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Three Questions

1. What explains education’s strong influence on 
voting?



The Role of Race and Education in 
Trump Support
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Three Questions

1. What explains education’s strong influence on 
voting?

2. Did international issues play an important role in 
the election?



Conventional wisdom:
“Voting ends at water’s edge”



Three Questions

1. What explains education’s strong influence on 
voting?

2. Did international issues play an important role in 
the election?

3. What role did perceived status threat play in 
encouraging Trump support?



Popular Theories

1. Personal economic hardship

2. Domestic Outgroup Animosity: Racism, Sexism 

3. Anti-Elitism

4. Perceived Status Threat



Personal Economic Hardship

The Rust Belt gave Trump victory:
“champion of the common person”

Storyline: Job loss 
and/or stagnant 
wages led people to 
support Trump



Personal Economic Hardship

Fear of future 
job loss or 
hardship



Racism/Sexism



Anti-Elitism/Declining Trust in 
Government



Perceived Status Threat

Two Kinds



Racial Status Threat







Global Status Threat



Not independent categories

E.g.,

l Domestic racial prejudice predicts trade opposition and 
opposition to immigration.

l A desire to dominate others predicts immigration, trade 
preferences and domestic prejudice

l Immigration could be viewed as an economic issue

l Lower trust in government with a Black president is 
indistinguishable from effects of anti-government 
sentiment



The Data

l Cross-sectional survey, October 2016 (Amerispeaks, NORC) 
n=3000

Advantages: large n, large number of variables, representative sample

Disadvantages: cross-sectional, model specification uncertainties

l Panel survey, October 2012-October 2016 
(GfK/KnowledgePanel),  n=1200

Advantages: panel data allow tests of whether change in IV causes change in 
DV, representative sample except for youth; less subject to modle
specification issues

Disadvantages: Limited number of variables; smaller sample, under-
representation of youth



Three Outcome Measures

l Republican Feeling Thermometer Advantage: 
Feelings toward Trump minus FeelingsToward Clinton (20 
point scale)

l Republican Candidate Preference:
Preference for Trump versus all other presidential 
candidates, including third party candidates

l Trump/ClintonVote Intention: 
Preference for Trump over Clinton among those who 
intended to vote for one of the two major party candidates



Same old, Same old
Most powerful predictor is party identification

Cross-sectional Data:
l94 percent of Democrats were Clinton supporters

l89 percent of Republicans were Trump supporters



Same old, Same old
Most powerful predictor is party identification

Panel Data
l92 percent of Obama supporters in 2012 were Clinton 

supporters in 2016

l91 percent of Romney supporters in 2012 were Trump 
supporters in 2016



Model Specification Issues
Partial Models versus Full Models

Cross-sectional analyses

1. First, economic hardship variables only

2. Next, full model, taking into account all theories

Panel analyses

1. First, economic hardship variables only

2. Next, full model, taking into account all theories

3. Assessed in light of extent of change in IVs



Personal Economic Hardship or Anxiety?
(Partial model; cross-sectional data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage

Trump Vote 
Preference

Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value
I. Demographics

Age -0.154 -3.380** 0.179 5.060*** 0.024 0.470
Gender (female) -0.744 -5.090*** -0.195 -1.730 -0.469 -2.920**

Education (not college graduate) 0.993 6.140*** 0.570 4.510*** 0.945 5.110***
Religiosity 0.058 2.110* 0.042 2.060* 0.069 2.280*

Race (white) 1.027 6.050*** 0.597 4.340*** 1.194 6.340***

II. Economic Hardship
Income 0.001 0.060 0.044 2.960** 0.033 1.530

Looking for work 0.117 0.410 0.155 0.650 0.027 0.080
Concern about future personal expenses 0.396 4.060*** 0.318 4.140*** 0.361 3.300**

Perceptions of family finances (better) -0.766 -10.210*** -0.350 -6.050*** -0.553 -6.570***
Support better safety net -1.042 -12.610*** -0.504 -7.880*** -0.863 -8.950***

