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Abstract

Social Identity Theory suggests that individuals are motivated to support/oppose policies
and politicians that benefit/harm members of their in-group as a means of protecting their
social status. Since the Republican Party’s rhetoric against immigrants in recent decades
has often been viewed as an assault upon those of Latinx descent, it is not surprising that
strong majorities oppose restrictionist immigration policies and support the Democratic
Party. However, the existing literature has overlooked why a sizeable minority of Latinx
voters express support for restrictionist immigration policies and the politicians who
espouse them. Our analysis of Latinx voters with the 2012 and 2016 American National
Election Study (ANES) demonstrates that the degree to which individuals prioritize their
U.S. American identity over their Latinx identity has a significant influence over support
for conservative immigration policies and GOP candidates. We observe this relationship
above and beyond partisanship, ideology, and other key explanatory factors. Drawing
upon the Social Identity literature, we contend that such attitudes likely represent an
Individual Social Mobility strategy in which members of a social group attempt to “pass”
as a member of a higher status group. Prioritizing a U.S. American identity, supporting
the Republican Party, and expressing hostility towards the interests of undocumented
immigrants are a means of distinguishing themselves from a social group that has become
increasingly associated with negative stereotypes. In contrast, those who are unwilling 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.
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Introduction

Over the last several decades, a number of states and local governments have pursued more

restrictive immigration policies1 as the national discourse regarding the undocumented has

become increasingly hostile (Collingwood, El-Khatib and Gonzalez O’Brien, 2018; Wallace,

2014). Since the majority of immigrants to the United States (U.S.) claim Latin American

ancestry/heritage and the term “immigrant” has become increasingly associated with negative

ethnic stereotypes of Latinx (Brader, Valentino and Suhay, 2008; Burns and Gimpel, 2000), 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 benefit/harm members of their in-group as a

means of protecting their social status (Tajfel et al., 1979). While scholars debate the relative

influence of immigration 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 Center2 demonstrates that a significant minority of the Latinx

community support restrictionist measures and express hostility towards immigrants: 25% of

Latinx believe that there are too many immigrants living in America, 10% would oppose a

law granting legal status to “Dreamers,” and 19% support building a border wall with Mexico.

Given that nearly 60 million individuals are of Hispanic 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 U.S.
1E.g. 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).

2Pew Research Center, October 25, 2018, “More Latinos Have Serious Concerns About Their Place in
America Under Trump” https://www.pewhispanic.org/2018/10/25/views-of-immigration-policy/
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Building upon SIT, we argue that a sizable minority of Latinx attempt to escape the lower

social status associated with the Latinx social group by prioritizing a U.S. 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 impossible 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 Study (ANES) demonstrates that individuals

who prioritize a U.S. American identity above their Latinx identity express significantly less

favorability towards the undocumented and more support for restrictive immigration policy

proposals. Additionally, we find that the degree to which individuals prioritize a Latinx identity

over a U.S. 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 U.S. 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 Jr, 2008). In fact, the term “immigrant” has become increasingly

associated with negative ethnic stereotypes of Latinx (Brader, Valentino and Suhay, 2008;

Burns and Gimpel, 2000). Elite and media frames associating Latinx immigration with

domestic crime, national security concerns, and cultural change has further exacerbated the

tendency for many Anglo-Americans to view Latinx as a threatening out-group (Branton et al.,

2011; Farris and Silber Mohamed, 2018). Donald Trump’s description of Mexican immigrants

as criminals and rapists3 along with his characterization of the Central American “Caravan” of

3Donald J. Trump, (06/16/2015), Remarks Announcing Candidacy for President in New York City. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project: https://www.presidency.
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asylum seekers as an enemy invasion4 has further conflated the Latinx community with both

legal and undocumented immigrants and diminished the status of this diverse population.

Tajfel et al. (1979, p. 40) defined “Social Identity” as “aspects of an individual’s self-

image that derive from the social categories to which he perceives himself as belonging.” The

relative status of each group is determined through inter-group 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 et al., 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 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 U.S. society. Building upon

the fundamental human desire to enhance individual self-esteem, Social Identity Theorists have

identified a number of strategies5 that may be pursued to accomplish that goal depending on

the nature of inter-group relationships.

Individual Social Mobility strategies are those in which there is an attempt to improve

individual status without challenging the existing social hierarchy or improving the collective

status of one’s social group. More specifically, 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 out-group threat generally leads to stronger in-group

identification, Howard (2000) demonstrates that some members of stigmatized groups may

attempt to dissociate themselves from these undervalued groups instead of working to increase

the status of their group. Similarly, research on Social Dominance Orientation (preference for

the establishment and maintenance of group-based social hierarchy) demonstrates that Latinx

exhibiting this personality characteristic are less likely to identify with their in-group and

ucsb.edu/node/310310
4https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/413624-trump-calls-migrant-caravan-an-invasion
5One 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 (e.g. the
results of social group comparisons are not arbitrary 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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express more positive out-group affect out of a sense that the subordinate status of the

in-group 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 et al., 1979),

and some individuals will have more capacity to dissociate 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 passing into a high-status group and the perceived realistic opportunity for

success are critical to the pursuit of this strategy (Boen and Vanbeselaere, 2001; Taylor and

McKirnan, 1984). While cultural understandings of the requisites for a U.S. American

identity6 are neither static nor uncontested (Hart, 1978), successful passage minimally entails

embracing values of liberty and equality, along with admiration of U.S. institutions and

customs (Citrin and Sears, 2014; Schildkraut, 2011b). 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 U.S. American identity (Bedolla, 2003;

Citrin and Sears, 2014; Golash-Boza, 2006; Ono, 2002; Schildkraut, 2011b).

Research has further indicated that descendants of Latinx immigrants (second generation

and beyond) are more likely to adopt a U.S. American identity and less likely to adopt a

Latinx identity compared to recent arrivals who may find it more difficult to acculturate (Citrin

and Sears, 2014; Golash-Boza, 2006; Ono, 2002). However, because acculturation is a

complex, two-way process of brokered exchange between groups (Pedraza, 2014), prejudice

and discrimination can complicate this process for native-born immigrants (Lajevardi et al.,

2019). Indeed, discriminatory experiences are theorized to elevate an individual’s belief that

they lack the capacity to “pass” or render individual social mobility strategies less desirable.

Taylor and colleague’s (1987) experimental work demonstrates that when social mobility is

denied on account of “unjust processes,” evaluations of the higher status group decline.

6Note that this discussion does not consider legal requirements for residency or citizenship in the U.S.; we are
solely concerned with characteristics necessary for inclusion into the American “cultural family.”
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Similarly, Ono (2002) and Oskooii (2016, 2018) find that perceived discrimination is

associated 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 undesirable,7

individuals will pursue a variety of Collective Social Mobility strategies where they embrace

their social identity and collaborate with in-group members to improve the collective status of

their social group. “Social Creativity” reflects attempts to improve their group status by either

engaging in inter-group comparisons based on different attributes or by comparing themselves

to a lower-status group (Jackson et al., 1996; Tajfel et al., 1979). “Social Change” reflects

efforts to challenge the existing social hierarchy and change the relative status of groups

through competitive processes (Jackson et al., 1996; Tajfel et al., 1979).

Theory and Expectation

Building on extant research, we contend that the decision to prioritize a U.S. American

identity above a Latinx identity likely represents an Individual Social Mobility strategy in

which some individuals have consciously chosen to devalue or disavow their membership in a

lower status group and pass as a member 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 policies may be viewed as a

means of defending the American group boundaries from low-status groups (e.g.,

undocumented Latinx), whose incorporation threaten to devalue their elevated status in

7A variety of scholars theorize that collective social mobility strategies are only pursued when individual
social mobility strategies are perceived to be impossible or undesirable (Padilla and Perez, 2003; Tajfel et al.,
1979; Taylor and McKirnan, 1984; Taylor et al., 1987). Tajfel et al. (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 unsatisfactory, underprivileged, or stigmatized group membership.”

5



society. Second, support for restrictive 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 U.S. American

identity through support 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 interests. 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 supporting

restrictive immigration policies is a means by which those who prioritize their U.S. American

identity can signal to others of their distinction from the prototypical Latinx.

When individual social mobility is impossible or undesirable, improving social status

necessitates embracing in-group identity and working collaboratively with other members to

pursue a collective strategy. In this context, the decision to prioritize a Latinx identity above a

U.S. American identity represents the first step in this process. As previously discussed, a

“Social Creativity” collective strategy is an attempt to improve the status of the group by

either (1) relying upon different attributes for inter-group comparisons or (2) comparing the

in-group to a lower status out-group. The former is exemplified by rhetorical arguments about

the benefits that Latinx and immigrants provide to U.S. society. The latter would be reflected

in efforts by members of the Latinx community 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 demonstrate that many Latinx view the

6



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 acculturate more quickly. Similarly, Huddy and Virtanen (1995) demonstrate that Latinx

categorize themselves into subgroups and regard their own subgroups as higher-status than

other sub-groups. 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 improve

their status, it is unlikely to yield desired outcomes in the contemporary political context.

While members of an in-group are more inclined and capable of drawing distinctions between

various sub-groups, out-group 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 U.S. American identity.

More specifically, such individuals should be more likely to manifest characteristics

associated with the theory of “Linked Fate” (Dawson, 1995) as they engage in inter-group

conflict over social and material rewards with the dominant out-group. 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

interests. 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) demonstrate that the majority of Latinx do express linked fate and such

sentiments are based on difficulties with social integration and the degree of marginalization

7



they experience based on their socio-economic and immigration status. 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

U.S. It therefore appears that those who lack the capacity to pursue an individual social

mobility strategy are more likely to recognize the necessity of acting upon Latinx group

interests. Because the status of the Latinx community has become inextricably tied to that of

documented and undocumented immigrants, the pursuit of Latinx social change strategy

necessitates challenging discriminatory 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 U.S.

American identity above a Latinx identity will have a positive relationship to support for

restrictive immigration policies and political actors who endorse or advocate for such

policies.

Data and Measures

Our study relies on the 2012 and 2016 American National Election Study (ANES) administered

in both pre- and post-election waves through a combination of nationally representative face-

to-face (FTF) and web samples (gFK/Knowledge Networks). The total sample size is n=5,914

(2012) and n=4,271 (2016), with the target sample frame being all U.S. citizen adults aged 18

or older.8

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,

885% (2012) and 84% (2016) of all ANES respondents indicated they were registered to vote, whereas 15%
(2012) and 16% (2016) of respondents indicated they were not registered or did not know. Among Latinx, 79%
(2012) and 77% (2016) of respondents reported being registered. Our results are robust to statistical models
conducted among just Latinx respondents who reported being registered to vote. These additional results are
presented in Table B1 in the online Appendix. More detailed information about the data is also provided in the
supplemental online Appendix.
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survey participants who did not identify as Latinx were excluded from the study.9 For each

year, we subset the data to respondents who self-reported their race or ethnicity as Hispanic.

This decreased the respective sample sizes to n=1,009 (2012) and n=450 (2016).10

For the key explanatory variable, we constructed a ratio measure of identity prioritization

by subtracting the strength of Latinx identity from the strength of U.S. 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 5-point

scale (0 = Not at all important; 1 = A little important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Very

important; 4 = Extremely important). This variable ranges from -4 to +4, where positive values

indicate the degree that one prioritizes a U.S. American identity over a Latinx identity and

negative values indicate the degree to which one prioritizes a Latinx identity over their U.S.

American identity.11 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.12 Figure 1 presents the variable’s distribution for both 2012 and 2016.

As illustrated, the modal value is 0, indicating that a sizable share of the sample gave the same

response to both identity questions – 33.5% in 2012 and 48.6% in 2016. However, 48.5%

of 2012 respondents and 31.5% of 2016 respondents prioritized a U.S. American identity to

9It 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.

10The 2012 survey oversampled Black and Hispanic respondents. Table A3 in the online Appendix presents
weighted demographics from several surveys targeting the same universe. ANES Latinx demographics are similar
to other nationally representative Latinx U.S. citizen adult surveys across a range of demographics. However,
there are some relatively minor differences across education, party identification, and foreign-born status, which
we control for in the analyses.

11Tables B25 - B31 in the online Appendix replace the key identity prioritization measure with discrete
measures for U.S. American identity and Latinx identity. The results are consistent with our theoretical priors,
and do not alter the core findings.

12Tables B32- B33 in the online Appendix 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. We
find that respondents who selected “extremely important” relative to those who selected “not at all important”
hold more favorable attitudes towards “illegal” immigrants, less favorable opinions of Donald Trump, and are less
supportive of building a wall along the U.S.-Mexican border. These findings suggest that when individuals holds
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.
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a Latinx identity, while 18.1% (2012) and 19.9% (2016) prioritized a Latinx identity over a

U.S.-American one.13

Figure 1: Distribution of Latinx to American ID, 2012 and 2016 ANES

2012 ANES

American>Latinx ID Prioritization

D
en

si
ty

−4 −2 0 2 4

0.
0

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

0.
5

2016 ANES

American>Latinx ID Prioritization

D
en

si
ty

−4 −2 0 2 4
0.

0
0.

1
0.

2
0.

3
0.

4
0.

5

To examine the relationship between identity prioritization and political attitudes, we rely

on three feeling thermometer questions that gauge affect towards “Illegal Immigrants,” and

Presidential candidates Mitt Romney and Donald Trump.14 Each thermometer is scaled from

0 to 100, with higher values indicating warmth or favorability. In addition to the affect

measures, we constructed two additional variables to 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 U.S. This question was

13To get a better sense of who, descriptively, prioritizes a U.S. 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 identity over a Latinx identity than their younger
counterparts. Statistically significant relationships were also detected for the following measures: men relative to
women, middle income respondents relative to lower income respondents, descendants of immigrants relative
to first generation respondents, more conservative individuals, and those who express higher levels of racial
resentment. Respondents more likely to prioritize a Latinx identity over a U.S. American identity were those with
Mexican and Puerto Rican heritage, and those with higher frequency of worship attendance. For 2016, individuals
who prioritize a U.S. American identity over a Latinx identity include higher income respondents relative to lower
income respondents, descendants of immigrants relative to first generation, Republican identifiers, and racially
conservative respondents. However, we find somewhat different relationships with respect to country of origin in
that only Puerto Ricans are statistically more likely to prioritize a Latinx identity over a U.S. American identity.
Both sets of findings are reported in Tables B2 and B3 of the online Appendix.

