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Abstract

Two prominent, compatible accounts contend that Asian Americans and Latinos are not strongly
connected to America’s political parties and that their partisanship is responsive to identity threats.
Donald Trump’s political ascent presents a critical test, as Trump reoriented the Republican Party
by foregrounding anti-immigrant hostility. Here, we test these perspectives using one of the first-ever
population-based panels of Asian Americans and Latinos fielded 2016 to 2018. Across various empirical
tests, we uncover surprising strength and stability in respondents’ partisan identities. In a period of
pronounced anti-immigrant rhetoric, these groups remained steadfast in their party affiliation. We
also show that pan-ethnic identities were stable over this period and that partisanship can predict
subsequent pan-ethnic identities more consistently than the reverse. By 2016, pan-ethnic identities
were already stably integrated with partisanship, with little evidence of situational shifts in response
to identity threats.



“When Mexico sends its people, theyre not sending their best... They’re sending people that have lots of
problems, and they’re bringing those problems with us. They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime.
They’re rapists. And some, I assume, are good people.”

—Donald Trump, June 16, 2015

Both as a candidate and then president, Donald Trump wore his hostility to immigrants on his sleeve.

Although his xenophobic rhetoric was unmistakable, its consequences for an already-polarized mass public

are less certain (Levendusky, 2009; Mason, 2018). In particular, the effects of Trump’s rhetoric on the

partisan loyalties of Asian American and Latino adults are not yet fully understood. Nonetheless, Trump’s
rhetoric would seem to make his candidacy and presidency uniquely threatening to these groups, meaning
that his political ascendance poses a critical test for prominent theories of inter-group politicsEl

Two such theoretical approaches together yield the expectation that Trump’s xenophobic rhetoric may
have strengthened Democratic allegiances among these two fast-growing, heavily immigrant pan-ethnic
groups. The first emphasizes that many Asian Americans and Latinos are born outside the U.S., or else

have parents born outside the U.S. In fact, 59% of Asian Americans and 34% of Latinos were born abroad

(Flores| 2017, L6pez, Ruiz and Pattenl, 2017). This complicates the standard “parental socialization”

model of partisanship in which U.S.-born parents transmit their partisan attachments to their U.S.-born

children (Campbell et al.[1960; Green, Palmquist and Schickler 2002} [Jennings, Stoker and Bowers|2009;

see also 2021)). These groups are also not subject to consistent partisan mobilization (Hajnal and
Lee 2011} |Garcia Bedolla and Michelson| [2012; see also 2018)). Certainly, Asian Americans and

Latinos lean toward the Democratic Party on average (Chol (1995} |Alvarez and Garcia Bedollaj 2003} |Lien,

2004; |Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010; Barretol, |2010; Wong et al., 2011} |Masuoka et al., 2018} |Leung, 2021

\Chan, Kim and Leung, [2021)). Still, extensive scholarship contends that Asian Americans and Latinos have

weaker partisan attachments than Black or White Americans (Hajnal and Lee, [2011; [Wong et al., 2011;

Wals, 2011}, 2013; Masuoka et al., [2018; [Raychaudhuri, [2020).

The second theoretical approach is often termed “identity threat.” This approach, which occupies a

special status in the study of minority politics, emphasizes the role of threats to valued social identities in

'The experiment detailed below was pre-registered at [URL]; the pre-analysis plan is in the Appendix.



