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Black Republican Support in the Trump Era: A Social Psychological Account 

ABSTRACT 

For the past 60 years, less than 15% of the Black popular vote has gone to a 

Republican Presidential candidate. This trend started at the end of the Civil Rights 

Era and has been consistent for Republican candidates across the spectrum. In this 

Dissertation, I explore the social psychological variables that may explain this 

persistent voting behavior. Principally, I hypothesize that differences in racial 

identity – a multidimensional conception of how being Black relates to one’s self 

image – and Social Dominance Orientation – an individual’s preference for a group-

based social hierarchy - are key to understanding which Black Americans support 

the Republican Party. 

Across three studies, I support my central hypotheses. In Study 1, I use 

panel survey data to show that racial identity significantly predicts support for 

Republicans in Congress as well as for President Donald Trump. In Study 2, I use 

random-assignment to assign participants to be low or high in racial identity. 

Therein, the manipulation condition directly predicts support for the GOP. In Study 

3, I have participants focus on specific chapters of history between Black people 

and the Republican Party. Those who read about the “Southern Strategy” of anti-

Black actions from Republicans were much less likely to support the Party than 

those who read about the founding of the GOP, which was more pro-Black. In all 

three studies, SDO partially mediates the relationship between racial identity and 

support for the Republicans. Implications and next steps for this research follow. 



 

iv 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

TITLE PAGE ................................................................................................. I 

COPYRIGHT ............................................................................................... II 

ABSTRACT ............................................................................................... III 

TABLE OF CONTENTS .................................................................................. IV 

DEDICATION ............................................................................................. VI 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................... VII 

INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................... 1 

BLACK REPUBLICAN SUPPORT: SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLANATIONS ......................... 7 

RACIAL IDENTITY THEORY ............................................................................. 11 

The Multidimensional Model of Black Racial Identity .................................. 14 

Racial Identity and Balance Theory ......................................................... 21 

SOCIAL DOMINANCE THEORY ......................................................................... 22 

THESES AND HYPOTHESES ............................................................................ 25 

STUDY 1 – CORRELATIONAL METHOD .......................................................... 27 

METHOD ................................................................................................. 28 

RESULTS ................................................................................................ 33 

DISCUSSION ............................................................................................ 42 

STUDY 2: MANIPULATING RACIAL IDENTITY .................................................. 46 

METHOD ................................................................................................. 48 



 

v 

RESULTS ................................................................................................ 52 

DISCUSSION ............................................................................................ 68 

STUDY 3: MANIPULATING THE GOP-BLACK RELATIONSHIP .............................. 70 

METHOD ................................................................................................. 72 

RESULTS ................................................................................................ 79 

DISCUSSION ............................................................................................ 91 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .................................................... 95 

ATTEMPTS TO MANIPULATE SDO .................................................................... 100 

IMPLICATIONS AND NEXT STEPS .................................................................... 104 

REFERENCES ........................................................................................... 107 

APPENDICES ........................................................................................... 124 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR STUDY 1 ........................................................... 124 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR STUDY 2 ........................................................... 131 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR STUDY 3 ........................................................... 144 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR CONCLUSION ...................................................... 146 

 

 



 

vi 

To my mother, Piper, and my wife, Nirisi, with love and my eternal 

dedication 



 

vii 

Acknowledgements 

Finishing my dissertation, and with it, my 28 years of formal education, is an 

emotional thing to even contemplate. As I write this, I am filled with awe, fear, 

happiness, regret, accomplishment, pride, and exhaustion. Most of all, I feel 

immense gratitude. 

Solely through the effort and good will of many, many educators did I make 

it to a doctoral degree from Harvard University. The people who’ve taught me have 

been professors, teachers, aides, mentors, counselors, assistants, janitors, and 

lunchroom staff. They also include my family, friends, and passersby. They’ve been 

degreed, uneducated, and everything in between. They whoosh around my 

memories, reminding me of their kindness and patience even now. Especially now. I 

want to acknowledge as many of them as I can with the all-too small space I have. 

   First, family. My closest family – both figuratively and literally as we are 

stuck in COVID-19-related house arrest as I write this – is my wife, Nirisi. I could 

not describe in words all that she has meant to me. When I was a child and 

imagined my future life, I never imagined having a ‘wife.’ What I thought of – and 

what I wanted – was a partner. Nirisi is my partner, in every regard. We are 

building a life that I love and my respect for her is immense. I revere her ability to 

live and love through pain and loss and to work diligently enough to be proud of 

herself no matter the outcome. As we welcome our first child in June, I pray that 

she passes these qualities onto them. (I can’t wait to meet you, C.J., and show you 

my new(est) shiny diploma.) 



 

viii 

I’ve always been a mama’s boy, so I must acknowledge my mother, Piper. 

She has sacrificed more for her children than anyone can reasonably ask. For our 

survival and wellbeing, she gave countless hours, dollars, and pounds of sweat. I 

will always honor her for that sacrifice and work to give her back a tenth of the love 

she’s given me.   

The responsibility to honor extends to my sister Charlita, my brother Steven, 

my niece Corinne, and my father Steven. They’ve been my guiding light and I know 

I’ve made them proud. Add to that my grandmothers. I hope I’ve made them 

proud, too. My aunts, uncles, and older cousins have also been significant parts of 

my journey, particularly my Uncle James who helped raise me. As well, my paternal 

grandmother, Jessie, is my last grandparent alive. For every graduation, accolade, 

or achievement, she’s been there with a broad smile. I will cherish that forever. 

My maternal grandmother, Gloria, passed away last year at 86 years old. She 

was so strong. She had a stroke in the 70s that left her permanently disabled. 

Growing up with her, I never saw anything ‘disabled’. She cooked, sang, played 

Bridge, and had the best laugh. She took care of us in a way that I could never 

repay even if she were still here. I love her and I miss her.  

My chosen family has many standout people, without whom I would not be 

here. Kutessa, Lamont, Zenobia and Olly held me aloft in high school, college, and 

law school. It is Kiera Hudson, however, who has been my friend and collaborator 

at Harvard. She has fought for me since the moment we met, and I know few 

people as loyal, tough, or smart as her. I was so excited to see her defend her 

dissertation earlier this year, and I am proud to follow in her footsteps. 



 

ix 

My formal education includes too many cherished people to feature here. At 

each institution, I’ve had mentors and educators look out for me and provide for 

me when they could have easily let me slip through. To name a few who’ve been 

especially meaningful would include: Mr. Frank Colding at Pepper Elementary (my 

first Black male teacher), Mr. Donald Didlake (my eighth grade science teacher who 

pulled me into sport), Mrs. Chastity Bailey-Fakhoury (my first psychology teacher), 

Professors David Wall Rice, Bryant Marks, Tina Chang, Sinead Younge, and 

Margaret Weber-Levine of the Morehouse College Psychology Department, and 

Professors Mignon Moore, Yeun Huo, Cheryl Harris, and Devon Carbado at UCLA. 

Here at Harvard, my deepest gratitude goes to the Department of African 

and African American Studies (AAAS), the Department of Psychology, and the 

W.E.B. Du Bois Graduate Society at the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences. 

AAAS took a big chance on me, and I thank Professors Marla Frederick, Marcyliena 

Morgan, and Tommie Shelby especially. The Psychology Department, likewise, 

provided me with resources and guidance not unlike any doctoral student in the 

department. It did not have to do this; I appreciate it greatly. In the Du Bois 

Society, I found family, fellowship, and free food at the times I needed it most. I 

wish Ms. Stephanie Parsons and Dr. Shelia Thomas a lifetime of riches for what 

they have given to throngs of underrepresented graduate students of color. 

Harvard has not just been an educational institution for me, but has been a 

home. For the past half-decade, that home has been Dunster House. Being a part 

of the Residential Life staff changed me in ways I cannot describe. I have met role 

models for life here. I have made memories I will cherish for decades. I have met 



 

x 

students with so much strength, tenacity, and wit that I learned from them instead 

of the other way around. I will be forever grateful to Dr. Roger Porter and the 

dearly departed Mrs. Anne Porter for hiring me and showing me the ropes, along 

with current Dunster House Faculty Deans, Professors Cheryl Chen and Sean Kelly, 

Dunster Resident Dean Michael Uy and his Assistant Diana Hovsepian, as well as 

current and former Resident Tutors Andrew Chael and Jennifer Hsiao for making my 

time in Cambridge special. (Related, I would like to shout-out my longstanding 

barber, Mr. Michael Flowers of Nu Image, for keeping me presentable throughout 

my time in Cambridge.) 

Finally, I would like to give my sincere thanks to my Dissertation Committee. 

Professor Jason Mitchell has been an advisor and confidante since some of my 

earliest days in the program. I have always been fascinated by his work and the 

way he pushes the limits of social psychology. He has taught me a lot about 

teaching psychology as well and his management style made being his Teaching 

Fellow an enjoyable experience. I appreciate him for stepping in for me and asking 

tough questions about my work. 

Dean Larry Bobo was also my boss once, as I was his Teaching Fellow for 

Intro to African American Studies. I remember being deathly afraid of teaching for 

him and Professor Henry Louis Gates, Jr. because of their clout and regard. Just 

one conversation with Prof. Bobo allayed those fears, and I should have known 

better. I have met few people as warm, wise, or witty as Dean Bobo. I hope to be 

one of the students he remembers (and has fond memories of) because I will not 

forget him – or his laugh – no matter where life takes me. 



 

xi 

Last, I would like to thank my Dissertation Chair and primary advisor Jim 

Sidanius. When I arrived to Harvard for Admitted Students Weekend, I was still 

deciding between attending Harvard or going to another program. The first time I 

met Jim formally was during that weekend at a dinner for the admitted AAAS 

students along with some faculty and staff. After we all made introductions and 

ordered food, the table fell silent for a moment. Jim then turned to me and said 

quite loudly, “So. I hear you’re choosing between coming here and another 

program.” “Yes,” I said, suppressing a gulp. “Why on earth would you go to that 

other program?” Jim said back to me as every face at the table stared back to me.   

  That was my first lesson from Jim – be ready to defend yourself and your 

ideas at any time – but was far from the last. Over the past six years, I have had 

the distinct honor of being one of Jim Sidanius’ final students. To get to know him, 

his work, and his lab over this time has been a pleasure. Jim is generous, honest, 

sometimes impatient, jovial, so knowing, and many other words starting with the 

letters l-z. His direct sponsorship and advice is responsible for every Study in this 

Dissertation, as well as many more. With his guidance, I found direction in my 

doctoral studies. With his friendship, I have gained so much more. I relish my time 

with him, as well as making so many other social psychologists jealous when I 

mention that he’s my advisor. 

It’s been a hell of a ride, with many more people deserving 

acknowledgement. But for now, I’ll just say, “Thank you.” 

 

 



 

1 

Introduction 

Black people have been integral to the Republican Party in the United States 

since its founding as an abolitionist party (Bracey, 2008; Farrington, 2016). Since 

at least the mid-1960s, however, Black voters have overwhelmingly voted for the 

Democratic presidential candidate by a factor of nearly eleven to one (Fields, 

2016). Why support has dropped so low in recent decades, and which Black voters 

still support the party, is an important and understudied question. In the current 

Trump administration, this question takes new importance, as White nationalism 

has proliferated across the country. For my dissertation project, I ask, “What 

accounts for Black support for the Republican Party and how can social psychology 

answer the question?” 

Historically, the Black political party gap is much to do with the relationship 

between the Republican Party and Black Americans and how it radically shifted over 

the past one-and-a-half centuries. The Republican Party began in 1854 as the 

nation fought (rhetorically) about the existence and expansion of slavery in the 

Southern United States (Farrington, 2016; Tate & Randolph, 2002). Abraham 

Lincoln was a founding member of the Republican Party, which held as a central 

Party goal the abolition of slavery. With Lincoln’s assent to the Presidency and the 

North’s victory in the Civil War, the Party initially set out to create a social system 

where all freed men could participate in American democracy. Early Republicans 

included noted Black thinkers such as Fredrick Douglass (Dawson, 2003; 

Farrington, 2016). 



 

2 

In fact, the early Republican Party placed itself at such great opposition to 

the Southern, pro-slavery Democrats, a substantial proportion of them referred to 

themselves as the Radical Republicans (Farrington, 2016). Throughout the Civil 

War, Reconstruction, and the antebellum South, these Radical Republicans pushed 

for the end of slavery, the passage of the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth 

Amendments to the Constitution, the security of civil and voting rights for 

freedmen, jobs programs, and the election of Blacks into the federal and state 

government. With this commitment to African Americans, most Black voters aligned 

with Republican Party through the first third of the twentieth century. 

The Republican Party changed subtly over the first few decades of the 1900s, 

with warring factions fighting over the Party’s position on the size and strength of 

government. With this came fewer attempts at direct intervention on behalf of 

Blacks and small shifts in Black voting loyalty with the GOP. By the time of 

Roosevelt’s New Deal legislative package in the 1930s and 40s, Black Americans 

began to occupy space in the Democratic Party at a rate roughly equal to that in 

the Republican Party (Bracey, 2008; Farrington, 2016).  

This shift began a period in which pragmatic Black political actors began to 

make waves in both the Republican and Democratic Parties, pitting them against 

each other to see which would do more to uplift Black communities (Rigueur, 

2015). These efforts lead to some movement in both parties to appease Black 

voters, including the desegregation of the US Army by Democratic President 

Truman in 1948 and the passage of two civil rights bills by Republican President 

Eisenhower in 1957 (Farrington, 2016; Rigueur, 2015). 
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Beginning the late 1940s and solidified by the early 1960s, conservatives in 

the Republican Party began taking over the Party generally (Farrington, 2016). By 

the time of Barry Goldwater’s 1964 win for the Republican Presidential nomination, 

moderates in the Party were firmly on the outside. This included Black voices in the 

party like future Republican Senator from Massachusetts Edward Brooke (Rigueur, 

2015).  Progressive Republicans, by then, disappeared entirely. 

At the same time, Democratic Presidents and Congresses pushed through 

landmark laws that Black communities depend on through today. Most notably, this 

includes the Civil Rights Act of 1964, crafted by the Johnson Administration after 

heavy lobbying from liberal Black leaders such as Martin Luther King, Jr., and 

Clarence Mitchell, Sr. of the NAACP (Farrington, 2016). Even these advances did 

not push every Black person to the Democratic Party (Fields, 2016). By the 1966 

midterm elections, some 19% of Black adults supported the Republican Party, 

buoyed by local candidates who showed genuine concern for Black Americans 

(Fauntroy, 2007; Fields, 2016; Rigueur, 2015). Winthrop Rockefeller, in an extreme 

example, took 96% of the Black vote for the Arkansas governorship, and even 

George H.W. Bush took a third of the Black vote for his Houston, TX-based 

congressional seat. (Rigueur, 2015). 

The Republican administrations of Nixon, Ford, and Reagan during the 70s 

and 80s cemented the turn of Black voters away from the Republican Party, 

however (Farrington, 2016). This began with the “Southern Strategy,” a tactic 

developed during the Goldwater campaign and expanded greatly by the Nixon 

campaigns to exploit White Southerners’ racial fear and resentment toward Black 
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people to secure the vote (Fauntroy, 2007, p. 129). Nixon, in particular, played off 

of fear of racial uprising by focusing on “law and order,” and the fear of civil rights 

affecting the racial status quo by championing “reverse discrimination” and “states’ 

rights” (p. 130).  This coded language languished for decades, with Reagan adding 

phrases such as “welfare queen” and “anti-White” into the American lexicon to 

great electoral success (p. 131). 

Black Republicans during this era became increasingly silenced and therefore 

increasingly irate at their lowly positions within the Party. Although Nixon had 

several Black members in his administration, they were frequently used to 

showcase diversity and shield outside criticism while simultaneously being ignored 

by the White House (Rigueur, 2015). Even as the Rev. Jessie Jackson spoke to the 

Republican National Committee in 1978 to implore them to “compete for” Black 

voters instead of using them to capture Whites (p. 261), the damage had been 

done. Advocates for a Black political voice moved away from the Republican Party 

(Gurin et al., 1990). The Party became increasingly White and Black voters 

increasingly refused to vote for their candidates (Fauntroy, 2007; Rigueur, 2015). 

During these administrations, Black communities began to understand that 

aggressive social policies like the War on Drugs and the War on Crime devastated 

Black individuals, families, and communities for generations. Moreover, Southern 

Democrats – who strongly opposed civil rights legislation and desegregation 

strategies – joined the new Republican Party almost all at once. By the 1988 

Presidential election, some seven percent of Black voters supported George H.W. 

Bush (How Groups Voted in 1992 - Roper Center, n.d.). The proportion of Black 



 

5 

voters selecting the Republican candidate has been less than ten percent since 

(Fields, 2016). 

The US Presidential election of 2016 served to underscore the notion that the 

Republican Party as the center of White political resistance has not changed much 

since the 1980s (Huber, 2016; Wagner, 2018). The Republican candidate, Donald 

Trump, spent much of the campaign attacking non-Whites (L. D. Bobo, 2017; 

Coates, 2017). This included framing first- and second-generation immigrants from 

Latin America as criminals, Arab Americans as backward and oppressive, and the 

first African American President Barack Obama as fraudulent and un-American 

(Leonhardt & Philbrick, 2018). Notably, Trump confessed that his campaign slogan, 

“Make American Great Again” referred to the greatness of the 1950s, before the 

Civil Rights Era (Krieg, 2016). While the specific instances of Trump’s behavior may 

not seem for some to rise to the level of White supremacy, White nationalist groups 

– including the Ku Klux Klan – heard Trump’s dog whistles and readily endorsed 

him vigorously (Holley, 2016).  

Today, the United States has a modern Republican Party that is 83% White 

(only six-in-ten Democrats are White (Pew Research Center, 2018)). Conversely, 

90% of Black voters vote for Democratic candidates. As the chart below illustrates, 

this pattern has been going on for some time, since the Civil Rights Era. 
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Black membership in the Democratic Party has been steady over the past 

decades even as the Party has taken more liberal views. Only 29% of Black 

Democrats identity as “Liberal,” (the lowest proportion of any ethnic group) and 

35% of all conservative Democrats are Black, nearly the same percentage within 

that group as Whites (Saad et al., 2019). One would think that more conservative 

Black voters would shift to the Republican Party as it became more conservative, 

but that is not the case.  

Likely, Black voters’ resistance to the Republican Party is about something 

other than liberal versus conservative values or even demographics (Hajnal, 2007; 

Johnson, 2019). Likely, the difference is one of individual differences among Black 

people at the psychological level. 
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The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the social psychological 

individual difference variables that may explain how African Americans who align 

with the Republican Party differ from their Democratic counterparts. Thus, I ask, 

“Who are the Black Americans who find themselves in support of the Republican 

Party?” Across three studies, this dissertation investigates whether and how 

variables such as racial identity and Social Dominance Orientation (Pratto et al., 

1994) cause African Americans to support the Republicans Party and its candidates.  

Black Republican Support: Social Psychological Explanations 

The importance of political decisions on people’s everyday lives, coupled with 

the competitive nature of the two-party system make political party affiliation an 

essentially social psychological endeavor. As there are only two major political 

parties in the United States and power is consistently changing hands, political 

identity provides a hearty environment to understand how identity and ingroup 

position affect individuals (Feldman & Johnston, 2014; M. S. Wilson & Sibley, 

2013).  

Currently (as of early Spring 2020), Republicans have majority control of all 

branches of federal government except the House of Representatives as well as 

most states. This lopsided power balance means that Republicans have a lot to feel 

good about and individuals in that group likely derive great pride from their party 

identity. Democrats, conversely, may feel a strong desire to (continue to) retake 

power, or else employ the strategies above to change the comparison (“Democrats 

are more ethical than Republicans.”) or dis-identify with the party (“I am not a 

Democrat, I am a progressive.”). 