14We examine feeling thermometer ratings for Mitt Romney (2012) and Donald Trump (2016) in both the pre
and post-election waves of the survey.
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posed in both 2012 and 2016 ANES and includes the following response options: (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 citizenship without penalties.” The second policy

measure captures respondents’ views on Donald Trump’s proposal to build a wall along the

Mexico-U.S. border. This question was only available in the 2016 survey and is coded to

range from -3 (Oppose a Great Deal) to +3 (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.

Due to space limitations, we provide a detailed accounting of these variables in the online

Appendix.15

Analysis and Results

We test our hypothesis by estimating a series of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression

models, where the outcomes 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 towards 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 standardized errors in

parentheses. The first column (Model 1) is a bivariate regression between American identity

prioritization and policy attitudes toward unauthorized immigrants, which ranges from a

restrictionist (classify immigrants as felons and deport them) to a progressive position (grant

citizenship with no penalties). The findings show that for each unit change in identity

15Tables A1 and A2 report summary statistics for all of the variables.
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prioritization (from Latinx to U.S.-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 relationship between identity prioritization and policy attitudes toward unauthorized

immigrants remains statistically significant at p<0.01.

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Similar trends are observed with the 2016 ANES. Individuals who prioritize a U.S.

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.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

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 U.S. 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 U.S. American identity have an expected

score of about 1.6 on the the same scale.

Next, we examine an increasingly salient policy proposal in American politics – whether

to build a wall along the U.S.-Mexico border. Consistent with the previous findings, the results

reported in Table 3 show that the coefficient for 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 to 0.56 increase in support for a border wall.

12



Figure 2: Predicted values of support for progressive immigration policy option with 90%
confidence bands by identity prioritization, ANES 2012 and 2016. Predicted values are based
on coefficients in Tables 1 and 2, Model 3.
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[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

To visualize the results, predicted values of support with confidence bands are presented

in Figure 3. As is illustrated, Latinx are generally opposed 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” response option. This is consistent with the

immigration policy findings, and provides the largest cleavage by identity prioritization on any

of the outcome measures.
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Figure 3: Predicted values of support for the Mexico Border Wall with 90% confidence bands
by identity prioritization, ANES 2016. Predicted values are based on coefficients in Table 3,
Model 3.
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The “illegal immigrants” feeling thermometer analyses are also supportive of our

hypothesis. 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.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

To aid in interpretation, Figure 4 graphically depicts this relationship. Across both data

sets, 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 difference of about 40 points in thermometer rating by identity

prioritization provides strong support for our hypothesis.
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Figure 4: Predicted favorability score toward “Illegal Immigrants” with 90% 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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The final set of main analyses examine support for Republican presidential candidates. If

our theoretical priors are correct, we should expect a positive and statistically significant effect

for the identity prioritization variable. Both candidates championed anti-immigrant policy

positions, with Romney advocating for undocumented self-deportation and Trump proposing a

border wall and cracking down on immigration.

Table 6 reports the results of the 2012 pre- and post-election analyses. In general, we find

that 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 post-election 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 U.S. 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 identification variable was statistically significant in

some of the policy/group models, its effects appear to be much stronger in the candidate

feeling thermometer models.

[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]
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Figure 5: Predicted favorability score toward Presidential candidate Mitt Romeny with 90%
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 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 than that of the 2012 Romney

model coefficients. Ranging across the models, for each unit change in identity prioritization

we observe between 2.9 - 6.4 points change in support for Trump (on 0-100 thermometer

scale). Figure 6 illustrates both pre-election and post-election effects – revealing consistent

patterns across survey waves. High Latinx identifiers give Trump a score between about 10-15

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.

[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]
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Figure 6: Predicted favorability score toward Presidential candidate Donald Trump with 90%
confidence bands by identity prioritization, ANES 2016. Predicted values are based on
coefficients in Table 7, Models 3 and 6.

21



Having focused on identity prioritization, we now turn to the other variables. Overall, we

do not find any unanticipated relationships that would challenge theoretical expectations. For

example, we find that party identification, ideology, racial resentment, and economic

evaluations help explain policy attitudes and favorability ratings in theoretically sensible

directions. In terms of demographic controls, we find 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 online Appendix) which 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 also considered

opinions toward other policies not directly linked to the Latinx community. These additional

results (see Table B23) reveal no statistically or substantively 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 in Table B24 show

that individuals who prioritize a U.S. 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. Lastly,

Tables B34-B42 explore the potential interactive effect of identity prioritization and

socio-economic status (income and education) on each outcome variable. With the exception

of attitudes towards 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
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Tables B2 and B3), the interaction between socio-economic status and identity prioritization

does not shed any additional insights into Latinx support for restrictive immigration policies

and candidates.

Conclusion and Discussion

The present study draws from SIT 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 U.S. as they struggle to navigate the comparatively lower status associated with their social

group. Those with the capacity to do so may prioritize their U.S. 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 individuals 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 in-group 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 towards

immigration, but also sheds light on the potential challenges to Latinx political unity and

“Linked Fate.” Sanchez and Masuoka (2010) demonstrate that Latinx linked fate is both

prevalent and predicated upon shared difficulties with social integration and marginalization

derived from the immigrant 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 often 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
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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.

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 U.S., 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 U.S. 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 that the Latinx population’s diversity in country of origin, temporal

proximity to the immigration experience, and other attributes, future research should consider

how U.S. American identity prioritization operates for different subgroups. In other words, are

the effects we observe for identity prioritization heterogeneous?

Although much can be gained from an analysis of the effects of identity prioritization, 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 ascriptive characteristics. Membership in a group does not

necessarily contribute to an individual’s social identity (Tajfel et al., 1979) and social group

membership may mean different things in different contexts. Therefore, an individual 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).16 Latinx can display both

strong ethnic and national identities (Citrin and Sears, 2014; Schildkraut, 2011b) 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

16Citrin and Sears (2014) describe “Hyphenated Americans” as a “halfway house” between immigration 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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social groups whose members may be strongly or weakly connected to both their national and

sub-national 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 Common InGroup Identity Model

suggests that out-group 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 U.S.

American identity means may affect these processes. The literature points out that U.S.

American identity can mean different things to different people in various contexts, and that

this can have particularly important implications for immigration attitudes (Citrin and Sears,

2014; Schildkraut, 2011b). Unfortunately, due to data limitations, we assumed that those who

prioritize a U.S. American identity have adopted a monolithic conception of that identity,

which lends itself towards 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 U.S. American identity.

Finally, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of our study. The comparatively

harsher rhetoric employed by President Trump against the Latinx community arguably further

devalued Latinx group status in U.S. society. 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
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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 minority 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 personally 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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Tables

Immigration Policy

Table 1: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy, 2012. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2012 ANES, Latino sample.

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)
N 911 874 706
R-squared 0.029 0.056 0.099
Adj. R-squared 0.028 0.043 0.075

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table 2: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy, 2016. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2016 ANES, Latino sample.

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)
N 348 333 320
R-squared 0.067 0.117 0.205
Adj. R-squared 0.065 0.084 0.157

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Border Wall

Table 3: Predictors of attitudes towards border wall, 2016. Do you favor, oppose, or neither
favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico?

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)
N 352 336 323
R-squared 0.124 0.181 0.319
Adj. R-squared 0.122 0.151 0.279

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Illegal Immigrant Favorability

Table 4: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.
Source: 2012 ANES, Latino sample.

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 −2.733∗∗∗

(1.030)
US Economy Worse −2.659∗∗∗

(0.919)
Constant 63.278∗∗∗ 72.000∗∗∗ 69.731∗∗∗

(0.896) (3.995) (4.716)
N 908 871 703
R-squared 0.125 0.204 0.269
Adj. R-squared 0.124 0.192 0.250

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table 5: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.

Illegal Immigrant Favorability, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −6.477∗∗∗ −5.860∗∗∗ −4.231∗∗∗

(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 8.698∗∗∗ 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)
N 350 334 322
R-squared 0.124 0.216 0.362
Adj. R-squared 0.121 0.187 0.325

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Presidential Candidate Thermometers

Table 6: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person.

Romney Favorability (Pre) Romney Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 2.744∗∗∗ 2.113∗∗∗ 0.206 3.614∗∗∗ 3.137∗∗∗ 1.563∗∗

(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 5.907 −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)
N 906 870 705 907 871 702
R-squared 0.020 0.046 0.454 0.036 0.057 0.399
Adj. R-squared 0.019 0.032 0.439 0.035 0.044 0.383

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table 7: Predictors of attitudes towards “Donald Trump”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person.

Trump Favorability (Pre) Trump Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 6.545∗∗∗ 6.072∗∗∗ 3.506∗∗∗ 6.386∗∗∗ 5.944∗∗∗ 3.013∗∗∗

(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 −0.424

(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 3.397 −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 Ideo 2.012# 1.873

(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)
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

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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A Part A – Data and Variable Description, Question
Wording, Summary Statistics, Survey Demographic
Comparison

A.1 Data Description
The 2012 ANES was supported by National Science Foundation (NSF) Grants SES-0937715
and SES-0937727, as well as the University of Michigan and Stanford University. The
Principal Investigators were Vincent Hutchings at the University of Michigan and Gary Segura
and Simon Jackman at Stanford University. Ted Brader at the Univeristy of Michigan was
Associate Principal Investigator. The 2016 ANES was supported by NSF Grants
SES-1444721 and SES-1444910. Vincent Hutchings and Ted Brader at the University of
Michigan were Principal Investigators. At Stanford University, Shanto Iyengar was Principal
Investigator during the study’s execution, and Simon Jackman and Gary Segura were Principal
Investigators during the study’s initial conception and development. The population under
study in the 2012 and 2016 ANES face-to-face samples was the U.S. citizen population age 18
or older living in the 48 contiguous states or the District of Columbia, while the target
population for the internet sample was the U.S. citizen population age 18 or older living in the
50 states or the District of Columbia.

The ANES surveys were administered face to face (computer assisted personal
interviewing (CAPI)) and online. The 2012 internet sampling frame were members of GfK’s
KnowledgePanel. KnowledgePanel participants were initially recruited using two
probability-based sampling methods: address-based sampling and random-digit dialing. The
2012 ANES internet sample was limited to KnowledgePanelists who were U.S. citizens and
would be 18 years old by Election Day, November 6, 2012. Only one person per household
was allowed to participate. The face to face interviews were conducted using an
address-based, stratified, multi-stage cluster sample in 125 census tracts based on a nationally
representative sample, with oversamples of African Americans and Hispanics. The 2012
ANES face to face sample selection was performed by Abt SRBI. The 2016 internet sample
was a random draw of addresses from the US Postal Service’s delivery sequence file (DSF),
which included all residential addresses in the 50 states and District of Columbia having an
equal probability of selection. Selected addresses received letters asking one randomly
selected household member to take the survey online. The 2016 face to face sample was a
multi-stage stratified cluster sample where household addresses were selected at random from
Census Block Groups within larger primary sampling units consisting of one or more counties
stratified by Census region, prevalence of poverty and members of minority groups, and
population size.

Pre-election interviews were conducted in September and October, and post-election
November through January. Of the 4,271 2016 completed interviews, 1,181 were collected
FTF and 3,090 online. The AAPOR Response Rate 1 on the pre-election interview was 50%
FTF and 44% online. The post-election re-interview rate was 90% for FTF and 84% online.
Of the 5,914 2012 completed interviews, 2,054 were collected FTF, and 3,860 online. The
pre-election FTF response rate was 38%, whereas the online portion 2%. The post-election
re-interview rate was 94% FTF and 93% online.

Interviews were conducted in English or Spanish, lasting approximately 80 minutes on
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average. In 2012, 221 of 1003 Latinx respondents (22%) completed their pre-election
interviews in Spanish and 160 (21.7%) of 736 Latinx respondents completed their
post-election interviews in Spanish. In 2016, 63 of 450 Latinx respondents (14%) completed
pre-election interviews in Spanish and 47 of 450 Latinx respondents (10.4%) completed their
post-election interviews in Spanish. For more information, please refer to ANES user’s guide
and codebook available at: https://electionstudies.org/

The 2006 LNS was funded by the Ford Foundation, Russell Sage Foundation, National
Science Foundation, Irvine Foundation, Hewlett Foundation, Carnegie Corporation, Joyce
Foundation, W. K. Kellogg Foundation, Texas AM University, Annie E. Casey Foundation,
University of Notre Dame, and Inter-University Program for Latino Research. The Principal
Investigators were Luis R. Fraga at the University of Washington, John A. Garcia at the
University of Arizona, Rodney Hero at the University of Notre Dame, Michael Jones-Correa
at Cornell University, Valerie Martinez-Ebers at Texas Christian University, and Gary M.
Segura at the University of Washington. The population under study was the adult U.S.
Hispanic population in 15 states and the District of Columbia.

The LNS survey was administered through computer-assisted telephone interview. The
sample was stratified by state, and drawn by Geoscape International from a database of
approximately 11 million Hispanic or Latinx households in the U.S. Some states were
stratified internally to ensure lower density regions were sampled, while California was
stratified to allow for better between-region comparisons. Interviews were completed in
English and Spanish between November 2005 and August 2006, lasting an average of 40.6
minutes. Of 8,634 completed interviews, 3291 (38.1%) respondents completed the survey in
English, while 5343 (61.9%) completed the survey in Spanish. The AAPOR Response Rate 1
could not be computed based on the provided information. The margin of error for the
national sample is approximately 1.05%. For more information, please refer to LNS
codebook available at: https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/RCMD/studies/20862

A.2 Control Variables
The existing literature demonstrates that immigration attitudes are heavily influenced by racial
or ethnic biases and evaluations of national economic health. With respect to the former,
research on “Symbolic Prejudice” illustrates that racial/ethnic biases formed early in life
develop into highly stable and relatively fixed attitudes towards immigrants and immigration
policies (Burns and Gimpel, 2000; Citrin et al., 1997). Such beliefs have been found to
influence attitudes towards bilingual education (Schildkraut, 2011a) and availability of foreign
language options for government services (Brader, Valentino and Suhay, 2008) along with the
availability of welfare benefits and work permits for immigrants (Ilias, Fennelly and Federico,
2008). Although the influence of these beliefs has generally been examined with an eye
towards Anglo-American prejudice, Latinx are not precluded from having them. It is plausible
(and in fact, consistent with our expectation) for some Latinx to harbor these beliefs and that
they may have an independent relationship to immigration attitudes. As such, our models
include a scale of “racial resentment” derived from four questions available in both the 2012
and 2016 survey.