reshaping partisanship. Once acquired, political partisanship is typically highly stable (Campbell et al.,
1960; |Green, Palmquist and Schickler, 2002)). Thus, after a solid sense of partisanship forms, party iden-
tification changes significantly only under exceptional circumstances, as demonstrated by the migration
of racially conservative White Democrats to the Republican party after 1970 (Valentino and Sears, [2005)).
To the extent that partisanship does shift, such changes are thought to be the product of evolving per-
ceptions about the social groups associated with the two major parties (Green, Palmquist and Schickler],
2002; |Achen and Bartels), 2017; [Kuo, Malhotra and Mol 2017; |Ahler and Sood, [2018; White and Laird,
2020)). Through his xenophobic rhetoric, Trump may have shifted the social group imagery of the two
parties. Indeed, a related vein of research shows that identity threats can influence the partisanship and
political behavior of Asian Americans and Latinos (see esp. |Gutierrez et al. 2019; |Garcia-Rios, Pedraza
and Wilcox-Archuletal2019; Wong et al.|2011; Kuo, Malhotra and Mo|2017; |(Chan, Kim and Leung|[2021;
see also Pantoja, Ramirez and Segura/2001; Hui and Sears|2018]).

Together, these theoretical perspectives lay the groundwork for expecting that Trump’s rhetoric moved
Asian Americans and Latinos toward the Democrats. After all, sizable numbers of Asian American and
Latino adults weren’t firmly attached to the major parties before Trump’s political emergence, making them
available to be influenced by xenophobic rhetoric. And under the second perspective, despite partisanship’s
general stability, identity threats are one engine of change. In fact, Trump would seem to be a most-likely
case for identity threat.

In contrast to these expectations is the stability hypothesis. In this view, Asian American and Latino
adults hold partisan identities that are stronger than implied by some prior work yet not as reactive
to Trump’s immigration rhetoric as research on identity threats would suggest (Hopkins et al., |2020)).
Unlike the first two perspectives, the stability framework contends that many Asian American and Latino
adults already possess underappreciated levels of partisan attachment, primarily (though not exclusively)
to the Democratic Party. This perspective can be traced partly to scholarship demonstrating that high
levels of clear and consistent information at key points in the life course can crystalize predispositions like

partisanship, which can later affect behaviors (Sears and Valentino, 1997)). In light of sustained political



polarization across recent decades (e.g. |Levendusky, 2009), this trend has clarified which social groups
belong to which parties, fortifying the connection between people of color and the Democratic Party
(Ahler and Sood, 2018). Thus, sustained polarization may affect the evolving partisanship of politically
marginalized groups, such as Asian Americans and Latinos, who previously demonstrated lower levels of
partisan crystallization. This would be consistent with scholarship on the cumulative impact of racialized
politics on the political mobilization of communities of color (Pantoja, Ramirez and Segural, 2001; Bowler,
Nicholson and Segural, 2006; Pedrazal 2014; |Pérez, [2015a,b). In other words, rather than transforming Asian
American and Latino adults into Democratic partisans, Trump’s rhetoric may have affirmed or crystallized
these groups’ pre-existing Democratic loyalties, as indicated by their high and stable partisanship levels
throughout his presidency (but see [Valentino and Zhirkov} 2018; |Chan, Kim and Leung} |2021). Instead of
inducing shifts in partisanship, Trump’s rhetoric may have reinforced the status quo.

The size and influence of these two growing pan-ethnic groups make it crucial to understand Asian
American and Latino politics on their own terms. But studying Asian American and Latino partisanship
between 2016 and 2018 also provides a high-leverage case to understand partisanship and the mechanisms
that underpin its adoption and change more generally. This slice in time includes a watershed moment
in which a highly visible politician (Trump) further shifted the image of the Republican party in a White
nationalist direction, complete with unambiguous hostility to Asian Americans, Latinos, and other commu-
nities of color. The consistency and strength of this real-world stimulus provides a critical test of whether
threatened racial /ethnic identities drive the adoption of partisan identities. This matters because there are
ongoing debates about the extent to which partisan identities are rooted in social group attachments as
opposed to issue positions, ideology, or other factors (Achen and Bartels| 2017; Mason, 2018; Barber and
Pope,, 2019; Fowler et al., 2020; White and Laird}, 2020)). According to theoretical accounts of partisanship
foregrounding social group identities, the content of the issue may be less important than the perception
of rhetorical attacks against already-meaningful in-groups. In that case, it may be those who strongly
identify with the group whose partisanship is most likely to shift (Pérez, 2015ab; Garcia-Rios, Pedraza

and Wilcox-Archuleta, 2019; Hickel Jr. et al.| [2021; |White and Laird} 2020).