 

8 

In addition, for at least the past 30 years, political parties in the United 

States greatly correspond to the liberal-conservative spectrum in terms of both 

economic philosophy and preferred social policy. On one end, liberals (who 

generally support the welfare state and the freedom of expression) correspond 

largely to the Democratic Party. On the other end are conservatives (who generally 

support status quo-preserving economic systems and assimilation to traditional 

values and norms) who overwhelmingly skew Republican. Although other, issue-

specific political parties exist in the US, more than 90% of voters selected a 

candidate for President from these two parties (Hirano & Snyder, 2007). 

Scientists have done much work uncovering the sources of conservative 

versus liberal ideology (e.g., Crowson, 2009; Eidelman et al., 2012; Tritt et al., 

2016). Some believe those without resources are more willing to take risks to earn 

them and those with resources take fewer risks in order not to lose those 

resources. This framework, while simple, does a lot to explain the differences in 

ideology by age and income (older and wealthier people, who theoretically have 

more to protect, tend to be more conservative).  

Cognitive psychologists and cognitive neuroscientists have also looked at the 

source of conservative ideologies in the brain (Jost et al., 2003; Wright & Baril, 

2013). These findings have pointed to neuropsychological differences between 

liberals and conservatives that translate to differences in general threat sensitivity 

and uncertainty avoidance (Proulx & Brandt, 2017; G. D. Wilson et al., 1973; 

Wright & Baril, 2013).  
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Conservatives, unlike liberals, tend to be more resistant to change (especially 

if it would lead to an uncertain position in the social hierarchy), sensitive to threats 

(as indicated by higher and more reactive brain activity to threatening stimuli), and 

avoid uncertainty (preferring simple, definite explanations for phenomena to 

complex and contextual ones). These studies give credence to evolutionary and 

neurophysiological explanations for differences between liberals and conservatives 

as threat sensitivity and uncertainty avoidance tend to correspond to a protectionist 

mindset (Jost et al., 2003; G. Wilson, 2013). Such a mindset would be an adaptive 

advantage for the rich. 

Importantly, however, liberalism-conservatism is not the same thing as 

political party preference (Philpot, 2017; Tate & Randolph, 2002). Liberalism and 

conservatism can differ within a person based on domain – social, fiscal, religious, 

moral, or others. Although someone conservative in all domains may likely be a 

Republican, someone who is fiscally conservative but socially liberal may consider 

themselves a Libertarian or even a Democrat. Individuals’ convictions on specific 

issues, such as gun rights and abortion, may also drive them to one particular party 

over another despite having ideals that otherwise do not fit it (Gerber et al., 2010; 

Grossman, Matt; Hopkins, 2014).  

Thus, while ideology may be a strong predictor of party affiliation, I do not 

believe it tells the full story. In a world where political party identification was 

purely about an individual’s independent philosophical opinions about the role of 

government, there would be no relationship between it and race – at least for Black 

Americans. As stated above, Black Democrats exist throughout the liberal-
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conservative spectrum. What leads Black people to support (or not) the Republican 

Party is related to more than that. The specific history of the Black-GOP relationship 

has – I believe – shaped psychological understandings of what it means to support, 

much less belong to the Republican Party. In other words, other Black people’s 

experiences with the Republican Party shape the relationship Black individuals have 

with it. 

Given the history stated above and the anti-Black actions that pepper 

Republican policy in the recent past, the reality of supporting the Republican Party 

as a Black person presents two sets of potential problems. First, Black Republicans 

belong to a party that does not look like them and may differ in substantial ways in 

their orientation towards Black people (Fauntroy, 2007; Fields, 2016; Rigueur, 

2015). Where a Black Republican may be indifferent to Black Americans at large, 

they may have to share space with a fellow Republican who wishes to undo anti-

discrimination laws and openly resents Black people for policies out of their control 

like affirmative action (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Norton & Sommers, 2011).  

Thus, Republican Party support – for a Black American – requires actively 

ignoring (or downright encouraging) the GOP’s current action towards the Black 

community at large. Likely, only those Black Republicans with strong levels dis-

identification and/or who very much wish to maintain the racial status quo could 

tolerate that atmosphere for long without feeling a sense of threat.  

Second, Black Republicans must face a Black community that often shames 

or degrades them for their political allegiances (Bracey, 2008; Harris-Lacewell, 

2004). Prominent Black Republicans, such as current HUD Secretary Dr. Ben Carson 
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and Congressional Representative Mia Love, receive scorn for their Republican 

alliance (Baptiste, 2015; Fields, 2016; Timm, 2015). Often, Black commentators 

call them race traitors, foolish, sellouts, or Uncle Toms (Bracey, 2008; Farrington, 

2016; Fields, 2016). As Black Americans tend to be related to other Black people, 

Black Republicans cannot easily isolate themselves from critical Black voices. Some 

Black Republicans even hide or dismiss their political identities to save face or else 

defend it vigorously from assault (Fields, 2016).  

In the realms of social psychology and political psychology, much research 

has shed light on the determinants of political ideology and party affiliation. Most of 

this work has focused on political identity as a principled belief system, a social 

group identity, or as an economic disposition (Gerber et al., 2010; Greene, 1999). 

Importantly, this research has traditionally used nearly all-White samples. Little of 

this research has focused specifically on Black voters (Fields, 2016). By reviewing 

the literature on political party affiliation, conservative ideology, and Black 

Americans political activity, I find that Social Identity Theory (from which we 

theorize racial identity) and Social Dominance Theory may answer the central 

question and of which Black Americans support the Republican Party and why 

plausible alternative explanations do not. 

 Racial Identity Theory 

Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) posits that individuals assign 

large value to which groups they belong to and those groups’ reputations in society. 

Based on group membership and how that group fairs in comparison to competitive 

outgroups, self-identity may be enhanced or challenged (Fields, 2016; Suls & Wills, 
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1991). When ingroups do well – by having real or symbolic power compared to 

outgroups – this can be a source of self-esteem for members regardless of 

individual circumstances. Low-power group members, on the other hand, can face 

great threat when confronted with their group’s misfortune (Suls & Wills, 1991).  

As group power is relative and fluctuating, individuals in low-power groups 

choose among a variety of strategies to maintain a positive sense of self (Suls & 

Wills, 1991; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). They may, if practicable, seek to gain power on 

behalf of their group. Alternatively, they may change the group by which they 

compare their own. These people may also change the basis of comparison. For 

example, while a Black college student may not have as high a GPA as the White 

students around them, they may focus on their greater commitment to campus life 

and student groups compared to their White classmates. Social Identity Theory 

focuses on these phenomena (Suls & Wills, 1991). 

One alternative strategy to deal with being in a low-power group is dis-

identification with the group. Dis-identification occurs when an individual 

psychologically distances themselves from their group (N.R. Branscombe et al., 

1999; Nyla R. Branscombe & Wann, 1994). This can happen through 

individualization (e.g., “I am essentially different from the people in my ingroup.”), 

de-emphasis (“It is not important to me that I am a member of this group.”), or 

reclassification (“I do not belong to the Black race, but the human race.”). Dis-

identification may be essential to a discussion of Black Republicanism.  

Racial identity, then, is the measure of an individual’s connection between 

their sense of self and their racial ingroup (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). Racial 
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identity can vary considerably between members of a racial group, but on average 

low-power racial groups express more racial identity than high-power ones (Crocker 

& Luhtanen, 1990). This is likely due to the inherent emphasis of solidarity under 

common oppression (Shelby, 2002, 2005). Black Americans, for example, on 

average express more racial identity than White Americans (Sidanius & Petrocik, 

2000). The variability of racial identity within both groups, however, is the same. 

A quality often seen in Black Americans is a concept related to racial identity 

– linked fate (Dawson, 2003; Simien, 2005). Linked fate is an individual’s belief 

that their personal success and prospects in society are linked directly to the 

progress of their group as a whole (Dawson, 2003; Howard, 2008) and helps to 

predict things like collective political action (Gurin et al., 1990). In this way, linked 

fate is another articulation of Social Identity Theory (Simien, 2005). As an 

important distinction from SIT, however, this sense of linked fate may exist even 

when the perceiver does not feel personally close to their group (Gay et al., 2016; 

Gay & Tate, 1998).  

As Black people belong to a low-power group, the lived experience of 

Blackness routinely challenges and threatens the self-image of Black individuals 

(Harris-Lacewell, 2004). Ever resilient, Black Americans tend to have high racial 

self-esteem (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Crocker & Major, 1989), and thus high 

racial identity. As stated above, to maintain their positive sense of self, Blacks likely 

employ strategies like changing comparisons and dis-identification.  

Racial identity is an individual difference variable, meaning Black people do 

not have it at the same level or navigate it the same way. Many Black Americans – 
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particularly those socialized during and after the Black empowerment movements of 

the 1960s and 70s – protect their sense of group-based self-esteem by 

emphasizing aspects of Black people and culture that are valued in society (L. Bobo 

& Gilliam, 1990; Van Deburg, 1992). Examples include Black prominence in the 

arts, sports, and media, the history of Black people surviving and sometimes 

thriving despite histories of oppression, and attempts by high-status racial groups 

to emulate Black cultural practices and aesthetics. 

Some Black Americans depart from these strategies and use dis-identification 

as a means to bolster their self-esteem despite belonging to a low-power racial 

group (Bracey, 2008). They may deploy dis-identification techniques to move away 

from the Black ingroup. These people would be low in racial identity, as they have 

actively broken the connection between their sense of self and their racial in-group. 

 The Multidimensional Model of Black Racial Identity 

Social scientists have studied racial identity for some time, with much of the 

work using African Americans as the participant sample (e.g., Cokley, 2005; Lowery 

et al., 2006; Shockley et al., 2016). In 1998, Robert Sellers and colleagues 

published a detailed and far-reaching discussion of racial identity measurement, 

particularly as it applies to Black Americans. There, they differentiated between 

mainstream approaches to racial identity –research that understood racial identity 

as an application of the universal properties of social identity theory (e.g., Crocker 

& Luhtanen, 1990) – and more underground approaches (Sellers et al., 1998). 

These underground approaches – beginning intellectually with Du Bois’ articulation 

of double consciousness (Du Bois & Marable, 2015) – view Black racial identity as a 
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qualitatively unique psychological entity informed by the history of Black oppression 

and culture in the U.S.  

Combining these intellectual developments, Sellers and his colleagues 

developed the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (MMRI; Sellers et al., 

1998). To the authors, racial identity should measure two separate questions: “How 

important is race in the individual’s perception of self,” and, “What does it mean to 

them to be a member of that racial group?” (p. 23). From there, they articulated 

four dimensions to Black racial identity – racial centrality, racial salience, racial 

regard, and racial ideology.  

Racial centrality (the typical racial self-definition) and racial salience (the 

relevance of racial self-definition in a specific context) answer the first essential 

question. When an individual’s racial identity is high and a situation is highly racially 

salient, they view that event as very important to their personal wellbeing. 

Relatedly, racial regard (the person’s judgment of their racial group in their own 

eyes (private regard) and in the eyes of the general society (public regard)) and 

racial ideology (viewing the essential strategy of Blackness as being integrationist 

or separatist) answer the second. Put another way, a person recognizing that an 

event is important to one’s racial identity is one thing. What they do about it 

depends on how they view their group, how they think others view their group, and 

what they think the best outcomes for their ingroup are. 

One of the critical assumptions the MMRI makes about measuring Black racial 

identity is that there are both stable and situational dimensions to racial identity. 

Racial centrality, by definition, is a stable trait that changes – if at all – slowly over 
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the lifespan. Racial salience, on the other hand, is informed in the moment by the 

combination of racial centrality and any situational cues that emphasize or 

deemphasize race. Racial ideology and racial regard, to the authors, are semi-

stable attributes that may change based on the racial salience of the moment. 

These attitudes affect the appraisal of the situation, ultimately determining 

behavior.  

An example of MMRI in context may be helpful. One such context is a racial 

discrimination lawsuit where the defendant company passed over the plaintiff, a 

Black person, for a promotion. A Black jury member in that case who’s high in racial 

identity centrality will have a lower threshold than those lower in identity centrality 

to see the lack of promotion as racially relevant. This leads to a heightened sense 

of racial salience. What this salience means to the juror depends on the individual’s 

racial ideology and racial regard.  

If that individual has an oppressed minority racial ideology (having a strong 

empathy for any oppressed group member) and a high sense of private racial 

regard, they may see the denial of promotion as unjustified and side with the 

plaintiff. In, on the other hand, that individual has an integrationist ideology and 

understands Black people to have a bad public reputation, they may appraise the 

situation as unfortunate but ultimately justified notwithstanding the high racial 

salience. From this appraisal, they will likely decide to not punish the employer. In 

this example a change in racial centrality, racial ideology, or racial regard could 

lead to vastly different behaviors given the same set of circumstances. 
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In all, the MMRI describes a process by which racial identity influences 

behavior. This process, reproduced in the figure below, incorporates all the 

dimensions of racial identity. 

 

Figure 1: Process of racial identity's influence on behavior. Reproduced from 

Sellers et al. (1998, Figure 2, p. 29). 

Taking all this in, we should expect certain attitudes in behaviors from 

African Americans low in racial identity (centrality, ideology, or regard) and high in 

SDO. This includes a greater inclination to support the Republican Party and its 

candidates since, as discussed above, the modern Republican Party outwardly 

supports the racial hierarchy. In the following experiments, I use different sub-

measures of the MMRI at different times and do not use others at all. Because of 

this, it’s important to understand which measures of racial identity should predict 

certain outcomes and when. 

Racial centrality within the MMRI concerns the “extent to which a person 

normatively defines [themselves] with regards to race,” (Sellers et al., 1998, p. 

25). Thus, by definition, racial centrality represents the relatively stable and 

context-free understanding of racial identity. Far from being a check mark on a 

form, racial centrality is the sum of everyone’s meaning and experience as a 
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member of their racial group, relative to race’s place in the hierarchy of their other 

group identities.  

Since people develop their racial centrality over the lifetime and based in 

multitudes of experiences, it is unlikely to bend to experimental manipulation. This 

severely limits where and how we can use this measure in our studies. Looking 

again at the pathways of Figure 1 above, presenting highly racially salient ideas or 

situations to participants only effects downstream components of racial identity, 

and not racial centrality itself. In my studies and analyses going forward, I need to 

treat racial centrality as an exogenous independent variable not susceptible to 

manipulation.  

This does not mean, however, that we would not expect a direct relationship 

between racial centrality and Black participants’ support of the Republican Party. In 

reality, politics and public policy likely played large roles in my participants’ racial 

centrality development. Likely, there is a bi-directional relationship between racial 

centrality and experiences with a political party like the GOP. In setting up my 

studies and creating models, I must assume that racial centrality – the generally 

stable and well-developed component of racial identity – precedes views on 

supporting a political party in a specific context and at a specific time. 

Racial regard, unlike racial centrality, is relatively flexible and context specific 

within individuals. Racial regard focuses on how one feels about the status of the 

Black community. New, racially salient, data can update both how they regard their 

group (private racial regard) and how they think others regard their group (public 

racial regard). This is fundamentally different from racial centrality, which relates to 
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a persistent sense of self and the more amorphous conception of being Black. 

Referring again to Figure 1, racial centrality should inform racial regard, but not the 

other way around. 

Racial private regard, then, is susceptible to manipulation. When individuals 

focus on racially salient and uplifting aspects of their community, racial private 

regard should increase. Equally salient, yet embarrassing or disappointing 

information should lower it in turn. The important aspect is how a racially salient 

context helps or hinders an individual’s sense of racial pride in the moment. This 

includes information about political parties, if the information is racially salient and 

highlights attributes that would impact the individual’s sense of pride. 

Alternatively, public racial regard focuses entirely on what other individuals 

(particularly those in the dominant group) think of the racial ingroup. This attribute, 

unlike racial centrality or racial private regard, is meta-affective and not simply 

self-affective. Like racial private regard, racial public regard reflects a person’s 

reaction to a particular context. Unlike it, racial private regard also integrates the 

audience of that reaction. If a person believes that the public dislikes Black people, 

they may silence their reaction to a racially salient event notwithstanding high (or 

low) levels of racial private regard. If they believe others have a positive impression 

of Black Americans, they may be more open to give honest feedback about the 

same racially salient event.  

This distinction has some consequences for behavioral predictions. First, 

racial centrality should predict both private and public racial regard. Under SIT, a 

person must first identify with a group for their views on the group and its 



 

20 

reputation to effect how they act in a racially salient event that affects them. 

Second, there is no expectation for racial public regard and racial private regard to 

correlate. While both are important in predicting ultimate behavior, a person’s pride 

in being a member of the Black community can exist with or without an 

understanding that Western society generally denigrates Black people. 

Third, there are instances where private racial regard may have a positive 

relationship with an attitude or behavior and public racial regard may have a 

negative relationship with the same behavior (or vice versa). If a Black person 

thinks very well of other Black people, they likely will support policies like 

affirmative action that give opportunities to other Black people (Federico & 

Sidanius, 2002), for example. If that same Black person believes that society 

values and respects Black Americans already, that positive public racial regard may 

lead them to oppose affirmative action, citing it as divisive and ultimately 

worsening Black people’s reputation in the greater society. When it comes to 

opinions about political parties – where majority opinion has major consequences 

for group outcomes – dynamics similar to the example likely exist. 

From this example, we see that since private and public racial regard do not 

have to correlate, we can predict more nuanced social behaviors and attitudes to 

racially salient contexts, even controlling for racial centrality. The MMRI resolves 

this by examining racial ideology as another core component of racial identity. 

These philosophies about what is “best” for the racial ingroup center on what is the 

best reaction to a racially salient situation. Importantly, racial ideology does not 

affect the initial assessment of the situation, just what they think they or other 
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members of the racial outgroup should do about the situation. In the experiments 

that follow, I use assessments of the Republican Party as the main dependent 

variable. Thus, I do not make specific hypotheses or measure racial ideology as a 

part of this work. 

Racial Identity and Balance Theory 

Putting this all together, this dissertation investigates how racial identity 

translates to Black Americans’ views on the Republican Party. A theoretical account 

of these relationships comes from Heider’s Balance Theory (1979). Heider 

postulated that people strive for balance in their attitudes. Preferring two entities 

that prefer, mutually support, or cooperate with each other leads to cognitive 

consistency and a “balanced” identity. Conversely, preferring two entities that hate, 

mutually hinder, or compete against each other leads to cognitive inconsistency and 

identity crisis. As an example, a die-hard fan of the Detroit Pistons and the Detroit 

Lions feels comfortable in their identity as a Detroit sports fan. Having an equal 

fervor for the Detroit Lions and the Green Bay Packers, who compete against each 

other in the NFC North, leads to great interpersonal conflict throughout the regular 

season and into the playoffs, as only one team can win the division.1  

In considering how a Black person may feel about the Black community as 

well as their feelings about the Republican Party, that Black person’s attitudes are 

balanced if they are collectively positive. In other words, if a person’s attitudes 

contradict, that person will modify their attitudes until they don’t anymore. 

 
1 This is the full extent of my football knowledge. Please do not forward to me any follow up questions on the topic. 
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For example, say a person has a positive racial regard but sees the Black 

community and the Republican Party as inherently opposed. If that person has a 

positive association with the Republican Party, the model is overall negative (the 

two pluses cancel each other out, leaving the minus sign). This is inherently 

contradictory: how can a person feel good about their racial group and their 

political party if they also acknowledge that the Republican Party is against Black 

People? There are three principle ways to reconcile this contradiction.  

