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Donald Trump won the 2016 presidential election, in large part, due to support from White
Americans. This win created a new socio-political reality in which White Americans as a group
became associated with Trump and his anti-egalitarianism. Four studies (N=3245) explored how
liberal-leaning Whites negotiate their racial identity to contend with group-image threat arising
from the association between their racial ingroup and Trump. Trump-related group-image threat
(i.e., Whites’ agreement with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism or disapproval of his impeachment)
led liberal-leaning Whites to disidentify from their racial ingroup. In turn, racial disidentification
predicted greater signaling of egalitarian beliefs (i.e., expressing intentions to advocate for racial
equity and supporting policies designed to benefit racially minoritized groups) and behaviors

(i.e., donating money to racial equity-focused organizations). These results suggest that the



process of negotiating Trump-related group-image threat has implications for both White

Americans’ racial identities and ongoing efforts to achieve racial equity.
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#NotAllWhites:

Liberal-leaning Whites Racially Disidentify in Response to Trump-Related Group-Image Threat

While politics are notoriously divisive, the 2016 U.S. presidential election exposed deep
political and cultural divisions (Jacobson, 2016). Then-candidate Donald Trump derogated and
proposed policies targeting marginalized groups (e.g., Muslims, Latin@s, immigrants, women;
Conway et al., 2017). Despite public backlash, Trump won the election, in large part, due to
support from White Americans. Exit polls revealed that the majority of White Americans (54%)
voted for Trump and that they comprised 88% of his voter base (Pew, 2018a). This outcome
created a new socio-political reality in which White Americans, as a group, became associated
with Trump and his anti-egalitarianism. We theorize that this new reality creates psychological
tension for liberal-leaning Whites by linking their racial group to anti-egalitarianism, which is
personally offensive (Kiley, 2017). Drawing on group-image threat research, we explore how
liberal-leaning Whites contend with this tension by shifting racial identification and signaling
egalitarian beliefs.

Group-image threat arises from negative societal portrayals of one’s ingroup (Iyer et al.,
2007; Knowles et al., 2014; Rabinovich & Morton, 2010), including stereotypes (Barrie et al.,
2016; Ward, 2004), negative group evaluations (Rabinovich et al., 2010; 2014), and information
about ingroup transgressions (Doosje et al., 1998; Shuman et al., 2018). Negative portrayals
harm both the group’s collective image and individual members' self-image. When ingroup
portrayals conflict with one’s self-image, individuals must contend with the resulting
psychological tension (i.e., group-image threat) in order to maintain a positive self-view

(Sedikides & Gregg, 2003).
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One way individuals respond to this tension is by disidentifying, or creating distance
between their self-concept and negative ingroup portrayals (Beck & Tausch, 2014; Branscombe
et al., 2012; Hodson & Esses, 2002). For example, women and racial minorities disidentify from
their social groups in response to negative stereotypical representations (Arndt et al., 2002;
Mussweiler et al., 2000; Yip, 2016). White Americans also disidentify from their racial ingroup
when confronted with negative ingroup portrayals involving White privilege (Chow et al., 2008;
Knowles et al., 2014; Powell et al., 2005). For instance, upon learning that Black-White
achievement gaps arise from systemic biases favoring White people, White participants report
weaker racial identification (Chow et al., 2008).

In the current socio-political reality, we theorize that liberal-leaning Whites experience
group-image threat arising from the association between their racial ingroup and Trump. Across
four studies, we examine whether Trump-related group-image threat leads liberal-leaning (vs.
conservative-leaning) Whites to racially disidentify. Moreover, we examine whether
disidentification has positive implications for liberal-leaning Whites’ efforts to promote racial
equity (Studies 3 and 4) such that racial disidentification leads liberal-leaning Whites to signal
and act upon their egalitarian beliefs.