Still, individuals commonly have multiple identities within their repertoires (Chandra; 2006)), and it is
plausible that partisan identities and pan-ethnic attachments may not be hierarchically ordered so much
as mutually constitutive. It may not always be the case that pan-ethnic attachments are adopted prior
to partisan ones. For some, partisan attachments may be sufficiently strong as to influence attachment
to pan-ethnic identities, a dynamic observed with other types of identities and predispositions (Margolis
2018; Engelhardt|2020; Egan|2020; |Agadjanian and Lacy||2021)). As a related point, identities are likely to
be contextually activated, meaning that partisan identities could be potent within political contexts even
while not being central to individuals’ self-image elsewhere (Garcia-Rios, Pedraza and Wilcox-Archuleta,
2019; |Pérez, 2020} 2021)). Still, it is important to add that any of these mechanisms may operate on distinct
subsets of Asian American or Latino residents—and that the explanation for partisan stability among some
may differ from the explanation for partisan change among others.

Even if scholars agree that these competing perspectives are worth testing, appraising them has been
stymied by methodological challenges. Asian American and Latino adults are some of the hardest-to-reach
groups in the U.S. due to their geographic concentration, linguistic variation, heterogeneity in national
origins, and other factors that limit scholars’ ability to yield high-quality, representative samples (Barreto,
Reny and Wilcox-Archuleta, 2017, Barreto et al) 2018). A related challenge involves political science’s
reliance on cross-sectional survey data to identify changes in partisanship among Asian American and
Latino adults. While cross-sectional data can provide valuable information, testing the various theoretical
perspectives requires data tracking the partisan identities of the same Asian American and Latino adults
over time. Even for general populations, such panel data is rare; for Latinos, none existed prior to 2016
(see also McCann and Jones-Correa, 2020; (Carlos, |2021)), and we are not aware of population-based panels
of Asian Americans. Certainly, concerns about causal inference loom even with panel data, justifying our

inclusion of a survey experiment.



Empirical Contribution

This paper presents a first effort to assemble data to test the theoretical perspectives and identity-oriented
mechanisms previously outlined. In doing so, we provide evidence from what is among the first population-
based panel surveys of Asian American and Latino respondents. This survey included 1,541 panelists
recruited by GfK (later Ipsos) prior to spring 2016 using population-based sampling methods such as
address-based sampling and random-digit dialing. By virtue of its sampling strategy, this panel is less
prone to sample selection biases than some opt-in online surveys. The questionnaires were administered
in Spanish as well as English. Panelists were initially interviewed in March/April 2016 and subsequently
re-interviewed in fall 2016 (n=867) and fall 2018 (n=453). We provide extensive analyses of sample
representativeness and attrition below.

By analyzing this three-wave panel, we are able to assess varied observable implications from these
three theoretical perspectives. We track the same Asian Americans and Latinos throughout the Trump
campaign and early presidency, finding remarkable stability in the expression of party identity and party-
related attitudes and so affirming prior work on the nature of partisanship (Green, Palmquist and Schickler,
2002). (While partisanship is quite stable, measures of related variables such as candidate affect and
vote choice show somewhat more variability.) The panel enables us to examine the relationship between
partisan identity and pan-ethnic identities, and their shifts in the face of political events over this period.
Descriptively, we find that our respondents’ attachments to their pan-ethnic identities are quite stable. So,
too, is the relationship between attachment to pan-ethnic identities and partisanship: Asian Americans
and Latinos for whom pan-ethnic identities are important are consistently more likely to be Democrats,
with only substantively small increases in that relationship between 2016 and 2018.