First, the person could negate their opinion of the Republican Party. The 

more they recognize their positive regard towards other Black people and the 

Republican’s anti-Black actions, they will decide that they cannot possibly like the 

party. I believe that most Black people have these representations – a positive 

Black identity and a negative opinion of the Republican Party due to the Republican 

Party’s anti-Black actions.  

Alternatively, the person could negate their opinion of Black people. They 

may decide that their ideological connection to the GOP overpowers their affection 

towards other Black people – particularly when the two groups conflict. Like in the 

previous example, this solution brings balance; the person has “picked a side.” This 

population, I believe, make up most Black supporters of the Republican Party. In 

this situation, there is a support for the Republican Party correlates to lower racial 

identity – particularly private racial regard. 

Social Dominance Theory 

A related group-based psychological force to Social Identity Theory comes 

from Social Dominance Theory, or SDT (Rubin & Hewstone, 2004; Sidnanius & 
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Pratto, 2004). SDT insists that outside of resolving one’s self-identity with their 

group’s status, individuals wish simply to understand and justify the hierarchal 

world order to varying degrees. SDT, then, focuses on people’s preference for 

group-based hierarchy through domination and anti-egalitarianism at the social and 

institutional level (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Pratto et al., 2006). Individuals differ in 

the degree in which they support a strong and semi-permanent group-based social 

hierarchy, as measured by the Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale (Ho et al., 

2015; Pratto et al., 1994).  

SDT suggests that group-based social hierarchies are an ingrained 

evolutionary predisposition (Hawley, 1999; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). From the 

earliest human communities to today, there has been a near-universal emphasis on 

distributing privilege and oppression on the bases of age, gender, and (usually) 

some arbitrary distinction such as tribe, bloodline, social class, or “race.”  

When societies create institutions, it follows that the majority of them 

maintain and enhance the aforementioned hierarchies and the minority of them will 

attempt to attenuate or undermine these hierarchies (Pratto et al., 2006). 

Hierarchy-enhancing institutions can consist of physical structures (border walls, 

e.g.), arms of the state (police and the criminal justice system), and even cultural 

knowledge, otherwise known as “legitimizing myths” (negative stereotypes about 

low-power groups that justify their lack of power) (Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius et 

al., 1992). Of course, hierarchy-attenuating institutions exist (refugee centers, 

Medicare and social security, multiculturalism), but are unstable and insecure 

compared to hierarchy-enhancing institutions. 
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On an individual level, SDO influences which individuals work to maintain the 

group status quo and who works against it (Ho et al., 2015; Pratto et al., 1994). 

Importantly, high SDO individuals exist in both high- and low-power groups (Pratto 

et al., 1994; Rubin & Hewstone, 2004). Though the majority of high SDO people 

will be in the high-power group (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), a substantial minority of 

low-power group members will also support the social hierarchy. These low-power 

group members high in SDO actively participate in group-based oppression through 

demurred ingroup favoritism, deference to the high-power group, and holding 

ideologies that disadvantage the low-power group. In this way, the oppression of 

the low-power group is consensual across groups – at least among those high in 

SDO (Sidnanius & Pratto, 2004).  

Both Social Identity Theory and Social Dominance Theory shed considerable 

light on the status and behaviors of African Americans in the Unites States (Rubin & 

Hewstone, 2004). In the US (and the rest of the Western World), Black people 

belong to a low-status group. Economically, politically, socially, and historically, 

Black people face discrimination, stigma, hostility, and resistance in their sense of 

belonging to their societies (Dawson, 2003; Harris-Lacewell, 2004). This fact has 

implications throughout one’s psychology, but particularly as it applies to social 

identity.  

African American individuals also vary in terms of SDO (Pratto et al., 1994; 

Sidanius & Petrocik, 2000). Some Black people are scornful of the racial hierarchy 

and work to dismantle it. Others, though, implicitly or explicitly work to justify the 

racial status quo. They may do this by working with hierarchy-enhancing 



 

25 

institutions or by denigrating and dis-identifying with the Black community as a 

whole. Moreover, SDO and racial identity correlate – positively for high-power racial 

groups and negatively for low-power ones (Sidanius & Petrocik, 2000). Thus, Black 

Americans low in racial identity tend to have high levels of SDO while those high in 

it tend to have low SDO. 

Linked fate also explains the relationship between racial identity and SDO. 

For African Americans low in racial identity, they should have a weak sense of 

linked fate with the rest of the Black population. In other words, as they see little 

importance between their sense of self and their identity as Black, they should also 

rely less on the life outcomes of Blacks generally to gage their personal chances. In 

addition, they should show an even lower sense of shared fate to other Black 

Americans when high in SDO since high-SDO people seek to protect those already 

in power (and thus support the racial status quo) (Federico & Sidanius, 2002; 

Sidnanius & Pratto, 2004). 

Theses and Hypotheses 

We cannot explain the social psychology of political party preference – 

particularly for African Americans – with the liberal-conservative spectrum alone. I 

posit that the explanation lies under both SIT and SDT. These two perspectives can 

help make sense of why so few African Americans support the Republican Party, 

and which ones do not. 

Under both SIT and SDT, political party preference as an extension of 

identity make sense (Brewer, 2001; Huddy, 2001; Sidanius et al., 2004). Political 

party affiliation can be a great source of social identity, directly connecting 
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individual’s sense of self to people who share their ideologies (Farrington, 2016; 

Greene, 2004; Grossman, Matt; Hopkins, 2014; Kelly, 1988). Political parties are 

also a central source of state power, leading to policies that can enhance or 

attenuate the social hierarchy (Major et al., 2002; Sidanius et al., 2004). Thus, high 

SDO should correspond to allegiance to whichever party works to maintain the 

group-based social hierarchy.  

One key to Black political party preference likely lies in the concept of 

government intervention (Farrington, 2016; Fauntroy, 2007; Fields, 2016; Harris-

Lacewell, 2004; Philpot, 2017). As discussed in the previous section, the Republican 

Party of the past half century has been hostile to government action to assist the 

poor, create opportunity, or redress past harms against Black people. For a Black 

person high in racial identity, they can see these (in)actions as directly threatening 

to their sense of self.  

Likely, under SIT, they would see an inherent conflict between having a 

strong Black identity and a strong Republican identity. In addition, a Black person 

low in SDO, who wishes to see the racial hierarchy fall, would also not smile upon 

the Republican Party given these actions of hierarchy enhancement. Black people 

who do not stake much of their identity in the Black community or who support the 

current racial status quo would likely support the Republican Party, however. 

Another key relates back to the concept of linked fate, and the possibility for 

group-based uplift. Those high in racial identity and low in SDO likely sense a 

strong linked fate among Black people (Gay et al., 2016; Simien, 2005). These 

Black people likely favor public policy narratives that promote community uplift 
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over individual achievement. Black voters on the other end of the spectrum – high 

in SDO and low in racial identity – likely have the opposite view and find messages 

of individual achievement more appealing. 

Given this background, I propose a causal connection between Black 

participants’ racial identity and SDO, on the one hand, to their affinity to the 

Republican Party, on the other. The first study of this dissertation uses panel data 

to draw correlational inferences about these variables. The second tests for the 

causal mechanism and test a model where SDO mediates, or explains, the causal 

impact of racial identity on Black Republican acceptance. The third has participants 

hones in on specific aspects of a Republican Party’s history with Black Americans 

and measures how that history effects Black people’s appreciation of the Party. 

I predict that over and above historical, demographic, and ideological 

explanations, Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994) and racial 

identity strongly predict Black affinity to the Republican Party and its leaders. This 

occurs – I predict – through a mechanism whereby SDO (itself a product of a 

competitive worldview (Duckitt & Sibley, 2017)) mediates Black voter’s sense of 

racial identity that in turn predicts support for the Republican Party.  

Study 1 – Correlational Method 

Little empirical work has focused specifically on Black Republicans, let alone a 

representative sample of them (Fields, 2016). In this first Study, I use recent panel 

survey data to draw correlational links between racial identity, SDO, and political 

party membership for Black Americans.  
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Panel surveys – while not as methodologically profound as true experiments 

– can offer insight on participants’ views and opinions, and are especially useful in 

political research (Hill et al., 2007). Political scientists regularly use panel surveys 

to take a pulse of a demographics’ take on relevant and highly salient matters of 

public attention. In other words, this method taps into the public perception of 

explicit concepts in society. Political questions fit right in with this method, as panel 

surveys usually ask questions about concrete subjects, groups, and ideas. 

Panel surveys have the disadvantage, however, of being entirely 

correlational. Thus, causal claims are almost impossible without time series data or 

other sophisticated methods (Pierce & Haugh, 1977). For this first study, since I 

only have survey data for one point in time, I can only correlate the relationships 

between SDO, racial identity and Black participants’ partiality to the Republican 

Party. In the Discussion section, I will consider the limitations of this study’s 

conclusions and how the following studies address them. 

 Method 

Sample 

In October 2018, ahead of the U.S. Congressional Midterm Elections, I 

collected a sample of N = 709 Black Americans from Amazon Mechanical Turk 

(Amazon, 2005). These participants previously indicated to Amazon that they were 

Black, and the opportunity to do this study was only presented to these “mTurkers” 

(using the premium service CloudResearch (previously known as TurkPrime), 

(Cloud Research Team, 2019)). 
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Nevertheless, a total of n = 67 participants did not self-identity as Black on 

this survey. They were excluded from these analyses. During the survey, I included 

two attention checks to ensure that participants focused on the questions given. If 

they failed the first attention checks, the survey gave participants a warning. If 

they failed the second one as well, the survey terminated and these participants 

received no compensation. In all, n = 64 participants failed the first attention check 

and another n = 14 failed the second. To ensure quality, I dropped participants who 

failed either of these attention checks from the analyses. Thus, the final sample 

included N = 568 Black participants.  

This group was 65.0% female, median age 34 (see plot “Age of Participants – 

Study 1”, below), 53% college educated, 64% Christian identified, and 50% had a 

household income between $30,000 and $74,000. Notably, this sample was more 

female (by 14 points) and higher educated (by 22 points) than a national sample of 

Black people in the US (U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: UNITED STATES, n.d.).  
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As part of the demographic questions we also asked participants deeper 

questions about their racial background and history. 9.5% of the sample identified 

as at least some other race in addition to Black and 13.7% identified as African, 

Afro-Latin or Afro-Caribbean instead of African American. 24.2% did not identify as 

the descendants of American slaves, but otherwise as first- or second-generation 

immigrants. In addition, of the sample that was married or partnered (58.5% of the 

sample), 23.2% of them (77 people) indicated that they were married to a non-

Black person. See Appendix 1 for a more precise breakdown of participant 

demographics. 
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 Politically, the great majority of participants indicated that they were 

Democrats – 35.0% as Moderate Democrats and 29.8% as Strong Democrats. 

Another 25.0% identified as Independents, and nine percent identified as 

Republican. Specifically, 6.3% identified as Moderate Republicans, and 2.7% 

identified as Strong Republicans. On a seven-point scale from least to most 

conservative, 43.3% indicated a score of 1-2, 49.5% scored themselves between 3 

and 5, and only 7.2% rated a 6 or a 7. These proportions are appropriate for a 

Black sample, looking at polling from previous election cycles (Farrington, 2016; 

Fauntroy, 2007).  

Measures 

In this panel survey, we measured four key social psychological scale 

measures. The items used in these scales are in Appendix 2, below. First, we 

measured generalized (unidimensional) Racial Identity using a five-question scale 

with a seven-point Likert scale (Sidanius et al., 1994). This scale featured a high 

mean (mean = 5.4, std. dev = 1.2), indicating a generally high degree of racial 

identity in the participants. Next, we used the SDO7 scale (Ho et al., 2015) to 

measure participants’ Social Dominance Orientation (mean = 2.1, std. dev = 1.0). 

These average scores are typical of a sample from a low-power racial group such as 

African Americans (Pratto et al., 1994). Both scales were reliable (αRace ID = .83; 

αSDO = .85) 

The other two scale measures serve as possible alternative explanations to 

the predictive power of racial identity and SDO. First, Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

(Altemeyer, 1996; Duckitt et al., 2010) measures participants’ comfort with 
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authoritarian forms of governance to maintain conservative traditionalism and uses 

an 18-item, 6-point Likert scale (mean = 3.3, std. dev = 0.9). Second, we 

measured modern racism (McConahay, 1986), which measures participants’ 

concerns that racial minorities (including their racial in-group) are too demanding in 

rights and do not face real discrimination (mean = 1.7, std. dev = 0.8). We used 

this measure to account for Black participants’ possible animus to other Black 

people as an explanatory variable to their views of the Republican Party. 

Last, our dependent variables of interest were two eight-item 7-point Likert 

scales measuring participants’ support for a) the Republican Congressional majority 

heading into the 2018 election and b) the Trump administration to that point. Here, 

we used an original scale featuring statements such as, “I think Republicans in 

Congress have/President Trump has good ideas,” and, “I intend to vote for 

Republican candidates for Congress 2018/Trump for President in 2020.” These 

scales showed good reliability and wide distribution (Republican: α = .92, mean = 

2.7, std. dev = 1.4; Trump: α = .93, mean = 2.2, std. dev = 1.5). Table 1, below, 

gives the summary statistics, reliability (α) values, and correlations for each of 

these variables.  
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Table 1: Summary Statistics and Correlations of Scale Variables – Study 1 

  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

Mean  

(Std. Deviation) 

5.35 

(1.17) 

2.07 

(1.04) 

3.29 

(0.88) 

1.71 

(0.78) 

2.70 

(1.41) 

2.21 

(1.52) 

          
 

 

1. Race ID .83 -.33 -.10 -.34 -.32 -.31 

2. SDO    .85  .29  .70  .42  .40 

3. RWA      .90  .30  .38  .38 

4. Modern Racism        .87  .45  .48 

5. Support of GOP 
    

 .92 .78 

6. Support of Trump      .92 
N = 568.  

Notes: ɑ values on diagonal, correlations on off-diagonal. All correlations  
p < .05 after correction for multiple comparisons using the Holm method. 

 

 Results 

To analyze the predictive power of SDO and racial identity to Black 

participants’ support of the Republican Party and Trump ahead of the 2018 

Midterms, I ran a series of nested multivariate regression models for each 

dependent variable. These results are in Table 2 and Table 3, below.  

In the first model, I only use demographic variables to predict Republican  

and Trump support (specifically, sex, religion, multiracial self-identity, and 

subjective social class). I only show these variables for simplification purposes; 

other demographic variables did not significantly predict the outcome variables. 

These unimportant variables include those specifically asked in this study to parse 

out the iterations of Blackness that may be important to the relationship between a 

Black person and the Republican Party – self-described ethnicity, lineage, and 

partner race.  
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This model predicted R2 = 5% of the variance in Republican support and R2 

8% with Black women (bRepub = -.51, p < .001, bTrump = -.76, p < .001) and the 

non-religious (bRepub = -.33, p = .017, bTrump = -.41, p = .005) being significantly 

less supportive than Black men and Black Christians, respectively. In addition, the 

higher in social class participants saw themselves, the more they supported the 

GOP (b = .074, p = .018).  

When it comes to degree of Trump support – but not degree of support for 

Republicans in Congress – multiracial identity was a persistently good predictor. In 

the first model, those Black participants who identified as multiracial supported 

President Trump by about half a point on the seven-point scale (b = 0.506, p = 

.017). In the subsequent models, discussed below, this significant effect did not 

become insignificant despite the addition of variables. The same is true for 

participant sex. 

The second model adds racial identity as the first independent variable. For 

both support for congressional Republicans (b = -0.386, p < .0001) and support for 

Trump (b = -0.384, p < .0001), racial identity was a significant and negative 

predictor. This result falls in line with our hypothesis. As well, adding participant 

racial identity to the model explained about 10% more variance in support for 

Republicans and 8% more variance in support for Trump than the model with just 

demographic controls. 

The third model adds our predicted moderator, SDO, to the models. Once 

added, SDO is a significant and positive predictor of Republican support (b = 0.428, 

p < .0001) and Trump support (b = 0.434, p < .0001). With SDO, the significant 
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and negative effect of racial identity does not go away entirely, but does abate by 

about a third (bRepub. = -0.258, p < .0001; bTrump = -0.258, p < .0001). Adding SDO 

in this way treats SDO as a main effect and not necessarily a moderator. The SEM 

model below will more precisely measure the mediating effect of SDO, if any. 

The fourth and final model adds modern racism and RWA as possible 

alternative explanations to Republican/Trump support. Here, both variables 

independently explain a significant amount of variance, with each unit of modern 

racism predicting a .32-pt bump in Republican support and a .50-pt bump in Trump 

support (both p < .001). The model simultaneously predicts a .45-pt and .51-pt. 

bump for every unit increase of RWA to support of Republicans and Trump, 

respectively (both p < .001). This model predicts R2 = 9-12% more variance than 

the previous model for both predictors, indicating that right-wing ideology is a 

strong, independent predictor of Blacks’ support for the Republican Party and 

President Trump.  
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Table 2: Predicting Republican Party Support (n = 568) 

GENDER: Male -> Female -0.51*** -0.32** -0.22+ -0.25* 
 

(-0.75, -

0.27) 

(-0.55, -

0.09) 

(-0.45, 

0.00) 

(-0.46, -

0.03) 

RELIGION: Atheist/Agnostic -

> Christian 
0.33* 0.42**

 0.28* -0.01 
 

(0.06, 

0.60) 

(0.17, 

0.68) 

(0.04, 

0.53) 

(-0.26, 

0.24) 

RELIGION: Atheist/Agnostic -
> Other Religious 

-0.08 0.04 0.00 -0.23 
 

(-0.50, 
0.35) 

(-0.37, -
0.44) 

(-0.38, -
0.39) 

(-0.59, 
0.14) 

RACE: Black -> Multiracial, 
with Black 

0.30 0.23 0.18 0.22 

 (-0.09, 
0.69) 

(-0.14, 
0.60) 

(-0.17, 
0.53) 

(-0.11, 
0.56) 

Subjective Social Class 0.07* 0.10** 0.05+ 0.05+  
(0.01, 
0.14) 

(0.04, 
0.15) 

(-0.00, 
0.11) 

(-0.01, 
0.10) 

Racial Identity  -0.39*** -0.26*** -0.21***  

 (-0.48, -

0.29) 

(-0.35, -

0.16) 

(-0.30, -

0.11) 

SDO   0.43*** 0.18**  
  (0.32, 

0.54) 
(0.05, 
0.31) 

Modern Racism    0.32***  

   (0.14, 

0.50) 

RWA    0.45**  
   (0.32, 

0.57) 

Constant -0.27 -0.57** -0.33+ -0.06 

 (-0.66, 

0.11) 

(-0.94, -

0.20) 

(-0.68, 

0.03) 

(-0.41, 

0.28)      

R2 0.05 0.15 0.23 0.32 

Adjusted R2 0.05 0.14 0.22 0.31 

Residual Std. Error 1.38 (df = 
563) 

1.10 (df = 
561) 

1.06 (df = 
560) 

1.05 (df = 
558) 

F Statistic 6.35***  
(df = 5; 

562) 

16.39***  
(df = 6; 

561) 

24.06*** 

 (df = 7; 
560) 

28.99***  
(df = 9; 

558) 

Notes +p<0.10;*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 3: Predicting Support for President Trump (n = 568) 

GENDER: Male -> Female -0.76*** -0.57*** -0.47*** -0.48***  
(-1.02, -

0.50) 

(-0.82, -

0.32) 

(-0.71, -

0.23) 

(-0.71, -

0.25) 

RELIGION: Atheist/Agnostic -

> Christian 
0.41** 0.50*** 0.36** 0.02 

 
(0.12, 

0.70) 

(0.23, 

0.78) 

(0.10, 

0.63) 

(-0.24, 

0.28) 

RELIGION: Atheist/Agnostic -
> Other Religious 

0.10 0.21 0.18 -0.08 
 

(-0.35, 
0.55) 

(-0.22, 
0.65) 

(-0.24, 
0.59) 

(-0.47, 
0.31) 

RACE: Black -> Multiracial, 
with Black 

0.51* 0.44* 0.39* 0.43* 

 (0.09, 
0.92) 

(0.04, 
0.84) 

(0.01, 
0.77) 

(0.08, 
0.78) 

Subjective Social Class 0.05 0.07* 0.03 0.02  
(-0.01, 
0.12) 

(0.01, 
0.14) 

(-0.03, 
0.09) 

(-0.04, 
0.08) 

Racial Identity  -0.38*** -0.25*** -0.18***  

 (-0.49, -

0.28) 

(-0.36, -

0.15) 

(-0.28, -

0.09) 

SDO   0.43*** 0.09  
  (0.32, 

0.55) 
(-0.05, 
0.23) 

Modern Racism    0.50***  

   (0.31, 

0.69) 

RWA    0.51***  
   (0.37, 

0.64) 

Constant -0.10 -0.39+ -0.14 0.16 

 (-0.50, 

0.31) 

(-0.78, 

0.01) 

(-0.53, 

0.24) 

(-0.20, 

0.52)      

R2 0.08 0.16 0.23 0.35 

Adjusted R2 0.07 0.15 0.22 0.34 

Residual Std. Error 1.38 (df = 
563) 

1.10 (df = 
561) 

1.06 (df = 
560) 

1.05 (df = 
558) 

F Statistic 9.51***  
(df = 5; 

562) 

17.75***  
(df = 6; 

561) 

24.23***  
(df = 7; 

560) 

33.05***  
(df = 9; 

558) 

Notes +p<0.10;*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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To explore the possible mediating relationship of SDO on racial identity’s 

relationship to Republican support, I ran a structural equation model. This model, 

depicted as a path model in Figure 2 –relates racial identity simultaneously to 

support for Trump and the Republican Party. SDO also relates to these two 

dependent variables, and racial identity passes through SDO. Thus, this model 

shows the relationship between racial identity on two variables mediated through 

SDO. Last, participants’ support for Donald Trump and Republicans in Congress has 

a non-zero correlation in the model.  