Study 1

Study 1 examined the effect of Trump-related group-image threat on liberal-leaning
White Americans’ racial disidentification. We manipulated group-image threat by providing
information that White Americans agree (vs. disagree) with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism. We
hypothesized that information suggesting White Americans agree (vs. disagree) with Trump

would increase liberal-leaning Whites’ racial disidentification.
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Method
Participants

We recruited 509 non-Hispanic, U.S. born, mono-racial White adults from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk to participate in a 30-minute online survey in exchange for $1.50. In this and
all subsequent studies, we excluded participants who failed to correctly respond to both
manipulation check questions, as specified during pre-registration. Participants who chose “I am
not sure” or “I do not remember” to either manipulation check were also excluded (see the
Measures section for details). Results and interpretations of all studies remain unchanged when
analyses include these participants (see Full Sample Primary Analysis Results at

https://osf.io/fogh3/?view_only=87de617d72d0423592aab5fc90bb9194; assess all henceforth

mentioned supplements at the Supplementary Materials folder via this link). In Study 1, we
excluded 31 participants, leaving a final sample of 478 (57% women; Mae.=37.08 years; 46%
had not obtained a 4-year college degree). A sensitivity analysis indicated that this sample size
allowed us to detect small effects (>.027) with 80% power (Faul et al., 2009).
Procedure

Participants first completed a measure of political ideology and then were randomly
assigned to one of three conditions: no information control, Whites Support Trump, and Whites
Oppose Trump. Participants in the control condition proceeded straight to the measures, while
participants in the Whites Support Trump and Whites Oppose Trump conditions first viewed
results from an ostensible survey describing White Americans’ agreement with five different
anti-egalitarian beliefs Trump has expressed about people of color and immigrants (see Figure 1;

see Manipulation Materials at OSF for full manipulation materials).
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The Whites Support Trump condition was intended to amplify group-image threat for
liberal-leaning Whites by depicting White Americans as agreeing with Trump’s anti-
egalitarianism:

Last month, a nonpartisan think tank conducted a survey with a nationally representative

sample of 12,000 White adults (age 18-82) to assess the extent to which they agreed with

President Trump’s beliefs about different social groups and issues. Overall, the survey

revealed that the majority of White adults agreed with President Trump’s opinions and

beliefs. This was especially true with respect to issues related to immigration and race.
This condition then included pie charts of survey results indicating that 60-70% of White
respondents agreed with five anti-egalitarian Trump views (see Figure 1).

The Whites Oppose Trump condition suggested that most White Americans disagreed
with Trump’s views. Participants viewed the same survey description as in the Whites support
Trump condition. However, the description stated that “Overall, the survey revealed that the
majority of White adults disagreed with President Trump’s opinions and beliefs.” In the
corresponding pie charts, we reversed the percentages depicted in the Whites Support Trump
condition to indicate that only 30-40% of White respondents agreed with Trump’s anti-
egalitarianism (see Figure 1). This range of agreement reflected Trump’s approval rating at the
time of Study 1, which fluctuated between 30% and 40% (FiveThirtyEight, n.d.).

After reading the survey results, all participants completed a measure of racial

disidentification, followed by manipulation checks and demographic questions.
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Figure 1

Example pie chart in manipulation materials (Studies 1-3)

a b
Percentage of White Americans who Percentage of White Americans who
feel that President Trump’s views feel that President Trump’s views
accurately reflect their own beliefs accurately reflect their own beliefs
and concerns. and concerns.
O Agree O Agree
@ Disagree @ Disagree

Disagree
34%

Disagree
66%

Note. Panel A was presented to participants in the Whites Support Trump condition; Panel B was

presented to participants in the Whites Oppose Trump condition.

Measures

Political Ideology. One item assessed the extent to which participants’ beliefs leaned
liberal versus conservative: “When you think about your political beliefs, how would you
describe yourself in general?” (1-extremely conservative to 8-extremely liberal). Overall, the
sample leaned liberal (M=4.96; SD=2.13; 95% CI=[4.77, 5.16]; see Table 1 for the distribution
of political ideology in all studies).
Table 1

Distribution of political ideology in Study 1, 2, 3, and 4 samples

Political ideology Study 1 (%) Study 2 (%) Study 3 (%) Study 4 (%)

