardi and Oskooii 2018;
Oskooii, Dana, and Barreto 2019). We look forward to future research that can
apply the present framework to explore whether these group members
similarly prioritize a US American identity and dissociate themselves from
their social group and its shared interests, and what specific factors may render
“passing” impossible or undesirable for different social groups.

In a similar vein, given the Latinx population’s diversity in country of
origin, temporal proximity to the immigration experience, and other attributes,
future research should consider how US American identity prioritization
operates for different subgroups. In other words, are the effects observed for
identity prioritization heterogeneous?

Although much can be gained from an analysis of the effects of identity pri-
oritization, it is important to acknowledge that individuals in complex societies
usually belong to several overlapping social groups. While some groups are
voluntarily joined, others are imposed by broader social forces based on as-
criptive characteristics. Membership in a group does not necessarily contribute
to an individual’s social identity (Tajfel and Turner 1979), and social group
membership may mean different things in different contexts. Therefore, an in-
dividual may choose to prioritize a particular identity in some contexts but not
others or emphasize their membership in both groups equally (Roccas and
Brewer 2002)."* Latinx can display both strong ethnic and national identities
(Schildkraut 2011; Citrin and Sears 2014), which may be regarded as a sign of
acculturation (as one feels equally well connected to their ancestral heritage as
their country of residence), or it could reflect a sense of alienation from both
(Golash-Boza 2006). Similar distinctions could likely be made with respect to
other marginal social groups whose members may be strongly or weakly
connected to both their national and subnational identities. Although there is a
rich literature on multiple social identities (Roccas and Brewer 2002), it is not
clear whether equal identification represents two identities experienced as
separate aspects of the self that switch with context, as a compound identity
where they are inextricably connected to one another, or as nested identities
(e.g., superordinate and subgroup identities) that complement each other to
serve different needs (Brewer 1999). In the case of the latter, research on the

13. Citrin and Sears (2014) describe “Hyphenated Americans” as a “halfway house” between im-
migration and assimilation. Such individuals are more likely to regard their ethnic identity as very
important to them, compared to those who solely identify as American and are just as patriotic.
While many of these hyphenated Americans will prioritize one identity over the other, some will
regard them as equally important.
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common ingroup identity model suggests that outgroup bias can be reduced
when individuals view themselves as being members of a shared superordinate
group (Gaertner et al. 1993). As such, we encourage future scholars to further
explore the conditions under which identity prioritization may change along
with developing more precise measures and hypotheses for those who choose
not to prioritize one identity over the other.

Similarly, we encourage researchers to explore how different conceptions of
what a US American identity means may affect these processes. The literature
points out that US American identity can mean different things to different
people in various contexts, and that this can have particularly important impli-
cations for immigration attitudes (Schildkraut 2011; Citrin and Sears 2014).
Unfortunately, due to data limitations, we assumed that those who prioritize a
US American identity have adopted a monolithic conception of that identity,
which lends itself toward support for more restrictive immigration policies.
While this interpretation may be appropriate in this particular context, it is our
hope that future work will be able to incorporate more nuanced measures that
could explore the differential effects of various notions of US American
identity.

Finally, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of this study. The
comparatively harsher rhetoric employed by President Trump against the
Latinx community arguably further devalued Latinx group status in US soci-
ety. Although it would be consistent with our expectation that more Latinx
individuals may choose to pursue an individual social mobility strategy (or, if
that fails, to pursue a collective social mobility strategy) compared to previous
years, we simply lack adequate panel data to properly evaluate this hypothesis.
Future research relying on time series/panel data to capture such changes and/
or framing experiments to evaluate how rhetoric against one’s social group
can impact identity prioritization would be beneficial in this regard. Another
limitation of our research concerns accounting for perceptions of Latinx group
status. Since the datasets lack adequate measures of group status, we can only
encourage future research to develop and incorporate such measures to further
explore the potential link between self-perceptions of group status and identity
prioritization among Latinx.