With respect to the latter, scholars have documented the persistence of erroneous beliefs
regarding the negative effect that immigration has upon wages (Hanson, 2005), job
opportunities for low-skilled, native born workers (Ha, 2010), and local social services
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(Hanson, 2005). While some have argued that those who are economically vulnerable will fear
the prospect of increased competition from immigrant workers and support more restrictionist
policies (Scheve and Slaughter, 2001), a number of studies have demonstrated that once ethnic
biases and perceptions of national economic conditions are accounted for,17 the influence of
personal economic circumstances withers away (Burns and Gimpel, 2000; Citrin et al., 1997).
As such, during macroeconomic downturns, rhetoric about the negative impact of new arrivals
on the national economy becomes more salient (Citrin et al., 1997) and exacerbates
preferences for more restrictive immigration policies. While it goes beyond the scope of this
study to settle this debate, it is with an abundance of caution that we control for both family
income and national economic evaluations in our models. The latter was measured with a
survey question asking whether participants believed that the economy has gotten better,
worse, or stayed the same over the last year. This variable was coded on a 5-point scale with
higher values reflecting more pessimistic outlooks towards the national economy.18

The former was measured with a series of binary variables to reflect various income
categories. Our reference group reflects those whose total family income fell below $40,000.
This amount was selected because that was the median family income for foreign-born,
non-citizens in the US in 2014;19 and therefore captures those individuals who are more likely
to feel that they are in competition with immigrant labor. Since those at the top of the income
distribution tend to support more restrictionist policies on immigration (Stonecash, Brewer
and Mariani, 2003), we also created a binary variable for those making more than $80,000 a
year. In an effort to increase our sample size and deal with well known tendency for
participants to refuse to answer the income question, we created a “Missing Income” binary to
reflect those that refused to answer this question (we also provide imputed models in this
online Appendix). Finally, we created a dummy for those who fell between $40,000 - $80,000.

Our study also incorporates a number of demographic and political variables common to
studies of immigration attitudes and public opinion more generally. The respondents age is
measured with a continuous level variable ranging from 18-90 while gender is a binary coded
1 = female, 0 = male. Because education has been found to have a liberalizing effect upon
racial (Heerwig and McCabe, 2009) and immigration attitudes (Jeong, 2013), we control for
the participants’ level of formal education and political knowledge. This study also includes
measures of the respondents’ party affiliation and ideological orientation given their
well-documented relationship to immigration attitudes (Tichenor, 2009). A binary variable
representing self-identification as a Catholic and a measure of religiosity have also been
included to account for the potential for such individuals to regard new arrivals as a threat to
traditional moral values (Knoll, 2009) and because of its association with conservative
political ideology (Malka et al., 2012). Furthermore, because those closer to the immigration
experience have also been shown to prefer more liberal immigration policy positions (Burns

17It is worth noting that scholars have generally conceptualized symbolic racism and these economic
considerations as having independent, but complementary, effects on immigration attitudes. Although economic
competition between racial/ethnic groups can produce such biases (Quillian, 1995) and/or provide a rationalization
for sustaining preexisting prejudice, one does not necessarily require the other to exist (Burns and Gimpel, 2000).

18Exact question wording: “Now thinking about the economy in the country as a whole, would you say that
over the past year the nation’s economy has gotten better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse?” Follow
up questions allowed participants to express whether they thought the economy is “somewhat” worse/better or
“much” worse/better. Recoded as: -2 = Much Better, 0 = Stayed the Same, +2 = Much Worse.

19U.S. Census Bureau, 2014 American Community Survey.
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and Gimpel, 2000; Citrin and Sears, 2014), we control for generational status.20 Consistent
with prior work in Latinx politics, we include dummy variables for respondents’ country of
origin and/or heritage (Alamillo and Collingwood, 2017; Barreto and Collingwood, 2015;
Sanchez and Masuoka, 2010).

A.3 Question Wording
Prioritize American>Latinx ID A 9-point (-4 to +4) that reflects an the strength of an
respondent’s U.S. American identity minus the strength of their Latinx identity. Strength of
U.S. American identity is measured by ”How important is being American to your identity”,
while Latinx identity is measured by ”How important is being Hispanic to your identity?”
(Extremely important; Very important; Moderately important; A little important; Not at all
important)

Gender What is your gender? (Male; Female; Other)

Education What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree
you have received? (Less than 1st grade; 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th grade; 5th or 6th grade; 7th or
8th grade; 9th grade; 10th grade; 11th grade; 12th grade no diploma; High school graduate -
high school diploma or equivalent; Some college but no degree; Associate degree in college -
occupational/vocational program; Associate degree in college - academic program; Bachelor’s
degree; Master’s degree ; Professional school degree; Doctorate degree)

Income (Refused; Under $5,000; $5,000-$9,999; $10,000-$12,499; $12,500-$14,999;
$15,000-$17,499; $17,500-$19,999; $20,000-$22,499; $22,500-$24,999; $25,000-$27,499;
$27,500-$29,999; $30,000-$34,999; $35,000-$39,999; $40,000-$44,999; $50,000-$54,999;
$55,000-$59,999; $60,000-$64,999; $65,000-$69,999; $70,000-$74,999; $75,000-$79,999;
$80,000-$89,999; $90,000-$99,999; $100,000-$109,999; $110,000-$124,999;
$125,000-$149,999; $150,000-$174,999; $175,000-$249,999; $250,000 or more)

Mexican, Cuban, and Puerto Rican Families of Hispanic or Latino background in the
United States come from many different places. Which Spanish-speaking or Latin American
country or territory does most of your family come from?

Catholic Do you mostly attend a place of worship that is Protestant, Roman Catholic,
Jewish, or something else? (Protestant; Catholic; Jewish; Other)

Generation A measure of generation based on responses to two questions: (1) Where were
your parents born? Were they both born in the U.S., was only one born in the U.S., or were
both born in another country? (Both parents born in the U.S.; One parent born in the U.S.;
Both parents born in another country) (2) In what state, country, or territory were you born?
(A U.S. state or D.C.; Puerto Rico; Another U.S. territory; Another country)

Worship Attendance A measure of religious attendance based on responses to two
questions: (1) Lots of things come up that keep people from attending religious services even

200 = Foreign-Born; 1 = One Parent U.S. Born; 2 = Both Parents U.S. Born

5



if they want to. Thinking about your life these days, do you ever attend religious services,
apart from occasional weddings, baptisms or funerals? (Yes; No) (2) Do you go to religious
services every week, almost every week, once or twice a month, a few times a year, or never?

Political Knowledge (2016) A measure of political knowledge based on responses to four
questions: (1) For how many years is a United States Senator elected that is, how many years
are there in one full term of office for a U.S. Senator? (2) On which of the following does the
U.S. federal government currently spend the least? (Foreign aid; Medicare; National defense;
Social Security) (3) Do you happen to know which party currently has the most members in
the U.S. House of Representatives in Washington? (Democrats; Republicans) (4) Do you
happen to know which party currently has the most members in the U.S. Senate? (Democrats;
Republicans)

Political Knowledge (2012) A measure of political knowledge based on responses to five
questions: (1) Do you happen to know how many times an individual can be elected President
of the United States under current laws? (2) Is the U.S. federal budget deficit, the amount by
which the government’s spending exceeds the amount of money it collects, now bigger, about
the same, or smaller than it was during most of the 1990s? (3) For how many years is a United
States Senator elected, that is, how many years are there in one full term of office for a U.S.
Senator? (4) What is Medicare? (A program run by the U.S. Federal government to pay for
old people’s health care; A program run by state governments to provide health care to poor
people; A private health insurance plan sold to individuals in all 50 states; A private,
non-profit organization that runs free health clinics) (5) On which of the following does the
U.S. federal government currently spend the least? (Foreign aid; Medicare; National defense;
Social security)

Dem-Rep PID A measure of party identification based on responses to three questions: (1)
Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an
independent, or what? (Democrat; Republican; Independent; Other party) (2) If respondent
considers self a Democrat or Republican: Would you call yourself a strong
[Democrat/Republican] or a not very strong [Democrat/Republican]? (3) If respondent’s party
identification is independent, no preference, other, don’t know: Do you think of yourself as
closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party? (Closer to Republican; Neither;
Closer to Democratic)

Liberal-Conservative Ideo A measure of ideology based on responses to two questions:
(1) Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this?
(Extremely liberal; Liberal; Slightly liberal; Moderate, middle of the road; Slightly
conservative; Conservative; Extremely Conservative) (2) If respondent’s liberal-conservative
self-placement is moderate, don’t know, or haven’t though: If you had to choose, would you
consider yourself a liberal or a conservative? (Liberal; Conservative; Moderate)

Racial Resentment A 5-point scale (-2 to +2) that reflects the average level of agreement
(Agree strongly; Agree somewhat; Neither agree nor disagree; Disagree somewhat; Disagree
strongly) provided by respondents to four statements. Responses were recoded so that positive
values indicated higher levels of racial resentment. (1) Irish, Italians, Jewish, and many other
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minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without
any special favors (2) Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that
make it difficult for Blacks to work their way out of the lower class (3) Over the past few
years, Blacks have gotten less than they deserve (4) Its really a matter of some people not
trying hard enough, if Blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as whites

US Economy Worse A measure of perceptions about the state of the US economy
measured by two questions: (1) Now thinking about the economy in the country as a whole,
would you say that over the past year the nation’s economy has gotten better, stayed about the
same, or gotten worse? (2) If respondent thinks the economy has gotten better or worse in the
past year: Much [better/worse] or somewhat [better/worse]?

A.4 Coding and Summary Statistics

Table A1: 2012 ANES Summary Statistics

Statistic Mean Median St. Dev. Min Max

Romney Feeling Therm (Pre) 40.02 40.00 28.54 0.00 100.00
Romney Feeling Therm (Post) 41.55 40.00 28.14 0.00 100.00
Immigration Policy 1.87 2.00 0.76 0.00 3.00
Illegal Imm. Feeling Therm 59.34 60.00 26.52 0.00 100.00
Prioritize American>Latinx ID 0.62 0.00 1.47 −4.00 4.00
Age 43.75 42.00 16.55 18.00 90.00
Female 0.51 1 0.50 0 1
Education 2.59 3.00 1.13 1.00 5.00
Income 40<80 0.26 0 0.44 0 1
Income >80 0.14 0 0.35 0 1
Missing Income 0.11 0 0.31 0 1
Mexican 0.64 1 0.48 0 1
Cuban 0.07 0 0.26 0 1
Puerto Rican 0.11 0 0.31 0 1
Catholic 0.51 1.00 0.50 0.00 1.00
Generation 1.03 1.00 0.81 0.00 2.00
Worship Attendance 1.67 1.00 1.60 0.00 4.00
US Economy Worse 2.81 3.00 1.23 0.00 5.00
Political Knowledge −0.95 −1.00 1.92 −3.00 3.00
Dem-Rep PID −0.07 0.00 1.42 −3.00 3.00
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.53 0.50 0.91 −2.00 2.00
Racial Resentment 0.06 0.00 1.05 −2.00 2.00
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Table A2: 2016 ANES Summary Statistics

Statistic Mean Median St. Dev. Min Max

Trump Feeling Therm (Pre) 23.67 5.00 30.09 0.00 100.00
Trump Feeling Therm (Post) 29.92 15.00 31.09 0.00 100.00
Border Wall Support −1.46 −3.00 2.06 −3.00 3.00
Immigration Policy 1.91 2.00 0.72 0.00 3.00
Illegal Imm. Feeling Therm 60.18 60.00 26.32 0.00 100.00
Prioritize American>Latinx ID 0.30 0.00 1.43 −4.00 4.00
Age 42.81 40.00 16.88 18.00 90.00
Female 0.48 0.00 0.50 0.00 1.00
Education 2.73 3.00 1.12 1.00 5.00
Income 40<80 0.30 0.00 0.46 0.00 1.00
Income >80 0.22 0.00 0.41 0.00 1.00
Missing Income 0.05 0.00 0.22 0.00 1.00
Mexican 0.53 1 0.50 0 1
Cuban 0.05 0 0.22 0 1
Puerto Rican 0.12 0 0.33 0 1
Catholic 0.48 0.00 0.50 0.00 1.00
Generation 1.10 1.00 0.81 0.00 2.00
Worship Attendance 1.47 1.00 1.54 0.00 4.00
US Economy Worse 1.86 2.00 1.11 0.00 4.00
Political Knowledge −0.84 −1.00 1.91 −3.00 3.00
Dem-Rep PID 0.02 0.00 1.34 −3.00 3.00
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.12 0.00 1.01 −2.00 2.00
Racial Resentment −0.10 0.00 1.10 −2.00 2.00
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A.5 Survey Demographic Comparison

Table A3: Survey demographics across several nationally representative Latino surveys, sample
universe is U.S. citizen Latinos. Source: 2012 ANES (Latino Sample), 2016 ANES (Latino
Sample), 2008 CMPS (Latino sample); 2015 Latino Decisions/UNM

Variable ANES12 ANES16 CMPS08 LD-UNM15
Female 0.51 0.46 0.50 0.48
Male 0.49 0.54 0.50 0.52
4-Year College+ 0.17 0.19 0.29 0.18
Less than College 0.83 0.81 0.71 0.82
DEM 0.49 0.49 0.56 0.51
IND 0.34 0.35 0.28 0.38
REP 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.12
Foreign-Born 0.31 0.27 0.38 0.31
Not Foreign-Born 0.69 0.73 0.62 0.69
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B Part B – Additional Analyses

B.1 Registered Voter Models

Table B1: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012, and Trump, 2016. How would
you rate Mitt Romney/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 particularly warm or
cold toward the person.