Extremely conservative 5.6 5.6 4.7 5.6
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Conservative 12.1 16.9 13.9 15.4
Somewhat conservative 7.5 8.5 9.1 6.5
Slightly conservative 16.3 12.4 14.6 12.8
Slightly liberal 18.2 12.4 16.1 15.0
Somewhat liberal 7.7 9.6 10.1 7.3
Liberal 18.2 21.5 18.5 21.0
Extremely liberal 14.2 13.1 13.0 13.4

Racial Disidentification. We assessed racial disidentification using nine items adapted
from Becker and Tausch’s Three-component Measure of Disidentification (2014) to explicitly
refer to White Americans (e.g., “Being a White American gives me a bad feeling”; 1-Strongly
disagree to 7-Strongly agree). Items were presented in random order. We averaged across all
items such that higher scores indicated increased White disidentification (a=.94; M=3.38;
SD=1.47; 95% CI=[3.25, 3.51]).!

Manipulation Checks.

Exclusion Criteria. Two questions assessed whether participants correctly interpreted the
survey results. Both questions were multiple-choice and included options stating “I am not sure”
and “T do not remember.” One question asked “Which racial group did the survey respondents
belong to?” The correct response in both conditions was “White American.” The second question
asked participants to select one of two statements that best described the survey results. The
correct response was “The majority of respondents agreed with Trump's perspectives on race and

immigration issues” in the Whites Support Trump condition, and “The majority of respondents

"'we pre-registered thirteen items (9-items MOD; 4-items White Identity Scale; Anderychik & Gill, 2009).
However, an EFA revealed two factors. Because our hypotheses focused on disidentification, we removed WIS from
the composite.
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disagreed with Trump's perspectives on race and immigration issues” in the Whites Oppose
Trump condition. Questions were presented in fix order.

Perceived Credibility of Manipulation. To ensure that participants believed the
manipulation materials, we included two items assessing the extent to which participants found
the manipulation credible (“The survey results are similar to what I have heard from other media
sources” and “I believe that the survey results are accurate”; 1-Strongly disagree to 7-Strongly
agree; r=0.76, p<.001). Items were presented in random order. We averaged across these items
such that higher scores indicate higher perceived credibility. Participants were not excluded
based on their responses to these two items.

See Table 2 for bivariate relationships between all variables.

Table 2

Bivariate relationship between Studies 1-4 variables

Study 1
Variable 1 2 3
1. Political ideology —
2. Racial Q] R
disidentification
3. Perceived credibility -.04 .14%* —
of manipulation
Study 2
Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Political ideology —

2. Racial oy Sk —
disidentification
3. Perceived credibility .06 -.05 —

of manipulation
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4. Trump’s perceived - S5HHE

representativeness

5. Liberal identification .8Q***

-26%* .05

*

A0#H

'17***

- 4gxex

Variable 1

Study 3

2 3

1. Political ideology —

2. Racial
disidentification

'53***

3. Perceived credibility — -.02
of manipulation

4. Trump’s perceived - 59k

representativeness

5. Closed-ended
intentions to advocate
for racial equity

Ag#H

6. Open-ended
intentions to advocate
for racial equity

A3Hr

7. Policy support O5FH*

-.07 —

=31 07

38*F**k 05
5

-.001

S3#k 05

135***

- 23w

T

A2¥xx

64xxx

'50***

Variable 1

Study 4

2 3

1. Political ideology —

2. Racial
disidentification

'39***

3. Perceived credibility .03
of manipulation

4. Amount of monetary  .11**

donation

-.01 —

AR B b

Note. Study 1 N=478; Study 2 N=1005; Study 3 N=849; Study 4 N=914, high threat n=283,

actual threat n=265, control n=301. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Analytic Strategy

Across all studies, our primary question of interest was whether liberal-leaning Whites
racially disidentify as a result of Trump-related group-image threat. To test this question, we
conducted linear regression analyses predicting racial disidentification from political ideology,
condition, and their interaction. In all models, we mean-centered political ideology and dummy
coded condition, such that the Whites Support Trump condition (i.e., group-image threat for
liberal-leaning Whites) served as the reference category (for comparisons between the Whites
Oppose Trump and Control condition, see Regression Results with Whites Oppose Trump
Condition as Reference Category at OSF). We also conducted simple effects analyses by probing
significant interactions at 1SD above (i.e., relatively liberal participants) and 1SD below (i.e.,
relatively conservative participants) the mean of political orientation.