We also acknowledge that there are numerous reasons why Latinx (and mi-
nority groups in general) face discrimination. We do not seek to conflate being
a member of a group that has experienced discrimination in the past with per-
sonally experiencing discrimination based on perceived membership in a
group. Once again, the ANES lacks fine-grained measures to satisfactorily
account for this distinction, and the role it may play in influencing identity
prioritization among Latinx. Moving forward, future work would benefit from
exploring this possible relationship, as well as investigating the ways in which
state and local immigration policies (e.g., California’s Proposition 187) may
influence identity prioritization.
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REPLICATION DATA AND DOCUMENTATION are available at https://
dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentld=doi: 10.7910/DVN/DPENTQ.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL may be found in the online version of this
article: https://doi.org/10.1093/pog/nfaa048.

References

Basler, Carleen. 2014. “White Dreams and Red Votes: Mexican Americans and the Lure of
Inclusion in the Republican Party.” In Retheorizing Race and Whiteness in the 21st Century,
edited by Charles A. Gallagher and France Winddance Twine, 131-74. New York:
Routledge.

Bedolla, Lisa Garcia. 2003. “The Identity Paradox: Latino Language, Politics and Selective
Dissociation.” Latino Studies 1:264-83.

Boen, Filip, and Norbert Vanbeselaere. 2001. “Individual versus Collective Responses to
Membership in a Low-Status Group: The Effects of Stability and Individual Ability.”
Journal of Social Psychology 141:765-83.

Bowler, Shaun, Stephen P. Nicholson, and Gary M. Segura. 2006. “Earthquakes and
Aftershocks: Race, Direct Democracy, and Partisan Change.” American Journal of Political
Science 50:146-59.

Brader, Ted, Nicholas A. Valentino, and Elizabeth Suhay. 2008. “What Triggers Public
Opposition to Immigration? Anxiety, Group Cues, and Immigration Threat.” American
Journal of Political Science 52:959-78.

Branton, Regina, Erin C. Cassese, Bradford S. Jones, and Chad Westerland. 2011. “All Along
the Watchtower: Acculturation Fear, Anti-Latino Affect, and Immigration.” Journal of
Politics 73:664-79.

Brewer, Marilynn B. 1999. “Multiple Identities and Identity Transition: Implications for Hong
Kong.” International Journal for Intercultural Relations 23:187-97.

Burns, Peter, and James G. Gimpel. 2000. “Economic Insecurity, Prejudicial Stereotypes, and
Public Opinion on Immigration Policy.” Political Science Quarterly 115:201-25.

Citrin, Jack, and David O. Sears. 2014. American Identity and the Politics of Multiculturalism.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Collingwood, Loren, Stephen Omar El-Khatib, and Benjamin Gonzalez O’Brien. 2018.
“Sustained Organizational Influence: American Legislative Exchange Council and the
Diffusion of Anti-Sanctuary Policy.” Policy Studies Journal 47:735-73.

Dawson, Michael C. 1995. Behind the Mule: Race and Class in African-American Politics.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Emeka, Amon, and Jody Agius Vallejo. 2011. “Non-Hispanics with Latin American Ancestry:
Assimilation, Race, and Identity among Latin American Descendants in the US.” Social
Science Research 40:1547-63.

Fabian, Jordan. 2018. “Trump: Migrant Caravan ‘Is an Invasion.”” The Hill, October 29.
https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/413624-trump-calls-migrant-caravan-an-invasion.

Farris, Emily M., and Heather Silber Mohamed. 2018. “Picturing Immigration: How the Media
Criminalizes Immigrants.” Politics, Groups, and Identities 6:814-24.

220z 1aqwia9( Gz uo Jasn Aseiqi] alemeaq o Ausianiun Aq $965029/098/1/¥8/2101e/bod/wod dnoojwapese//:sdiy woly papeojumoq


https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/DPFNTQ
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/DPFNTQ
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/DPFNTQ
https://academic.oup.com/poq/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/poq/nfaa048#supplementary-data
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa048
https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/413624-trump-calls-migrant-caravan-an-invasion

890 Hickel Jr. et al.

Gaertner, Samuel L., John F. Dovidio, Phyllis A. Anastasio, Betty A. Bachman, and Mary C.
Rust. 1993. “The Common Ingroup Identity Model: Recategorization and the Reduction of
Intergroup Bias.” European Review of Social Psychology 4:1-26.