Romney Therm 12 Trump Therm 16
Model 1 Model 2

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 1.657∗∗ 3.013∗∗∗

(0.703) (1.150)
Age 0.117# 0.046

(0.065) (0.096)
Female −0.797 −3.059

(1.923) (3.057)
Education −0.909 1.009

(0.921) (1.484)
Income 40<80 1.644 −1.619

(2.272) (3.737)
Income >80 −0.698 −6.795

(2.785) (4.321)
Missing Income 0.726 −13.732

(4.608) (11.205)
Mexican −0.031 1.521

(2.517) (3.584)
Cuban −7.577# 9.986

(3.947) (6.812)
Puerto Rican −5.551 −0.884

(3.589) (5.327)
Catholic 2.925 −6.134#

(1.961) (3.135)
Generation −0.460 1.752

(1.303) (2.002)
Worship Attendance 2.736∗∗∗ 2.156∗∗

(0.619) (1.027)
Political Knowledge 1.307 −3.259∗∗

(0.900) (1.395)
Dem-Rep PID 6.132∗∗∗ 6.085∗∗∗

(0.582) (0.971)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.778∗∗ 1.322

(0.805) (1.354)
Racial Resentment 3.101∗∗∗ 3.781∗∗

(1.069) (1.703)
US Economy Worse 3.480∗∗∗ 3.805∗∗

(0.970) (1.470)
Constant 33.508∗∗∗ 30.758∗∗∗

(5.184) (7.402)
N 588 249
R-squared 0.436 0.474
Adj. R-squared 0.419 0.433

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.2 Predicting Explanatory Variable Models

Table B2: Predictors of American > Latinx identity, 2012

Prioritize American > Latinx ID
Age 0.019∗∗∗

(0.003)
Female −0.264∗∗

(0.103)
Education 0.057

(0.049)
Income 40<80 0.244∗∗

(0.123)
Income >80 0.113

(0.159)
Missing Income −0.005

(0.201)
Mexican −0.288∗∗

(0.137)
Cuban −0.210

(0.215)
Puerto Rican −0.532∗∗∗

(0.196)
Catholic −0.116

(0.106)
Generation 0.439∗∗∗

(0.069)
Worship Attendance −0.077∗∗

(0.033)
Dem-Rep PID 0.045

(0.030)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.075#

(0.042)
Racial Resentment 0.215∗∗∗

(0.058)
Constant −0.347

(0.254)
N 723
R-squared 0.169
Adj. R-squared 0.151

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B3: Predictors of American > Latinx identity, 2016

Prioritize American > Latinx ID
Age 0.008

(0.005)
Female −0.070

(0.154)
Education 0.038

(0.076)
Income 40<80 0.265

(0.183)
Income >80 0.447∗∗

(0.212)
Missing Income 0.719

(0.637)
Mexican −0.061

(0.175)
Cuban 0.172

(0.359)
Puerto Rican −0.534∗∗

(0.257)
Catholic 0.262

(0.159)
Generation 0.265∗∗∗

(0.102)
Worship Attendance −0.059

(0.053)
Dem-Rep PID 0.147∗∗∗

(0.048)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.047

(0.071)
Racial Resentment 0.196∗∗

(0.087)
Constant −0.458

(0.351)
N 328
R-squared 0.151
Adj. R-squared 0.110

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.3 Robustness Checks and Placebo Tests
To demonstrate that our findings are not sensitive to modeling choices, missing observations
or sample design and non-response, we conducted several additional analyses. Tables B4 - B6
present results from ordered logistic models for the relevant ordered outcome variables.

Table B4: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy, 2012. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2012 ANES, Latino sample. Ordered Logit Model

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 12
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −0.258∗∗∗ −0.225∗∗∗ −0.204∗∗∗

(0.046) (0.051) (0.058)
Age −0.015∗∗∗ −0.011∗∗

(0.004) (0.005)
Female −0.166 −0.241

(0.140) (0.160)
Education −0.004 −0.042

(0.067) (0.077)
Income 40<80 0.033 0.129

(0.168) (0.190)
Income >80 −0.128 −0.036

(0.220) (0.240)
Missing Income 0.236 0.161

(0.245) (0.321)
Mexican −0.185 −0.210

(0.189) (0.209)
Cuban −0.307 0.095

(0.298) (0.323)
Puerto Rican −0.202 −0.195

(0.280) (0.307)
Catholic −0.033 −0.138

(0.142) (0.162)
Generation −0.158 −0.192#

(0.096) (0.108)
Worship Attendance 0.011

(0.051)
Political Knowledge −0.139#

(0.073)
Dem-Rep PID −0.084#

(0.048)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.035

(0.067)
Racial Resentment −0.272∗∗∗

(0.090)
US Economy Worse −0.106

(0.081)
0|1 −2.649∗∗∗ −3.782∗∗∗ −4.313∗∗∗

(0.130) (0.364) (0.450)
1|2 −1.527∗∗∗ −2.650∗∗∗ −3.118∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.349) (0.432)
2|3 1.608∗∗∗ 0.552# 0.222

(0.094) (0.332) (0.409)
N 911 874 706

Ordered Logistic Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1

13



Table B5: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy, 2016. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2016 ANES, Latino sample. Ordered Logit Model

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −0.354∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗∗ −0.269∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.087) (0.091)
Age −0.013# −0.007

(0.007) (0.008)
Female 0.465∗∗ 0.558∗∗

(0.234) (0.246)
Education −0.008 −0.120

(0.111) (0.118)
Income 40<80 −0.169 −0.120

(0.280) (0.296)
Income >80 −0.363 −0.266

(0.317) (0.334)
Missing Income −0.889 −1.004

(0.860) (0.887)
Mexican −0.044 0.111

(0.262) (0.275)
Cuban 0.051 0.036

(0.546) (0.553)
Puerto Rican −0.603 −0.696#

(0.389) (0.410)
Catholic 0.438# 0.468#

(0.239) (0.252)
Generation −0.080 0.006

(0.155) (0.161)
Worship Attendance 0.114

(0.085)
Political Knowledge 0.046

(0.111)
Dem-Rep PID −0.002

(0.079)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.322∗∗∗

(0.117)
Racial Resentment −0.154

(0.141)
US Economy Worse −0.340∗∗∗

(0.119)
0|1 −2.901∗∗∗ −3.516∗∗∗ −3.273∗∗∗

(0.231) (0.587) (0.619)
1|2 −1.732∗∗∗ −2.277∗∗∗ −1.912∗∗∗

(0.153) (0.559) (0.592)
2|3 1.636∗∗∗ 1.175∗∗ 1.802∗∗∗

(0.148) (0.541) (0.586)
N 348 333 320

Ordered Logistic Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B6: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. Do you favor, oppose, or neither
favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico?

Border Wall Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 0.482∗∗∗ 0.537∗∗∗ 0.465∗∗∗

(0.077) (0.084) (0.090)
Age −0.007 −0.007

(0.007) (0.008)
Female −0.120 −0.005

(0.222) (0.240)
Education −0.196# −0.044

(0.113) (0.119)
Income 40<80 0.427 0.241

(0.261) (0.279)
Income >80 −0.221 −0.354

(0.312) (0.343)
Missing Income 0.081 −0.056

(0.829) (0.885)
Mexican −0.051 −0.058

(0.255) (0.276)
Cuban 0.907# 1.042#

(0.536) (0.538)
Puerto Rican 0.783∗∗ 0.982∗∗

(0.368) (0.391)
Catholic −0.223 −0.149

(0.229) (0.245)
Generation 0.078 −0.041

(0.151) (0.160)
Worship Attendance 0.026

(0.085)
Political Knowledge −0.238∗∗

(0.111)
Dem-Rep PID 0.192∗∗

(0.077)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.210#

(0.111)
Racial Resentment 0.337∗∗

(0.139)
US Economy Worse 0.260∗∗

(0.114)
-3|-2 0.355∗∗∗ −0.292 −0.569

(0.115) (0.516) (0.563)
-2|-1 0.705∗∗∗ 0.062 −0.183

(0.120) (0.515) (0.561)
-1|0 0.801∗∗∗ 0.172 −0.056

(0.122) (0.514) (0.561)
0|1 2.012∗∗∗ 1.413∗∗∗ 1.381∗∗

(0.164) (0.523) (0.571)
1|2 2.085∗∗∗ 1.490∗∗∗ 1.474∗∗

(0.168) (0.525) (0.573)
2|3 2.488∗∗∗ 1.924∗∗∗ 1.987∗∗∗

(0.192) (0.535) (0.586)
N 352 336 323

Ordered Logistic Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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We also estimate all the models with ANES survey sampling weights (see Tables B7 - B13).
These alternative models do not change our substantive conclusions.

Table B7: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2012 ANES, Latino sample. (Weighted Models)

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 12
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −0.098∗∗∗ −0.081∗∗∗ −0.057∗∗

(0.029) (0.028) (0.028)
Age −0.004 −0.004

(0.002) (0.002)
Female −0.013 −0.021

(0.086) (0.091)
Education −0.009 −0.031

(0.044) (0.046)
Income 40<80 0.007 0.080

(0.097) (0.092)
Income >80 −0.002 0.066

(0.108) (0.119)
Missing Income −0.100 −0.026

(0.153) (0.173)
Mexican 0.015 −0.010

(0.102) (0.098)
Cuban −0.023 0.172

(0.173) (0.149)
Puerto Rican 0.129 0.163

(0.178) (0.180)
Catholic 0.037 −0.003

(0.082) (0.089)
Generation −0.142∗∗∗ −0.160∗∗∗

(0.052) (0.057)
Worship Attendance 0.003

(0.029)
Political Knowledge −0.046

(0.044)
Dem-Rep PID −0.024

(0.025)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.014

(0.039)
Racial Resentment −0.117∗∗∗

(0.041)
US Economy Worse −0.081#

(0.044)
Constant 1.908∗∗∗ 2.205∗∗∗ 2.404∗∗∗

(0.044) (0.170) (0.223)
N 911 874 706
Log Likelihood −1312.023 −1249.301 −984.580
AIC 2628.045 2524.603 2007.160

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B8: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2016 ANES, Latino sample. (Weighted Model)

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −0.112∗∗∗ −0.106∗∗∗ −0.084∗∗∗

(0.030) (0.033) (0.032)
Age −0.004 −0.002

(0.003) (0.003)
Female 0.101 0.103

(0.084) (0.088)
Education −0.018 −0.051

(0.041) (0.042)
Income 40<80 −0.095 −0.072

(0.111) (0.117)
Income >80 −0.153 −0.108

(0.097) (0.104)
Missing Income −0.395 −0.376

(0.243) (0.236)
Mexican 0.027 0.043

(0.097) (0.100)
Cuban −0.027 0.007

(0.158) (0.151)
Puerto Rican −0.113 −0.146

(0.127) (0.132)
Catholic 0.121 0.095

(0.083) (0.089)
Generation −0.059 −0.039

(0.059) (0.061)
Worship Attendance 0.035

(0.032)
Political Knowledge 0.0002

(0.042)
Dem-Rep PID −0.0001

(0.028)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.080#

(0.047)
Racial Resentment −0.055

(0.054)
US Economy Worse −0.034

(0.045)
Constant 1.995∗∗∗ 2.240∗∗∗ 2.182∗∗∗

(0.043) (0.195) (0.215)
N 348 333 320
Log Likelihood −397.411 −374.815 −353.055
AIC 798.823 775.630 744.110

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B9: Predictors of attitudes towards border wall, 2016. Do you favor, oppose, or neither
favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico? (Weighted Model)

Border Wall Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 0.511∗∗∗ 0.551∗∗∗ 0.425∗∗∗

(0.086) (0.086) (0.075)
Age −0.005 −0.005

(0.008) (0.008)
Female −0.178 −0.106

(0.243) (0.238)
Education −0.248∗∗ −0.097

(0.123) (0.113)
Income 40<80 0.243 0.024

(0.293) (0.281)
Income >80 −0.315 −0.471

(0.318) (0.308)
Missing Income −0.175 −0.544

(0.515) (0.712)
Mexican −0.216 −0.310

(0.281) (0.275)
Cuban 1.335# 0.899

(0.745) (0.565)
Puerto Rican 0.467 0.677∗∗

(0.381) (0.339)
Catholic −0.189 −0.227

(0.247) (0.243)
Generation 0.151 0.008

(0.185) (0.178)
Worship Attendance 0.052

(0.082)
Political Knowledge −0.300∗∗∗

(0.097)
Dem-Rep PID 0.219∗∗∗

(0.083)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.093

(0.126)
Racial Resentment 0.271#

(0.150)
US Economy Worse 0.100

(0.114)
Constant −1.527∗∗∗ −0.706 −0.054

(0.122) (0.625) (0.582)
N 352 336 323
Log Likelihood −772.494 −723.179 −670.176
AIC 1548.989 1472.357 1378.352

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B10: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.
Source: 2012 ANES, Latino sample. (Weighted Models)

Illegal Immigrant Favorability, ANES 12
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −7.314∗∗∗ −6.061∗∗∗ −5.163∗∗∗

(1.050) (0.955) (0.997)
Age −0.070 −0.048

(0.080) (0.079)
Female −0.266 −1.070

(2.562) (2.574)
Education 0.330 0.013

(1.241) (1.291)
Income 40<80 −3.661 −4.421

(3.021) (2.914)
Income >80 −2.943 −3.883

(3.494) (3.340)
Missing Income −1.803 −0.807

(4.759) (5.309)
Mexican 5.296# 5.499#

(3.214) (3.095)
Cuban −0.609 −3.537

(5.574) (5.357)
Puerto Rican 7.001# 10.074∗∗

(3.702) (3.936)
Catholic 3.563 1.353

(2.700) (2.992)
Generation −10.294∗∗∗ −9.534∗∗∗

(1.314) (1.359)
Worship Attendance 1.712∗∗

(0.823)
Political Knowledge 0.628

(1.038)
Dem-Rep PID −1.880∗∗

(0.839)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −1.577

(1.330)
Racial Resentment −2.294

(1.516)
US Economy Worse −2.720∗∗

(1.314)
Constant 61.555∗∗∗ 70.018∗∗∗ 64.731∗∗∗

(1.555) (6.463) (7.995)
N 908 871 703
Log Likelihood −4454.821 −4227.390 −3387.607
AIC 8913.641 8480.780 6813.213

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B11: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.
(Weighted Model)

Illegal Immigrant Favorability, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American>Latinx ID −6.386∗∗∗ −5.762∗∗∗ −3.952∗∗∗

(1.131) (1.071) (1.019)
Age −0.167# −0.156#

(0.092) (0.084)
Female 4.561 3.335

(3.117) (3.149)
Education −0.239 −2.074

(1.433) (1.389)
Income 40<80 −4.115 −1.714

(3.713) (3.399)
Income >80 −3.043 −1.189

(4.323) (4.133)
Missing Income −10.508 −6.403

(9.569) (12.414)
Mexican 3.482 4.225

(3.442) (3.237)
Cuban −13.284 −8.607

(9.385) (7.084)
Puerto Rican −1.165 −2.931

(5.373) (4.734)
Catholic 6.631∗∗ 7.013∗∗

(3.337) (3.149)
Generation −7.166∗∗∗ −5.211∗∗∗

(2.119) (1.932)
Worship Attendance 0.768

(0.972)
Political Knowledge 2.217#

(1.242)
Dem-Rep PID −2.669∗∗

(1.046)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −1.713

(1.197)
Racial Resentment −2.883#

(1.597)
US Economy Worse −2.731#

(1.416)
Constant 61.711∗∗∗ 73.380∗∗∗ 65.719∗∗∗

(1.619) (6.679) (6.146)
N 350 334 322
Log Likelihood −1656.801 −1561.602 −1478.393
AIC 3317.603 3149.205 2994.786

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B12: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Weighted
Models)