Our results also show that when asked to rank the importance of various identities, the respondents
rank their pan-ethnic attachments as more important than their partisan ones. Yet contexts can make some
identities more or less relevant, with even ostensibly weaker identities proving more influential in specific

domains (Garcia-Rios, Pedraza and Wilcox-Archuleta, 2019; Pérez|, 2020, [2021). Consistent with that



logic, cross-lagged regression models demonstrate that partisan identities shaped subsequent attachments
to pan-ethnic identities. Partisanship proves not just stable, but capable of affecting the expressions of
other identities, thus extending prior work on how individuals’ partisanship can influence the development
of other identities (Margolis 2018; Egan 2020; Agadjanian and Lacy 2021).

To provide causal evidence, we also present a pre-registered survey experiment in which we showed
some panelists randomly assigned clips of Trump making negative comments about Asian Americans or
Latinos. Neither clip influenced vote choice in hypothetical general match-ups. However, the clip targeting
Latinos did influence a few party-related attitudes, and thus provides some evidence that their party-related
views can be moved with one-sided information flows. Still, in the context of other experimental findings
(Hopkins et al., 2020), this overall pattern of results is consistent with general partisan stability among our
respondents. That conclusion is reinforced through analyses of open-ended questions about perceptions of
the parties included in Appendix [A] We find a general pattern of stability in those responses, alongside
evidence that ethnic/racial groups are not commonly mentioned when respondents describe the two parties
in either 2016 or 2018. This finding further undercuts the identity threat hypothesis.

These results cover 32 months, and while that time period saw major events including Trump’s nom-
ination and election, they do not capture events before or after. It is quite possible that some of the
impacts of the GOP’s hostility to immigration were manifest before March 2016; it’s likewise possible that
some influential effects, especially the spike in anti-Asian rhetoric related to the COVID-19 pandemic,
took place after November 2018 (Chan, Kim and Leung, 2021). However, as we show in Appendix Figure
the shifts in partisanship in the year prior to our first wave were limited, indicating that our results
are not simply a product of pre-treatment effects. (Roughly speaking, the groups show generally stable
macropartisanship in the decade prior to our panel.)

Overall, we interpret our results as calling for a re-appraisal of partisanship’s nature among Asian
Americans and Latinos, groups which are sometimes thought to be distinguished by weaker partisan
attachments. Additionally, our results point to a greater need for synergy between the standard model

of party identification and group-specific insights about Asian American and Latino adults, in an effort



to develop a better model of the origins of partisanship among these and other minority groups (see also
Pérez and Kuo, |In press). In a polarized political moment, the political socialization of Asian Americans

and Latinos may have more in common with that of other groups than we recognize.

Theory and Hypotheses

We aim to test three theoretical perspectives about the nature of Asian Americans’ and Latinos’ partisan-
ship. The first framework stipulates that Asian Americans and Latinos are not strongly partisan (Hajnal
and Lee| [2011)). The second is that both of these groups are highly responsive to threats to their pan-ethnic
identities, with this response influencing their partisanship (Pantoja, Ramirez and Seguraj, 2001)). Finally,
a third claim is that partisanship is already solidified among both of these groups and that it remains
resoundingly stable in the face of threats to one’s pan-ethnic group (Huddy, Mason and Horwitz, [2016).
We explain each perspective and yield specific hypotheses.

The first framework we test posits that Asian Americans and Latinos both possess weakly crystallized
forms of partisanship, if they possess it at all. The foundation for this view is the standard parental-
socialization model of party identification (Campbell et al., [1960|). Here, young partisans come online and
identify as either Democrats or Republicans based on their parents’ partisan allegiance. This last point is
crucial, for it presumes that parents have been thoroughly socialized into a specific partisan camp in the
U.S. But for Asian American and Latino immigrants and their U.S.-born children, this implies negligible
or incomplete socialization as partisans because they have had more limited exposure to American politics,
are weakly motivated to engage in politics, and/or are sparsely contacted or recruited through partisan
mobilization efforts (e.g. |Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010; Wong et al.| 2011; Ramirez, 2015)). One hypothesis
implied here is that insofar as Asian Americans and Latinos possess anemic levels of partisanship, we
should observe over-time fluctuations in party identification within these groups, as they react to the
latest available party-relevant information.