In the case of non-significant simple effects, we conducted equivalence tests to examine
whether these effects were practically equivalent to zero. We considered standardized S <|.06| as
practically equivalent to zero, as research suggests that this value is 1SD below the mean effect
size reported in published psychological research (Richard et al., 2003). Following the
recommendations of Lakens and colleagues (2018), we conducted TOST (two one-sided tests)
examining the hypothesis that the simple effects were greater than |.06] (i.e., Ho: f<-.06 or S
>.06; Campbell, 2020; Lakens, 2017; Lakens et al., 2018), or in other words, large enough to be
considered meaningful. If both one-tailed tests were significant (p < .05), we would conclude
that the effect was practically equivalent to zero (i.e., that the true effect is less than |.06];
Campbell, 2020; Lakens et al., 2018). If one or both of the one-tailed tests were non-significant,

then the interpretation of the simple slope would be undetermined (i.e., the effect was not
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statistically different from 0, yet there was no evidence that the effect was practically equivalent
to 0; Lakens, 2017).

In subsequent studies we expand upon this simple moderation approach to investigate an
alternative explanation for racial disidentification (Study 2) and to investigate downstream
consequences of racial disidentification (Studies 3 & 4). All regression analyses were conducted
in SPSS version 25 using the PROCESS macro with 5,000 bootstrap resamples (Hayes, 2013).
Equivalence tests were conducted in R (code developed by Campbell, 2020).

Results
Perceived Credibility of Manipulation

Overall, participants perceived the information presented in the manipulation as credible.
On average, participants’ responses (M=4.34, SD=1.66, 95% CI=[4.19, 4.49]) were significantly
above the scale midpoint (4=Neither agree nor disagree; i.e., finding the manipulation neither
accurate nor inaccurate), #(320)=3.69, d=.21, p<.001. Notably, participants in the Whites Oppose
Trump condition (M=4.52, SD=1.58, 95% CI=[4.28, 4.76]) viewed the manipulation as more
credible than participants in the Whites Support Trump condition (M=4.16, SD=1.72, 95% CI =
[3.89, 4.43]), t(319)=1.96, d=.22, p=.051. In this and all subsequent studies, the results and
interpretations of our primary analyses remained unchanged when perceived credibility was
included as a covariate. For results of models adjusted for the covariate, see Perceived

Credibility as Covariate at OSF.

Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Liberal-leaning Whites?
We hypothesized that liberal-leaning Whites racially disidentify when exposed to

information suggesting that the majority of White Americans agree with Trump’s anti-



11
#NOTALLWHITES

egalitarianism (Whites Support Trump condition), compared to when exposed to no information
or when exposed to information that the majority of White Americans disagree with Trump’s
anti-egalitarianism (Whites Oppose Trump condition). To assess this question, we ran multiple
regression analyses according to our analytic strategy. As hypothesized, we found significant
two-way interactions between political ideology and condition (see Table 3 for model results).
Supporting our hypothesis, relatively liberal participants (15D above the mean) in the
Whites Support Trump condition racially disidentified more than those in the Whites Oppose
Trump condition and in the Control condition. In contrast, relatively conservative participants
(18D below the mean) did not differentially racially disidentify across conditions (all ps > .05;
see Figure 2 & Table 4 for simple effects & Table 5 for equivalence test results). Thus, exposure
to information that the majority of White Americans agree with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism
increased racial disidentification among relatively liberal participants. These results support our
hypothesis that liberal-leaning Whites racially disidentify as a result of Trump-related group-
image threat.
Figure 2
The relationship between political ideology and racial disidentification across all studies (Panel

A: Study 1; Panel B: Study 2, Panel C: Study 3, Panel D: Study 4)
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Table 3

