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Abstract

In his campaign and first few years in office, Donald Trump consistently defied contem-
porary norms by using explicit, negative rhetoric targeting ethnic/racial minorities. Did
this rhetoric lead white Americans to express more prejudiced views of African Americans
or Hispanics, whether through the normalization of prejudice or other mechanisms? We
assess that question using a 13-wave panel conducted with a population-based sample of
Americans between 2008 and 2018. We find that via most measures, white Americans’
expressed anti-Black and anti-Hispanic prejudice declined after the 2016 campaign and
election, and we can rule out even small increases in the expression of prejudice. These re-
sults suggest the limits of racially charged rhetoric’s capacity to heighten prejudice among
white Americans overall. They also indicate that prejudice can behave like an issue atti-
tude: rather than being a fixed predisposition, prejudice can respond thermostatically to
changing presidential rhetoric and policy positions.
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Introduction

In his presidential campaign and the first years of his presidency, Donald Trump’s rhetoric

on racial and ethnic groups defied contemporary conventions for politicians, especially

at the presidential level (Valentino, Neuner and Vandenbrook, 2017). In the elections

leading up to 2016, presidential candidates who sought to harness animus toward African

Americans or other groups often did so through implicit cues rather than explicit rhetoric

(Mendelberg, 2001). Donald Trump broke decisively from this norm. In announcing his

candidacy, he termed immigrants from Mexico “rapists,” and he later called for a ban on

Muslim immigration and initially declined to renounce a former KKK leader. As President,

he said that there were “very fine people on both sides” of a violent confrontation between

white supremacists and protestors in Charlottesville, Virginia.

Racist rhetoric from the U.S. President has the potential to influence Americans’ at-

titudes and behaviors. Certainly, millions of Americans think so—in a 2018 survey, 54%

of respondents agreed that “President Trump has emboldened people who hold racist be-

liefs”(Qunnipiac University Polling Institute, 2018). Moreover, 2017 saw an increase in hate

crimes, a rise some linked to Trump’s rhetoric. Still, such criminal acts are likely to reflect

changing behavior among a very small subset of highly prejudiced Americans, leaving its

impacts on the broader population of white Americans unknown (but see Schaffner, 2019).

Already, there is extensive research on the influence of racially charged political rhetoric

on citizens’ attitudes. Yet the vast majority of this evidence examines priming effects,

meaning that it studies whether exposure to rhetoric leads racial predispositions to be-

come more integrated with vote choice or issue attitudes (Mendelberg, 2001; Tesler, 2016;

Schaffner, MacWilliams and Nteta, 2018; Sides, Tesler and Vavreck, 2018). The underlying

assumption is typically that prejudice is a stable predisposition acquired early in life (Tesler

2015; see also Jennings, Stoker and Bowers 2009; Acharya, Blackwell and Sen 2018).

Here, we examine that assumption by asking a straightforward question: did Trump’s

candidacy, rhetoric, and positions on racially inflected issues influence non-Hispanic white

Americans’ prejudice against Blacks or Hispanics? There are at least two mechanisms
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through which the post-Trump shift in racial rhetoric may have increased expressed prej-

udice. One is normalization, as Trump’s rhetoric may have authorized white Americans

with prejudiced views to express them more openly. Another is through opinion leader-

ship, as some citizens may be influenced to adopt the positions advocated by political elites,

especially if those elites are co-partisans.

To test these hypotheses, we draw on a novel, 13-wave panel survey conducted with

a nationally representative population of American adults between 2007 and 2018. This

panel’s demographics match those of the target population closely. Our panel enables us to

identify individual-level shifts in white respondents’ prejudice and related racial attitudes,

and so to identify the effects of changing political contexts while addressing the potential

endogeneity of factors such as partisan identification (Lenz, 2012; Engelhardt, 2019). Our

findings contradict both hypotheses, as we primarily find declining prejudice and racial

resentment, and certainly no increases. Instead, the results are in keeping with a third

theoretical approach which emphasizes how the public responds thermostatically by shifting

away from the positions advanced by those in power (Wlezien, 1995; Stimson, 2004).