A second theoretical perspective suggests that in light of weak partisan identity levels among Asian



Americans and Latinos, pan-ethnic identities are the more politically relevant attachments. This contention
aligns with multiple literatures that highlight the racial marginalization of these communities (Masuoka
and Junn| |2013; Zou and Cheryan, 2017)). According to this work, Asian Americans and Latinos should be
highly responsive to identity threats—e.g., cues in elite rhetoric or public policy indicating hostility to their
pan-ethnic group (Pérez, 2015a; Gutierrez et al., 2019; Chan, Kim and Leung), |2021). The paradigmatic
example here involves Proposition 187 and its aftermath (Pantoja, Ramirez and Segural, 2001). In the
wake of the campaign for that manifestly anti-Latino ballot measure in California, Latinos appear to
have increased their long-run allegiance to Democrats. If this reasoning is correct, it implies an alternate
hypothesis with a clear empirical signature. Inasmuch as identity threats are a main driver of Asian
American and Latino politics, we should observe stable levels of pan-ethnic identity, which drive the
development of stronger partisan attachments.

A final perspective anticipates steadfast levels of partisanship among Asian Americans and Latinos.
Drawing on the partisan polarization literature (Levendusky, 2009; |Ahler and Sood, 2018)), this outlook
sees the increasingly consistent positioning of Democrats and Republicans as providing Asian Americans
and Latinos further clarity about which party is friendlier toward them (Huddy, Mason and Horwitz, [2016;
Kuo, Malhotra and Mo, [2017; |Chan, Kim and Leung, 2021)). Since partisan polarization has overlapped
substantially with the demographic growth of Asian Americans and Latinos, it is plausible that sufficient
information about which parties are associated with various people of color has already reached them,
reducing their informational deficits about both major parties (Garcia Bedolla and Michelson, [2012).
Moreover, research on memory and attitude formation further suggests that individuals can encode patterns
in information streams (e.g., party polarization), even if there is a delay in how well they can articulate
new attitudes on the basis of that information (Pérez and Riddle, [2020)). While other researchers have
found low levels of partisan affiliation among Asian American and Latino adults (Hajnal and Lee, |2011)), the
perspective here suggests that polarization has solidified partisan preferences among many Asian Americans
and Latinos. If correct, then we should observe clear and stable levels of partisan identification over time

among members of these two major ethnic/racial groups.



Data and Research Design

Our goal is to test three hypotheses—Asian Americans and Latinos are not strongly partisan, they are
responsive to threats to their pan-ethnic identities, and their partisanship remains stable in the face of
anti-immigrant rhetoric. Distinguishing between these perspectives demands an over-time look that allows
one to evaluate whether, how much, and in what direction(s) partisanship and party-related attitudes have
shifted in the Trump era. Moreover, to increase confidence in one of these perspectives, it is important
to bore down into the possible psychological processes behind these shifts, which can be most directly
assessed through carefully designed survey items and experiments. Here, we detail our data collection.

Partnering with the survey firm GfK (later Ipsos), we conducted a three-wave panel survey in English
and Spanish using a population-based sample of Asian American and Latino adults residing in the U.SP]
After pre-testing, the first wave was fielded between March 23 and April 11, 2016 and yielded 1,541
complete interviews (n=721 Asian American, 820 Latino). Fielded between October 20th and November
Lst, 2016, the second wave re-sampled wave one respondents, yielding 867 complete interviews (n=415 Asian
American, 452 Latino). Similarly, the third wave was administered between October 23 and November
5, 2018, and it re-interviewed 453 fall 2016 respondents (n=230 Asian American, 223 Latino). A wave
prior to Trump’s 2015 political ascendance would have been useful, but these waves enable us to track
partisanship and opinions over a turbulent 2.5-year period.