Studies 1-4 results of models predicting racial disidentification with Whites Support Trump

condition as the reference category

13

Study 1 Study 2
Variable B (SE) S t p 95% Clg B (SE) S t p 95% Clg
Intercept 3.58(11) .14 191  .057 [-.004, .28] 3.85(.05) .37 11.18 <.001 [.30,.43]
Political ideology 40 (.05) 57 8.15 <.001 [.44,.71] 51 (.02) 79 2394 <001 [.73,.86]
W1 (Whites Support -24 (.15) -.16 1.60  .110 [-.36,.04] -1.02(07) -.71 15.52 <001 [-.79,-.62]
Trump vs. Whites
Oppose Trump)
W2 (Whites Support -40 (.15) -27 2.64 .008 [-47,-.07] — — — — —
Trump vs. Control)
Political ideology * W1 -.15 (.07) -22 2.16  .002 [-.50,-.11] -29(.03) -45 9.890 <001 [-.54,-.36]
Political ideology * W2 -.21 (.07) -30 3.06 .031 [-43,-.02] — — — — —

Study 3 Study 4
Variable B (SE) S t p 95% Clg B (SE) S t p 95% Clg
Intercept 3.37(.06) .16 3.14  .002 [.06, .25] 3.39(.07) .15 293 .004 [.05,.25]
Political ideology 39 (.03) .64 13.17 <.001 [.54,.73] 32 (.03) .56 10.86 <.001 [.46,.66]
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W1 (Whites Support -.30 (.09) -23 3.27  .001 [-.37,-.09] -25(.09) -.20 266 .008  [-.34,-.05]
Trump vs. Whites
Oppose Trump)
W2 (Whites Support -.32(.09) -24 351 <001 [-38,-.11] -31(09) -25 344 <001 [-39,-.11]
Trump vs. Control)
Political ideology * W1 -.15 (.04) -24 341 <001 [-38,-.10] -20(.04) -35 478 <001 [-.49,-21]
Political ideology * W2 -.07 (.04) -.11 1.56  .120 [-.24,.03] -.08(.04) -.15 1.99 046 [-.29,
-.002]
Note. Study 1 df=471; Study 2 df=1001; Study 3 df=842; Study 4 df=907.
Table 4
Studies 1-4 racial disidentification simple effects analyses probing the significant interactions at
+] standard deviation from the mean of political ideology (relatively conservative vs. relatively
liberal)
Study 1 Study 2
Variable B (SE) S t p 95% Cly B (SE) S t p 95% Cly
Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition
Relatively conservative .21 (.21) 14 97 331 [-.14, .42] -37(09) -.26 3.97 <.001 [.73,.86]
(18D below the mean)
Relatively liberal (1SD  -.68 (.21) -46 335 <001 [-74,-.19] -1.68(.09) -1.16 17.97 <.001 [-1.28, -

above the mean)

1.03]
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Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Control condition

Relatively conservative -.07 (.21) -.05 31 755 [-.33,.24] —
(18D below the mean)

Relatively liberal (1SD  -.73 (.22) -49 338 <001 [-78,-21] —
above the mean)

15

Study 3 Study 4
Variable B (SE) S t p 95% Clp B (SE) S t p 95% Cly
Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition
Relatively conservative .01 (.13) .01 .07 947 [-.19,.20] .19(.13) 15 149 136  [-.05,.35]
(18D below the mean)
Relatively liberal (1SD  -.62 (.13) -48 470 <001 [-.67,-28] -.69(.13) -.55 517 <001 [-.76,-.34]
above the mean)
Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Control condition
Relatively conservative -.18 (.13) -.14 1.37 171 [-.33,.06] -.13(.13) -.10 1.01 313  [-.31,.10]
(18D below the mean)
Relatively liberal (1SD  -.46 (.13) -35 3.61 <001 [-54,-.16] -50(.13) -40 3.86  .001 [-.60,-.19]

above the mean)

Note. Study 1 df=471; Study 2 df=1001; Study 3 df=842; Study 4 df=907.