Hypotheses

“Prejudice” refers to a standing, negative predisposition toward a social group. Unlike

the related concept of racial resentment (Kinder and Sanders, 1996), prejudice has no

immediate policy content. A predisposition, prejudice is typically thought be acquired

early in life and to remain reasonably stable thereafter (Jennings, Stoker and Bowers, 2009;

Tesler, 2015, 2016; Acharya, Blackwell and Sen, 2018). However, contexts can activate

prejudice to different extents (Enos, 2014; Parker and Barreto, 2014; Tesler, 2015, 2016;

Broockman and Kalla, 2016) as well as shaping its expression (Gilens, Sniderman and

Kuklinski, 1998; Mendelberg, 2001, 2008).

In this paper, we test three hypotheses which yield different predictions about the

likely impacts of Trump’s racialized rhetoric on white Americans’ prejudice. The first we
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term “normalization.” This hypothesis applies chiefly to the domain of racial attitudes

or other socially sensitive attitudes. It builds on two premises: first, that prejudice is a

stable predisposition acquired through socialization early in life, and second, that norms of

racial equality are now widespread (Mendelberg, 2001; Blinder, Ford and Ivarsflaten, 2013).

Jointly, these two premises suggest that political rhetoric is unlikely to influence prejudice,

but it may influence its expression. In this case, the effect of Trump’s rhetoric may be

to legitimate or sanction the expression of white citizens’ pre-existing, negative racial at-

titudes, an effect which may be especially pronounced among Republicans predisposed to

back Trump.

Other viewpoints consider racial prejudice to be more malleable and responsive to mes-

sages from mass media and other cues (Paluck and Green, 2009; Goldman, 2012; Engel-

hardt, 2019). In this way, prejudice may be more similar to attitudes on political issues.

One such viewpoint is opinion leadership. A longstanding theoretical approach to public

opinion research, this vantage point holds that rhetoric from a salient political figure has the

potential to move attitudes in its direction, an effect which is sometimes limited to those

from the same political party as the politician (Zaller, 1992; Lenz, 2012). In this view,

political rhetoric communicates what beliefs a partisan Democrat or Republican holds,

and citizens adopt those views accordingly. If so, we expect that Republicans will adopt

attitudes associated with a President from their party. We also might expect attitudinal

polarization, as Democrats do the opposite.

The third hypothesis also treats prejudice as a political attitude like many others. Build-

ing on scholarship about public opinion in response to presidential initiatives, it emphasizes

thermostatic response, a mechanism whereby citizens’ attitudes move in the direction op-

posite that being promoted by the President or enacted by the government (Wlezien, 1995;

Stimson, 2004). Jennings (2009) shows that the British public responds in a thermo-

static fashion to asylum seekers, but it remains unclear if more diffuse predispositions—

predispositions associated with social groups rather than policies—will show similar pat-

terns. It is also unclear if hostile rhetoric is sufficient to produce a thermostatic response,
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or if actual government policies need to change as well.

Data and Results

To test these hypotheses, we employ a 13-wave panel administered by Knowledge Net-

works/GfK between late 2007 and late 2018. Panel data provide a critical advantage, as

they allow us to track the same individuals’ prejudice levels over several years and varied

political contexts. Panel respondents were originally recruited via random-digit dialing or

address-based sampling, and so are broadly representative of the non-institutionalized U.S.

adult population. Approximately 20,000 respondents took part in five waves in 2007-2008,

and then a subset of those respondents was sampled for re-interviews in 2012/13.1 We focus

here on waves including our measures of anti-Black prejudice, and provide additional details

about sample sizes and dates of administration in Appendix Table 1.2 Appendix Table 2

compares panel demographics to Census-based benchmarks and shows that our panelists

closely track national benchmarks; Appendix Table 3 provides basic demographics for white

respondents.

To measure prejudice, we follow prior work (e.g. Huddy and Feldman, 2009; Peyton

and Huber, 2018) by assessing white respondents’ beliefs in stereotypes. Specifically, our

panelists were repeatedly asked to assess to rate Blacks, Hispanics/Latinos, and Whites

1This resampling was done to produce marginal distributions that mirrored those of the

comparable U.S. population, and inadvertently led to the under-representation of white,

college-educated respondents over 45 years old.
2From the 2,471 respondents to the November 2012 - January 2013 wave, we then invited

respondents to a January 2016 wave, with respondents only invited to the subsequent 2016

waves if they completed the wave immediately prior. However, to preserve sample size and

reduce biases stemming from attrition, the November 2018 wave resampled respondents

from the 2012 wave.
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on two stereotype scales, work ethic and trustworthiness.3 The work ethic measure asked

respondents to place each group on a 0-100 scale from “hard working” to “lazy.” The

trustworthiness scale instead anchored the 101-point scale at “trustworthy” (0) or “un-

trustworthy” (100).