Respondents were recruited offline using random-digit dialing or address-based sampling. This sampling
strategy enables the recruitment of respondents who are not highly politically engaged. Appendix Tables
and provide descriptive statistics for all three waves separately for Asian American and Latino
respondents. For the Asian American sample, most summary statistics remain roughly similar across the
three waves. For example, 84% of spring 2016 respondents and 85% of fall 2018 respondents are citizens.
For that group, the main evidence of attrition is in voting behavior—the fraction of respondents who are

not validated 2016 voters declined from 43% in the spring 2016 wave to 38% in fall 2016 and 35% in fall

We were unable to field the survey to non-English-speaking Asian Americans.



2018. Put differently, low-turnout respondents are less likely to remain in the sample. However, for the
Latino sample, there is evidence of systematic attrition across more variables. The fraction of respondents
who were citizens in spring 2016 rises across the waves (from 74% to 79% and then 82%), as do average
levels of education (from 12.1 to 13.2 years) and incomes (from $55K to $69K); the fraction replying in
Spanish declines from 43% to 35% and then 26% while the fraction lacking a validated 2016 vote drops
from 53% to 45% and then 39%. Given that political engagement may be correlated with attitude stability,
we present robustness checks which reweight respondents to address this attrition below.

Another concern about representativeness relates to language. While Latinos could respond in Spanish
or English, Asian Americans could respond only in English, meaning that we excluded from our sampling
frame the roughly 28% of Asian Americans (Budiman and Ruiz, 2021) not proficient in English. To assess
the impacts of this, Appendix Table and the corresponding section present data from the 2016 post-
election National Asian American Survey (NAAS) (Ramakrishnan et al.;|2016), separating out respondents
by language of survey. Appendix Table shows that there are certainly differences by language, with
respondents who took the survey in non-English languages much less likely to be born in the U.S. and having
lower incomes and educational attainment. Notably, non-English respondents are also more likely to be in
the center of the partisanship scale (3.6 vs. 2.9), meaning that the absence of non-English speaking Asian
Americans may partially explain the differences between our conclusions and those of Hajnal and Lee| (2011))
for that pan-ethnic group. Even so, it’s noteworthy that among some national-origin groups—including
Indians, Filipinos, and Japanese—rates of English-language survey response are high, an observation which

somewhat mitigates the impact of only interviewing Asian Americans in English ]

3By comparing these estimates with Appendix Table [A1] we can also identify differences between this
panel’s Asian American respondents and the NAAS post-election respondents overall. While surveying in
11 languages, the NAAS has a higher fraction of Asian American respondents who were citizens than our
panel (92% vs. 84%). Still, its respondents are less educated (13.6 years vs. 15.8), older (54 years vs. 45

years), and less likely to be born in the U.S. (25% vs. 47%).
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Panel Trends

We seek to track any shifts in Asian American or Latino partisanship during the volatile period from spring
2016 to fall 2018. At the same time, we track shifts in related attitudes, such as affect toward the political
parties or Trump himself. Certainly, Trump had come to dominate headlines even prior to March 2016, so
our panel won’t capture the effects of his campaign’s first eight months. In spring 2016, Trump had yet
to clinch the GOP nomination and was far from becoming president. By fall 2018, he was the incumbent
president, and in the weeks leading up to the 2018 midterm election, Trump tried to focus attention on a
caravan of Central American migrants heading to the southern border. Thus, the prospects for observing
identity threats in this period are real. Moreover, Appendix Figure uses cross-sectional data from Pew
Research Center to demonstrate that there were detectable but not large-scale shifts in Asian Americans’
or Latinos’ partisanship in 2015. Trump had not already induced major changes prior to our panel’s first
wave. These results also demonstrate that the distribution of partisanship for these groups was broadly
similar in 2016 and in the preceding decade, meaning that the distribution of macropartisanship wasn’t
markedly different from that in the 2006-2008 period emphasized in Hajnal and Lee| (2011)).