Romney Favorability (Pre) Romney Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 3.556∗∗∗ 2.524∗∗ 0.969 3.930∗∗∗ 2.928∗∗∗ 1.814#

(1.154) (1.163) (1.068) (1.073) (1.086) (1.039)
Age 0.246∗∗ 0.160# 0.223∗∗ 0.115

(0.110) (0.095) (0.094) (0.088)
Female −4.687 −4.358# −4.210 −5.700∗∗

(3.138) (2.610) (2.931) (2.630)
Education −1.422 −1.508 −0.191 −0.435

(1.624) (1.398) (1.569) (1.538)
Income 40<80 4.308 0.378 4.822 0.919

(3.678) (2.847) (3.426) (2.877)
Income >80 4.085 −0.416 4.580 0.841

(5.418) (4.585) (5.424) (4.642)
Missing Income 2.714 0.283 0.843 4.637

(3.965) (4.193) (4.381) (4.413)
Mexican −8.858∗∗ −10.239∗∗∗ −4.856 −6.465#

(4.147) (3.360) (4.058) (3.568)
Cuban −6.004 −11.276∗∗ −11.209 −15.173∗∗∗

(8.238) (5.172) (7.207) (4.873)
Puerto Rican −7.344 −9.173∗∗ −6.065 −8.307#

(5.291) (4.532) (4.867) (4.578)
Catholic −1.453 3.089 −3.787 0.699

(3.005) (2.613) (2.990) (2.756)
Generation 2.852 2.265 1.849 1.892

(2.060) (1.899) (2.063) (1.855)
Worship Attendance 1.730∗∗ 2.250∗∗

(0.870) (0.878)
Political Knowledge 0.647 0.556

(1.101) (1.083)
Dem-Rep PID 6.866∗∗∗ 4.802∗∗∗

(0.868) (0.814)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.346 2.930∗∗∗

(1.058) (1.075)
Racial Resentment 1.545 1.993

(1.539) (1.492)
US Economy Worse 5.876∗∗∗ 4.587∗∗∗

(1.506) (1.477)
Constant 36.955∗∗∗ 35.476∗∗∗ 42.314∗∗∗ 37.645∗∗∗ 33.512∗∗∗ 38.960∗∗∗

(1.625) (7.498) (6.733) (1.504) (7.201) (6.764)
N 906 870 705 907 871 702
Log Likelihood −4569.172 −4376.153 −3381.346 −4536.808 −4341.502 −3373.492
AIC 9142.344 8778.306 6800.692 9077.617 8709.004 6784.983

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B13: Predictors of attitudes towards “Donald Trump”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Weighted
Model)

Trump Favorability (Pre) Trump Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Prioritize American>Latinx ID 7.458∗∗∗ 6.819∗∗∗ 3.971∗∗∗ 7.373∗∗∗ 6.911∗∗∗ 3.586∗∗∗

(1.324) (1.293) (1.071) (1.480) (1.372) (1.055)
Age 0.039 0.012 0.134 0.090

(0.099) (0.076) (0.110) (0.087)
Female −6.586# −4.590 −1.479 1.125

(3.411) (3.040) (3.761) (2.917)
Education −1.014 1.213 −4.916∗∗∗ −2.207

(1.706) (1.361) (1.776) (1.410)
Income 40<80 4.566 0.524 7.855# 3.726

(3.823) (3.345) (4.289) (3.884)
Income >80 −1.650 −6.826 3.431 −1.342

(4.714) (4.226) (5.143) (3.920)
Missing Income −0.237 −7.903 −6.162 −13.665∗∗

(14.777) (8.406) (12.076) (6.170)
Mexican −0.265 −1.867 −6.075 −7.374∗∗

(3.822) (3.135) (4.368) (3.704)
Cuban 22.273# 13.745 24.157∗∗∗ 15.602∗∗∗

(12.182) (9.385) (8.527) (5.539)
Puerto Rican −6.488 −5.734 −5.045 −2.414

(4.877) (3.578) (5.423) (4.402)
Catholic −2.554 −4.352 −4.564 −6.597∗∗

(3.518) (3.068) (3.706) (3.153)
Generation 6.399∗∗ 3.006 5.179∗∗ 1.740

(2.484) (2.129) (2.593) (2.111)
Worship Attendance 2.923∗∗∗ 2.479∗∗

(0.930) (1.049)
Political Knowledge −3.484∗∗∗ −4.004∗∗∗

(1.309) (1.268)
Dem-Rep PID 6.020∗∗∗ 6.231∗∗∗

(0.974) (1.191)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.399 2.192

(1.306) (1.573)
Racial Resentment 3.108∗∗ 4.103∗∗

(1.565) (1.720)
US Economy Worse 2.305 3.442∗∗

(1.448) (1.330)
Constant 20.333∗∗∗ 17.271∗∗ 29.237∗∗∗ 27.598∗∗∗ 30.612∗∗∗ 43.279∗∗∗

(1.684) (7.711) (6.854) (1.861) (8.699) (7.729)
N 348 333 321 351 335 322
Log Likelihood −1695.926 −1607.895 −1484.253 −1727.965 −1629.438 −1486.418
AIC 3395.852 3241.790 3006.507 3459.929 3284.875 3010.836

Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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In Tables B14 - B22 we also present imputed models to account for missing observations.
The findings are substantively and statistically similar to the main results.21

Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 2.29406 0.12482 18.38 <2e-16
Prioritize American >Latinx ID -0.04719 0.01778 -2.65 0.0080
Age -0.00416 0.00164 -2.54 0.0112
Female -0.05689 0.04848 -1.17 0.2407
Education -0.00807 0.02378 -0.34 0.7344
Income 40 <80 0.04255 0.06019 0.71 0.4796
Income >80 0.01970 0.07900 0.25 0.8031
Missing Income 0.07538 0.08087 0.93 0.3512
Mexican -0.01628 0.06486 -0.25 0.8018
Cuban 0.00448 0.10586 0.04 0.9663
Puerto Rican -0.05034 0.09410 -0.53 0.5927
Catholic -0.00305 0.04942 -0.06 0.9508
Generation -0.06059 0.03340 -1.81 0.0696
Worship Attendance 0.00771 0.01627 0.47 0.6355
Political Knowledge -0.04046 0.02398 -1.69 0.0916
Dem-Rep PID -0.03371 0.01452 -2.32 0.0203
Liberal-Conservative Ideo -0.01062 0.01944 -0.55 0.5849
Racial Resentment -0.07780 0.02775 -2.80 0.0051
US Economy Worse -0.05054 0.02461 -2.05 0.0400

Table B14: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2012 ANES, Latino sample. (Imputed Model, m = 5)

21We executed a multiple imputation producing five data sets. The results presented here are taken from models
on the combined data sets. See Honaker, King and Blackwell (2011) for further details about the imputation
statistical procedure.
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 2.04683 0.16067 12.74 <2e-16
Prioritize American >Latinx ID -0.07924 0.02873 -2.76 0.0058
Age -0.00456 0.00215 -2.12 0.0340
Female 0.05393 0.06887 0.78 0.4336
Education -0.01250 0.03292 -0.38 0.7041
Income 40<80 0.03169 0.08141 0.39 0.6971
Income >80 -0.00987 0.09394 -0.11 0.9163
Missing Income -0.05290 0.19790 -0.27 0.7893
Mexican 0.08502 0.07518 1.13 0.2581
Cuban -0.02162 0.15697 -0.14 0.8905
Puerto Rican -0.04719 0.11525 -0.41 0.6822
Catholic 0.13739 0.06905 1.99 0.0466
Generation -0.04719 0.04589 -1.03 0.3039
Worship Attendance 0.04111 0.02345 1.75 0.0796
Political Knowledge -0.01945 0.03225 -0.60 0.5464
Dem-Rep PID -0.00926 0.02203 -0.42 0.6742
Liberal-Conservative Ideo -0.06629 0.03082 -2.15 0.0315
Racial Resentment -0.05126 0.03846 -1.33 0.1827
US Economy Worse -0.07046 0.03307 -2.13 0.0331

Table B15: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2016 ANES, Latino sample. (Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) -0.86936 0.42364 -2.05 0.04016
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 0.30387 0.07186 4.23 2.4e-05
Age -0.00539 0.00553 -0.98 0.32956
Female -0.10837 0.17515 -0.62 0.53609
Education -0.00472 0.08524 -0.06 0.95580
Income 40 < 80 0.25773 0.20687 1.25 0.21282
Income > 80 -0.14350 0.24540 -0.58 0.55872
Missing Income -0.08250 0.44996 -0.18 0.85453
Mexican -0.19815 0.19575 -1.01 0.31140
Cuban 0.55600 0.40792 1.36 0.17287
Puerto Rican 0.42573 0.29855 1.43 0.15388
Catholic -0.30837 0.17760 -1.74 0.08251
Generation -0.03006 0.12138 -0.25 0.80441
Worship Attendance 0.09175 0.06118 1.50 0.13368
Political Knowledge -0.12140 0.08550 -1.42 0.15568
Dem-Rep PID 0.19846 0.05655 3.51 0.00045
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.14408 0.07998 1.80 0.07164
Racial Resentment 0.35261 0.10371 3.40 0.00067
US Economy Worse 0.15030 0.08627 1.74 0.08147

Table B16: Predictors of attitudes towards border wall, 2016. Do you favor, oppose, or neither
favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico? (Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 71.3416 4.4985 15.86 2e-16
Prioritize American > Latinx ID -3.8341 0.5310 -7.22 5.2e-13
Age -0.0425 0.0565 -0.75 0.4518
Female 0.5440 1.5329 0.35 0.7227
Education -1.0720 0.7741 -1.38 0.1661
Income 40 < 80 1.3305 2.1659 0.61 0.5390
Income > 80 -0.1206 2.6764 -0.05 0.9641
Missing Income 0.4409 2.7653 0.16 0.8733
Mexican 1.6245 2.1958 0.74 0.4594
Cuban -1.1875 3.4304 -0.35 0.7292
Puerto Rican 2.7439 3.2297 0.85 0.3956
Catholic 2.0605 1.6160 1.28 0.2023
Generation -8.3341 1.0458 -7.97 1.6e-15
Worship Attendance 0.9758 0.5016 1.95 0.0517
Political Knowledge -0.2895 0.8140 -0.36 0.7221
Dem-Rep PID -1.3634 0.5083 -2.68 0.0073
Liberal-Conservative Ideo -0.6991 0.6693 -1.04 0.2963
Racial Resentment -2.9102 0.9402 -3.10 0.0020
US Economy Worse -2.3501 0.7918 -2.97 0.0030

Table B17: Predictors of attitudes towards “Illegal Immigrants”, 2012. How would you rate
illegal immigrants? 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 particularly warm or cold toward the
person. (Post-Election Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 61.8458 5.6806 10.89 2e-16
Prioritize American > Latinx ID -3.4996 0.7935 -4.41 1e-05
Age -0.0604 0.0822 -0.73 0.46273
Female 3.4602 2.3548 1.47 0.14171
Education -1.4069 1.3781 -1.02 0.30728
Income 40 < 80 -2.3238 2.7873 -0.83 0.40445
Income > 80 -0.6025 4.2974 -0.14 0.88850
Missing Income 0.2778 11.6008 0.02 0.98089
Mexican 5.0466 2.8323 1.78 0.07478
Cuban -5.6760 6.0016 -0.95 0.34428
Puerto Rican -1.8676 3.8912 -0.48 0.63126
Catholic 7.2491 2.2996 3.15 0.00162
Generation -5.1008 1.5919 -3.20 0.00135
Worship Attendance -0.0583 0.8716 -0.07 0.94663
Political Knowledge 1.8187 1.0430 1.74 0.08120
Dem-Rep PID -2.1968 0.7378 -2.98 0.00290
Liberal-Conservative Ideo -1.2906 1.2962 -1.00 0.31939
Racial Resentment -2.3870 1.3586 -1.76 0.07894
US Economy Worse -3.8473 1.0980 -3.50 0.00046

Table B18: Predictors of attitudes towards “Illegal Immigrants”, 2016. How would you rate
illegal immigrants? 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 particularly warm or cold toward the
person. (Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 36.4514 3.7409 9.74 2e-16
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 0.0541 0.5264 0.10 0.91808
Age 0.1329 0.0496 2.68 0.00732
Female -5.1257 1.4639 -3.50 0.00046
Education -0.4183 0.7285 -0.57 0.56584
Income 40 <80 -0.4706 1.7944 -0.26 0.79313
Income > 80 -0.5265 2.3625 -0.22 0.82364
Missing Income -2.7724 2.4866 -1.11 0.26486
Mexican 0.9906 1.9529 0.51 0.61200
Cuban -1.1736 3.1977 -0.37 0.71362
Puerto Rican -3.5946 2.8317 -1.27 0.20429
Catholic 1.5706 1.5710 1.00 0.31742
Generation -0.1385 0.9927 -0.14 0.88900
Worship Attendance 1.4162 0.4793 2.95 0.00313
Political Knowledge 1.1778 0.6646 1.77 0.07637
Dem-Rep PID 6.0438 0.4583 13.19 2e-16
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.4436 0.6919 3.53 0.00041
Racial Resentment 2.1402 0.8576 2.50 0.01258
US Economy Worse 5.0390 0.7415 6.80 1.1e-11

Table B19: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Pre-Election
Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 35.23473 4.04226 8.72 2e-16
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 1.53360 0.54341 2.82 0.00477
Age 0.12034 0.04840 2.49 0.01291
Female -3.16643 1.56168 -2.03 0.04260
Education 0.00456 0.74757 0.01 0.99513
Income 40 < 80 1.91784 1.93285 0.99 0.32108
Income >80 -0.08343 2.43015 -0.03 0.97261
Missing Income -1.48546 2.61694 -0.57 0.57028
Mexican -0.30257 2.02800 -0.15 0.88140
Cuban -7.30875 3.29624 -2.22 0.02660
Puerto Rican -6.72579 3.20985 -2.10 0.03614
Catholic 1.27294 1.65343 0.77 0.44137
Generation -0.13123 1.06920 -0.12 0.90232
Worship Attendance 2.58114 0.49693 5.19 2.1e-07
Political Knowledge 0.44449 0.72506 0.61 0.53985
Dem-Rep PID 5.22672 0.46111 11.34 2e-16
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.10683 0.63718 3.31 0.00094
Racial Resentment 3.21674 0.92133 3.49 0.00048
US Economy Worse 3.30501 0.76604 4.31 1.6e-05