Table 5

Equivalence test results for non-significant simple effects.
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Study 1 Study 3 Study 4

Political Ideology NHST Equivalence Conclusion NHST  Equivalence Conclusion NHST Equivalence Conclusion
test test test

Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition

Relatively p=.14, =-2.65, Undeter- =01, =18, Undeter- p=.15, =-3.93, Undeter-
conservative (1SD p=331 p=.933, mined p=.947. p=.069, mined p=.136 p=991, mined
below the mean) ncp=-1.14 ncp=-1.67 ncp=-1.54

Simple effects of Whites Support Trump vs. Control condition

Relatively p=-.05, =-.89, Undeter- — — — — =-.10, =-2.65, Undeter-
conservative (1SD p=.755 p=.383, mined p=313 p=.869, mined
below the mean) ncp=-1.19 ncp=-1.53

Simple effects of Whites Oppose Trump vs. Control condition

Relatively liberal — — — — — — p=15, =-3.92, Undeter-
(18D above the p=.143 p=.990, mined
mean) ncp=-1.56

Note. NHST=null hypothesis significance test; ncp=non-central parameter. All equivalence tests
are one-sided and used non-central t-distributions. Following Lakens, Scheel and Isager’s
recommendation (2018), we reported the one-sided equivalence test yielding the higher p value.
NHST (null hypothesis significance test) results are the same as results from Table 4. There is no

equivalence test conducted for Study 2 because all simple effects are significant.
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Discussion

As hypothesized, Study 1 demonstrated that group-image threat (i.e., the majority of
White Americans support Trump’s anti-egalitarianism) increased racial disidentification among
liberal-leaning Whites. An alternative explanation for these results is that knowing that one’s
racial group supports a president whose beliefs differ from one’s own heightens the salience of
liberal-leaning Whites’ political (vs. racial) identity, which in turn leads liberal-leaning Whites to
racially disidentify.

Another limitation of Study 1 is that while liberal-leaning Whites disidentified more in
the Whites Support (vs. Oppose) Trump condition, they also found the Whites Support (vs.
Oppose) Trump manipulation less credible. We address this issue in Study 2 by measuring the
extent to which participants perceived Trump as representative of White Americans. If
participants in the Whites Support (vs. Oppose) Trump condition view Trump as more
representative, this would suggest the group-image threat manipulation was effective.

Study 2

Study 2 was pre-registered and replicated Study 1 and addressed the two issues noted
above. Specifically, we examined whether racial disidentification resulted from increased liberal
identification following group-image threat or as a direct response to group-image threat and
whether participants in the Whites Support (vs. Oppose) Trump condition viewed Trump as more
representative of White Americans.

Method
Participants
We recruited 1,069 non-Hispanic, U.S. born, mono-racial White adults from Amazon’s

Mechanical Turk to participate in a 30-minute online survey in exchange for $1.50. Using the
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same exclusion criteria as in Study 1, we excluded 64 participants, giving a final sample of 1,005
participants (51% women; Mae—=37.73 years; 43.5% had not obtained a 4-year college degree). A
sensitivity analysis indicated that this sample size allowed us to detect small effects (°>.011)
with 80% power (Faul et al., 2009).

Procedures

Study 2 used the same procedure and manipulation materials as Study 1 with three
exceptions: 1) Study 2 did not include a control condition; 2) we added a measure of liberal
identification, and 3) prior to the perceived credibility manipulation checks, participants
completed a measure assessing the extent to which they believed Trump’s views represented
Whites as a group. We counterbalanced liberal identification and racial disidentification
measures and found no reliable order effects, all ps > .720.

Measures

Study 2 included the same measures of political ideology (M=4.90; SD=2.24; 95%
CI=[4.76, 5.03]), racial disidentification (a=.94; M=3.32; SD=1.45; 95% CI=[3.23, 3.41]), and
perceived credibility of manipulation as Study 1, along with two additional measures.

Liberal Identification. We adapted a four-item scale from Andreychik and Gill (2009)
to assess liberal group identification (e.g., “Being a liberal American is an important reflection of
who [ am”; 1-Strongly disagree to 7-Strongly agree). Items were presented in random order. We
averaged across all items such that higher values indicated increased liberal identification (a=.97;

M=3.54; SD=1.88; 95% CI=[3.43, 3.66]).>

2 We pre-registered thirteen-items from Study 1 adapted to liberal identification. Because our hypothesis
concerned liberal identification, we used the adapted four-item WIS.
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Trump’s Perceived Representativeness. To ensure that our manipulation materials
shaped participants’ perception of the association between White Americans and Trump, we
included an additional three-item manipulation check assessing the extent to which participants
believed Trump’s views represented White Americans (e.g., “I think that President Trump’s
values reflect the values of most White Americans”; 1-Strongly disagree to 7-Strongly agree).
Items were presented in random order. We averaged across all items such that higher scores
indicated greater perceived representativeness (a=.88; M=3.31; SD=1.73; 95% CI=[3.20, 3.41]).