Figure [If's left panel reports the mean level of partisanship, measured via the standard seven-category
scale (Klar and Krupnikov, [2016). One thing to note is that respondents who initially did not identify
with a major party were then asked a question about leaning which did not include an “independent”
option, meaning that respondents were only classified as pure independents if they left the leaning question
unanswered. As a consequence, 4% of wave one respondents were classified as pure independents.

Latinos responding in Spanish are the most heavily Democratic group, averaging between 2.38 and
2.65, which puts them between “weak Democrat” and “lean Democrat.” English-responding Latinos vary
between 3.07 and 3.38, while English-responding Asian Americans are similar (3.17-3.36). Still, what is
most striking about Figure [1]is the aggregate over-time stability.

A related question is just how important partisan identities are to our respondents relative to other

identities. The panel also asked respondents to rank different identities on the basis of their importance,
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Figure 1: Left: over-time trends in partisanship for English-responding Latinos (n=163), Spanish-
responding Latinos (n=57), and English-responding Asian Americans (n=229). Right: over-time trends
for the same groups for their Trump feeling thermometer assessments.
including religion, job/occupation, gender, family role, political party, pan-ethnic group, national origin
group, and being American. Appendix Table reports the mean rankings in fall 2016 and fall 2018.
While respondents typically report that their political party isn’t central to their identity—its average
rank out of 8 was 7.47 in fall 2016—partisan identities did become more important to respondents over
those two years, reaching 6.43 (p < 0.001 from a two-sided t-test) in fall 2018. It’s also noteworthy that
pan-ethnic identities increased in rank as well, from 4.92 to 4.68 (p = 0.017). Over a period when partisan
and pan-ethnic identities were increasingly important, aggregate partisanship was nonetheless stable.
Views of a political figure are likely to be more malleable than social identities, especially as people
come to know that figure as the incumbent president. Figure [I's right side displays feeling thermometer
assessments of Trump for the same groups of respondents. Here, too, there is reasonable stability, with
English-responding Latinos only varying between thermometer scores of 26 and 28 while English-responding
Asian Americans vary between 24 and 26. Spanish-responding Latinos (n=57) do show more variation,

with a shift from 12 in fall 2016 to 27 two years later. Such variance may partly reflect the smaller sample
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size, although it proves robust [l Still, Trump assessments are somewhat more variable than partisanship,
even while the broad story is of stability. We see no aggregate evidence that identity threats between 2016

and 2018 fostered Democratic partisanship.

Partisan Transitions

One key advantage of panel data is that it enables researchers to examine patterns of individual-level change
over time. Here, we consider the shifts in partisan identities among the 229 Asian American respondents
who participated in the spring 2016 and fall 2018 waves. 161 (or 70%) placed themselves at precisely the
same point on the seven-point scale both times, as Figure [J's top left panel illustrates. If we look at the
fraction who moved by no more than one point—say, from “lean Democrat” to “pure independent”—it
increases to 90%. The fraction identifying as some form of independent varies from 42-45%, but the fraction
identifying as pure independents is just 2-4%. In short, such results show high stability, alongside sizable
numbers of “closet partisans” who identify as independent but lean to a party. Such high levels of stability
may partly reflect the English-dominant sample (see alsoMasuoka et al.,2018), but remain striking even for
that subpopulation. (Appendix Figure illustrates the results when reweighting respondents to account
for attrition between spring 2016 and fall 2018, using the procedure detailed in the Appendix. The results
are highly similar, with 70% of Asian American respondents estimated to have the same partisanship in
both waves.)

The 220 Latino respondents include Spanish speakers as well as English speakers, and so may be less
politically integrated and evince less stability. In fact, 124 respondents (56%) reported the same level of
partisanship, a point illustrated in Figure [2['s top right panel. The percentage does rise to 83% when we add
those who shift by no more than one point; only 3% of the sample moves by four or more categories. In both
waves, 40-41% of respondents identify as “independent,” with just 5-6% identifying as pure independents.

One concern is that respondents whose partisanship is less stable may also be less lik