Table B20: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Post-
Election Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 26.5498 5.4531 4.87 1.1e-06
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 2.5421 0.8316 3.06 0.00224
Age 0.0383 0.0730 0.52 0.59966
Female -6.8339 2.2658 -3.02 0.00256
Education 0.8241 1.1163 0.74 0.46033
Income 40 < 80 1.2350 2.7004 0.46 0.64743
Income > 80 -0.0208 3.1632 -0.01 0.99476
Missing Income 0.5883 5.5156 0.11 0.91505
Mexican 1.8657 2.5229 0.74 0.45961
Cuban 9.1257 5.2835 1.73 0.08413
Puerto Rican -4.4332 3.8507 -1.15 0.24961
Catholic -4.1582 2.3756 -1.75 0.08005
Generation 2.5320 1.5047 1.68 0.09243
Worship Attendance 2.1036 0.7878 2.67 0.00758
Political Knowledge -2.8726 1.0324 -2.78 0.00539
Dem-Rep PID 5.4246 0.7154 7.58 3.4e-14
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.1011 1.0567 1.99 0.04678
Racial Resentment 4.8639 1.4452 3.37 0.00076
US Economy Worse 2.6781 1.1297 2.37 0.01775

Table B21: Predictors of attitudes towards “Donald Trump”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Pre-Election
Imputed Model, m = 5)
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Estimate Std.Error Z-value P-value
(Intercept) 38.8689 5.8731 6.62 3.6e-11
Prioritize American > Latinx ID 2.1559 0.9338 2.31 0.0210
Age 0.0538 0.0801 0.67 0.5022
Female -2.8726 2.2605 -1.27 0.2038
Education -1.6815 1.1957 -1.41 0.1596
Income 40 < 80 3.2929 2.6750 1.23 0.2183
Income > 80 -1.2499 3.1263 -0.40 0.6893
Missing Income -8.0130 6.0449 -1.33 0.1850
Mexican -3.0911 2.4911 -1.24 0.2146
Cuban 11.1151 5.4604 2.04 0.0418
Puerto Rican -2.5947 4.0732 -0.64 0.5241
Catholic -5.2032 2.3419 -2.22 0.0263
Generation 1.7201 1.6182 1.06 0.2878
Worship Attendance 1.7113 0.7971 2.15 0.0318
Political Knowledge -1.0098 1.0009 -1.01 0.3130
Dem-Rep PID 5.9903 0.7508 7.98 1.6e-15
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.8463 1.0498 1.76 0.0786
Racial Resentment 5.9808 1.3288 4.50 6.8e-06
US Economy Worse 3.4668 1.1131 3.11 0.0018

Table B22: Predictors of attitudes towards “Donald Trump”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person. (Post-
Election Imputed Model, m = 5)

31



To rule out the possibility that our identity measure simply correlates with a variety of policy
positions rather than distinctly related to restrictive immigration attitudes, we also consider
opinions toward other policies not directly linked to the Latinx community. In specific, we
consider the following three questions available in both data sets:

• Science: What about dealing with science and technology? Should federal spending be
increased (3), decreased (1), or kept about the same (2)?

• Crime: What about dealing with crime? Should federal spending be increased (3),
decreased (1), or kept about the same (2)?

• Global Warming: You may have heard about the idea that the world’s temperature may
have been going up slowly over the past 100 years. What is your personal opinion on
this? Do you think this has probably been happening (1), probably hasn’t been happening
(0)?

We select these items because they should not theoretically be linked to our identity
construct, giving us confidence that support for restrictive immigration policies among
American identifiers is more about distinguishing oneself from a social group that is viewed in
a negative light. In the context of federal spending, the public tends to support increases in
spending on crime and science – as both are perceived as a public good rather than a
particularized benefit prioritizing one racial/ethnic group over another. For instance, in 2016,
65.5% of Latinx supported increases in federal spending on crime, which is only marginally
different from the 63.4% of the national sample. Thus, if our theoretical model about
individual social mobility strategy helps explain why American identifying Latinx are more
likely than their counterparts to support anti-immigrant positions and candidates, we should
not observe a statistically significant divergence on these outcomes by identity. Table B23
reports the results and shows no statistically or substantively significant relationships between
American>Latinx ID and any of the outcome measures across all six models.
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Table B23: Placebo dependent variable models. Federal spending on science and technology;
Federal spending on crime; Global warming is happening.

SciTech 12 Crime 12 Climate Change 12 SciTech 16 Crime 16 Climate Change 16
OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS logistic

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Prioritize American>Latinx ID 0.011 −0.010 −0.016 −0.018 −0.003 −0.168

(0.018) (0.018) (0.010) (0.025) (0.027) (0.125)
Age 0.002 0.001 0.0003 0.004∗∗ 0.004 0.008

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.011)
Female −0.155∗∗∗ 0.061 0.004 −0.147∗∗ 0.004 −0.137

(0.049) (0.051) (0.026) (0.066) (0.074) (0.347)
Education 0.059∗∗ 0.028 0.033∗∗ 0.006 0.036 0.131

(0.024) (0.025) (0.013) (0.033) (0.036) (0.167)
Income 40<80 −0.014 −0.018 −0.010 0.025 −0.118 0.775

(0.058) (0.061) (0.031) (0.079) (0.087) (0.422)
Income >80 0.071 −0.243∗∗∗ −0.035 0.097 −0.162 0.278

(0.075) (0.078) (0.040) (0.092) (0.102) (0.470)
Missing Income 0.246∗∗ −0.123 −0.055 0.180 −0.104 15.03

(0.101) (0.104) (0.054) (0.273) (0.303) (1016.1)
Mexican −0.075 0.004 −0.025 −0.073 −0.183∗∗ 0.206

(0.064) (0.067) (0.034) (0.075) (0.083) (0.398)
Cuban −0.024 0.075 −0.013 −0.014 −0.105 0.574

(0.101) (0.105) (0.054) (0.154) (0.171) (0.866)
Puerto Rican −0.037 0.040 −0.065 −0.160 0.050 −0.889

(0.093) (0.097) (0.050) (0.112) (0.124) (0.552)
Catholic 0.070 0.051 0.037 0.171∗∗ 0.073 −0.045

(0.050) (0.052) (0.027) (0.068) (0.076) (0.349)
Generation −0.032 −0.029 0.003 0.033 −0.007 0.535∗∗

(0.033) (0.034) (0.018) (0.044) (0.049) (0.243)
Worship Attendance −0.021 0.022 −0.007 −0.042 0.038 −0.115

(0.016) (0.016) (0.008) (0.023) (0.026) (0.122)
Political Knowledge −0.020 −0.043 0.004 0.028 −0.036 0.404∗∗

(0.022) (0.023) (0.012) (0.031) (0.034) (0.167)
Dem-Rep PID −0.002 −0.003 −0.023∗∗∗ 0.023 −0.019 −0.170

(0.015) (0.015) (0.008) (0.022) (0.024) (0.110)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.004 0.012 −0.006 −0.009 0.022 0.012

(0.020) (0.021) (0.011) (0.030) (0.034) (0.162)
Racial Resentment −0.086∗∗∗ 0.049 −0.002 −0.062 0.015 0.078

(0.028) (0.029) (0.015) (0.038) (0.042) (0.204)
US Economy Worse −0.054∗∗ −0.021 −0.040∗∗∗ −0.050 −0.007 −0.405∗∗

(0.025) (0.026) (0.013) (0.032) (0.035) (0.164)
Constant 2.421∗∗∗ 2.452∗∗∗ 0.764∗∗∗ 2.403∗∗∗ 2.463∗∗∗ −0.310

(0.127) (0.132) (0.068) (0.156) (0.173) (0.809)
N 703 703 696 323 323 321
R-squared 0.081 0.042 0.085 0.103 0.060
Adj. R-squared 0.057 0.017 0.061 0.050 0.004
Log Likelihood −117.849
AIC 273.697

Two-tailed test; Standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05
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Finally, to replicate our findings, we searched for other data sets that included: 1) Large
enough Latinx sample; 2) U.S.-American and Latinx identity questions; 3) Immigration policy
and candidate questions; and 4) Relevant control variables. Given our criteria, the 2006 Latino
National Study (LNS) emerged as the most appropriate data set.

The LNS includes the following immigration question: “What is your preferred policy on
undocumented or illegal immigration? Should there be: (3) Immediate legalization of current
undocumented immigrants, (2) A guest worker program leading to legalization eventually, (1)
A guest worker program that permits immigrants to be in the country, but only temporarily
or (0) An effort to seal or close off the border to stop illegal immigration?” Additionally,
participants in the LNS were asked the following candidate question: “Now I would like to
ask you about your feelings towards President Bush. Thinking about the kind of person he is,
would you say you view him (4) Very Favorably, (3) Somewhat Favorably, (2) No feeling at
all, (1) Somewhat unfavorably or (0) Very Unfavorably?” As in our main analyses, our key
explanatory variable is a ratio measure of identity prioritization constructed from subtracting
the strength of Latinx identity from the strength of U.S. American Identity. The LNS questions
used were “In general, how strongly or not do you think of yourself as American/Hispanic or
Latino?” Responses to these items were measured on a 4-point scale (0 = Not at all, 1 = Not
very strongly, 2 = Somewhat strongly, 3 = Very strongly).

Table B24 presents the findings. We include four models, with and without ideology, as
close to half of LNS respondents reported not knowing their ideology or not thinking of
themselves in terms of the traditional liberal-conservative divide. We present both models for
sensitivity purposes, and as Table B24 shows, results between the models with and without
ideology are substantively similar. We observe a negative and statistically significant
relationship between the identity prioritization variable and progressive immigration policy;
and a positive association with support for George W. Bush. That is, individuals who prioritize
a U.S. American identity view President Bush in a more favorable light than their
counterparts. These findings are consistent with the ANES findings, and provide additional
support for our hypothesis.
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Table B24: Immigration Policy and George W. Bush Favorability. Source: 2006 Latino
National Survey

Full Models Models without Ideology

Immigration Pol. Bush Fav. Immigration Pol. Bush Fav.
Prioritize American>Latinx ID -0.0822∗∗∗ 0.0546∗ -0.0641∗∗∗ 0.0376∗

(0.0159) (0.0227) (0.0101) (0.0147)
Age -0.00298∗∗ 0.00174 -0.00259∗∗ 0.00545∗∗∗

(0.0011) (0.0016) (0.0008) (0.0011)
Female 0.0705∗ -0.0954 0.0840∗∗∗ -0.0555

(0.0326) (0.0492) (0.0247) (0.0345)
Education -0.0367∗∗∗ -0.0730∗∗∗ -0.0338∗∗∗ -0.0569∗∗∗

(0.0095) (0.0142) (0.0072) (0.098)
Income 35<65 -0.118∗ -0.194∗ -0.115∗∗ -0.208∗∗∗

(0.0512) (0.0778) (0.0406) (0.0573)
Income >65 -0.197∗∗∗ -0.274∗∗∗ -0.139∗∗ -0.306∗∗∗

(0.0515) (0.0697) (0.0423) (0.0568)
Missing Income -0.0561 -0.00818 0.0426 -0.0406

(0.0547) (0.0691) (0.0324) (0.043)
Mexican 0.123∗∗ -0.0800 0.0767∗ 0.00582

(0.045) (0.0663) (0.0339) (0.0466)
Cuban 0.144 0.0513 0.0778 0.162

(0.0747) (0.1265) (0.0623) (0.0903)
Puerto Rican 0.0123 -0.0386 -0.0288 0.0244

(0.0670) (0.0916) (0.0541) (0.0697)
Catholic 0.00848 -0.0897 0.0235 -0.112∗∗

(0.0373) (0.0524) (0.0281) (0.0375)
Generation -0.295∗∗∗ -0.103∗ -0.306∗∗∗ -0.114∗∗∗

(0.0287) (0.0465) (0.0218) (0.0287)
Worship Attendance 0.0290 0.117∗∗∗ 0.0250∗ 0.124∗∗∗

(0.0166) (0.0226) (0.0119) (0.0156)
Dem-Rep PID -0.0448∗∗∗ 0.244∗∗∗ -0.0329∗∗∗ 0.238∗∗∗

(0.0095) (0.0137) (0.0076) (0.011)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo -0.00443 0.119∗∗∗

(0.096) (0.0137)
Constant 3.605∗∗∗ 3.267∗∗∗ 3.642∗∗∗ 2.985∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.138) (0.0726) (0.0949)
N 3953 4273 7266 8039
R-squared 0.161 0.214 0.138 0.145
Adj. R-squared 0.157 0.211 0.137 0.144
OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Significance levels at: ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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B.4 Separate U.S. American Identity and Latinx Identity Variable
Analyses

B.4.1 Immigration Policy 2012

Table B25: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2012 ANES, Latino sample.

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 12
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

American ID −0.131∗∗∗ −0.110∗∗∗ −0.107∗∗∗

(0.028) (0.030) (0.033)
Latinx ID 0.067∗∗∗ 0.058∗∗∗ 0.044#

(0.020) (0.022) (0.025)
Age −0.005∗∗∗ −0.003#

(0.002) (0.002)
Female −0.066 −0.090

(0.052) (0.058)
Education 0.009 −0.005

(0.025) (0.028)
Income 40<80 0.039 0.056

(0.063) (0.069)
Income >80 −0.038 −0.026

(0.083) (0.088)
Missing Income 0.085 0.062

(0.090) (0.116)
Mexican −0.049 −0.072

(0.070) (0.076)
Cuban −0.101 0.037

(0.112) (0.119)
Puerto Rican −0.081 −0.076

(0.101) (0.110)
Catholic 0.015 −0.021

(0.054) (0.060)
Generation −0.080∗∗ −0.092∗∗

(0.035) (0.039)
Worship Attendance 0.006

(0.019)
Political Knowledge −0.033

(0.026)
Dem-Rep PID −0.036∗∗

(0.017)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.001

(0.024)
Racial Resentment −0.083∗∗

(0.033)
US Economy Worse −0.050#

(0.029)
Constant 2.116∗∗∗ 2.411∗∗∗ 2.537∗∗∗

(0.109) (0.157) (0.178)
N 911 874 706
R-squared 0.033 0.058 0.102
Adj. R-squared 0.031 0.044 0.078

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.2 Illegal Immigrant Favorability 2012

Table B26: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.
Source: 2012 ANES, Latino sample.