See Table 2 for bivariate relationships between all variables.

Results
Manipulation Checks

Perceived Credibility of Manipulation. Overall, ratings of manipulation credibility
(M=4.00, SD=1.55, 95% CI=[3.91, 4.10]) did not significantly differ from the scale midpoint (4),
#(1004)=.07, d=.02, p=.945, suggesting participants found the information neither high nor low
in credibility. Similar to Study 1, participants in the Whites Oppose Trump condition (M=4.10,
SD=1.52, 95% CI=[3.97, 4.23]) found the manipulation to be more credible than those in the
Whites Support Trump condition (M=3.90, SD=1.57, 95% CI=[3.76, 4.04]), #(1003)=2.02, d=.12,
p=.044.

Trump’s Perceived Representativeness. Despite the relatively low credibility ratings,
the manipulation successfully altered the extent to which participants perceived Trump as
representative of White Americans. As expected, participants in the Whites Support Trump
condition (M=3.53, SD=1.74, 95% CI=[3.38, 3.69]) perceived Trump as significantly more
representative of White Americans than those in the Whites Oppose Trump condition (M=3.10,

SD=1.69, 95% CI=[2.95, 3.24]), 1(1003)=4.05, d=.26, p<.001.
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Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Liberal-leaning Whites?

Following the analytic strategy outlined in Study 1, as predicted, there was a significant
two-way interaction between political ideology and condition (see Table 3 for model results).
Supporting our hypothesis, relatively liberal participants (1SD above the mean) in the Whites
Support Trump condition disidentified from their racial ingroup more than relatively liberal
participants in the Whites Support Trump condition. Unexpectedly, relatively conservative
participants (1SD below the mean) in the Whites Support Trump condition also disidentified
from their racial ingroup more than relatively conservative participants in the Whites Oppose
Trump condition. However, the magnitude of the effect of condition on racial disidentification
for relatively liberal participants was significantly larger than the effect for relatively
conservative participants (as evidenced by the significant omnibus interaction results; see Table
4 & Figure 2). Thus, in line with our hypotheses, and consistent with Study 1, exposure to
information that the majority of White Americans agree (vs. disagree) with Trump’s anti-
egalitarianism increased racial disidentification among relatively liberal participants more so
than relatively conservative participants. These results support our hypothesis that liberal-leaning
Whites racially disidentify as a result of Trump-related group-image threat.
Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Liberal-leaning Whites
Because It Increases Liberal Identification (i.e., An Alternative Explanation)?

We next assessed the viability of an alternative explanation that racial disidentification in
response to Trump-related group-image threat stems from greater liberal identification (see
Figure 3 for the conceptual model). Using Model 7 in the PROCESS macro, we tested a

moderated mediation model examining whether liberal identification mediated the effect of
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political ideology on racial disidentification. We specified condition as a moderator of the
relation between political ideology and liberal identification (i.e., the a path).

Figure 3

Conceptual representation of the moderated mediation model testing the alternative explanation.
The conditional indirect effect of political ideology on racial disidentification through liberal

identification, moderated by condition (Whites Support Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump).

Group-Image
Threat

Political Liberal Racial
Ideology Identification Disidentification

A 4
A 4

Preliminary analyses suggested that this model involved mild, but not severe,
multicollinearity, as political ideology and liberal identification were highly correlated (»=.80,
p<.001). However, both variance inflation factor (VIF) values were below 4 {liberal
identification VIF=2.76; liberal political ideology VIF=2.76}, both tolerance values were
above .2 {liberal identification tolerance=.36; liberal political ideology tolerance=.36}, and all
condition indices were below 15 (largest condition index=8.61) (see Hair et al., 2010 for more
information about these diagnostic factors). Given that the multicollinearity was not severe, we
proceeded with our planned analysis.