III. Immediate Context
Median income 0.000 -1.030 0.000 -1.810 0.000 -1.880

Percent civilian unemployed -3.950 -1.770 -2.021 -1.140 -2.166 -0.850
Percent manufacturing employment 4.075 3.410** 0.587 0.660 1.755 1.340



Personal Economic Hardship or Anxiety?
(Full model; cross-sectional data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage

Trump Vote 
Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value
Demographics

Age -0.194 -4.330*** 0.018 0.390 -0.152 -2.030*
Education (not college graduate) 0.176 1.150 0.139 0.870 0.061 0.230

Religiosity 0.043 1.610 0.038 1.470 0.079 1.790
Economic Hardship

Income 0.016 0.900 0.046 2.520* 0.029 0.980
Looking for work 0.054 0.200 0.165 0.560 -0.011 -0.020

Concern about future expenses 0.038 0.390 -0.031 -0.300 0.013 0.080
Perceptions of family finances (better) -0.006 -0.080 0.049 0.640 0.132 1.000

Support better safety net -0.340 -4.220*** -0.157 -1.910 -0.342 -2.500*

National economy (better) -0.830 -11.050*** -0.383 -5.420*** -0.774 -6.360***

Immediate Economic Context
Area Median income 0.000 0.530 0.000 -1.190 0.000 -1.730

Area percent civilian unemployed -2.943 -1.420 -2.738 -1.260 -5.929 -1.690
Area percent manufacturing 

employment
0.642 0.590 -1.108 -1.070 -0.704 -0.390



Domestic Status Threat
(full model; cross-sectional data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage

Trump Vote 
Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value

Gender (female) -0.523 -3.790*** -0.030 -0.210 -0.528 -2.250*

Race (white) 1.125 6.300*** 0.524 2.650** 1.023 3.410**

Domestic prejudice 0.095 1.520 0.121 1.910* 0.127 1.290

Social dominance orientation 0.107 2.380* 0.081 1.800 0.165 2.200*

Terrorist threat -0.136 -1.390 0.202 1.880 -0.097 -0.590

Perceive discrimination against 
whites>Blacks

0.255 4.990*** 0.176 3.580*** 0.336 4.330***

Perceive discrimination against 
Christians>Muslims

0.085 1.650 0.077 1.490 0.090 1.060

Perceive discrimination against 
men>women

-0.231 -3.850*** -0.070 -1.100 -0.085 -0.830



Global Status Threat
(full model; cross-sectional data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage

Trump Vote 
Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value

Global Threat

National Superiority 0.048 0.560 0.159 1.790 0.148 1.010

Support for Isolationism 0.252 2.850** -0.108 -1.230 0.252 1.660

American way of life threatened 0.135 1.420 0.246 2.230* 0.338 1.970*

China as opportunity versus threat 0.228 1.960 0.082 0.700 0.368 1.970*

Support for immigration reform -0.766 -9.380*** -0.807 -9.900*** -1.033 -7.990***

Support for international trade -0.300 -4.370*** -0.180 -2.630** -0.315 -2.840**



Anti-Elitism
(full model; cross-sectional data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage

Trump Vote 
Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value

Anti-Elite Sentiment
Trust in government -1.731 -4.340*** -0.930 -2.160* -2.266 -3.320**

System legitimacy -0.490 -4.480*** 0.213 1.740 0.073 0.360



Evidence from 2012-1016 Panel

lFixed effects analysis of change in IV on change in 
DV (person as fixed effect)

lWhat changed that changed votes? 

lDrawing on October 2012 and October 2016 
surveys, automatically “explains” votes that are 
consistent with 2012 voting.



Advantages of Fixed Effects Models in 
Analyzing Panel Data:

l Produces standard errors that adjust for dependence among 
observations

l Automatically controls for all stable characteristics of the 
individual, whether observed or unobserved

l Parameter estimates from FE models have larger standard 
errors, thus more conservative estimates of effects

l Less subject to confounding due to model choice: unaffected 
by the degree of correlation between the observed and 
unobserved variables

l Effect sizes depend on coefficients as well as how much 
change there has been



Panel Study, 2012-1016:
Rising opposition to trade
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It’s not personal...
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Own Opinion and Perceived Candidate 
Opinions on Trade