For a given out-group, we calculate prejudice by averaging the scores given to the group

in question and then subtracting the average score given to the white in-group. The use

of in-group stereotypes helps address concerns about social desirability biases (Huddy and

Feldman, 2009), as people can rate an out-group positively while also rating their own

group more positively. In theory, this measure runs from -100 (rates out-group favorably

and in-group unfavorably) to 100 (rates out-group unfavorably and in-group favorably);

the actual empirical distributions are given in Appendix Tables 4 and 5.

How did expressed prejudice shift over the period observed in our panel? We subset our

data to 537 non-Hispanic white respondents who participated in both the October 2016 and

October/November 2018 waves. On the left side of Figure 1, we present the mean anti-

Black prejudice scores whenever available, providing separate estimates for people who

identified in 2012 as Republicans (top line), Democrats (bottom line), and all respondents

(middle line). Between 2007 and 2019, the trajectory for Anti-Black prejudice is generally

downward, with a pronounced drop between the November/December 2016 wave and the

October/November 2018 wave. That timing is instructive: the decline was most pronounced

after November 2016, and so after Trump had been elected president. The decline was

apparently not driven by Trump’s candidacy—or by white Americans’ reactions to his

campaign rhetoric in 2015 and 2016—but instead by their reactions to his presidency itself.

To test these declines more formally, Appendix Table 6 reports the results from t-tests

comparing the changes between the baseline wave and each of five subsequent panel waves.

It demonstrates that from the October 2012 baseline, the changes in mean anti-Black

3These stereotype assessments for each group were separated by blocks of unrelated

questions and took place in a randomized order. We assessed stereotypes of Blacks in

waves 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 12 and of Latinos in waves 6, 7, 10, and 11.
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Figure 1: This figure displays levels of anti-Black (left) and anti-Hispanic (right) prejudice
for 537 white Americans surveyed repeatedly between 2008 and 2018.

●

●

● ● ●

●

●

Date

A
nt

i−
B

la
ck

 P
re

ju
di

ce

−
2

0
2

4
6

8
10

12

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

●

●

●

●
●

●

●

●

●

●
● ●

●

●

Republicans

Democrats

●

●

●
●

●

Date

A
nt

i−
H

is
pa

ni
c 

P
re

ju
di

ce

−
2

0
2

4
6

8
10

12

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019

●
●

●

●

●

●

●

●
●

●

Republicans

Democrats

prejudice are only negative beginning in late 2016, and they are only sizable or statistically

significant in October/November 2018. For the full population, the decline in mean anti-

Black prejudice is -2.0 (p = 0.01). Although the magnitude of the change is slightly larger

among Democrats (-2.1) than Republicans (-1.8), there is little evidence that Democrats

are differentially responsive.

Comparable estimates for anti-Hispanic prejudice are provided on the right side of

Figure 1, with the formal t-tests detailed in Appendix Table 7. Anti-Hispanic prejudice also

declined between Trump’s fall 2016 election and fall 2018, although that decline is driven

by shifts among people who identified as Democrats in 2012. In fact, the average 2012-2018

decline for Democrats is -3.7 (p=0.01), while for Republicans anti-Hispanic increased by a

small amount (0.3, p=0.075).

Are these results driven by the specific measures employed? Our primary prejudice

measures have long tails in either direction. To some extent, this is a virtue, as it allows us

to capture sizable changes in the expressed prejudices of those with very high levels of racial

prejudice or esteem. But it also may mean that the results above are driven by people whose
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expressed prejudice makes them outliers. To reduce the weight of outliers, we estimated

separate anti-Black prejudice measures which vary from 1 to 8, with all respondents falling

in certain ranges being designated a “1,” “2,” etc.4 Figure 3 presents the resulting measure.

It, too, shows evidence of declining anti-Black prejudice between late 2012 and late 2018,

with a small mean decline of -0.19 (p = 0.009) for a variable whose standard deviation is

1.68.5 At the same time, the declines in this measure were not concentrated in the years

after Trump’s 2016 election. This finding suggests that the decline in the post-2016 period

was driven by those in the distribution’s tails.