Figure 3 depicts the final model. The model overall has acceptable model fit, 

with a χ2-to-degrees of freedom ratio under 5 (χ2/df = 4.77), a root mean square 

error approximation at or below .08 (RMSEA = .08, 95% C.I.: .07, .09), a 

goodness-of-fit index above .9 (GFI = .93), and a comparative-fit index above .95 

(CFI = .97). Ideally, this model could have better fitting values, however a post hoc 

search for modifications revealed that there were no additional paths that would 

have created a significantly-better fitting model. 

For each of the variables in the model, I use parceling to condense each scale 

into three manifest parcels, following Little et al. (2002). The latent variables that 

come from these parcels are included in Figure 3, below. Each latent variable 

explains its respective parcels quite well (all r2 > .51).  

It is also important to note that all significance figures in the estimates from 

this model derive from a bootstrapped model, using 10,000 resamples to derive 

standard errors. As well, I use standardized values for all recorded estimates.    
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Figure 2: Predicted Mediation Model for Study 1 
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Figure 3: Final SEM Model (SDO mediating Racial Identity) for Study 1 
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Looking at the model itself, we first see that the relationship between the 

independent variable – racial identity – and our moderator variable – Social 

Dominance Orientation – is significant and negative (β = -.363, 95% C.I.: -0.458,  

-0.268). Accordingly, racial identity explains about one-eighth of the sample 

variance in SDO (r2 = .13). Racial identity also has significant and negative 

relationships with support for President Trump (β = -.168, 95% C.I.: -.261, -.075) 

and the Republican Party generally (β = -.197, 95% C.I.: -.288, -.107). 

For our all-Black participants, SDO significantly and positively predicted 

support for Donald Trump (β = .372, 95% C.I.: .275, .469) and Republicans in 

Congress (β = .424, 95% C.I.: .334, .514). Together with racial identity, SDO 

explained 28% and 21% of the variance in participants’ views about Trump and 

congressional Republicans, respectively. This correlation is significant and positive 

(r = .758, 95% confidence interval: .695, .820). 

To test for mediation, we need to ascertain the indirect effects (through 

SDO) of racial identity on support for Trump and the Republicans as well as the 

total effect of racial identity on these variables. The indirect effect here is the sum 

of two products: 1) the effect of racial identity on SDO times the effect of SDO on 

support for Trump (β = -.135, 95% C.I.: -.187,  -.083), and 2) the effect of racial 

identity on SDO times the effect of SDO on support for the Republicans (β = -.154, 

95% C.I.: -.206,  -.102). That combined indirect effect is significant and negative 

(β = -.289, 95% C.I.: -.390, -.188). 

Similarly, the total effect of racial identity on these values is the sum of two 

products: 1) the effect of racial identity on SDO times the effect of SDO on support 
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for Trump plus the direct effect of racial identity in the model (β = -.303, 95% C.I.: 

-.392,  -.213), and 2) the effect of racial identity on SDO times the effect of SDO on 

support for the Republicans plus the direct effect of racial identity in the model (β = 

-.351, 95% C.I.: -.438,  -.264). That combined total effect is significant and 

negative (β = -.654, 95% C.I.: -.822, -.487). 

Since the 95% confidence interval of the indirect effect of racial identity on 

support for Trump and the Republicans is outside the 95% confidence interval of 

the total effect of racial identity on these same outcome variables, I can confidently 

claim that SDO mediates – i.e. explains – the relationship between racial identity 

and the outcome variables. Because the indirect is still significantly different from 

zero, however, I can only say that SDO is a partial mediator of the relationship. In 

other words, racial identity strongly predicts how Black participants feel about 

President Trump and Republicans in Congress, and that relationship is explained – 

at least partially – by SDO.  

Discussion 

Using a sample of over 500 Black Americans, I found that racial identity and 

Social Dominance Orientation do help predict support for the Republican Party. 

Namely, increases in SDO and decreases in racial identity correlate with increased 

support for the Republican Party’s efforts to retain power in 2018. As shown in the 

regression analyses, this effect existed despite significant proportions of variance 

explained by other explanations of Republican support, including Right-Wing 

Authoritarianism and modern racism. These result parallel findings with a White 
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sample (although the effect of racial identity on GOP support is positive in that case 

(Davis et al., 2018)). 

These participants represented a wide range of ages, intra-Black ethnicities, 

immigration histories, and other demographic markers like income and residential 

community. This is interesting and helps shine some light on the scope of the 

Black-Republican relationship. Given the relationship between the Republican Party 

and the Black community (stereotyped as poor and urban), many would guess that 

Black supporters of the Republican Party would likely be richer, more suburban, 

older, and less connected to the lineages of American slavery. These hypotheses do 

not bear fruit in these analyses. A zero correlation is not proof of a non-

relationship, however, as measurement error or the presence of an unmeasured 

moderator could obscure if and when a significant correlation exists, respectively 

(Rozeboom, 1960). Because of this, I cannot confidently say that these 

demographic factors do not matter in predicting how an individual Black person 

feels about the Republican Party. 

In the models, only gender, religion, multi-racial identity, and subjective 

social class had any predictive power in either model-set as pure demographics. 

The gender disparity in Black Republicanism is well documented (Fauntroy, 2007, 

e.g.) and repeats here. Namely, Black women are more disapproving of the 

Republican Party and Trump in particular. In the case of opinions on Trump, the 

effect of gender persists despite the addition of other explainer variables such as 

SDO, racial identity, modern racism, and RWA. In contrast, the predictive power of 
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religion and subjective social class – where present – disappears once these 

variables enter the model. 

Interestingly, multi-racial identity was an enduring predictor of support for 

Trump. This is a perplexing finding, as these data reveal no significant differences 

between mono-racial Black participants and multiracial Black participants in any 

other variables of interest here, including racial identity (t(566) = 1.41, p = .159), 

SDO  (t(566) = -1.12, p = .263), RWA (t(566) = 1.19, p = .233), or modern racism 

(t(566) = -1.37, p = .170). Accordingly, I must have left unmeasured the explainer 

variable here. Given one of the central hypotheses – that group identity is a strong 

predictor of support for Trump, with direction depending on how his decisions 

impact the group – the likely explainer variable is the degree of racial identity for 

the non-Black racial group(s) to which the participant belongs. More direct evidence 

is necessary to make that claim, however. 

As shown in the structural equation model in Figure 3, support for the 

Republicans and President Trump was highest among Black participants who were 

low in racial identity and/or high in SDO. This follows our prediction that this 

combination of racial identity and SDO signals dis-identification with the greater 

Black population and desire to maintain the racial status quo. In turn, this predicts 

political support for the political party and a president that, as discussed above, 

have a history of advancing White people and ignoring (at the best of times) 

problems in the Black community.  

Looking closely at the mediation analyses, we see that SDO only partially 

mediates the effect of racial identity on opinions of Trump or Republicans in power. 
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Although partial, this mediation is large, reducing the effect of racial identity by a 

third. This is an important finding; though only regression-based, these analyses 

show strong support for the proposed relationships between racial identity, SDO, 

and Black participants’ opinions of the Republican Party.  

This study did not have a causal component, however. Without more control 

of independent variables, it is impossible to claim that moving levels of racial 

identity causes changes in Black people’s perception of Donald Trump and the 

Republican Party. What’s more, we don’t fully understand the mediating role of SDO 

and if it can explain at least some of this connection in experimental circumstances. 

With this in mind, I use the second study of this dissertation to manipulate 

racial identity. This allows me to investigate the different impact of SDO at low and 

high levels of racial identity. In addition, Study 1 only understands these 

relationships for a generalized, unidimensional measure of racial identity. Study 2 

must expand the measurement of racial identity to separate between racial 

centrality and the public and private conceptions of racial regard. As discussed 

above, racial regard is a closer concept to political allegiance than pure racial 

centrality. Thus, a manipulation of racial regard will – hopefully – produce clearer 

results in line with my hypotheses.  

The two following studies attempt to make a more direct causal claim about 

the relationship between SDO, racial identity, and Black participants’ support of the 

Republican Party. Manipulation is a well-used technique of survey methodology in 

both psychology and political science (McDermott, 2002). With manipulation and 

random assignment to conditions, scientists can look for outcome differences by 
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experimental group. Those differences in outcomes – with true random assignment 

– are only due to the manipulation. If the manipulation adequately measures a 

psychological variable (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011), then we can attribute any 

difference between groups to that psychological variable.  

Study 2: Manipulating Racial Identity 

In Study 2, I manipulate racial identity. In additional to gain the ability to 

make causal claims, I do this because Black people in the United States tend to 

have high levels of racial identity – usually near ceiling (Sellers et al., 1998; Van 

Deburg, 1992). Moving Black participants to momentarily lower or heighten their 

sense of racial identity should produce more variance than an explicit scale method. 

This variation will allow me to create better models and get closer to a causal claim.  

In the second phase of this dissertation, I used an online study to manipulate 

racial identity and see how the racial identity and SDO predicted openness to the 

Republican Party and support of their principles. The goal here was to manipulate 

racial identity on at least one aspect from the MMRI (Sellers et al., 1998). From 

there, I hoped to have truly random samples of Black participants with low racial 

identity and high racial identity in at least some way.  

Manipulating racial identity in a sample of Black Americans is in inherently 

difficult task. This is because a) Black Americans form and solidify their racial 

identity over decades (Cokley, 2005; Dawson, 2003) and b) many Black people 

report a that their race is a hyper-salient aspect of their self-presentation, often 

leading to potentially threatening situations (Gay et al., 2016; Shelby, 2002). 

Luckily, the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (Sellers et al., 1998) helps us 
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understand which aspects of racial identity are and are not subject to manipulation 

in an experimental setting.  

From the MMRI, there are workable ways to modify a participants’ racial 

regard – both private and public – or else get a wider distribution of racial identity 

centrality scores, if only long enough to conduct a psychology study. These 

methods include personal essay writing (of a time the participant felt particularly 

racially identified or non-identified), word-scrambling and word-finding task that 

prime racial identity (or dis-identity), sentence construction tasks and bogus 

categorization tasks (Gatson, 2003; Nadler et al., 2009; Root, 1999; Suyemoto, 

2004).  

For Study 2, I chose a modified essay writing method modeled after a paper 

by Gatson (2003). I describe the method below. Ultimately, I hypothesize that 

participants in the low racial regard condition will, after writing about negative 

stereotypes and a time they felt embarrassed to be Black, have artificially lower 

private racial regard. The high regard condition should have the opposite effect. I 

predict this because the manipulation should make race extremely salient to the 

participant. Furthermore, the exercise should affect the content of that salience. In 

other words, making participants reflect on negative and embarrassing aspects of 

being Black should lower their regard for Black people and the opposite effect 

should happen when reflecting on positive and exciting aspects of Blackness, 

representing an opportunity for a manipulation check. I do this check by measuring 

racial identity using the validated scale measures from the MMRI (Sellers et al., 

1998).  
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 Method 

Sample 

In January 2019, I collected a sample of n = 318 Black Americans from 

Amazon Mechanical Turk (Amazon, 2005). Again, I recruited this sample using the 

CloudResearch recruiting suite (Cloud Research Team, 2019). These participants 

had to be Black American and had not previously taken Study 1.  

This group of participants was nearly 70% women, median age 34 (see plot, 

“Age of Participants, Study 2a”, below), and 53% had an income between $30,000 

and $74,000. In terms of education, the participants in Study 2 differed 

dramatically from those in Study 1. Here, only 14% of participants has at least a 

Bachelor’s degree. In the rest of these analyses, I condition for education to make 

sure that level of schooling does not significantly affect my conclusions. For more 

information on participants, see a demographic breakdown in Appendix 3. 
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Manipulation 

Participants first gave informed consent and answered a few eligibility 

questions – including verifying that they identified as Black American and their 

political party belonging. From here, I split participants into two random groups. In 

the “Positive Stereotypes” group, I had participants engage in a few exercises to 

get them to think hard about the positive aspects of being Black and a member of 

the Black community. The “Negative Stereotypes” experimental group did exercises 

designed to get participants to fixate on negative aspects of being Black or a 

member of the Black community. 
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They did this in three ways. First, I asked participants to give five 

positive/negative stereotypes about the Black community. I prefaced the request 

with the following prompt: “In America, Blacks have a long and complex history. 

Try to think about the perception of Black people in America today - including 

stereotypes. In the following blank spaces, please describe five positive 

(negative) stereotypes about Black people in America.” 

After giving a list of five stereotypes, participants advanced to the second 

part of the manipulation. Here, a screen listed out their stereotype responses in 

order. I then asked participants to pick the single stereotype that “most likely has a 

grain of truth to it.” Next, participants then had to relay why they chose that 

stereotype above the others. 

In the last part of the manipulation, I asked participants to think carefully 

about their own lived experience as a Black American. Specifically, I gave each 

participant three (3) minutes to expound about “a specific event or time where you 

felt particularly proud, happy, or excited (embarrassed, ashamed, or 

mortified) to be Black. It can be an event that happened to you personally, a 

friend or close loved one, or that happened to a public figure or celebrity.” 

To get answers that really swelled a sense of Black pride (in the Positive 

Stereotypes condition) or Black shame (in the Negative Stereotypes condition), I 

implored participants to think about “What you were doing just before this event, 

how the event happened, what exact feelings you had in the moment, how it 

changed you and your perception of Black people in America, and how it impacted 

your identity going forward.” 
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 Measures 

Participants would then fill out social psychological survey measures including 

racial identity. Here, I take three subscales of the MMRI related to racial centrality 

and racial regard: racial centrality, racial private regard, and racial public regard. 

The racial centrality subscale questions focused on how closely-tied being Black was 

for the participant’s sense of self-image (ex.: “Overall, being Black has very little to 

do with how I feel about myself.”). The racial private regard subscale featured 

questions about how the participant personally feels about other Black people and 

being a member of the Black community (ex.: “I feel good about Black people.”). 

Finally, the racial public regard subscale relayed how participants understand the 

reputation of Black people to the public (ex.: In general, other groups view Blacks 

in a positive manner.”). I did not use the four racial ideology subscales of the MMRI 

(assimilationist, humanist, oppressed minority, and nationalist) because – as 

discussed above – I do not believe these subscales correlate directly to how Black 

participants feel about the Republican Party in power. 

Second, participants filled out the SDO7 scale (Ho et al., 2015). After that, 

they completed scales measuring their support for President Trump and the 

Republican Party heading into the 2020 elections. These were approximately the 

same scales using the same questions as that of Study 1, with some rewording to 

account for the next election. See Appendix 4 for full item questions and Table 4, 

below, for summary statistics, reliability (α) values, and correlations. 

Table 4: Summary Statistics and Correlations of Scale Variables – Study 2 

  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

Mean  

(Std. Deviation) 

4.77 

(1.25) 

6.26 

(0.92) 

3.35 

(1.22) 

2.30 

(1.16) 

2.73 

(1.30) 

2.15 

(1.44) 
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1. Race ID Centrality .87  .54 -.05 -.16* -.28 -.29 

2. Racial Private Regard    .85  .07 -.34* -.22 -.30 

3. Racial Public Regard      .84  .21  .22  .20 

4. SDO        .88  .40  .47 

5. Support of GOP 
    

 .90 .74 

6. Support of Trump      .93 
N = 316.  

Notes: ɑ values on diagonal, correlations on off-diagonal.  
All correlations except marked (*) p < .05 after correction for multiple 

comparisons using the Holm method. 

 Results 

The Manipulation 

After completing the experiment, a total of n = 146 participants completed 

the Positive Stereotype condition and a total of n = 170 participants completed the 

Negative Stereotype condition. These groups are not even due to the random group 

of participants who dropped out or else I excluded from analyses. 

To check for non-significant differences between the experimental groups, I 

ran a series of χ2 tests, simple linear regressions, and two-sample t-tests to gauge 

the demographic distribution of participants. Participants in the Positive Stereotypes 

condition were not more likely to be multiracial than participants in the Negative 

Stereotypes condition (8.9% versus 10.6%, χ2(1) = 0.097, p = .755). They were 

not more female (68.5% versus 67.7%, χ2(1) = 0.002, p = .968). There was no 

income difference (F(7,302) = 0.994, p = .436), nor difference in subjective social 

class (F(1,314) = 1.933, p = .165), residential type (F(2,310) = 1.423, p = .243), 

level of education (F(5,310) = 0.711, p = .616), or age (mean age: 37.74 versus 

35.72, t(296.6) = 1.556, p = .121). Last, participants in each manipulation group 

did not differ in term of political party affiliation (F(5,294) = 0.900, p = .482).  
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Analyses of the open-ended responses from participants about negative and 

positive stereotypes reveals lends credibility to the exercise. Figures 4 and 6 

feature word clouds of participants’ 100 top responses to negative and positive 

stereotypes about Black people, respectively. Therein, words in larger font are more 

prevalent out of the corpus of responses. Figures 5 and 7  are bar charts illustrating 

the frequency of the ten most popular responses. 

 

 Figure 4: Top 100 negative stereotypes about Black people from participants in Study 2a. 
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Figure 6: Top 100 positive stereotypes about Black people from participants in Study 2a. 
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For both positive and negative stereotypes about Black people, participants 

seemed to have reported the most popular ones as discussed for the past several 

decades (Adams-Bass et al., 2014; L. D. Bobo & Charles, 2009; Czopp et al., 

2015). Stereotypes of Black people being lazy, uneducated, poor, or criminals go 

back more than a century (Lemons, 1977), as do ideas that Black Americans are 

strong and talented people who are naturally good at athletics, dancing, and other 

creative arts.   