Garcia-Rios, Sergio, Francisco Pedraza, and Bryan Wilcox-Archuleta. 2018. “Direct and
Indirect Xenophobic Attacks: Unpacking Portfolios of Identity.” Political Behavior 41:
633-56.

Golash-Boza, Tanya. 2006. “Dropping the Hyphen? Becoming Latino(a)-American through
Racialized Assimilation.” Social Forces 85:27-55.

Golash-Boza, Tanya, and William Darity Jr. 2008. “Latino Racial Choices: The Effects of
Skin Colour and Discrimination on Latinos’ and Latinas’ Racial Self-Identifications.” Ethnic
and Racial Studies 31:899-934.

Hart, Roderick P. 1978. The Political Pulpit. West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press.

Howard, Judith A. 2000. “Social Psychology of Identities.” Annual Review of Sociology 26:
367-93.

Huddy, Leonie. 2001. “From Social to Political Identity: A Critical Examination of Social
Identity Theory.” Political Psychology 22:127-56.

Huddy, Leonie, Lilliana Mason, and S. Nechama Horwitz. 2016. “Political Identity
Convergence: On Being Latino, Becoming a Democrat, and Getting Active.” RSF: The
Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social Sciences 2:205-28.

Huddy, Leonie, and Simo Virtanen. 1995. “Subgroup Differentiation and Subgroup Bias
among Latinos as a Function of Familiarity and Positive Distinctiveness.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 68:97-108.

Jackson, Linda A., Linda A. Sullivan, Richard Harnish, and Carole N. Hodge. 1996.
“Achieving Positive Social Identity: Social Mobility, Social Creativity, and Permeability of
Group Boundaries.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 70:241-54.

Lajevardi, Nazita, and Kassra A. R. Oskooii. 2018. “Old-Fashioned Racism, Contemporary
Islamophobia, and the Isolation of Muslim Americans in the Age of Trump.” Journal of
Race, Ethnicity and Politics 3:112-52.

Lajevardi, Nazita, Kassra A. R. Oskooii, Hannah L. Walker, and Aubrey L. Westfall. 2020.
“The Paradox between Integration and Perceived Discrimination among American
Muslims.” Political Psychology 41:587-606.

Levin, Shana, and Jim Sidanius. 1999. “Social Dominance and Social Identity in the United States
and Israel: Ingroup Favoritism or Outgroup Derogation?” Political Psychology 20:99-126.

LeVine, Robert A., and Donald T. Campbell. 1972. Ethnocentrism: Theories of Conflict,
Ethnic Attitudes, and Group Behavior. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Lopez, Mark Hugo, Ana Gonzalez-Barrera, and Jens Manuel Krogstad. 2018. “More Latinos
Have Serious Concerns about Their Place in America under Trump.” Pew Research Center:
Hispanic Trends, October 25. https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2018/10/25/more-lati
nos-have-serious-concerns-about-their-place-in-america-under-trump/.

Masuoka, Natalie. 2006. “Together They Become One: Examining the Predictors of Panethnic
Group Consciousness among Asian Americans and Latinos.” Social Science Quarterly 87:
993-1011.

Ono, Hiromi. 2002. “Assimilation, Ethnic Competition, and Ethnic Identities of US-Born
Persons of Mexican Origin.” International Migration Review 36:726-45.

Oskooii, Kassra A. R. 2016. “How Discrimination Impacts Sociopolitical Behavior: A
Multidimensional Perspective.” Political Psychology 37:613-40.

———. 2018. “Perceived Discrimination and Political Behavior.” British Journal of Political
Science 50:867-92.

Oskooii, Kassra A. R., Karam Dana, and Matthew A. Barreto. 2019. “Beyond Generalized
Ethnocentrism: Islam-Specific Beliefs and Prejudice toward Muslim Americans.” Politics,
Groups, and Identities 7:1-28. doi:10.1080/21565503.2019.1623053.