Researchers have also commonly measured racial attitudes via questions about race-

related policies. One related survey item asked respondents whether the government should

make special efforts on behalf of Black Americans or whether Black Americans should help

themselves.6 In Figure 2, we find that between 2012 and 2018, respondents on average

moved away from saying that “Blacks should help themselves,” with little evidence the

changes were concentrated among either Democrats or Republicans.7

Overall, the results seem to indicate little differential decline in prejudice or racial

animus among Democrats. Still, in Appendix Table 9, we confirm this via OLS regressions

of the change in prejudice on political partisanship. The shifts in prejudice appear roughly

comparable even when analyzing Republicans who did or did not support Trump in the

early-2016 primaries, as Appendix Table 10 illustrates. Given prior research indicating that

those with higher levels of education might be especially attentive to changing norms around

4Those scoring between -100 and -50 were coded 1, -50 to -10 were coded 2, -10 to -5

were coded 3, and -5 to 0 were coded 4, with the positive codings being symmetric.
5However, in this case, the decline for Republicans is substantively small (-0.12) and

statistically insignificant (p=0.22).
6This question is commonly included in racial resentment batteries. For the full question

wording and descriptive statistics, see the Appendix, and especially Table 8.
7For the population overall, the mean change was -0.56 (p < 0.001), with similar declines

for Republicans (-0.47, p < 0.001) and Democrats (-0.67, p < 0.001).
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racial and ethnic groups (Huber and Lapinski, 2006), Appendix Table 11 demonstrates that

the changes in prejudice are not concentrated among those with higher or lower levels of

education, either.

Conclusion

As a political leader, Donald Trump has used racist rhetoric to build political support.

Extensive recent scholarship starts from the presupposition that prejudice is a fixed predis-

position that can be activated. Here, we question that presumption by examining whether

Trump’s rhetoric heightened prejudice or inter-group animosity among white Americans.

To do so, we track the self-reported attitudes and prejudices of white respondents using

a nationally representative panel between 2008 and 2018. The panel’s many waves enable

us to identify separate shifts in prejudice associated with Trump’s emergence as a political

figure in 2015 and 2016, his late-2016 general election victory, and the initial years of his

presidency. Theoretical perspectives emphasizing the normalization of prejudice or opinion

leadership both lead us to expect that expressed prejudice may have increased in this

period, especially among Republicans or Trump supporters. But our findings indicate the

opposite, a result more consistent with theories of thermostatic response in which the public

moves away from the direction of current policymaking.

To be sure, changes in expressed prejudice in this period might be the product of factors

other than Trump: the decade in question saw events including the election of the first

Black president and rising attention to police-involved shootings. It is also possible that

Trump’s rhetoric clarified anti-racist norms, a valuable question for future study. But given

that the declines in prejudice appear concentrated in the period after Trump’s election, it

seems quite plausible that it was not simply Trump’s rhetoric but also his accession to the

presidency that pushed public opinion in the opposite direction.

As with other recent studies of prejudice (e.g. Enos, 2014; Broockman and Kalla, 2016),

these results are confined to self-reported survey responses: they do not tell us about the
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wide range of behaviors which may be influenced by white Americans’ levels of anti-Black

or anti-Hispanic prejudice. Indeed, the question of whether these shifts have shaped social

behaviors is another critical question for future work. But as they stand, these results do

reinforce recent research which illustrates that racial prejudice can display the malleability

of political attitudes (Engelhardt, 2019). They illustrate the limitations of inferring levels of

prejudice among the white population overall from extremist activities such as hate crimes.

What’s more, given the extensive evidence linking prejudice to vote choice in the U.S. and

elsewhere (Sides, Tesler and Vavreck, 2018), these results suggest that racist rhetoric may

be politically self-undermining, as it may dampen the very prejudices it seeks to activate.
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Panel Details

Table 1: This table summarizes the panel waves and sample sizes.