Many of these stereotypes seem to be reliable as well. For example, of the n 

= 146 participants in the Negative Stereotypes condition, 103 of them replied ‘lazy’ 

as one of their responses. This gives credence to this manipulation as having a 

similar cognitive impact on all participants (John F. Dovidio et al., 1986). Assuming 

this, I now analyze the external validity of the manipulation. 
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To do this, I assessed whether participants significantly differed in racial 

identity – in terms of centrality or regard. Ideally, participants in the Positive 

Stereotype group should show higher levels in at least one form of racial identity 

than those in the Negative Stereotype group. 

There was a significant difference in racial private regard between the 

decreased and increased racial regard groups (meanNegative = 6.15, meanPositive = 

6.38, t(311.05) = 2.22, p = 0.027, d = 0.25). Notably, the manipulation only 

affected racial private regard - for racial centrality (meanNegative = 4.70, meanPositive 

= 4.86, t(14) = 1.15, p = 0.251, d = 0.13) and racial public regard (meanNegative = 

3.25, meanPositive = 3.46, t(289.57) = 1.53, p = 0.128, d = 0.17) the differences 

were not significantly different. Figures 8, 9, and 10, below, show these results. 

 

Figure 8: Manipulation effect on Private Racial Regard for Study 2. 
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Figure 9: Manipulation effect on Racial Centrality for Study 2. 

 

Figure 10: Manipulation effect on Public Racial Regard for Study 2. 
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 A closer inspection of the manipulation showed an interesting dynamic 

between experimental condition and participant sex. While there was no significant 

interaction effect between gender and manipulation for racial identity centrality 

(bsex·condition = 0.213, p = .495; see Figure 12, below), there was one for both racial 

private regard (bsex·condition = 0.425, p = .050) and racial public regard (bsex·condition = 

0.645, p = .028). 

The estimates of racial private and public regard by sex and condition are 

below, featured in Figures 11 and 13, respectively. In both, it is evident that the 

manipulation did not move Black women participants on racial identity. Black male 

participants, however, did move significantly by condition. For private racial regard, 

Black males who wrote about negative stereotypes reported significantly low 

private racial regard scores (mean = 5.74, std. dev = 1.26) than Black men in the 

positive stereotypes condition (mean = 6.25, std. dev = 0.88) or Black women in 

either condition (meanPositive = 6.44, std. dev = 0.74; meanNegative = 6.35, std. dev = 

0.81). 

For public racial regard (illustrated in Figure 13), Black males who wrote 

about positive stereotypes reported significantly high private racial regard scores 

(mean = 3.86, std. dev = 1.30) than Black men in the negative stereotypes 

condition (mean = 3.20, std. dev = 1.29) or Black women in either condition 

(meanPositive = 3.28, std. dev = 1.27; meanNegative = 3.27, std. dev = 1.05). Because 

these results by sex are so striking, I will incorporate them into the proceeding 

analyses. 
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Figure 11: Manipulation effect on Private Racial Regard by participant sex for Study 2. 

  

Figure 12: Manipulation effect on Racial Centrality by participant sex for Study 2. 
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Figure 13: Manipulation effect on Public Racial Regard by participant sex for Study 2. 

Modeling the Experimental Relationships using Structural Equation Modeling 

In Study 1, I showed a correlational relationship between racial identity 

(measured as racial centrality) and support for the GOP and Trump for Black 

American participants. SDO mediated this correlation. With Study 2, I can replicate 

these models to bolster support for the scale-based SEMs with a different sample. 

What’s more, I can add in racial private and racial public regard to the SEM model 

to see if they improve the model. 

This is precisely what I do in Appendix 8. There, Figure 14 replicates the SEM 

from Study 1 with Study 2’s sample. That SEM is radically similar to the SEM from 

Study 1 (illustrated in Figure 3). In Figures 15 and 16, I design and then run a 

more complex model in which racial regard (both private and public) mediate the 
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relationship between racial centrality and SDO and in which SDO mediates the 

relationship between all three forms of racial identity (centrality, private regard, 

and public regard) and Black participants’ support for Trump and the GOP. In that 

model, private racial regard mediated the relationship between racial centrality and 

GOP support.  

With the manipulation (having participants discuss the positive or negative 

stereotypes prevalent about Black people), I can repeat these analyses and create 

SEMs that model the statistical relationship between the manipulation and the 

dependent variables – support for Donald Trump and Congressional Republicans. As 

the manipulation attempted to be an experimental control for racial identity, I can 

substitute the experimental condition for racial identity. 

Figure 17 shows the path model for such a model in its base form and Figure 

18 shows a model using experimental condition that mirrors the model used in 

Figure 16. Both position the experimental condition (Positive Stereotype condition 

or Negative Stereotype, or ‘PosNeg’) as an exogenous manifest variable predicting 

the exogenous latent variables including the dependent variables and the predicted 

mediators. Figure 17 has only SDO mediating the effect of the experimental 

condition on Trump/Republican support. Figure 18 includes both private and public 

racial regard as mediators of experimental condition and SDO as a mediator of 

racial regard’s effect on Republican/Trump support. 

If the experimental condition replicates the models using racial centrality as a 

measure of racial identity, then I can claim that manipulating racial identity has a 

real impact on support for the Republican party among Black participants. 
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Figure 17: SEM Path Model (SDO mediating Experimental Condition) for Study 2 
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Figure 18: SEM Path Model (Racial Regard mediating SDO; SDO mediating 

Experimental Condition) for Study 2 
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Unfortunately, the manipulation did not prove to be a proper experimental 

substitute for racial identity. As seen in Appendices 6 and 7, the manipulation itself 

did not prove to have a significant effect (direct, indirect, or total) to the dependent 

variables. The total relationship between experimental condition and the dependent 

variables is not significantly different from zero (r = -.083, 95%: -.297, .131, p = 

.449), so there is effectively no effect to mediate.  

Referring back to the differential effect of the experimental effect by gender 

highlighted in Figures 11-13, I ran one additional model using the manipulation. 

Illustrated in Figure 19, this model adds two manifest exogenous variables that 

predict only the racial regard measures: participant sex and an interaction effect for 

participant sex by experimental condition. This final model was a good fit to the 

data (χ2/df = 2.32; RMSEA = .07, 95% C.I.: .06, .08; GFI = .89; CFI = .95). 

In this model, the interaction term of experimental condition and participant 

sex was a significant predictor of public racial regard (β = .277, 95%: .022, .532, p 

= .033) and a marginally significant predictor of private racial regard (β = .228, 

95%: -.027, .484, p = .080). These interaction terms effected already significant 

main effects for experimental condition (βpublic = -.272, 95%: -.496, -.047, p = 

.018; βprivate = -.288, 95%: -.521, .056, p = .015).  

In other words, Black male participants who wrote in the Negative 

Stereotypes condition were significantly different in private and public racial regard 

than Black men in the Positive Stereotype condition. Black women, alternatively, 

had near zero difference (as the interaction effects are in the opposite direction). 

This echoes exactly what we see in Figures 11 and 13. 
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Using the SEM technique, I can examine if there is a direct or indirect effect 

of experimental condition on Trump/Republican support by sex. As well, I can see if 

racial regard or SDO mediates the by-sex moderation. Said another way, I can see 

if the direct effect of the manipulation on Trump/GOP support reduces in 

significance with the addition of an indirect effect of the manipulation through SDO 

separately for men and women in the Study. This form of moderated mediation 

inserts the interaction only at the beginning step and only to racial regard. 

What I find is that – for Black men – the experimental manipulation did have 

a significant total effect on support for Republicans/Trump, specifically as mediated 

by public racial regard (Trump Support: I.E. = -.074, 95%: -.147, -.001, p = .046; 

T.E. = -.148, 95%: -.269, -.026, p = .017. Republican Support: I.E. = -.074, 95%: 

-.147, -.001, p = .046; T.E. = -.122, 95%: -.244, -.000, p = .050). Namely, Black 

men who wrote about negative Black stereotypes had lower evaluations of the 

Republican Party and Trump than did Black men who wrote about positive Black 

stereotypes. Differences in Black public regard explain this, as I will explain in the 

Discussion, below. This finding only holds when controlling for participants’ private 

racial regard and SDO, importantly. 

The finding for Black women is a little more robust. For Black women the 

experimental manipulation had a significant total effect on support for 

Republicans/Trump as mediated by public racial regard (Trump Support: I.E. = -

.062, 95%: -.122, -.001, p = .047; T.E. = -.135, 95%: -.251, -.020, p = .022; 

Republican Support: I.E. = -.062, 95%: -.121, -.002, p = .043; T.E. = -.109, 95%: 

-.224, -.005, p = .062) regardless of private racial regard but still controlling for 
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SDO. Due to this, experimental condition had an overall indirect (I.E. = -.161, 

95%: -.339, .018, p = .079) and total effect (I.E. = -.282, 95%: -.532, -.031, p = 

.027) on the dependent variables. 
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Figure 19: Final SEM Model (Sex Interaction on Racial Regard; Racial Regard 

mediating SDO; SDO mediating Experimental Condition) for Study 2 
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Discussion 

In this second Study, I randomly assigned Black participants to either 

ruminate on positive or negative stereotypes about Black people. What I found was 

additional statistical and experimental evidence to show a clear link between Black 

racial identity and support for the Republican Party. 

With the stereotype-related essay writing task I developed, I was able to 

manipulate racial identity through random assignment. Those in the Negative 

Stereotype condition spent time thinking of how others think Black people are 

“lazy” and “ghetto,” while those in the Positive Stereotype condition reflected on 

the idea of Black people being “strong” and “athletic.” 

Because of the manipulation, I was able to find a significant difference in 

racial identity by experimental condition. I only found the difference in one measure 

of racial identity (private racial regard), however, and the effect size was small (d = 

.25). Nevertheless, this finding was significant, as it signified it is possible to move 

racial identity in a lab setting. What’s more, I discovered that the manipulation was 

much more effective on Black men than Black women. This is an interesting finding 

for a few reasons. 

First, sex seems to be a very important demographic variable in this project. 

As described earlier, there is a large gender gap in Black Republican membership, 

with two Black male Republicans for every Black female one. SDO, as well, has a 

well-established gender gap where men are higher in SDO than women in samples 

all across the world (Sidanius et al., 1994). While little available research has 

confirmed a persistent gender difference in racial identity among Black samples, the 
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idea that Black women would be higher in racial identity than Black men (at least in 

terms of private racial regard) is not inconsistent with Social Identity Theory given 

their double-minority status (Pyant & Yanico, 1991). We need more direct research 

on this relationship to make any definitive conclusions, however. 

Through a series of structural equation models, I found that racial identity – 

measured as racial centrality, private racial regard, or public racial regard – 

significantly predict Black participants’ support for President Trump and Republicans 

in Congress. This is the same finding as that of Study 1. Adding to this, however, 

was statistical evidence that racial regard likely mediates the relationship between 

racial centrality and SDO (as shown in Appendix 8 and Figure 16). This finding 

matches the structural model of the MMRI (shown in Figure 1) where a person’s 

racial centrality determines their appraisal of racial stimuli as filtered by their sense 

of racial regard. This study adds to that model, joining the MMRI with political 

appraisals via preference for (or against) hierarchy, i.e. SDO.  

An essential part of this Study was the manipulation of racial identity. The 

goal of this was to control racial identity in a laboratory setting, isolating it as the 

only difference between groups. Although the manipulation I used proved 

successful at moving racial identity (as described above), the evidence for 

movement in more “downstream” attitudes – like support for Trump/Republicans – 

lacked substance.  

Specifically, I found that the manipulation moved Black men and that that 

movement led to lower evaluations of Trump and the Republicans. Participants’ 

levels of public racial regard explained this effect. The model, however, only held up 
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after controlling for the effects of the manipulation on private racial regard and 

SDO. For Black women, the effect was more straightforward – writing about 

negative stereotypes decreased their public racial regard and led to a definitive 

decrease in their opinions about Trump and the Republicans. 

These results show a consistent effect of racial identity on opinions of 

Republicans and of Donald Trump. They are weak, however. Most of the effects in 

this Study are small to negligible, particularly the ones pertaining to the 

manipulation. A major limitation of this Study is the lack of power. 

As well, the manipulation of this study targeted racial identity generally, 

doing nothing to tie racial identity to the Republican Party. More generally, the two 

Studies so far have not actually measured what Black participants know about the 

GOP-Black relationship or its history. I have only assumed this so far. In Study 3, I 

directly manipulate what participants remember about the GOP-Black relationship 

and test how the relationship between racial identity and GOP/Trump support 

changes along with it. 

Study 3: Manipulating the GOP-Black Relationship 

In Study 3, I manipulate participants’ perception of the relationship between 

African Americans and the GOP. This manipulation helps resolve a potential 

confound in this research: the unmeasured – and likely unequal – level of 

knowledge that Black Americans have about their racial group’s historic relationship 

to the GOP. Similar to Study 2, this manipulation helps us to make a more causal 

argument connecting this history to participants’ understanding of the GOP as a 

political group. 
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Based on these trends, we can draw a direct line between the change in the 

historical relationship between Black communities and the Republicans. When 

Republicans fought against slavery and the full integration of Black people into 

American society, we were with them. When they used Whites’ fears about us to 

gain political support and pushed policies designed to keep us second class, we 

opposed them. Seems simple enough. 

However, something that is assumed – but not fully studied – about this 

story is that Black people know this history enough to sway their opinions of the 

Republican Party. While many Blacks lived through the early versions of the 

Southern Strategy or had parents and grandparents who did, the details of the 

party’s founding are less-well remembered.  

What’s more – does the historical relationship between the GOP and Black 

people matter? The current Republican Party has hit the Black communities many 

times over – from Hurricane Katrina and voter suppression, to strengthening the 

school-to-prison pipeline and protecting police officers who wantonly kill Black 

people. Black people do not need to look far back to have reason to distrust the 

Republican Party. GOP leaders sometimes use the “party of Lincoln” edict to recall 

the early Black-Republican relationship, but Black voters seem to see through that 

easily.  

Last, I have spent the last two studies measuring how Black participants view 

the Republican Party but not how they view Black Republicans. This is an important 

distinction – Black people may be ambivalent about the Republican Party (for 

example, they are apolitical or only engaged with the Democratic Party) but very 
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critical of Black people who do support the Republican Party. The opposite could 

also be true; a Black person could abhor the GOP but have a “to each his own” 

attitude towards the few Black people who do vote for the Party. In either event, 

racial identity – being itself tied to a sense of solidarity to the entire group – should 

play a role as participants may see Black Republicans as out of step with Black 

solidarity and group uplift. 

In this Study, I isolate what is top-of-mind about the Black-GOP relationship 

for Black participants. With this, participants’ experimental condition can moderate 

the effect of racial identity on opinions of the Republican Party in power and of 

other Black people who may support the GOP.  

  Method 

To explore this hypothesis, I ran a survey study of n = 311 Black Americans 

via Amazon Mechanical Turk in October 2019. Again, I recruited this sample using 

the CloudResearch recruiting suite (Cloud Research Team, 2019). These 

participants had to be Black American and had not previously taken Study 1 or 

Study 2.  

The final group of participants were very similar to that of Study 1. They 

were 59.2% female, median age 35 (see plot “Age of Participants – Study 3”, 

below), 47.6% college educated, and 10.6% identified as Republicans. In addition, 

94.5% of participants identified as mono-racial Black with the remaining 5.5% 

identifying as biracial including Black. 27.3% had incomes below $30,000 and 

20.8% had incomes above $75,000. Appendix 9 has a more complete breakdown of 

participants by race, gender, income, education level, and political party. 
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Manipulation 

Participants first gave informed consent and answered a few eligibility 

questions – including verifying that they identified as Black American and their 

political party belonging. From here, I split participants into three random groups, 

asked to read passages adapted from Fauntroy (2007). In the “Founding” group, I 

had participants read about the beginnings of the Republican Party and its mission 

to limit (and eventually abolish) slavery. They read the following passage: 

The Republican Party was formed in 1854 by a 

coalition composed of members of the American, Free 
Soil, and other parties, along with Northern Democrats 
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who sought to restrict the expansion of slavery. Their 
success was immediate, and in six years a Republican 

was president. Abraham Lincoln’s election proved a 
seminal milestone in US politics as the Republican Party 

overtook the Whig Party to become the primary rival of 
the Democrats and the second party in the two-party 
system that exists to this day. 

The origins of the Republican Party were very much 
in line with Black aspirations. Its most important initial 

policy position was the call restricting the expansion of 
slavery in the wake of the passage of the Kansas-
Nebraska Act. . . .  

Republicans seized the most important issue of the 
day – racial equality – and quickly established themselves 

as a party with which to be reckoned. They did so by 
providing a clear alternative to the conservative 
Democratic Party of the era. The most liberal members of 

the party came to be known by their critics as “Radical 
Republicans” (or “Radicals”), a faction that supported 

racial equality and was able to establish some 
rudimentary lawmaking designed to improve the general 

condition of African Americans. The Radicals also fought 
for African American employment in the federal 
bureaucracy and helped pave the way for the election of 

many African Americans during Reconstruction.  
The establishment of the Freedman’s Bureau – an 

agency created to help newly freed slaves with economic, 
educational, and other benefits – and the adoption of the 
so-called Reconstruction Amendments to the Constitution, 

which abolished slavery, granted US citizenship to former 
slaves, and established voting rights for former slaves, 

were among the most important legislative contributions 
of this subset of Republicans.  

These actions helped win a comprehensive Black 

allegiance to the Republican Party. . . . It has been 
estimated that by 1870, nine of the reconstructed states 

had a Black male voter registration rate of at least 85 
percent. This opened the door for the election of African 
Americans, all of whom were Republicans. African 

Americans were elected as Republicans to public offices 
throughout the South during Reconstruction, including as 

mayors, sheriffs, and judges. The first twenty-two African 
American members of the United States Congress were 
elected during Reconstruction, all as Republicans from the 

Old Confederacy. . . . Frederick Douglass, an African 
American civil rights pioneer, ran for the 1871 Republican 

nomination for the newly created position of District of 
Columbia Delegate to the House of Representatives, 
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losing by four votes. At one point, Louisiana had a Black 
governor, and the South Carolina House of 

Representatives had a Black majority. . . . African 
Americans understood who supported Reconstruction and 

its improvement of Black life – the Republicans – and who 
did not – the Democrats – and cast their ballots 
accordingly. 

 

The “Southern Strategy” experimental group read about the conservative 

takeover of the Republican Party and the use of the Southern Strategy to alienate 

Black voters in favor of support from wavering Southern Democrats. They read the 

following: 

While the Republican Party always had 
conservative elements, it wasn’t until the 1960s that the 
“Republican Right” evolved into a dominant, complex, 

organized, and effective political force. . . . These 
coalescing Republicans created organizations and 

communications mechanisms such as the National Review 
to promote conservative ideas. Racial conservatism was 
one of the areas in which this alliance was able to 

generate consensus. Over time, the party became a 
comfortable place for racial conservatives who opposed 

the developing racial moderation and liberalism of the 
Democratic Party on issues such as civil rights and 
segregation. This racial conservatism was embraced 

rather than rebuffed because it was seen as a way to 
make political inroads in the South. 

Racial conservatism refers to an ideological 
philosophy held by Whites that seeks to shape the racial 
status quo to their benefit and resist any changes in the 

social, political, and economic status quo that benefit 
minorities. Racial conservatives oppose policy changes 

that would result in an enhanced position for African 
Americans or a perceived diminution of status for Whites, 
or both. The importance of race as a social, political, and 

economic motivator cannot be ignored. 
This racial conservatism emerged in the form of 

“opposition to strong federal intervention in civil rights,’ 
which was beginning to become a dominant issue in 

Congress. This becomes even more apparent when one 
considers the results of the 1964 presidential election. 
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Barry Goldwater made a name for himself among racial 
conservatives in the South with his opposition to the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 and his general position on civil rights 
issues. . . . 