220z 1aqwia9( Gz uo Jasn Aseiqi] alemeaq o Ausianiun Aq $965029/098/1/¥8/2101e/bod/wod dnoojwapese//:sdiy woly papeojumoq


https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2018/10/25/more-latinos-have-serious-concerns-about-their-place-in-america-under-trump/
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2018/10/25/more-latinos-have-serious-concerns-about-their-place-in-america-under-trump/
https://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2019.1623053

The Role of Identity Prioritization 891

Padilla, Amado M., and William Perez. 2003. “Acculturation, Social Identity, and Social
Cognition: A New Perspective.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 25:35-55.

Pedraza, Francisco 1. 2014. “The Two-Way Street of Acculturation, Discrimination, and Latino
Immigration Restrictionism.” Political Research Quarterly 67:889-904.

Peters, Gerhard and John T. Woolley. 2015. “Donald J. Trump, Remarks Announcing
Candidacy for President in New York City.” The American Presidency Project, June 6.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/310310.

Phinney, Jean S., Cindy Lou Cantu, and Dawn A. Kurtz. 1997. “Ethnic and American Identity
as Predictors of Self-Esteem among African American, Latino, and White Adolescents.”
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 26:165-85.

Roccas, Sonia, and Marilynn B. Brewer. 2002. “Social Identity Complexity.” Personality and
Social Psychology Review 6:88—106.

Sanchez, Gabriel R. 2006. “The Role of Group Consciousness in Latino Public Opinion.”
Political Research Quarterly 59:435-46.

Sanchez, Gabriel R., and Natalie Masuoka. 2010. “Brown-Utility Heuristic? The Presence and
Contributing Factors of Latino Linked Fate.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 32:
519-31.

Schildkraut, Deborah J. 2011. “National Identity in the United States.” In Handbook of Identity
Theory and Research, edited by Seth J. Schwartz, Koen Luyckx, and Vivian L. Vignoles,
845-65. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Sherman, David K., and Geoffrey L. Cohen. 2006. “The Psychology of Self-Defense: Self-
Affirmation Theory.” Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 38:183-242.

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. 1979. “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict.” In
The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, edited by William G. Austin and Stephen
Worchel, 33—47. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Taylor, Donald M., and David J. McKirnan. 1984. “Theoretical Contributions: A Five-Stage
Model of Intergroup Relations.” British Journal of Social Psychology 23:291-300.

Taylor, Donald M., Fathali M. Moghaddam, Ian Gamble, and Evelyn Zellerer. 1987.
“Disadvantaged Group Response to Perceived Inequality: From Passive Acceptance to
Collective Action.” Journal of Social Psychology 127:259-72.

Valdez, Zulema. 2011. “Political Participation among Latinos in the United States: The Effect
of Group Identity and Consciousness.” Social Science Quarterly 92:466-82.

Wallace, Sophia J. 2014. “Papers Please: State-Level Anti-Immigrant Legislation in the Wake
of Arizona’s SB 1070.” Political Science Quarterly 129:261-92.

220z 1aqwia9( Gz uo Jasn Aseiqi] alemeaq o Ausianiun Aq $965029/098/1/¥8/2101e/bod/wod dnoojwapese//:sdiy woly papeojumoq


https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/310310

	tblfn1
	tblfn2
	tblfn3
	tblfn4
	tblfn5
	tblfn6
	tblfn7
	tblfn8
	tblfn9
	tblfn10
	tblfn11
	tblfn12
	tblfn13
	tblfn14
	tblfn15
	tblfn16
	tblfn17
	tblfn18
	tblfn19
	tblfn20
	tblfn21
	tblfn22
	tblfn23
	tblfn24
	tblfn25
	tblfn26
	tblfn27
	tblfn28
	tblfn29
	tblfn30
	tblfn32
	tblfn33
	tblfn34
	tblfn35
	tblfn36
	tblfn37
	tblfn38