Illegal Immigrant Favorability, ANES 12
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

American ID −3.022∗∗∗ −2.139∗∗ −0.963
(0.913) (0.950) (1.018)

Latinx ID 8.106∗∗∗ 6.800∗∗∗ 6.708∗∗∗

(0.672) (0.704) (0.784)
Age −0.074 −0.038

(0.052) (0.059)
Female 0.406 0.238

(1.640) (1.792)
Education −0.509 −0.768

(0.793) (0.867)
Income 40<80 −0.144 0.172

(1.982) (2.137)
Income >80 −1.228 −1.835

(2.620) (2.729)
Missing Income 0.617 −1.163

(2.877) (3.652)
Mexican 2.386 4.007#

(2.221) (2.357)
Cuban −4.228 −0.697

(3.593) (3.758)
Puerto Rican 1.914 4.338

(3.219) (3.448)
Catholic 1.850 0.187

(1.703) (1.854)
Generation −8.950∗∗∗ −8.329∗∗∗

(1.121) (1.210)
Worship Attendance 0.796

(0.580)
Political Knowledge −0.812

(0.816)
Dem-Rep PID −0.997#

(0.539)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −1.337#

(0.732)
Racial Resentment −3.385∗∗∗

(1.024)
US Economy Worse −2.590∗∗∗

(0.906)
Constant 47.463∗∗∗ 59.679∗∗∗ 55.815∗∗∗

(3.552) (4.965) (5.522)
N 908 871 703
R-squared 0.145 0.219 0.292
Adj. R-squared 0.143 0.207 0.272

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.3 Presidential Candidate Thermometers 2012

Table B27: Predictors of attitudes towards “Mitt Romney”, 2012. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person.

Romney Favorability (Pre) Romney Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

American ID 2.573∗∗ 1.462 0.202 3.711∗∗∗ 2.871∗∗∗ 1.665#

(1.059) (1.137) (0.983) (1.028) (1.103) (1.010)
Latinx ID −2.832∗∗∗ −2.446∗∗∗ −0.208 −3.564∗∗∗ −3.272∗∗∗ −1.506#

(0.774) (0.837) (0.754) (0.750) (0.813) (0.772)
Age 0.212∗∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗ 0.134∗∗

(0.062) (0.057) (0.060) (0.058)
Female −4.273∗∗ −3.408∗∗ −1.481 −1.643

(1.956) (1.730) (1.903) (1.771)
Education −0.493 −0.300 −0.363 −0.916

(0.949) (0.837) (0.918) (0.856)
Income 40<80 0.415 −0.959 3.087 2.044

(2.358) (2.062) (2.300) (2.114)
Income >80 2.775 −0.986 3.369 0.020

(3.112) (2.634) (3.026) (2.694)
Missing Income 0.800 −2.625 1.089 0.262

(3.473) (3.521) (3.288) (3.568)
Mexican 0.866 −0.733 1.540 −0.132

(2.649) (2.269) (2.571) (2.326)
Cuban 5.894 −4.054 −1.397 −8.610∗∗

(4.243) (3.582) (4.098) (3.645)
Puerto Rican −1.350 −4.465 −4.291 −7.122∗∗

(3.790) (3.301) (3.686) (3.380)
Catholic −0.877 1.552 −0.648 1.920

(2.031) (1.787) (1.973) (1.830)
Generation 0.350 0.626 −0.359 0.184

(1.332) (1.166) (1.299) (1.195)
Worship Attendance 1.435∗∗ 2.487∗∗∗

(0.560) (0.575)
Political Knowledge 0.753 0.689

(0.784) (0.805)
Dem-Rep PID 6.696∗∗∗ 5.515∗∗∗

(0.521) (0.533)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.409∗∗∗ 2.709∗∗∗

(0.706) (0.724)
Racial Resentment 2.671∗∗∗ 2.797∗∗∗

(0.990) (1.011)
US Economy Worse 5.142∗∗∗ 3.455∗∗∗

(0.874) (0.896)
Constant 38.915∗∗∗ 34.349∗∗∗ 35.307∗∗∗ 38.657∗∗∗ 32.469∗∗∗ 34.517∗∗∗

(4.115) (5.981) (5.327) (3.984) (5.784) (5.464)
N 906 870 705 907 871 702
R-squared 0.020 0.046 0.454 0.036 0.057 0.399
Adj. R-squared 0.018 0.032 0.439 0.034 0.043 0.382

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.4 Immigration Policy 2016

Table B28: Predictors of attitudes towards immigration policy. “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 citizenship without penalties?” Source:
2016 ANES, Latino sample.

Immigration Policy Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

American ID −0.094∗∗ −0.094∗∗ −0.068#

(0.037) (0.039) (0.039)
Latinx ID 0.152∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗

(0.030) (0.032) (0.033)
Age −0.004# −0.002

(0.002) (0.002)
Female 0.132# 0.139#

(0.078) (0.077)
Education 0.017 −0.023

(0.037) (0.038)
Income 40<80 −0.065 −0.046

(0.093) (0.092)
Income >80 −0.100 −0.061

(0.107) (0.108)
Missing Income −0.249 −0.278

(0.326) (0.317)
Mexican 0.015 0.054

(0.088) (0.088)
Cuban 0.065 0.052

(0.183) (0.178)
Puerto Rican −0.179 −0.190

(0.132) (0.131)
Catholic 0.139# 0.129

(0.080) (0.080)
Generation −0.033 −0.007

(0.052) (0.052)
Worship Attendance 0.037

(0.027)
Political Knowledge 0.011

(0.036)
Dem-Rep PID 0.003

(0.025)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.120∗∗∗

(0.035)
Racial Resentment −0.043

(0.044)
US Economy Worse −0.093∗∗

(0.037)
Constant 1.796∗∗∗ 1.908∗∗∗ 1.798∗∗∗

(0.120) (0.200) (0.203)
N 348 333 320
R-squared 0.073 0.122 0.209
Adj. R-squared 0.068 0.086 0.158

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.5 Border Wall 2016

Table B29: Predictors of attitudes towards border wall, 2016. Do you favor, oppose, or neither
favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with Mexico?

Border Wall Support, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

American ID 0.356∗∗∗ 0.387∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗

(0.102) (0.107) (0.104)
Latinx ID −0.597∗∗∗ −0.629∗∗∗ −0.521∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.086) (0.086)
Age 0.001 −0.001

(0.007) (0.007)
Female −0.115 −0.050

(0.212) (0.204)
Education −0.164 −0.043

(0.102) (0.100)
Income 40<80 0.441# 0.237

(0.252) (0.242)
Income >80 −0.174 −0.310

(0.292) (0.284)
Missing Income −0.200 −0.238

(0.895) (0.838)
Mexican 0.003 −0.123

(0.241) (0.233)
Cuban 0.929# 0.751

(0.501) (0.472)
Puerto Rican 0.729∗∗ 0.820∗∗

(0.358) (0.345)
Catholic −0.198 −0.134

(0.219) (0.211)
Generation 0.076 −0.014

(0.142) (0.136)
Worship Attendance 0.075

(0.072)
Political Knowledge −0.179#

(0.094)
Dem-Rep PID 0.166∗∗

(0.067)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.192∗∗

(0.093)
Racial Resentment 0.281∗∗

(0.117)
US Economy Worse 0.164#

(0.098)
Constant −0.898∗∗∗ −0.682 −0.240

(0.333) (0.543) (0.532)
N 352 336 323
R-squared 0.136 0.192 0.332
Adj. R-squared 0.131 0.160 0.290

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.6 Illegal Immigrant Favorability 2016

Table B30: Predictors of attitudes towards “illegal immigrants”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the group.

Illegal Immigrant Favorability, ANES 16
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

American ID −2.646∗∗ −2.324# −1.438
(1.264) (1.312) (1.249)

Latinx ID 8.546∗∗∗ 7.731∗∗∗ 5.864∗∗∗

(1.021) (1.059) (1.041)
Age −0.149# −0.099

(0.081) (0.078)
Female 3.522 3.174

(2.608) (2.458)
Education 0.116 −1.699

(1.256) (1.203)
Income 40<80 −4.712 −2.599

(3.115) (2.922)
Income >80 −3.173 −1.991

(3.608) (3.424)
Missing Income −11.413 −11.013

(11.007) (10.085)
Mexican 1.227 2.204

(2.966) (2.804)
Cuban −7.138 −5.872

(6.158) (5.681)
Puerto Rican −4.542 −5.665

(4.440) (4.144)
Catholic 7.633∗∗∗ 7.772∗∗∗

(2.695) (2.546)
Generation −5.534∗∗∗ −3.814∗∗

(1.756) (1.650)
Worship Attendance −0.058

(0.864)
Political Knowledge 2.359∗∗

(1.144)
Dem-Rep PID −1.954∗∗

(0.806)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −2.118#

(1.123)
Racial Resentment −3.079∗∗

(1.413)
US Economy Worse −3.599∗∗∗

(1.181)
Constant 45.090∗∗∗ 56.017∗∗∗ 51.815∗∗∗

(4.148) (6.682) (6.405)
N 350 334 322
R-squared 0.168 0.251 0.384
Adj. R-squared 0.164 0.221 0.346

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.4.7 Presidential Candidate Thermometers 2016

Table B31: Predictors of attitudes towards “Donald Trump”, 2016. 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 particularly warm or cold toward the person.

Trump Favorability (Pre) Trump Favorability (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

American ID 6.326∗∗∗ 5.949∗∗∗ 3.796∗∗∗ 5.155∗∗∗ 4.666∗∗∗ 2.310#

(1.572) (1.644) (1.355) (1.567) (1.632) (1.320)
Latinx ID −6.663∗∗∗ −6.137∗∗∗ −3.337∗∗∗ −7.047∗∗∗ −6.614∗∗∗ −3.421∗∗∗

(1.263) (1.315) (1.126) (1.263) (1.314) (1.096)
Age 0.119 0.059 0.153 0.075

(0.102) (0.085) (0.101) (0.083)
Female −5.912# −4.010 −2.997 −0.279

(3.245) (2.670) (3.244) (2.602)
Education −1.533 0.408 −3.861∗∗ −1.487

(1.569) (1.307) (1.564) (1.273)
Income 40<80 3.425 −0.587 7.131# 3.297

(3.859) (3.171) (3.863) (3.088)
Income >80 −0.317 −4.667 1.952 −2.115

(4.464) (3.716) (4.484) (3.632)
Missing Income −10.102 −11.870 −14.861 −16.530

(13.640) (10.946) (13.695) (10.677)
Mexican 3.097 1.064 −1.140 −2.017

(3.686) (3.049) (3.697) (2.975)
Cuban 13.314# 9.256 15.991∗∗ 12.536∗∗

(7.642) (6.169) (7.666) (6.018)
Puerto Rican −4.811 −3.549 −3.612 −1.026

(5.511) (4.536) (5.482) (4.387)
Catholic −6.489# −5.183# −6.399# −5.826∗∗

(3.345) (2.763) (3.347) (2.688)
Generation 5.359∗∗ 2.784 4.401∗∗ 2.099

(2.170) (1.785) (2.178) (1.740)
Worship Attendance 2.264∗∗ 2.032∗∗

(0.939) (0.915)
Political Knowledge −3.057∗∗ −2.640∗∗

(1.234) (1.211)
Dem-Rep PID 6.305∗∗∗ 6.588∗∗∗

(0.872) (0.849)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.969 1.977#

(1.222) (1.189)
Racial Resentment 3.529∗∗ 5.100∗∗∗

(1.534) (1.499)
US Economy Worse 3.558∗∗∗ 3.499∗∗∗

(1.278) (1.247)
Constant 23.846∗∗∗ 19.731∗∗ 28.499∗∗∗ 33.955∗∗∗ 35.411∗∗∗ 41.312∗∗∗

(5.230) (8.338) (6.969) (5.142) (8.309) (6.769)
N 348 333 321 351 335 322
R-squared 0.092 0.154 0.483 0.089 0.162 0.521
Adj. R-squared 0.086 0.120 0.450 0.084 0.128 0.491

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.5 Assessing Equal Identity Prioritization

Table B32: Predictors of attitudes towards: Mitt Romney, illegal immigrants, and immigration
policy; 2012

Romney (Pre) Romney (Post) Illegal Immigration
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Identity score (0 to 4) 1.009 0.174 5.203∗∗∗ 0.013
(2.028) (2.059) (1.988) (0.069)

Age 0.159 0.126 −0.182 −0.002
(0.114) (0.115) (0.111) (0.004)

Female −0.293 0.577 2.120 0.040
(3.178) (3.223) (3.121) (0.108)

Education 0.711 −0.115 −1.136 0.035
(1.579) (1.596) (1.547) (0.053)

Income 40<80 1.554 7.526# 2.817 0.136
(3.865) (3.916) (3.808) (0.131)

Income >80 −3.939 −3.897 0.636 −0.085
(4.815) (4.873) (4.741) (0.163)

Missing Income −7.470 −5.856 −13.910# −0.011
(8.104) (7.883) (7.632) (0.264)

Mexican 1.112 1.152 2.322 −0.061
(4.447) (4.498) (4.372) (0.151)

Cuban 6.022 4.143 −2.038 −0.227
(7.137) (7.082) (6.861) (0.237)

Puerto Rican −0.794 −4.815 3.568 −0.240
(6.539) (6.615) (6.406) (0.222)

Catholic 0.598 10.048∗∗∗ −0.794 −0.045
(3.409) (3.453) (3.356) (0.115)

Generation 0.562 0.242 −6.758∗∗∗ −0.148∗∗

(2.158) (2.193) (2.127) (0.073)
Worship Attendance 1.434 2.025# 0.683 −0.065#

(1.085) (1.100) (1.063) (0.037)
Political Knowledge −1.083 −1.800 −1.295 −0.031

(1.425) (1.443) (1.404) (0.048)
Dem-Rep PID 6.989∗∗∗ 6.285∗∗∗ −2.232∗∗ −0.012

(1.030) (1.047) (1.007) (0.035)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.585 2.521# 0.557 0.019

(1.297) (1.325) (1.280) (0.044)
Racial Resentment 3.181# 3.032# −2.210 −0.051

(1.789) (1.803) (1.745) (0.060)
US Economy Worse 5.872∗∗∗ 3.978∗∗ −1.571 −0.152∗∗∗

(1.673) (1.692) (1.643) (0.057)
Constant 30.720∗∗∗ 32.082∗∗∗ 64.662∗∗∗ 2.236∗∗∗

(10.254) (10.420) (10.054) (0.348)
N 223 223 224 225
R-squared 0.449 0.414 0.166 0.135
Adj. R-squared 0.400 0.362 0.093 0.060

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B33: Predictors of attitudes towards: Donald Trump, illegal immigrants, border wall, and
immigration policy; 2016

Trump (Pre) Trump (Post) Illegal Wall Immigration
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Identity score (0 to 4) −0.914 −3.264# 4.243∗∗ −0.290# 0.035
(1.770) (1.869) (1.770) (0.155) (0.055)

Age −0.076 −0.071 −0.056 −0.004 −0.003
(0.107) (0.113) (0.107) (0.009) (0.003)