Wave Start Date End Date N
Wave 1 October 2nd, 2007 December 31st, 2007 19,190
Wave 2 January 1st, 2008 March 31st, 2008 17,747
Wave 3 April 2nd, 2008 August 28th, 2008 20,052
Wave 4 August 29th, 2008 November 4th, 2008 19,241
Wave 5 November 5th, 2008 January 20th, 2009 19,234
Wave 6 October 19th, 2012 October 29th, 2012 2,606
Wave 7 November 14th, 2012 January 29th, 2013 2,471
Wave 8 October 17th, 2014 October 31st, 2014 1,693
Wave 9 November 19th, 2014 January 14th, 2015 1,493

Wave 10 January 22nd, 2016 February 8th, 2016 1,562
Wave 11 October 14th, 2016 October 24th, 2016 1,227
Wave 12 November 28th, 2016 December 7th, 2016 1,075
Wave 13 October 23rd, 2018 November 5th, 2018 1,024

Here, we detail the demographics of our GfK-based panel. As is expected for a panel

whose respondents had to be at least 18 in late 2007, our respondents are significantly older

than the U.S. population. On several other variables, the respondents who participated in

the final wave are a reasonable approximation of the target population of U.S. adults over

25 (see Appendix Table 2). For example, our sample’s mean income in 2016 was $58.4K,

which is not far from the 2015 U.S. median household income of $54.9K. Of particular

importance is the fact that there is no evidence of heightened attrition rates among those

who are less politically engaged. We merged our data with validated vote histories provided

by the data vendor Catalist and found that voter turnout was essentially indistinguishable

among those who did and did not remain in the panel between 2012 and 2016. Specifically,

2008 turnout was 69.4% among the 2,471 respondents to the post-election 2012 wave and

69.0% among the 1,075 respondents who participated in post-election 2016 wave.
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Table 2: Demographics for the (1) 19,241 respondents to panel wave 4 in 2008; (2) 2,471
respondents to panel wave 7 in 2012; (3) 1,075 respondents to panel wave 16 in November-
December 2016. “Miss.” refers to the share of that variable which is missing for respondents
to the designated panel wave. The American Community Survey benchmarks come from
July 1, 2015 estimates for the full U.S. population. The asterisk (*) denotes that the U.S.
Census reports median household income, not mean income.

Min Max Mean Miss. Mean Miss. Mean Miss. ACS
2008 2008 2008 2008 2012 2012 2016 2016 2015

Income ’08* 2.50 250.00 61.38 0.31 57.72 0.07 58.40 0.00 54.89
Years of Ed. ’08 4.00 19.00 14.33 0.00 13.76 0.00 13.68 0.00

HS Degree ’08 0.00 1.00 0.96 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.87
Has BA ’08 0.00 1.00 0.40 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.30

Party ID ’08 1.00 7.00 3.87 0.15 3.82 0.17 3.87 0.14
Union Hsh. ’08 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.00

Catholic ’08 0.00 1.00 0.16 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.20 0.00
Protestant ’08 0.00 1.00 0.27 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.33 0.00

Female ’08 0.00 1.00 0.56 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.51
Age ’08 18.00 110.00 50.13 0.00 47.12 0.00 48.84 0.00

Over 65 ’08 0.00 1.00 0.17 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15
Black ’08 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.13

Hispanic ’08 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.17
White ’08 0.00 1.00 0.80 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.77
Voted ’12 0.69 .21 0.69 0.21

Table 3: Demographics for the 537 respondents to the October 2016 and October/November
2018 waves who self-identified as white in 2012.

Min Max Mean Pct Missing
Income ’08 2.50 250.00 58.08 0.00

Education (Years) 8.00 19.00 13.59 0.00
GOP Party ID ’12 1.00 7.00 4.16 0.00

Union Hsh. ’07 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.00
Catholic ’07 0.00 1.00 0.20 0.00

Protestant ’07 0.00 1.00 0.34 0.00
Female ’12 0.00 1.00 0.51 0.00

Age ’12 23.00 88.00 52.44 0.00
Over 65 ’12 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.00

12



Prejudice Levels

Table 4: Descriptive statistics, Anti-Black prejudice. White respondents to Oct. 2016 and
2018 waves.

Wave Mean SD Min Max
Aug.-Nov. 2008 8.667 18.974 -61 100

Oct. 2012 7.396 17.923 -48 100
Nov. 2012-Jan. 2013 8.141 18.259 -62 100

Jan.-Feb. 2016 8.131 21.368 -50 100
Oct. 2016 8.081 20.101 -52 100

Nov.-Dec. 2016 7.473 20.541 -58 100
Oct.-Nov. 2018 5.382 17.576 -68 100

Table 5: Descriptive statistics, Anti-Hispanic prejudice. White respondents to Oct. 2016
and 2018 waves.