Goldwater lost to President Lyndon Johnson by an 
overwhelming margin nationally, winning the electoral 
votes of just six states. However, five of those states 

were in the South, and he won those states with, in some 
cases, overwhelming percentages of the vote. . . 

Goldwater’s defeat, however, was the birth of the 
“Southern Strategy” that Richard Nixon successfully 
implemented in the 1968 election.  

Generally, the Southern Strategy refers to 
Republicans’ efforts to win conservative White support by 

distancing themselves from progressive and moderate 
positions on racial issues of importance to African 
Americans. Goldwater’s presidential campaign used this 

strategy to move the Republican party further to the right 
than it had ever been before. Goldwater’s only chance to 

win the presidency required a sweep of the South, which 
would not be possible with a moderate civil rights 

position. The Goldwater camp concluded that the 
downside of losing Black votes by opposing civil rights 
and other Black interests would be overcome by the 

upside of enormous gains in the White South. From the 
wreckage of the 1964 election and Goldwater’s 

performance in the South, that Richard Nixon’s Southern 
Strategy emerged. 

Nixon’s strategy centered on trying to win over 

conservative southerners who had not previously voted 
for Republicans. It did so by using terms such as law and 

order, which played on White fears and stereotypes of 
African American community disorder. The implication of 
the strategy was that African American lawlessness would 

run rampant in White neighborhoods if Nixon wasn’t 
elected president. It played on White economic fears by 

charging that “reverse discrimination” was rampant in the 
US workplace and confirmed to some that African 
American progress could only come at the expense of 

Whites, an inference that was plumbed by the Southern 
Strategy. 

The success of the Southern Strategy made it 
attractive for office seekers throughout the nation, and it 
became more entrenched as a campaign strategy, 

particularly in the South. It became a roadmap that the 
GOP used to traffic in racial stereotypes and play on the 

latent (and not so latent) racism that exist in people. The 
strategy also helped the Reagan campaign win support 
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from so-called Reagan Democrats in 1980; using imagery 
of the “welfare queen” and referring to affirmative action 

as “anti-White” proved to be quite effective.  
 

Finally, I used a control group. They also read a passage about the 

Republican Party, but it centered on the conservative changes in the Republican 

Party on matters of trade and the economy. Since this passage was not germane to 

the theoretical paradigm, I do not reproduce it here, but include it in Appendix 10. 

As each participant read the passage, I recorded in the background the 

number of seconds they spent on the page. I also reported the number of times 

they clicked their mouse on the page.  I did this to measure attention and 

comprehension of the passage. After the passage, participants answered a short 

survey measuring feedback about it, including if they thought the passage was 

clear, reflected new information, and to check if they understood the message of 

the passage. Appendix 11 list these questions explicitly.  

Measures 

After gathering demographic information from participants but before the 

reading manipulation, I gave participants the same three subscales of the MMRI 

that I used in Study 2: racial centrality, racial private regard, and racial public 

regard. These questions did not differ from those of Appendix 4. Like in Study 2, 

these scale showed good reliability (αcentrality = .81, αprivate = .84, αpublic = .85). 

After the reading manipulation, participants completed the SDO7 scale 

exactly as described in Study 1 (see Appendix 2 for question text). Also like Studies 

1 and 2, participants filled out scale measures for their support of Republicans in 
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Congress. These questions were the same as the questions listed in Appendix 4. 

The SDO and Republican support scales again showed strong reliability ( both α = 

.91). 

New to Study 3, I gave participants a scale of their openness to the GOP. 

This scale was meant to more directly measure how participants felt about the 

prospect of themselves or others joining the Republican Party, as well as how likely 

they would be to listen to a Republican candidate if they had good ideas. These 

seven questions – listed in Appendix 12 – included, “If a family member told me 

they were Republican, I'd be offended,” “Black people who vote for Republican 

candidates betray their race,” and, “If a candidate had the right ideas and goals, I'd 

vote for them even if they were a Republican.”  

Despite covering a range of issues related to how Black people feel about 

voting for Republicans, these questions loaded onto one factor (verified by both the 

number of eigenvalues above 1 and a 10,000x resampled parallel analyses) with all 

the questions fitting the scale well (all h2 ≥ .46; cumulative R2 = .58). Like the 

other scale measures here, the data showed this scale to be reliable (α = .88). 

Collectively the scales displayed very similar correlations to those found in 

Studies 1 and 2. Like in Study 2, racial public regard did not significantly correlate 

to racial centrality (r = -.06, p = .31) or racial private regard (r = .05, p = .41). 

The new scale for this study, Openness to the GOP, was not significantly related 

(after correction for multiple tests) to racial centrality (r = -.10, p = .07), racial 

private regard (r = .14, p = .02), or SDO (r = .02, p = .74). Table 5, below, lists 

summary statistics, reliability (α) values, and correlations for this Study. 
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Table 5: Summary Statistics and Correlations of Scale Variables – Study 3 

  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

Mean  

(Std. Deviation) 

4.71 

(1.25) 

6.01 

(1.00) 

3.32 

(1.19) 

2.93 

(0.85) 

3.04 

(1.42) 

4.98 

(1.36) 

          
 

 

1. Race ID Centrality .81  .50 -.06* -.19 -.27 -.10* 

2. Racial Private 

Regard 

   .84  .05* -.38 -.18 .14* 

3. Racial Public 

Regard 

     .85  .24  .39  .17 

4. SDO        .91  .42  .02* 

5. Support of GOP 
    

 .91 .55 

6. Openness to GOP      .88 

N = 311.  

Notes: ɑ values on diagonal, correlations on off-diagonal.  
All correlations except marked (*) p < .05 after correction for multiple 

comparisons using the Holm method. 

 

 Results 

The Manipulation 

After completing the experiment and cleaning the data, a total of n = 104 

participants completed the Founding condition (reading about the pro-Black early 

history of the GOP), n = 97 were in the Southern condition (reading about the anti-

Black modern history of the Republican Party), and n = 110 participants were in the 

Control condition. 

To check for non-significant differences between the experimental groups, I 

ran a series of χ2 tests, simple linear regressions, and one-way ANOVAs to gauge 

the demographic distribution of participants. Participants in the Founding condition, 

the Southern condition, and the Control condition not more female (64.42% versus 

57.73% versus 55.45%, χ2(2) = 1.90, p = .387) than any of the other groups. 

There was no income difference (χ2(14) = 12.99, p = .527), level of education 
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(χ2(12) = 13.67, p = .322), or age (mean age: 37.32 versus 36.29 versus 38.47, 

F(2, 308) = 0.962, p = .383). Last, participants in each manipulation group did not 

differ in term of political party affiliation (χ2(10) = 6.50, p = .772). 

Participants did differ by condition, however, in terms of mono- versus multi-

racial status. In the Founding condition, 99% of participants were mono-racial 

Black, compared to merely 91.75% and 92.73% mono-racial Black in the Southern 

and Founding conditions, respectively. This difference is significant (χ2(2) = 6.23, p 

= .044). To account for this unevenness, I will control for mixed race status in all 

subsequent analyses that use the manipulation as a variable. 

In terms of engagement with the manipulation, participants did not spend 

more time with the reading prompt in any one condition (120.13 seconds for 

control group versus 139.31 seconds in Founding group versus 155.30 seconds in 

the Southern Strategy group; F(2, 308) = 1.87, p = .157). Participants did not 

answer the understanding questions (see Appendix 10) any differently by group 

(F(2, 308) = 1.24, p = .290), either.  

Since I surveyed participants on racial identity before they did the 

manipulation, I would not expect participants to differ in racial identity by condition. 

This is what I found: participants did not differ significantly by experimental 

condition in racial centrality (F(2, 308) = 0.58, p = .558) or private racial regard 

(F(2, 308) = 0.22, p = .801). Participants did differ by condition in terms of racial 

public regard (F(2, 308) = 1.87, p = .157), with those in the control group 

significantly higher in racial public regard than those in the Founding or Southern 

condition groups. This difference is negligible (η2 = .023), however, and is likely 
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coincidental. Throughout the rest of these analyses, I will watch for significant 

findings relating the manipulation to public racial regard. 

Last, there were no significant difference by condition in SDO (F(2, 308) = 

0.90, p = .406). Although I measured SDO after the experimental condition, there 

is little reason to believe that the manipulation would move participants’ level of 

SDO, as the relationship between the reading prompts and preferences for the 

dominance of groups by other groups was tangential. 

Modeling the Moderating Effect of Experimental Condition using Nested 

Multivariate Regression 

From Studies 1 and 2, I strongly suspect that increases in racial identity for 

Black participants predict lower support of the Republican Party in Congress. In 

Study 1, I found support for the claim that at least some of the cause of this 

connection is SDO – where higher racial identity predicts lower SDO, which in turn 

predicts lower GOP support. Study 2 went further in two ways. First, I found 

evidence that racial centrality’s link to SDO is mediated by racial regard – how a 

Black person feels about other Black people. Second, I found that these 

relationships are particularly strong for men, as Black women had a muted 

response to the GOP regardless of their racial identity. 

With the addition of the manipulation in this Study, I can make a further 

claim using quasi-experimental methods. Namely, participants’ cognizance about 

the Black-Republican relationship should intensify the above relationships. In our 

sample, those that read about the good part of the Black-GOP relationship (the 

founding of the Party as anti-slavery) should respond kindlier to the GOP – 
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especially if they are men high in racial identity (following from the findings in 

Study 2). Conversely, those who read about the Southern Strategy as an example 

of the Republican Party’s anti-Black actions should respond more negatively to the 

GOP – especially if they are men high in racial identity. 

To analyze these predicted relationships, I ran a series of multivariate 

regression models for each dependent variable (support for the Republicans in 

Congress and openness to the Republican Party as a Black Person). These results 

are in Tables 6 and 7, below.  

In the first stage, I only use race (mono- versus multi-racial Black) and sex 

as predictors. In both models, Black women are more negative (bRepub = -4.04, p = 

.003, bOpenness = -2.47, p = .03) in their support of the GOP and openness to Black 

Republicanism in general. Being multi-racial Black did not impact the dependent 

variables (bRepub = 3.79, p = .18, bOpenness = 1.01, p = .68). 

In the second stage, I control for SDO. Unsurprisingly, SDO is a significant 

predictor of support for Republicans in Congress (b = 0.25, p < .0001) but not for 

general openness (b = -0.00, p = 1.00). This is likely due to the hierarchy-

maintenance aspect of Social Dominance; supporting the Republicans in Congress is 

more directly related to group-based dominance than being accepting of a Black 

Republican in your family, say. 

In the third stage, I control for racial identity. For GOP support, public racial 

regard is the measure of racial identity I highlight. For GOP openness, I use private 

racial regard. I highlight these measures here as a matter of convenience since 
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they produce significant results even when I include all measured forms of racial 

identity and their relevant interaction terms.  

Accordingly, public racial regard is a significant predictor of GOP support (b = 

0.48, p < .0001). Participants with greater racial public regard supported the 

Republicans in Congress more. This positive relationship is in line with the results of 

Study 2. Unlike analogous findings from Study 2, private racial regard was a 

positive predictor of openness to Black Republicanism (b = 0.30, p = .003).  

In the fourth step, I added a main effect for experimental condition 

(Founding or Southern Strategy, as compared to the Control) as well as a condition 

by racial regard interaction term. There was no main effect of experimental 

condition for those in the Founding condition (bRepub = 1.21, p = .38, bOpenness = 

0.65, p = .62) or in the Southern Strategy condition (bRepub = -0.43, p = .76, 

bOpenness = -0.61, p = .65). The same was true of the interaction terms except the 

marginally-significant interaction between private racial regard and being in the 

Southern Strategy condition in predicting Openness to the GOP (b = -0.39, p = 

.08). I will discuss the significance of this interaction with the final step model. 
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Table 6: Predicting Republican Party Support (n = 310) 

RACE: Black -> 
Multiracial, with 
Black  

3.79 2.02 1.90 2.29 2.97 

 
(-1.70, 
9.29) 

(-3.05, 
7.09) 

(-2.91, 
6.71) 

(-2.60, 
7.18) 

(-1.86, 
7.81) 

GENDER: Male -
> Female 

-4.04** -2.64* -1.76 -1.85 -0.13 

 (-6.58, -
1.49) 

(-5.00, -
0.27) 

(-4.02, 
0.50) 

(-4.13, 
0.42) 

(-3.96, 
3.70) 

SDO  0.25*** 0.21*** 0.21*** 0.20***  

 (0.19, 

0.32) 

(0.15, 

0.28) 

(0.15, 

0.27) 

(0.14, 

0.27) 

Racial Public 

Regard 
  0.48*** 0.52*** 1.03*** 

 

  
(0.32, 

0.64) 

(0.25, 

0.79) 

(0.58, 

1.48) 

GOP Founding 

Condition 
   1.21 2.21 

 

   
(-1.48, 

3.90) 

(-2.08, 

6.49) 

Southern 

Strategy 
Condition 

   -0.43 1.52 

 
   (-3.15, 

2.29) 
(-2.65, 
5.70) 

Racial Public 
Regard *GOP 

Founding 
Condition 

   0.01 -0.17 

 

   (-0.37, 

0.38) 

(-0.78, 

0.43) 

Racial Public 

Regard 
*Southern 

Strategy 
Condition 

   -0.12 -0.93** 

 
   

(-0.51, 
0.26) 

(-1.58, -
0.28) 

Female * GOP 
Founding 
Condition 

    -1.61 

 
    

(-7.09, 
3.88) 

Female * GOP 
Founding 

Condition 

    -2.33 
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 Table 6: Predicting Republican Party Support (n = 310) 

(Cont.) 

 
    

(-7.83, 

3.18) 

Female * Racial 

Public Regard * 
GOP Founding 
Condition 

    0.22 

 
    

(-0.55, 
0.99) 

Female * Racial 
Public Regard * 

Southern 
Strategy 

Condition 

    1.23** 

 
    

(0.42, 
2.03) 

Constant 2.18* 1.45 0.94 0.67 -0.76 

 (0.19, 
4.17) 

(-0.39, 
3.29) 

(-0.81, 
2.69) 

(-1.63, 
2.98) 

(-3.71, 
2.20)  

     

R2 0.04 0.19 0.27 0.28 0.31 

Adjusted R2 0.03 0.18 0.26 0.26 0.28 

Residual Std. 

Error 

11.22  

(df = 
308) 

10.31  

(df = 
307) 

9.78  

(df = 
306) 

9.82 

 (df = 
302) 

9.67  

(df = 
297) 

F Statistic 6.03**  
(df = 2; 

308) 

24.10***  
(df = 3; 

307) 

28.86***  
(df = 4; 

306) 

14.56***  
(df = 8; 

302) 

10.31***  
(df = 13; 

297) 

Notes +p<0.10;*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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Table 7: Predicting Openness to Republicanism (n = 310) 

RACE: Black -> 

Multiracial, with 
Black  

1.01 1.01 1.25 1.83 2.12 

 
(-3.65, 
5.67) 

(-3.68, 
5.69) 

(-3.37, 
5.88) 

(-2.85, 
6.51) 

(-2.60, 
6.83) 

GENDER: Male -
> Female 

-2.47* -2.47* -2.63* -2.85* -2.55 

 (-4.63, -
0.31) 

(-4.66, -
0.28) 

(-4.79, -
0.47) 

(-5.01, -
0.68) 

(-6.20, 
1.10) 

SDO  -0.0002 0.04 0.03 0.04  

 (-0.06, 

0.06) 

(-0.03, 

0.10) 

(-0.03, 

0.10) 

(-0.03, 

0.10) 

Racial Private 

Regard 
  0.30** 0.51*** 0.72*** 

 

  
(0.11, 

0.49) 

(0.22, 

0.80) 

(0.32, 

1.12) 

GOP Founding 

Condition 
   0.65 0.17 

 

   
(-1.89, 

3.19) 

(-3.90, 

4.25) 

Southern 

Strategy 
Condition 

   -0.61 -0.18 

 
   (-3.19, 

1.98) 
(-4.16, 
3.81) 

Racial Private 
Regard *GOP 
Founding 

Condition 

   -0.31 -0.58+ 

 

   (-0.74, 

0.12) 

(-1.22, 

0.05) 

Racial Private 

Regard 
*Southern 

Strategy 
Condition 

   -0.39+ -0.53+ 

 
   

(-0.81, 

0.03) 

(-1.14, 

0.08) 

Female * GOP 

Founding 
Condition 

    -0.45 

 
    

(-1.03, 
0.13) 
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 Table 7: Predicting Openness to Republicanism (n = 310) 

(Cont.) 

Female * GOP 

Founding 
Condition 

    0.27 

 
    

(-4.97, 
5.51) 

Female * Racial 
Private Regard * 
GOP Founding 

Condition 

    0.57 

 
    

(-0.31, 

1.44) 

Female * Racial 

Private Regard * 
Southern 
Strategy 

Condition 

    0.34 

 
    

(-0.51, 

1.20) 

Constant 1.51+ 1.51+ 1.60+ 1.66 1.75 

 (-0.17, 
3.20) 

(-0.18, 
3.21) 

(-0.08, 
3.27) 

(-0.51, 
3.83) 

(-1.00, 
4.50)  

     

R2 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.07 

Adjusted R2 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.03 

Residual Std. 
Error 

9.51  
(df = 

307) 

9.53  
(df = 

306) 

9.40  
(df = 

305) 

9.39  
(df = 

301) 

9.42  
(df = 

296) 

F Statistic 2.67+  
(df = 2; 

307) 

1.78  
(df = 3; 

306) 

3.76**  
(df = 4; 

305) 

2.44*  
(df = 8; 

301) 

1.71+  
(df = 13; 

296) 

Notes +p<0.10;*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
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In the final step, I added an interaction term for racial public regard by 

experimental condition by participant sex. This measurement echoes the by-sex 

difference in the experimental conditions in Study 2. Accordingly, I find that the 

three-way interaction is important in GOP support: there is a significant three-way 

interaction for sex, racial identity, and the Southern Strategy condition (b = -0.93, 

p = .01) as well as a significant sex main effect for those in the Southern Strategy 

condition (b = -0.77, p = .01). 

To make sense of this, I produced the image in Figure 20, below. There, we 

get a clearer image of which groups are different from the others in the three-way 

interaction. Principally, we can see a generally positive line in the relationship 

between public racial regard and support for Republicans in Congress for both men 

and women in all conditions. The lines are particularly steep for men. The especially 

different group is of the Black male participants who read about the Southern 

Strategy. Those participants display a flat, near-zero relationship between their 

public racial regard and their support of the Republican Party in Congress.  

Figure 21 illustrates the similar interaction effect that predicts openness to 

Black Republicanism. There, we see a weakly positive relationship between private 

racial regard and openness for Black men and women. The difference – surprisingly 

– is for Black men in the Control condition. Without any additional context on the 

Black-GOP relationship (positive or negative), Black men in this Study were more 

open to Black Republicanism the higher they were in private racial regard. 
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Figure 20: Effect of Public Racial Regard on Support for Republicans by Sex 
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Figure 21: Effect of Private Racial Regard on Openness to Black Republicanism by 

Sex 
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 Discussion 

The purpose of this Study was to more directly tie the correlation between 

racial identity and support for the Republican Party among Black participants to the 

specific historical relationship between Black people and the GOP. I did this by 

randomly assigning Black participants to read narratives focused on either the early 

and beneficial relationship between the Republican Party and the Black community, 

or the later and detrimental relationship between the two. 