Female −5.716 1.320 1.252 0.139 0.026
(3.590) (3.792) (3.591) (0.315) (0.113)

Education 0.431 −0.056 −3.829∗∗ −0.045 −0.045
(1.687) (1.782) (1.687) (0.148) (0.053)

Income 40<80 −4.068 2.108 −0.718 0.383 0.075
(4.236) (4.474) (4.237) (0.372) (0.134)

Income >80 −3.094 −1.201 −4.764 −0.301 −0.174
(4.995) (5.276) (4.996) (0.438) (0.157)

Missing Income −1.967 −11.452 −6.837 −0.054 −0.436
(11.544) (12.193) (11.546) (1.013) (0.360)

Mexican −4.338 −9.460∗∗ 2.222 0.100 −0.006
(4.338) (4.582) (4.339) (0.381) (0.135)

Cuban −1.629 6.852 9.159 0.633 0.211
(8.535) (9.014) (8.536) (0.749) (0.266)

Puerto Rican −10.150 −5.508 −5.700 0.951 −0.083
(7.162) (7.564) (7.163) (0.629) (0.224)

Catholic −0.683 −1.660 9.256∗∗ −0.032 0.099
(3.712) (3.920) (3.712) (0.326) (0.117)

Generation 5.580∗∗ 4.805# −2.066 −0.043 −0.004
(2.336) (2.467) (2.336) (0.205) (0.073)

Worship Attendance 3.025∗∗ 2.272# −1.194 0.165 −0.003
(1.261) (1.331) (1.261) (0.111) (0.040)

Political Knowledge −4.846∗∗∗ −3.531∗∗ 3.539∗∗ −0.289∗∗ 0.022
(1.618) (1.708) (1.618) (0.142) (0.051)

Dem-Rep PID 5.846∗∗∗ 5.913∗∗∗ −2.801∗∗ 0.165# −0.036
(1.095) (1.157) (1.095) (0.096) (0.034)

Liberal-Conservative Ideo 4.654∗∗∗ 3.955∗∗ −2.782 0.245 −0.118∗∗

(1.774) (1.874) (1.775) (0.156) (0.056)
Racial Resentment 2.018 6.068∗∗∗ −3.303 −0.072 0.004

(2.150) (2.271) (2.150) (0.189) (0.067)
US Economy Worse 4.655∗∗∗ 3.309# −3.110# 0.104 −0.025

(1.639) (1.731) (1.639) (0.144) (0.052)
Constant 40.696∗∗∗ 50.168∗∗∗ 52.092∗∗∗ −0.212 2.020∗∗∗

(9.249) (9.769) (9.250) (0.812) (0.294)
N 156 156 156 156 154
R-squared 0.503 0.507 0.347 0.189 0.147
Adj. R-squared 0.438 0.442 0.261 0.082 0.033

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.6 Identity Prioritization Interacted with Education and Income
B.6.1 2012

Table B34: Predictors of attitudes towards: Immigration policy, 2012. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Immigration Policy
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID −0.091∗∗∗ −0.030 −0.033
(0.018) (0.048) (0.054)

Education 0.017 0.029 0.017
(0.025) (0.027) (0.031)

Income −0.002 −0.001 −0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005)

Age −0.003
(0.002)

Female −0.073
(0.060)

Mexican −0.057
(0.079)

Cuban 0.036
(0.123)

Puerto Rican −0.087
(0.113)

Catholic −0.040
(0.061)

Generation −0.078#

(0.040)
Worship Attendance 0.0002

(0.019)
Political Knowledge −0.039

(0.027)
Dem-Rep PID −0.033#

(0.018)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.004

(0.025)
Racial Resentment −0.082∗∗

(0.034)
US Economy Worse −0.061∗∗

(0.031)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education −0.021 −0.020

(0.018) (0.019)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income −0.0004 0.002

(0.003) (0.003)
Constant 1.883∗∗∗ 1.852∗∗∗ 2.293∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.074) (0.160)
N 808 808 659
R-squared 0.031 0.033 0.092
Adj. R-squared 0.027 0.027 0.067

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B35: Predictors of attitudes towards: Illegal immigrants, 2012. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Illegal Immigrants
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID −6.598∗∗∗ −5.814∗∗∗ −5.535∗∗∗

(0.598) (1.574) (1.670)
Education −1.379# −1.699# −1.065

(0.823) (0.887) (0.962)
Income 0.041 0.168 0.050

(0.124) (0.138) (0.148)
Age 0.040

(0.062)
Female 0.978

(1.849)
Mexican 4.989∗∗

(2.457)
Cuban −0.424

(3.827)
Puerto Rican 5.825#

(3.502)
Catholic 0.962

(1.892)
Generation −8.189∗∗∗

(1.249)
Worship Attendance 1.178∗∗

(0.596)
Political Knowledge −0.319

(0.853)
Dem-Rep PID −1.465∗∗∗

(0.563)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −1.381#

(0.762)
Racial Resentment −1.469

(1.057)
US Economy Worse −3.099∗∗∗

(0.952)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education 0.451 0.513

(0.574) (0.588)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income −0.172∗∗ −0.082

(0.085) (0.087)
Constant 66.675∗∗∗ 66.230∗∗∗ 65.016∗∗∗

(2.312) (2.428) (4.957)
N 807 807 657
R-squared 0.138 0.142 0.279
Adj. R-squared 0.134 0.137 0.258

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B36: Predictors of attitudes towards: Mitt Romney, 2012. Interaction between ‘Prioritize
American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Romney (Pre)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 2.786∗∗∗ −0.964 0.206
(0.697) (1.827) (1.622)

Education −0.800 −0.578 0.228
(0.960) (1.027) (0.932)

Income 0.317∗∗ 0.055 −0.171
(0.144) (0.160) (0.144)

Age 0.165∗∗∗

(0.060)
Female −3.711∗∗

(1.795)
Mexican −0.328

(2.382)
Cuban −3.604

(3.711)
Puerto Rican −4.243

(3.401)
Catholic 1.761

(1.832)
Generation 0.693

(1.211)
Worship Attendance 1.342∗∗

(0.578)
Political Knowledge 0.446

(0.824)
Dem-Rep PID 6.792∗∗∗

(0.547)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.249∗∗∗

(0.738)
Racial Resentment 2.506∗∗

(1.025)
US Economy Worse 5.188∗∗∗

(0.923)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education −0.159 −0.751

(0.666) (0.570)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income 0.360∗∗∗ 0.188∗∗

(0.098) (0.084)
Constant 36.720∗∗∗ 38.737∗∗∗ 36.360∗∗∗

(2.707) (2.822) (4.805)
N 809 809 659
R-squared 0.027 0.046 0.460
Adj. R-squared 0.024 0.040 0.445

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B37: Predictors of attitudes towards: Mitt Romney (post), 2012. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Romney (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 3.319∗∗∗ 0.831 1.985
(0.670) (1.769) (1.644)

Education −1.474 −1.384 −0.869
(0.921) (0.996) (0.944)

Income 0.430∗∗∗ 0.276# 0.040
(0.139) (0.156) (0.147)

Age 0.126∗∗

(0.061)
Female −2.155

(1.821)
Mexican −0.605

(2.418)
Cuban −7.342∗∗

(3.738)
Puerto Rican −7.245∗∗

(3.449)
Catholic 1.613

(1.858)
Generation 0.203

(1.228)
Worship Attendance 2.551∗∗∗

(0.587)
Political Knowledge 0.910

(0.837)
Dem-Rep PID 5.260∗∗∗

(0.553)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 2.784∗∗∗

(0.750)
Racial Resentment 2.996∗∗∗

(1.038)
US Economy Worse 3.741∗∗∗

(0.939)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education 0.029 −0.549

(0.645) (0.578)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income 0.207∗∗ 0.082

(0.096) (0.086)
Constant 38.167∗∗∗ 39.461∗∗∗ 34.824∗∗∗

(2.597) (2.722) (4.883)
N 803 803 655
R-squared 0.045 0.052 0.406
Adj. R-squared 0.041 0.046 0.389

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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B.6.2 2016

Table B38: Predictors of attitudes towards: Immigration policy, 2016. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Immigration Policy
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID −0.135∗∗∗ −0.135 −0.146#

(0.028) (0.084) (0.083)
Education 0.007 0.003 −0.021

(0.037) (0.037) (0.038)
Income −0.032 −0.014 −0.007

(0.030) (0.032) (0.032)
Age −0.002

(0.003)
Female 0.149#

(0.078)
Mexican 0.084

(0.088)
Cuban 0.020

(0.179)
Puerto Rican −0.176

(0.133)
Catholic 0.122

(0.081)
Generation −0.012

(0.053)
Worship Attendance 0.041

(0.027)
Political Knowledge 0.005

(0.036)
Dem-Rep PID 0.004

(0.025)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −0.119∗∗∗

(0.035)
Racial Resentment −0.032

(0.044)
US Economy Worse −0.101∗∗∗

(0.038)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education 0.034 0.039

(0.026) (0.026)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income −0.040# −0.030

(0.021) (0.021)
Constant 2.021∗∗∗ 2.002∗∗∗ 1.915∗∗∗

(0.109) (0.110) (0.187)
N 338 338 315
R-squared 0.077 0.089 0.214
Adj. R-squared 0.069 0.075 0.166

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B39: Predictors of attitudes towards: Border wall, 2016. Interaction between ‘Prioritize
American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Border Wall
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 0.520∗∗∗ 0.380# 0.276
(0.076) (0.227) (0.218)

Education −0.175# −0.165 −0.103
(0.103) (0.103) (0.102)

Income 0.063 0.001 −0.026
(0.083) (0.088) (0.086)

Age −0.003
(0.007)

Female −0.099
(0.208)

Mexican −0.211
(0.236)

Cuban 0.867#

(0.481)
Puerto Rican 0.701∗∗

(0.354)
Catholic −0.077

(0.215)
Generation 0.020

(0.141)
Worship Attendance 0.073

(0.073)
Political Knowledge −0.163#

(0.097)
Dem-Rep PID 0.175∗∗∗

(0.067)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 0.153

(0.094)
Racial Resentment 0.285∗∗

(0.119)
US Economy Worse 0.212∗∗

(0.100)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education −0.062 −0.038

(0.073) (0.070)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income 0.133∗∗ 0.098#

(0.058) (0.057)
Constant −1.239∗∗∗ −1.159∗∗∗ −0.693

(0.301) (0.303) (0.499)
N 341 341 318
R-squared 0.133 0.146 0.319
Adj. R-squared 0.125 0.134 0.278

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B40: Predictors of attitudes towards: Illegal immigrants, 2016. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Illegal Immigrants
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID −6.229∗∗∗ −5.810∗∗ −4.002
(0.967) (2.894) (2.613)

Education −0.259 −0.384 −0.891
(1.315) (1.312) (1.223)

Income −1.378 −0.753 −1.127
(1.063) (1.118) (1.030)

Age −0.063
(0.080)

Female 3.711
(2.489)

Mexican 3.564
(2.829)

Cuban −6.859
(5.750)

Puerto Rican −4.068
(4.229)

Catholic 7.504∗∗∗

(2.588)
Generation −4.272∗∗

(1.696)
Worship Attendance 0.049

(0.873)
Political Knowledge 2.141#

(1.168)
Dem-Rep PID −2.274∗∗∗

(0.808)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo −1.462

(1.128)
Racial Resentment −3.133∗∗

(1.423)
US Economy Worse −4.354∗∗∗

(1.194)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education 1.042 0.583

(0.924) (0.837)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income −1.415# −0.654

(0.741) (0.683)
Constant 66.224∗∗∗ 65.491∗∗∗ 61.585∗∗∗

(3.826) (3.849) (5.973)
N 339 339 317
R-squared 0.127 0.138 0.371
Adj. R-squared 0.120 0.125 0.333

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B41: Predictors of attitudes towards: Donald Trump, 2016. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Trump (Pre)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 6.854∗∗∗ 3.610 0.615
(1.161) (3.493) (2.829)

Education −1.259 −1.176 0.132
(1.588) (1.588) (1.324)

Income 0.379 −0.400 −0.927
(1.275) (1.344) (1.115)

Age 0.033
(0.086)

Female −3.822
(2.693)

Mexican 1.464
(3.065)

Cuban 10.098
(6.219)

Puerto Rican −2.988
(4.615)

Catholic −4.302
(2.796)

Generation 2.520
(1.824)

Worship Attendance 2.275∗∗

(0.945)
Political Knowledge −3.259∗∗∗

(1.254)
Dem-Rep PID 6.256∗∗∗

(0.872)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.987

(1.222)
Racial Resentment 3.582∗∗

(1.538)
US Economy Worse 3.280∗∗

(1.288)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education −0.181 0.578

(1.114) (0.906)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income 1.563# 0.585

(0.890) (0.735)
Constant 25.650∗∗∗ 26.763∗∗∗ 31.979∗∗∗

(4.654) (4.691) (6.463)
N 337 337 316
R-squared 0.099 0.108 0.479
Adj. R-squared 0.091 0.094 0.448

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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Table B42: Predictors of attitudes towards: Donald Trump (post), 2016. Interaction between
‘Prioritize American > Latinx ID’ with education and income, respectively.

Trump (Post)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Prioritize American > Latinx ID 6.771∗∗∗ 4.841 1.528
(1.161) (3.475) (2.755)

Education −2.971# −2.811# −1.534
(1.582) (1.577) (1.292)

Income 0.623 −0.308 −0.959
(1.273) (1.340) (1.091)

Age 0.057
(0.085)

Female −0.401
(2.629)

Mexican −2.491
(2.996)

Cuban 13.285∗∗

(6.079)
Puerto Rican −1.700

(4.470)
Catholic −5.052#

(2.724)
Generation 2.019

(1.782)
Worship Attendance 2.034∗∗

(0.923)
Political Knowledge −2.569∗∗

(1.234)
Dem-Rep PID 6.590∗∗∗

(0.851)
Liberal-Conservative Ideo 1.818

(1.192)
Racial Resentment 5.192∗∗∗

(1.507)
US Economy Worse 3.543∗∗∗

(1.259)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Education −0.988 −0.335

(1.110) (0.885)
Prioritize American > Latinx ID X Income 1.983∗∗ 1.089

(0.888) (0.717)
Constant 35.417∗∗∗ 36.590∗∗∗ 41.492∗∗∗

(4.606) (4.626) (6.301)
N 340 340 317
R-squared 0.102 0.116 0.516
Adj. R-squared 0.094 0.102 0.487

OLS Regression; Two-tailed test. Standard errors in parentheses.
Significance levels at: ∗∗∗p < .01; ∗∗p < .05; #p < .1
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