Wave Mean SD Min Max
Oct. 2012 3.113 16.457 -61 100

Nov. 2012-Jan. 2013 4.244 17.114 -50 100
Jan.-Feb. 2016 3.405 18.723 -58 100

Oct. 2016 3.613 17.481 -51 100
Oct.-Nov. 2018 1.573 16.354 -68 98

Table 6: This table provides the means and associated p-values from t-tests for the change
in anti-Black prejudice from the October 2012 wave to the specified panel wave.

Oct. ’12 → Mean ∆, p-value Mean ∆, p-value Mean ∆, p-value
All Democrats Republicans

Nov. ’12-Jan ’13 0.745 0.273 1.133 0.221 0.585 0.552
Jan. ’16 0.736 0.353 0.315 0.769 0.870 0.451
Oct. ’16 0.685 0.373 0.604 0.565 0.746 0.499

Nov.-Dec. ’16 -0.254 0.779 0.414 0.727 -0.871 0.519
Oct.-Nov. ’18 -2.014 0.010 -2.127 0.071 -1.779 0.087
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Table 7: This table provides the means and associated p-values from t-tests for the change
in anti-Hispanic prejudice from the October 2012 wave to the specified panel wave.

Oct. ’12 → Mean ∆, p-value Mean ∆, p-value Mean ∆, p-value
All Democrats Republicans

Nov. ’12-Jan ’13 1.131 0.090 0.275 0.788 1.776 0.044
Jan. ’16 0.292 0.717 -0.713 0.549 0.915 0.378
Oct. ’16 0.500 0.520 0.048 0.966 0.669 0.512

Oct.-Nov. ’18 -1.546 0.050 -3.681 0.001 0.346 0.750
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Racial Resentment

Question wording: “Now we would like to ask about a separate topic. Some people feel

that the government in Washington should make every effort to improve the social and

economic position of blacks. (Suppose these people are at one end of a scale, at point 1.)

Others feel that the government should not make any special effort to help blacks because

they should help themselves. (Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7.) And,

of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or

6. Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale?”

Table 8: Descriptive statistics, “Should government help Blacks (1) or should Blacks help
themselves (7)?”

Wave Mean SD Min Max
Oct. 2012 5.439 1.376 1 7

Nov. 2012-Jan. 2013 5.434 1.357 1 7
Oct.-Nov. 2018 4.883 1.598 1 7
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Figure 2: This figure depicts the mean responses to the question, “Should government help
Blacks (1) or should Blacks help themselves (7)?”.
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Figure 3: This figure illustrates the over-time trends for the truncated measure of anti-Black
prejudice.
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Predicting Change in Prejudice

Table 9: This table presents OLS models of the change in prejudice between 2012 and the
listed date as a function of 2012 GOP partisan identification, measured via 7 categories.

January 2016 October 2016 October 2018
Intercept 0.250 −0.204 −1.421

(1.748) (1.692) (1.703)
2012 GOP Partisan Identification 0.121 0.198 −0.159

(0.374) (0.362) (0.365)
R2 0.000 0.001 0.000
Num. obs. 536 536 536
∗p < 0.05
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Table 10: This table presents OLS models of the change in prejudice between 2012 and the
listed date among Republicans as who did or did not support Trump during the early 2016
primaries.

January 2016 October 2016 October 2018
Intercept 1.051 2.353 −0.443

(1.591) (1.495) (1.481)
Supported Trump Jan./Feb. 16 −0.651 −3.862 −2.705

(2.492) (2.341) (2.319)
R2 0.000 0.010 0.005
Num. obs. 282 282 282
∗p < 0.05

Table 11: This table presents OLS models of the change in prejudice between 2012 and the
listed date as a function of 2012 education, measured in years.

January 2016 October 2016 October 2018
Intercept 7.339 5.798 −1.899

(4.811) (4.676) (4.714)
Education (years) −0.486 −0.376 −0.008

(0.349) (0.339) (0.342)
R2 0.004 0.002 0.000
Num. obs. 537 537 537
∗p < 0.05
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