With this manipulation, I was able to detect whether the history of the Black-

GOP relationship intensified or subdued the heretofore negative relationship 

between participants’ racial identity and their support for the GOP. Moreover, I used 

not only support of the Republicans in power as a dependent variable, but also 

measured how accepting participants were of Black Republicans generally. This 

scale was strongly related to participants’ support for the Republicans in Congress 

(r = .55) but not as strongly related to racial identity centrality or racial regard as 

the GOP support scale. 

Looking at the results in Table 6, I again find that SDO and public racial 

regard are significant and positive predictors of participants’ support of the 

Republican Party. In the third sample now, Black participants who believe in a 

strong, group-based social hierarchy also tended to support the Republican Party. 

Moreover, participants who view the public perception of Black people positively 

(i.e., those high in public racial regard) tended to support the Republican Party. As 

discussed in the section on racial identity above, these participants likely see 

prejudice against Black people as rare or overstressed. Thus, they are unlikely to 
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view the Republican Party with suspicion. If that is the case, it would explain why 

their support for the Party is higher than those low in racial public regard. 

The effect of the experimental manipulation helps give credence to this 

hypothesis. Namely, the relationship between racial public regard and support for 

the Republican Party changed as a function of me exposing them to differing 

narratives about the history between the Republican Party and Black people. 

Compared to those in the control condition, Black participants who read about the 

Southern Strategy displayed a muted relationship between their racial public regard 

and their GOP support. This was particularly true for male participants, as shown in 

Figure 21. 

What this indicates is that, with normal levels of understanding, Black 

participants (particularly Black male participants) increasingly support the 

Republican Party as their racial public regard increases. In other words, believing 

that other people hold Blacks in high esteem influences higher GOP support. When 

Black participants read about the Southern Strategy and the Republican Party’s 

attempts to win voters by vilifying and punishing Black people through both rhetoric 

and policy, this influence drops to nil.  

While there was scant evidence for Republican Party support from these 

Black participants, they seemed much more open to Republicanism in general. As 

measured by the Openness to Republicanism scale (which included questions such 

as, “If a family member told me they were Republican, I'd be offended,” and, “Black 

people who vote for Republican candidates betray their race.”), participants were 

generally accepting, scoring a 5 out of 7 on average.  
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These generally high scores are interesting. They could represent that Black 

participants genuinely feel that Black expressions of Republican support are not 

inherently problematic. They could also indicate Black dissatisfaction with the 

Democratic Party and its monopoly on the Black vote or just the two-party system 

generally. Others have discussed this phenomenon (Burkett, 2002; King, 2006). 

Last, they could represent experimenter bias and these participants not wanting to 

appear anti-Republican or otherwise prejudiced to me. Participants likely perceived 

their experimenter (me) as White (Morawski, 2012) and were reluctant to condemn 

other Black people in a cross-racial communication (Droogendyk et al., 2016; 

Gudykunst et al., 1992). Without additional study, I cannot tell which if any of 

these conclusions is the correct one. 

Nevertheless, this scale did reveal some insights as it related to the 

independent variables. As seen in Table 7, participants’ levels of SDO were 

completely unrelated to their openness to Black Republicanism. This finding is in 

line with theories about social dominance orientation, which postulate that those 

levels depend on access to power and control over the social hierarchy, and not the 

acceptance or refusal of opposing views.  

In addition, there was a significant and positive relationship between private 

racial regard and the Openness to Republicanism scale after controlling for 

demographic information like participant sex. As we can see in Figure 21, 

participants with no given information about the Black-GOP historical relationship 

(the control condition) were more open to Black Republicanism the higher their 

private racial regard was. For Black male participants, this effect zeroed when given 
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information about the historical relationship – the good parts or the bad. It’s worth 

noting, however, that at low values of private racial regard, participants’ openness 

to Republicanism is high for all participants except men in the control condition.  

Again, it is difficult to directly explain these data without a better theoretical 

account of the Openness to Republicanism scale. What I can say is that the results 

of this Study underscore the role of power in the connection between Black racial 

identity and what Black people think of the Republican Party. Far from being solely 

about ideas and policy, racial identity seems to identify anti-Black actions and 

Republicanism the same. This conception would explain the negative relationship 

between private racial regard and GOP support (liking Black people more causing a 

decrease in support for the anti-Black party) and the positive relationship between 

public racial regard and the same (thinking others like Black people means the GOP 

cannot be anti-Black).  

We found some support for these assertions – but only among Black men 

and even then, not perfectly. This distinction between Black men and Black women 

is unaccounted for in my hypotheses, but repeats itself from Study 2. Different 

theories of gender could account for this, and I regret that they were not sooner 

incorporated into this work.  

I will go into greater detail in the general discussion to this Dissertation, but 

the simplest and most obvious answer to the role sex is playing here lies in 

intersectional theory. For Black women, both their race and gender are salient 

identities, particularly as it pertains to politics, where they are marginalized by 

society on the bases of both. When imagining their support or opposition to the 
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Republican Party, Black women must settle their personal connotations with being 

Black, being a woman, (being a Black woman), and the idea of being a Republican. 

Thus, our theoretical model is wholly incomplete for Black women. More research is 

needed to explicate these theories beyond Black men. 

In all, this research sheds valuable light on how historical knowledge relates 

to identity and politics. Pure knowledge is not enough to transform perspective – it 

must interact with our sense of identity to have an impact. As we try to reconcile 

our identities with our views, history and its memory, are essential aspects 

understanding attitudes and behavior. 

General Discussion and Conclusion 

In January of 2020, the New York Times Magazine published an interview 

with Will Hurd, the Congressional Representative from Texas’ 23rd District since 

2015 (Marchese, 2020). Rep. Hurd is – at the time of this writing – the only Black 

Republican in the House of Representatives. Hurd, a former CIA agent (Weissert, 

2015), is an avowed moderate and represents a district that stretches from San 

Antonio to El Paso. Texas’ 23rd is 70 percent Hispanic and only 3% non-Hispanic 

Black (US Census Bureau, 2015).  

In the interview, the reporter presses Hurd about a number of issues 

including his thoughts on representing a largely non-White District as a Republican 

(Marchese, 2020). About his Black identity, the reporter asks Hurd two questions. 

The first is whether Hurd feels a special responsibility being the only Black 

Republican in the House. The second is how Hurd feels being in the same party as 
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those credibly accused of White supremacist beliefs, including Rep. Steve King and 

Advisor to President Trump Stephen Miller.  

After fighting the questions with non-sequiturs, Rep. Hurd ultimately demurs: 

“I’m sure we can sit here and come up with people who identify with the 

Democratic Party and make the rest of that party cringe when their names are 

mentioned. I don’t think you can define a whole set of people based on outliers… 

This is not something that I monitor. Again, I can’t refute or agree with your 

premise, because I don’t track that. I don’t follow that.” 

Here, we have a Black Republican and elected official exercising two 

strategies necessary to maintain a positive Black identity and a positive Republican 

identity under threat according to Social Identity Theory. First, Hurd positions the 

Republican Party as not inherently bad to the Black community – at least not as bad 

as the other party. Second, instead of disavowing White supremacists in his political 

ingroup or denying that they exist, he dis-identifies with one ingroup to maintain 

identity consistency. “I don’t track that. I don’t follow that.” 

The purpose of this Dissertation was to evaluate Black support of the 

Republican Party as principally a social psychological phenomenon caused by both 

individual differences in racial identity and Social Dominance Orientation, or SDO. I 

hypothesized that, under Balance Theory, racial identity had a negative correlation 

to support for the Republicans in power. Given the history of the GOP’s treatment 

towards and policies around Black people, I predicted that only those low in racial 

identity would identify with the Republican Party.  
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The key explainer of this relationship, I hypothesized, was SDO. Those high 

in SDO, regardless if they belong in the high- or low-power group, prefer a world 

order that keeps those with power in power. A preference for their low-status 

position should explain support for the Republican Party with those Black people low 

in racial self-esteem, especially if they understand the Republican Party as one that 

takes anti-Black actions. 

In Study 1, I ran a panel survey of N = 709 Black Americans. These 

participants filled out scale measures of their generalized racial identity, SDO, and 

support for both the Republicans in Congress and President Trump. Controlling for 

significant demographic variables like gender and religion, there was a significant 

relationship between racial identity and support for the GOP. These relationships 

were moderately-sized (r’s = -.39 and -.38) and negative, in line with my 

hypothesis. Adding SDO as an explainer variable (itself a significant predictor) 

reduced the correlational relationship between racial identity and support for the 

GOP by about a third. Important also, these significant relationships to GOP support 

remained after adding in other possible explainer variables, such as participants’ 

levels of Right-Wing Authoritarianism and modern racism. 

Study 1 supported my hypotheses in correlational form but did not provide 

insight on the causal relationships among my variables of interest. In addition, 

Study 1 related Republican support to a generalized measure of racial identity and 

not any of the specific subparts of the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity 

(MMRI). Specifically, I was interested in how racial centrality (the degree that racial 

identity is part of one’s self-concept), private racial regard (how one feels about 
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being a member of their racial group and about their racial ingroup generally), and 

public racial regard (one’s perception of the greater society’s view on the racial 

ingroup) differentially predicted support for the GOP.  

In Study 2, I try to add in this missing analysis. Accordingly, I recruited N = 

318 Black Americans and randomly assigned them to one of two groups. One group 

wrote in length about positive stereotypes about Black people and times where they 

felt a pride about being Black. The other group focused on negative stereotypes and 

times they felt embarrassed or ashamed to be Black. All participants then 

completed scales for the abovementioned subparts of the MMRI, SDO, and their 

support for the GOP. 

I found that participants in the Negative Stereotypes condition had more 

negative evaluations of the GOP than those in the Positive Stereotypes condition 

and that the experimental condition had a significant interaction with participant 

sex. Black female participants in the Negative Stereotype condition were 

particularly harsh to the Republicans in power. Of our scale measures, the only 

variable that significantly explained this relationship was public racial regard (itself 

partially explained by SDO). In other words, after writing about negative 

stereotypes of Black people and times that they felt embarrassed to be Black, the 

Black female participants in this Study developed (at least for the moment) a worse 

sense that Black people are favored by the rest of society. When asked to evaluate 

the GOP, these participants recalled the negative relationship between the Black 

community and the Republican Party, and accordingly refused to give the Party 

their support. 
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For Study 3, I emphasized different aspects of the Black-GOP relationship to 

exacerbate or minimize the relationship between racial identity and support for the 

Republican Party. Participants (N = 311) read about this history in one of three 

groups: one focused on the positive early relationship between Black communities 

and the GOP, one focused on the Republicans’ focus on denigrating Black people for 

the Southern Strategy, and a control reading not related to race directly. Here, I 

again found that public racial regard was the important variable. While there is 

normally a positive relationship between racial public regard and support for the 

Republican Party this was not true of Black male participants who wrote about the 

Southern Strategy. They showed a remarkably flat relationship – Black males who 

read about the Southern Strategy did not care for the Republican Party no matter 

how much they thought other people liked the Black community. SDO, like in 

Studies 1 and 2, displayed a persistent, significant, and positive relationship with 

support for the Party. 

Together, these three Studies give a compelling argument that for Black 

Americans, levels of racial identity directly tie to their evaluations of the Republican 

Party. When randomly influenced to increase or decrease their perception or public 

racial regard, participants in turn increased or decreased their perception of the 

GOP (particularly female participants). When reminded that the Republican Party 

has used anti-Black rhetoric and policy promises to court Southern White voters, 

they rate the Party poorly even if they are high in racial public regard (particularly 

male participants). 
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These Studies also reinforce the notion that SDO is a driving force for 

political party preference. In all three Studies, those high in SDO supported the 

Republican Party more. They supported the Republican Party not just as the party 

in power but also the party that works to maintain the current racial and social 

hierarchy. Moreover, SDO at least partially explains the relationship between racial 

identity and support for the Republican Party. Namely, part of the reason that those 

low in racial identity tend to support the Republican Party is that it justifies and 

reinforces the current group-based social hierarchy. SDO only explains about a third 

of this relationship, however. Likely other, unmeasured variables explain the rest of 

the variance. 

Attempts to Manipulate SDO 

SDO also represents one big limitation for this Dissertation. Here, I position 

SDO as both a causal factor in Black support of the GOP but also as a mediator of 

racial identity’s relationship to the GOP. In all my Studies, however, I measure SDO 

with a scale. Without manipulating SDO, I can’t make a causal claim as clearly as I 

can with racial identity.  

Manipulating SDO is notoriously difficult (Cohrs & Asbrock, 2009). Social 

Dominance Theory understands SDO as a stable individual trait developed in part to 

one’s social position and the values of the greater culture (Pratto et al., 2006; 

Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Studies that have manipulated SDO in participants have 

done so by manipulating the sense of competitive threat (Cohrs & Asbrock, 2009). 

Even then, the differences in SDO between experimental groups tend to be small 
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and unreliable (Ho et al., 2015). Thus, unless I can find a novel way to manipulate 

SDO, I am unable to make causal claims about the individual difference measure. 

In February and March, 2020, I attempted just that. In two pilot studies, I 

split samples of Americans (of all races, not specifically Black) into two groups and 

gave them a manipulation before measuring SDO. In the first study, I surveyed N = 

252 Americans in a style not unlike Study 3. Participants first read one of two 

narratives about the then-present coronavirus pandemic. In the “China has Helped” 

condition, participants read about how China’s quick actions have settled the 

coronavirus threat there and that we Americans should work with them to mitigate 

the virus. In the “It’s all China’s Fault” condition, participants read about how 

malfeasance by the Chinese government caused the pandemic and how China was 

therefore a threat to global security. They then completed the SDO7 scale. 

Figure 22, below, shows the result of this pilot study. Participants did not 

show any movement in SDO based on group assignment (t(250) = -0.321, p = 

.749). This pilot study was a failure. 

In the second pilot study, I attempted a more straightforward manipulation 

of SDO. I presented participants (N = 251) with information regarding income 

disparities in society. In the “Real World” condition, I presented participants with 

the income distribution in an inequitable world – with those at the bottom making 

almost no money, those in the middle making about $64K annually, and those in 

the highest 1% making more than $475,000/year. In the “Ideal World” condition, 

participants read about the income distribution in a more equitable world – those at 

the very bottom still made $36,000 per year, those in the middle made $86,000 
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each year, and those in the top 1% only made $125,000 every year. I’ve included 

the graphics I used in these conditions in Appendix 13. 

 

Figure 22: SDO by condition in first pilot study to manipulate SDO. 

Next, I told participants to imagine they lived in the society presented to 

them based on condition. In said society, the participant was in the top 20% (but 

not the top 1%) of the income distribution. Thus, participants in the “Real World” 

condition imagined living in a world where the poorest 20% made $14,400 per year 

while they made $213,200 a year. In the “Equitable World” condition, the poorest 

made $60,400 yearly while they made $144,200 during the same period. 
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I think had participants list five positive aspects about living in their 

presented society and to write open-endedly about why they chose those positive 

attributions. This was to motivate them to concentrate on what it would be like to 

live in a world that was either particularly competitive (“Real World”) or particularly 

cooperative (“Ideal World”) and what they would like about it. I’ve put the most 

frequent of these positives by condition in Appendix 14. 

Next, I had participants write short essays about their experiences with the 

poor and indigent. In the Real World condition, participants wrote about their worst, 

most unproductive experiences. In the Ideal World condition, participants wrote 

about their best, most beneficial experiences. I had participants write about this to 

influence their perception of the low-power groups in society as either bothersome 

(“Real World”) or useful (“Ideal World”). They then completed the SDO7 scale. 

This pilot, while a more direct attempt to move individuals on SDO, was also 

unsuccessful. As illustrated in Figure 23 below, participants in the “Ideal World” 

condition did show lower levels of SDO than those in the “Real World” condition, but 

the difference was not significant  (2.73/7 versus 2.92/7, t(249) = -1.168, p = 

.244). This movement, if replicable, is encouraging. Likely a stronger version of the 

manipulation in this pilot would move SDO enough to be significant. To incorporate 

such a manipulation in this Dissertation, however, would require not just a stronger 

manipulation, but a very large sample to detect what is likely a very small effect. As 

I use all-Black samples in these Studies, it would be prohibitively time-consuming 

and costly to run a study where I manipulate both racial identity and SDO. 

Thus, the inability to manipulate SDO is a major limitation to these Studies. 
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Figure 23: SDO by condition in second pilot study to manipulate SDO. 

Implications and Next Steps 

As with all dissertation projects, these Studies are just the beginning of an 

intellectual journey exploring the relationship between racial identity, SDO, and 

political party preference. Narratives in political psychology tend to discount the 

role of collective history and popular knowledge in predicating political behavior. 

This project, I hope, is a first step in bringing a deeper and more multilevel analysis 

to political decision-making research in psychology. Incorporating history, social 

knowledge and theory, and fundamental psychological science will produce better 

science overall, particularly as it pertains to understanding low-power groups. 
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The next logical place for this research is to tie my findings in with voter 

behavior in 2020. President Donald Trump is up for reelection and has launched a 

nationwide effort to recruit Black voters (Rascoe, 2020). As this research shows, 

few Black voters will likely join the cause and those who do are likely those low in 

racial identity. A fertile place for research would be to recontact the participants 

from each of my Studies and record their voting behavior in November. With two 

time points of data, I would have the ability to make causal claims about racial 

identity and SDO’s relationships to voting for Republicans in the House of 

Representatives, the Senate, and for President of the United States. 

Alternatively, I could use this research to contribute to the body of literature 

on racial identity development. Within the MMRI and other frameworks of racial 

identity, people are not born with a complete understanding of how race works or 

their reactions to racially salient events. Racial identity – particularly racial 

centrality – develops over years, with vital advancements happening in the late 

teen years and early adulthood (Pyant & Yanico, 1991; Sellers et al., 1998). 

Political identity development happens around the same time or soon thereafter 

(Fadjukoff et al., 2005).  

I would love doing research with late adolescents or college students 

examining how they develop their political identities and party preferences and to 

relate that development with the advancement of their racial identities. This 

research could potentially have great impact on when and how people learn political 

history and what effect their identity has on the lessons they learn from it. A 
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research strand in this direction would also present an excellent opportunity for 

time-series data and other longitudinal methods. 

Ultimately, I am proud of this work. With it, we can begin to see beyond 

simple demographics as explanations of political attitudes and behavior. Individual 

differences in racial centrality, racial regard, preference for the hierarchy, and 

desire for power exist throughout populations. For Black Americans, who are often 

presented as a singular entity, this research could be vital to complicating the 

narratives surrounding us. 
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Appendix 1: Demographic Information for Participants in Study 1 

 N = 568 n Proportion of Total 

Sample (%) 

Race  Black 

Black and some other race(s) 

514 

54 

90.5 

9.5 

Ethnicity* African-American 

Caribbean American 

Afro-Latin 

African 

Other 

Do Not Wish to Respond 

490 

47 

6 

24 

15 

5 

86.3 

8.3 

1.1 

4.2 

2.6 

0.9 

Lineage in 

America 

American Descendant of Slavery 

Immigrated to America 

Parents Immigrated 

Grandparents Immigrated 

420 

34 

56 

44 

75.8 

6.1 

10.1 

7.9 

Gender Male 

Female                     

199 

369 

35.0 

65.0 

Marital Status Single 

Married 

Partnered, not married 

Separated 

Divorced 

Widowed 

236 

178 

105 

11 

34 

4 

41.6 

31.1 

18.5 

1.9 

6.0 

0.7 

Spouse/Partner 

Race(s)† 

Black 

Non-Black 

255 

77 

76.8 

23.2 

Religion Christian 

Other Religious 

Atheist or Agnostic 

363 

56 

149 

63.9 

9.9 

26.2 

Income <$29K 

$30-44K 

$45-74K 

$75-99K 

>$100K 

155 

121 

154 

60 

62 

27.3 

21.3 

27.1 

10.6 

10.9 

Subjective  

Social Class 

Working Class 

Middle Class 

Upper Class 

125 

396 

47 

22.0 

69.7 

8.3 

Residence Urban 

Rural 

Suburban 

236 

68 

257 

42.1 

12.1 

45.8 

Education < High School 

HS Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelors 

Masters                    

Professional  

Doctorate 

1 

53 

215 

206 

75 

15 

3 

0.2 

9.3 

37.9 

36.3 

13.2 

2.6 

0.5 

Age Group 

(years) 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60+ 

195 

198 

98 

50 

27 

34.3 

34.9 

17.3 

8.8 

4.8 
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Appendix 2: Items Used in Scale Measures for Study 1 

Ethic/racial Identification (Sidanius et al., 1994) 

• Overall, being a member of my racial group has very little to do with how I 

feel about myself.  