S = Self (own opinions)

DR S2016

R = Perceived position of 
Republican candidate 

D
R2012 S

D = Perceived position of 
Democratic candidate

Government should 
have more free trade 

agreements 

Government should 
have fewer free trade 
agreements 



Own Opinion and Perceived Candidate 
Opinions on China

S = Self (own opinions)

DR S2016

R = Perceived position of 
Republican candidate 

DR2012 S

D = Perceived position of 
Democratic candidate

China is a terrific 
opportunity for new markets 

and investment 

China is strictly a 
threat to US jobs 
and security 



Own Opinion and Perceived Candidate Opinions 
on Immigration

DR S
2016

DR2012 S

Create a pathway 
to citizenship for 

illegal immigrants

Return illegal 
immigrants to their 
native countries

S = Self (own opinions) R = Perceived position of 
Republican candidate 

D = Perceived position of 
Democratic candidate



Changes in Immigration Opinions

l Provide a path to 
citizenship for some 
illegal aliens who 
agree to return to 
their home country 
for a period of time. 

l Increase border 
security by building a 
fence along part of 
the U.S. border with 
Mexico
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No Rising Opposition to Immigration



Personal Economic Hardship
(Partial model; fixed effects analysis of panel data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage Trump Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value
Personal Economic Hardship

Household income -0.014 -0.330 0.003 0.143 -0.019 -0.681

Looking for work -0.698 -1.510 -0.993 -2.027* -0.771 -1.339

Personal financial situation (better) -0.273 -2.380* -0.441 -4.354*** -0.659 -5.206***
Personal effects of trade (better) -0.339 -3.330** -0.138 -1.468 -0.184 -1.453

Immediate Economic Context
Area unemployment x Wave -0.136 -2.230* -0.070 -1.046 -0.121 -1.476

Area percentage manufacturing x Wave
0.010 0.500 -0.019 -0.953 -0.022 -0.878

Area education level x Wave -0.025 -2.470* -0.012 -1.046 -0.020 -1.498
Area median income x Wave 0.000 -0.800 0.000 -0.315 0.000 0.363

Wave (2012-2016) 1.336 2.040* 0.830 1.167 1.467 1.680*



Personal Economic Hardship
(Full model; fixed effects analysis of panel data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage Trump Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value
Personal Economic Hardship

Household income 0.013 0.280 -0.005 -0.189 -0.037 -1.001
Looking for work -0.332 -0.680 -0.723 -1.328 -0.581 -0.688

Personal financial situation (better) -0.029 -0.220 -0.007 -0.051 0.034 0.176
Personal effects of trade (better) -0.114 -1.050 0.126 1.009 0.079 0.459

Immediate Economic Context
Area unemployment x Wave -0.012 -0.180 -0.019 -0.225 -0.098 -0.634

Area percentage manufacturing x 
Wave

-0.010 -0.940 -0.006 -0.392 -0.024 -1.093

Area education level x Wave -0.004 0.190 -0.013 -0.494 -0.081 -2.216**
Area median income x Wave 0.000 -0.560 0.000 -0.363 0.000 0.588



Economic Hardship and Status Threat
(Full model; fixed effects analysis of panel data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage Trump Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value
Own Issue Opinions

On trade -0.012 -0.150 0.036 0.341 0.065 0.481
On immigration -0.004 -0.040 0.029 0.348 0.083 0.695

On China 0.232 2.740** 0.060 0.646 0.250 2.040*
Perceived Distance of Democratic 
candidate on issues

On trade 0.163 2.470** 0.293 3.194*** 0.530 3.370***
On immigration 0.256 3.330*** 0.272 3.652*** 0.296 2.644**

On China 0.321 4.450*** 0.214 2.657*** 0.450 3.431***
Perceived Distance of Republican 
candidate on issues

On trade -0.164 -2.580** -0.324 -3.252*** -0.481 -3.309***
On immigration -0.108 -1.780 -0.249 -3.463*** -0.360 -3.462***

On China -0.255 -4.100*** -0.313 -3.463*** -0.347 -3.118***
Personal Attitudes

Isolationism x Wave 0.701 4.570*** 0.279 1.270 0.667 2.331**
Social Dominance Orientation 0.132 1.880 0.141 2.076* 0.228 2.453**



Anti-Elitism
(Full model; fixed effects analysis of panel data)

Trump Thermometer 
Advantage Trump Preference Trump/Clinton Vote

Coef. t-value Coef. z-value Coef. z-value

Anti-Elitism

System legitimacy 0.114 0.570 0.202 1.125 -0.001 0.000

Doubt votes counted correctly -0.146 -1.060 -0.077 -0.610 -0.095 -0.520



Panel Results: 
What Predicts Shifting toward Trump?