• In general, my racial group is an important part of my self-image. 

• I have a strong attachment to people of my racial group. 

• Being a member of my racial group is an important reflection of who I am. 

• I am proud to be a member of my racial group. 

• I often regret that I am a member of my racial group. 

 

Social Dominance Orientation-7 scale (Ho et al., 2015)  

Pro-trait dominance: 

• Some groups of people must be kept in their place. 

• It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups 

are at the bottom.  

• An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the 

bottom.  

 
* Participants could choose more than one option. Accordingly, the totals exceed the N. 
† Question only asked of participants who listed “Married” or “Partnered” as their marital status (n =332). 

Political Party Strong Democrat 

Moderate Democrat 

Independent 

Moderate Republican 

Strong Republican 

Other 

106 

195 

139 

35 

15 

7 

29.8 

35.0 

25.0 

6.3 

2.7 

1.3 

Political 

Conservatism 

Liberal (1-2) 

Moderate (3-5) 

Conservative (6-7) 

315 

240 

13 

55.5 

42.3 

2.3 



 

127 

Con-trait dominance: 

• No one group should dominate in society.  

• Groups at the bottom should not have to stay in their place.   

• Group dominance is a poor principle.   

Pro-trait anti-egalitarianism: 

• We should not push for group equality.  

• We shouldn’t try to guarantee that every group has the same quality of life.  

• Group equality should not be our primary goal.  

Con-trait anti-egalitarianism: 

• We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed.  

• No matter how much effort it takes, we ought to strive to ensure that all 

groups have the same chance in life.  

• Group equality should be our ideal.   

 

Right-wing Authoritarian Scale (Duckitt et al., 2010) 

Authoritarian Submission (RWA-C): 

• It’s great that many young people today are prepared to defy authority. 

• What our country needs most is discipline, with everyone following our 

leaders in unity. 

• Students at high schools and at university must be encouraged to challenge, 

criticize, and confront established authorities. 

• Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children 

should learn. 
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• Our country will be great if we show respect for authority and obey our 

leaders. 

• People should be ready to protest against and challenge laws they don’t 

agree with. 

Conventionalism (RWA-T): 

• Nobody should stick to the “straight and narrow.” Instead people should 

break loose and try out lots of different ideas and experiences. 

• The “old-fashioned ways” and “old-fashioned values” still show the best way 

to live. 

• The radical and sinful new ways of living and behaving of many young people 

may one day destroy our society. 

• There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps. 

• This country will flourish if young people stop experimenting with drugs, 

alcohol, and sex, and pay more attention to family values. 

• There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse. 

Authoritarian Aggression (RWA-A): 

• Strong, tough government will harm not help our country. 

• Being kind to loafers or criminals will only encourage them to take advantage 

of your weakness, so it’s best to use a firm, tough hand when dealing with 

them. 

• Our society does NOT need tougher government and stricter laws. 

• The facts on crime and the recent public disorders show we have to crack 

down harder on troublemakers, if we are going preserve law and order. 
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• Our prisons are a shocking disgrace. Criminals are unfortunate people who 

deserve much better care, instead of so much punishment. 

• The way things are going in this country, it’s going to take a lot of “strong 

medicine” to straighten out the troublemakers, criminals, and perverts. 

 

Modern Racism Scale (McConahay, 1986) 

Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements. 

In this measure what we mean by ethnic minorities are Black, Latino, and Asian 

Americans. 

•  Discrimination against ethnic minorities is no longer a problem in the United 

States. 

• It is easy to understand the anger of ethnic minority people in America. 

• Ethnic minorities have more influence upon school desegregation plans than 

they ought to have. 

• Ethnic minorities are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights. 

• Ethnic minorities should not push themselves where they are not wanted. 

• Over the past few years, ethnic minorities have gotten more economically 

than they deserve. 

• Over the past few years, the government and news media have shown more 

respect to ethnic minorities than they deserve. 

 

 

Support for President Trump (original scale) 

• Donald Trump has made a good President.  
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• I think Donald Trump has good ideas.  

• I HATE Donald Trump's leadership style.  

• Donald Trump has been a disaster as President of the United States.  

• I intend to vote for Donald Trump for President in 2020.  

• I would NEVER vote for Donald Trump.  

• If the 2020 election were held today, I would vote for Donald Trump.  

• America is better off with Donald Trump as President. 

 

Support for Republicans in 2018 (original scale) 

• Republicans in Congress have done a good job since 2016. 

• I think Republicans in Congress have good ideas. 

• I HATE Congressional Republicans’ leadership style. 

• Republicans have been a disaster as leaders of Congress since 2016.  

• America is better off with Republicans in Congress as the majority. 

• I intend to vote for Republican candidates for Congress 2018. 

• I would NEVER vote for Republicans in Congress. 

• If the 2018 midterm elections were held today, I would vote for Republicans 

in Congress. 
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Appendix 4: Items Used in Scale Measures for Study 2a 

Racial Identity Centrality (Sellers et al., 1998) 

• Overall, being Black has very little to do with how I feel about myself.  

• In general, being Black is an important part of my self-image.  

Appendix 3: Demographic Information for Participants in Study 2 

 N = 316 n Proportion of Total 

Sample (%) 

Race  Black 

Black and some other race(s) 

285 

31 

90.2 

9.8 

Gender Male 

Female                     

101 

215 

32.0 

68.0 

Income <$29K 

$30-44K 

$45-74K 

$75-99K 

>$100K 

75 

67 

97 

26 

45 

24.2 

21.6 

31.3 

8.4 

14.6 

Subjective  

Social Class 

Working Class 

Middle Class 

Upper Class 

69 

225 

22 

21.8 

71.2 

7.0 

Residence Urban 

Rural 

Suburban 

133 

46 

134 

42.5 

14.7 

42.8 

Education < High School 

HS Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelors 

Masters                    

Professional  

Doctorate 

41 

117 

115 

32 

7 

4 

0 

12.3 

37.0 

36.4 

10.1 

2.2 

1.3 

0.0 

Age Group 

(years) 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60+ 

110 

108 

53 

33 

12 

34.8 

34.2 

16.8 

10.4 

3.8 

Political Party Strong Democrat 

Moderate Democrat 

Independent 

Moderate Republican 

Strong Republican 

Other 

79 

118 

83 

11 

7 

2 

26.3 

39.3 

27.7 

3.7 

2.3 

0.7 
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• My destiny is tied to the destiny of other Black people.  

• Being Black is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am.  

• I have a strong sense of belonging to Black people.  

• I have a strong attachment to other Black people.  

• Being Black is an important reflection of who I am. 

• Being Black is not a major factor in my social relationships. 

Racial Private Regard (Sellers et al., 1998) 

• I feel good about Black people.  

• I am happy that I am Black.  

• I feel that Blacks have made major accomplishments and advances.  

• I often regret that I am Black.  

• I am proud to be Black.  

• I feel that the Black community has made valuable contributions to this 

society. 

Racial Public Regard (Sellers et al., 1998) 

• Overall, Blacks are considered good by others.  

• In general, others respect Black people.  

• Most people consider Blacks, on the average, to be more ineffective than 

other racial groups.  

• Blacks are not respected by the broader society.  

• In general, other groups view Blacks in a positive manner.  

• Society views Black people as an asset. 
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Support for Republicans in 2020 (original scale) 

• Republicans in Congress have done a good job since 2016.  

• I think Republicans in Congress have great ideas.  

• I HATE Congressional Republicans' leadership style.  

• Republicans have been a disaster as the majority party in Congress since 

2016.  

• America is better off with a Republican majority in Congress.  

• I intend to vote for Republican candidates for Congress in 2020.  

• I would NEVER vote for a Republican to represent me in Congress.  

• If the 2020 elections were held today, I would vote for Republican 

Congressional candidates. 
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Appendix 6: Final SEM Model (Racial Regard mediating SDO; SDO mediating 

Experimental Condition) for Study 2 
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Appendix 7: Final SEM Model (Racial Regard mediating SDO; SDO mediating 

Experimental Condition) for Study 2 
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Appendix 8: Modeling the Study 2 Correlational Relationships using SEM 

First, to build upon the structural equation model from Study 1, we should 

see if it replicates in the sample for Study 2. While it would not make a causal 

argument where none previously existed, replicating the findings of Study 1 on a 

second sample reinforces the theoretical connections between Black racial identity 

and support for Trump/the Republican Party and SDO’s mediational power. 

In Figure 14, I produce a SEM using our second sample that matches the 

SEM from study 1 (visualized in Figure 3). Like the model from Study 1, this SEM 

indicates acceptable fit (χ2/df = 3.27; RMSEA = .09, 95% C.I.: .07, .10; GFI = .92; 

CFI = .96). What’s more, the total effect of racial identity centrality on the political 

dependent variables is very close (-.654 in Study 1 and -.623 in study 2). 

The SEM is not an exact replication of Study 1’s, however. With this sample 

of participants, the predictive power of racial identity centrality to SDO is about a 

third of that as Study 1 (r2
Study 1 = .13 compared to r2

Study 2 = .04). Accordingly, the 

mediational power of SDO in Study 1 – as measured in the indirect effect – is much 

greater in Study 1 than in Study 2 (I.E. = -.289 compared to I.E. = -.164). 

Although both indirect effects are significant, they each only partially mediate the 

relationship between racial centrality and the dependent variables. 
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Figure 14: Final SEM Model (SDO mediating Racial Identity) for Study 2 
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With the additional subscales of the MMRI used in this Study, I can expand 

on the SEM model by adding latent variables for Private and Public Racial Regard. 

Referring back to Figure 1, a person’s racial centrality should predict the appraisal 

of a political party (for example) as filtered through their racial regard. Accordingly, 

racial regard should also mediate the relationship between racial identity centrality 

and evaluations of the GOP. 

What’s more, since racial regard is another form of racial identity, if SDO 

(partially) mediates the relationship between racial centrality and GOP/Trump 

support, than the same should be true of SDO and racial regard. Theoretically, if a 

Black person feels very positively about their fellow Black people, they should not 

support the Republican Party members in power, including Trump. At least part of 

this relationship would be due to those Black participants disliking group-based 

dominance as practiced by the Republican Party. 

Figure 15 displays the path model of this advanced SEM. It is like Figure 2, 

but adds an additional mediating path where private and public racial regard 

mediate the relationship between racial identity centrality and SDO. If significant, 

these paths would not only reinforce the statistical connections of Study 1, but 

would help validate some of the theoretical claims of the MMRI – particularly that 

racial regard is a byproduct of racial centrality.  
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Figure 15: SEM Path Model (SDO mediating Racial Identity; Private and Public 

Racial Regard mediating Racial Identity Centrality) for Study 2 
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Figure 16, below, illustrates this model using standardized coefficients 

from the data. Despite the addition of latent variables and fixed parameters, 

this model is still a reasonable fit of the data (χ2/df = 2.54; RMSEA = .07, 95% 

C.I.: .06, .08; GFI = .89; CFI = .95). Importantly, this model is a significantly 

better fit of the data than the model in Figure 14 (χ2(72) = 148.16, p < 

.0001) or a similar model that does not include a mediating path from racial 

regard to SDO (χ2(2) = 47.20, p < .0001). 

In the model, racial centrality is a significant predictor of private racial regard 

(β = .627; 95% C.I.: .538, .716, p < .0001), but not of public racial regard (β = -

.074; 95% C.I.: -.193, .045, p = .225). In addition, the direct effect of racial 

centrality on SDO is not significantly different from zero (β = .142; 95% C.I.: -

.021, .304, p = .088). There was a significant indirect effect of racial centrality 

through private racial regard (β = -.313; 95% C.I.: -.423, -.203, p < .0001) 

masking a significant total effect of racial centrality on SDO (β = -.193; 95% C.I.: -

.308, -.078, p = .001). The indirect effect of racial centrality through public racial 

regard was not significant, however (β = -.022; 95% C.I.: -.057, .014, p = .238). 

Thus, I can only claim that private racial regard mediates the relationship between 

racial centrality and SDO. 

Both private (β = -.499; 95% C.I.: -.652, -.347, p < .0001) and public (β = 

.292; 95% C.I.: .167, .418, p < .0001) racial regard have a significant direct effect 

on SDO in the model. Interestingly, the effect of public racial regard on SDO was 

positive. In other words, the higher participants’ sense that Black people were well 

liked, the higher their group-based pro-dominance stance. This was true despite the 
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positive and significant correlation between private racial regard (which was 

negatively correlated to SDO) and public racial regard (r = .166; 95% C.I.: .036, 

.296, p = .012). 

Collectively, the independent variables were good predictors of the two 

dependent variables – support for Trump and support for Congressional 

Republicans. Collectively, racial centrality, public racial regard, private racial regard, 

and SDO explained R2 = 31% of the variance in Trump support and R2 = 27% of 

the variance in Republican support.  

In terms of Trump support, SDO (β = .385; 95% C.I.: .236, .533, p < 

.0001), public racial regard (β = .149; 95% C.I.: .013, .285, p = .032), and racial 

centrality (β = -.162; 95% C.I.: -.313, -.012, p = .035) were significant predictors. 

Private racial regard did not have a significant direct effect on support for Trump (β 

= -.096; 95% C.I.: -.259, .068, p = .251), but did have a significant indirect effect 

through SDO (I.E. = -.192; 95% C.I.: -.280, -.105, p < .0001). Given that the total 

effect of private racial regard on Trump support was significant as well (β = -.288; 

95% C.I.: -.449, -.126, p < .0001), I can say that SDO totally mediated the effect 

of private racial regard on Trump support. 

The conclusions are nearly identical for support for the Republicans in 

Congress. SDO (β = .353; 95% C.I.: .218, .488, p < .0001), public racial regard (β 

= .147; 95% C.I.: .020, .275, p = .024), and racial centrality (β = -.236; 95% 

C.I.: -.388, -.085, p = .002) were significant predictors. Private racial regard did 

not have a significant direct effect on support for Trump (β = -.002; 95% C.I.: -

.169, .166, p = .983), but did have a significant indirect effect through SDO (I.E. = 
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-.176; 95% C.I.: -.259, -.094, p < .0001). Given that the total effect of private 

racial regard on Trump support was significant as well (β = -.178; 95% C.I.: -.341, 

-.016, p = .032), I can say that SDO totally mediated the effect of private racial 

regard on Republican Party support. 

Like with the SEM model in Study 1, the total effect of racial centrality was a 

significant predictor of Trump support (r = -.307; 95% C.I.: -.427, -.188, p < 

.0001) and Republican Support (r = -.316; 95% C.I.: -.437, -.196, p < .0001). 

Also like Study 1, the mediators partially lessened this effect by about a third (βTrump 

= -.162, βRepub = -.236, see above). Having three mediating variables allowed me 

to ascertain which mediators were having this effect. For both Trump support (I.E. 

= -.180; 95% C.I.: -.286, -.075, p = .001) and Republican Party support (I.E. = -

.112; 95% C.I.: -.213, -.010, p = .031), private racial regard was the only 

mediator to partially lessen the effect of racial centrality. 
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Figure 16: Final SEM Model (SDO mediating Racial Identity; Private and Public 

Racial Regard mediating Racial Identity Centrality) for Study 2 



 

144 

Supplemental Material for Study 3 

 

Appendix 10: Reading Passage for Control Group 

Following the post-Reconstruction era, the Republican 

Party evolved through a number of periods that shaped 
its politics and changed its ideology. . . During the 
Progressive Era, moderates and progressives engaged in 

a great deal of infighting for party control. Progressives 
sought to balance federal power and business 

advancement, while moderates sought as little federal 
involvement as possible. It was also during this period 

that federal officials began to rein in monopolistic 
business practices to protect individual consumers and 
advance business competition.  

Appendix 9: Demographic Information for Participants in Study 3 

 N = 311 n Proportion of Total 

Sample (%) 

Race  Black 

Black and some other race(s) 

294 

17 

94.5 

5.5 

Gender Male 

Female                     

127 

184 

40.8 

59.2 

Income <$29K 

$30-44K 

$45-74K 

$75-99K 

>$100K 

83 

72 

86 

37 

5 

27.3 

23.7 

28.3 

12.2 

8.6 

Education < High School 

HS Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelors 

Masters                    

Professional  

Doctorate 

2 

33 

128 

113 

28 

3 

4 

0.6 

10.6 

41.2 

36.3 

9.0 

1.0 

1.3 

Age Group 

(years) 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60+ 

95 

124 

48 

29 

15 

30.5 

39.9 

15.4 

9.3 

4.8 

Political Party Strong Democrat 

Moderate Democrat 

Independent 

Moderate Republican 

Strong Republican 

Other 

87 

103 

76 

19 

13 

6 

28.6 

33.9 

25.0 

6.3 

4.3 

2.0 
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The New Deal era was a recovery and reassessment 
period for the GOP. The disastrous wake of the Great 

Depression, which occurred on the Republicans’ watch 
and was viewed by many as the result of the party having 

too close a relationship with business interests, led to 
Democratic control of Congress and the White House and 
built a multigenerational political coalition that dominated 

US politics. The post-World War II era saw moderates 
briefly take charge of the GOP. They were involved in a 

power struggle with the newly reemerging conservative 
wing of the party. . . . Conservatives criticized moderates 
for not taking a sufficiently tough stance in opposition to 

the New Deal and wanted the party to focus more intently 
on social issues.  

The GOP evolved away from its progressive roots. The 
party that was built on radical reform of government, on 
nationalism and positive government, on protective 

tariffs, and on anti-imperialism moved into directions that 
its founders would only see as antithetical to its roots. 

The party now champions states’ rights and limited 
federal power and supports free trade instead of tariffs. 

On foreign policy, the party has shifted from isolationism 
to anticommunism to unilateral interventionism.   

 

Appendix 11: Passage Comprehension Questions 

• The passage was clear. 

• I understood what the passage was saying.  

• The passage taught me something I did not already know.  

• At one point in time, the Republican Party had a good relationship with Black 

people.  

• At one point in time, the Republican Party had a bad relationship with Black 

people.  

• The Republican Party has changed over time.  

• The Republican Party has always been conservative.  

Appendix 12: Openness to the GOP Scale Questions  



 

146 

• If a family member told me they were Republican, I'd be offended.  

• I would not mind having a friend that's a Republican.  

• I'd be open to hearing more about the Republican Party.  

• Black Republicans must hate other Black people.  

• If a candidate had the right ideas and goals, I'd vote for them even if they 

were a Republican.  

• No Black people should be Republican. 

• Black people who vote for Republican candidates betray their race. 

Supplemental Material for Conclusion 

Appendix 13: Stimuli for Second SDO Manipulation Pilot 
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Appendix 14: Most Frequent Positives for Second SDO Manipulation Pilot (“Real 

World” Condition) 
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