1. Economic hardship (alone and in full model)

2. Racial/Gender status threat

3. Global status threat

4. Anti-elitism



Panel Results: 
What Predicts Shifting toward Trump?

1. Economic hardship (alone and in full model)

2. Racial/Gender status threat

3. Global status threat

4. Anti-elitism



Conclusions

l Trump support was not driven by personal economic hardship or 
even by prospective personal economic concerns

l Trump support was driven by a sense of threat, either to the 
domestic social status of an individual‘s ingroups, or to the 
global status of the country as whole

l Opinions shifted for some issues, but the real driver of support 
for Trump was the shift in the Republican candidate’s positions 
on international issues

l Elites no longer waltz before a blind audience when it comes to 
foreign affairs; Globalization is now an influential election issue.



Open versus Closed?



Threatened or Not Threatened?

We are either “drawbridge up” or “drawbridge down.” 
Are you someone who feels your life is being encroached 
upon by criminals, gypsies, spongers, asylum seekers, 
Brussels bureaucrats? Do you think the bad things will go 
away if we lock the doors? Or do you think it’s a big 
beautiful world out there full of good people, if only we 
could all open our arms and embrace each other?

-Stephan Shakespeare (2005)



Thank you!



Why movement on trade, 
but not Immigration? A brief digression

Media Coverage of Trade 

l Until recently, relatively small amounts, primarily negative.

l Harm (job loss) is concrete, observable, easy to report on – lots 
of stories

l Benefits (job gains) are more abstract, indirect, difficult to 
document

l Loss stories framed around individuals; gain stories around 
aggregates

l Benefits of globalization are a more difficult story to tell



Judgments are influenced by the mental 
imagery they produce:

l Negative consequences are easier to visualize than 
positive: Trade “losers” should be more vivid in people’s 
minds than trade winners – even with equivalent coverage

l Type of coverage matters: Individuals elicit greater 
sympathy/empathy than whole groups with the same 
affliction: Among trade “losers,” the “ones” are more vivid 
than the “many”

Media and Mental Imagery



Sympathetic Visualizations of 
Immigrants







Sympathetic Visualizations of Trade?



Experiment on Visualizations 
vis a vis Trade

When given a scenario involving both job losses and 
job gains due to trade, 

. . . visualizations are more common and more vivid 
when trade causes harm.

I pictured the people here who would be jobless.

I pictured the people that would automatically lose their jobs and having been 
a direct cause of that would make me feel too guilty.

I pictured the people who would not be able to feed and shelter their family.



Experiment on Visualizations 
vis a vis Trade

When given a scenario involving both job losses and 
job gains due to trade, 

. . . visualizations are more common and more vivid 
when scenarios focus on individuals rather than 
collections of people.
I more so pictured the one person that would not be able to provide for their family. It 
was a vivid image to me. It was slightly depressing as well.

I pictured the one foreign person who wouldn’t be able to provide for his or her family. I 
came up with  pretty clear mental picture of this person.

I pictured the people affected, but more so the single person who wouldn’t be able to 
support their family.



l Negative consequences are easier to visualize than 
positive: Trade losers should be more vivid in people’s 
minds than trade winners

l Individuals elicit greater sympathy/empathy than whole 
groups with the same afflictions: Among trade losers, the 
“ones” should be more vivid than the “many” 

l When framed in competitive, zero-sum terms (we lose and 
others win), promotes ingroup favoritism and outgroup 
denigration.

Judgments are influenced by the 
mental imagery they provoke



Thank you!