Although political ideology predicted liberal identification, condition did not moderate
this relationship. That is, exposure to information suggesting that the majority of Whites agree
(vs. disagree) with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism did not differentially shape liberal-leaning and

conservative-leaning Whites’ liberal identification. Further, increased liberal identification was
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related to decreased racial disidentification, which is in the opposite direction of predictions
specified in the alternative model (for full model statistics see, Table 6; note that despite the
negative coefficient of the b path, liberal identification and racial disidentification were
positively correlated (r=.40, p<.001), suggesting potential multicollinearity). Taken together,
these findings indicate that exposure to information suggesting that the majority of Whites agree
(vs. disagree) with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism did not indirectly increase liberal-leaning
Whites’ racial disidentification by increasing their liberal identification. Thus, results did not
support the alternative explanation that liberal-leaning Whites racially disidentify as a result of
increased liberal identification in response to Trump-related group-image threat.

Table 6

Study 2 regression results for moderated mediation models predicting racial disidentification

(alternative explanation)

Liberal identification (mediator variable model)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 3.44 .05 66.73 <.001 [3.34, 3.55]
Political ideology .68 .02 29.09 <.001 [.63, .72]
Condition (Whites Support Trump .19 .07 2.69 .007 [.05, .33]

vs. Whites Oppose Trump)
Political ideology * condition -.01 .03 28 781 [-.07,.05]

Racial disidentification (dependent variable model)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 3.65 12 29.26 <.001 [3.40, 3.89]
Political ideology 42 .03 15.00 <.001 [.37, .48]
Liberal identification -.09 .03 2.77 .006 [-.16, -.03]

Conditional indirect effects of political ideology
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Condition Bootstrap indirect ~ Bootstrap ~ Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
Whites Support Trump -.06 .03 [-.12,-.01]
Whites Oppose Trump -.06 .03 [-.12,-.01]
Index of moderated mediation .001 .003 [-.01,.01]

Note. Whites Support Trump n=481, Whites Oppose Trump n=524. Political ideology and liberal
identification were mean-centered; condition was dummy coded such that Whites support Trump
condition was the reference category. Unstandardized coefficients are reported because
standardized coefficients are not available for moderated mediation models in the PROCESS

macro (Hayes, 2013). Bootstrap sample size=5,000.

Discussion

Replicating Study 1, Study 2 demonstrated that group-image threat (i.e., the majority of
White Americans support Trump’s anti-egalitarianism) led liberal-leaning Whites to racially
disidentify. Notably, diverging from Study 1, conservative-leaning Whites also disidentified
more when they read that White Americans largely support (vs. oppose) Trump. It is possible
that this conservative sample differed from the Study 1 sample. Noteworthy, however, is that we
conducted Study 2 one day before the release of the Mueller report regarding Russian
interference in the 2016 election (Figure 6). Given media speculation, the Whites Support Trump
condition may have led participants to associate their racial ingroup with Trump and his
purported crimes (vs. anti-egalitarianism). This association may lead to group-image threat for
White Americans, regardless of political ideology.

Regarding the alternative explanation, Study 2 revealed that increased liberal

identification does not explain liberal-leaning Whites’ increased racial disidentification in
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response to group-image threat. Although further research is needed to understand when political
identity supersedes racial identity, we suspect that, in this case, the relative invisibility of
political compared to racial identity makes emphasizing political identity less effective than
distancing oneself from the highly visible racial identity.

Finally, Study 2 provided additional support for the manipulation effectiveness. Although
participants found the Whites Support (vs. Oppose) Trump manipulation less credible, they also
perceived Trump as more representative of White Americans, suggesting the manipulation
amplified the association between White Americans and Trump, as intended. These results
support our assertion that the White American-Trump association is a key component of the
group-image threat liberal-leaning Whites experience in the current socio-political moment.

Study 3

Study 3 was pre-registered and replicated and extended Studies 1 and 2 by investigating
whether racial disidentification in response to group-image threat increased liberal-leaning
Whites’ efforts to promote racial equity. Prior research suggests that group-image threat led
individuals to attempt to affirm their personal values (Lyer et al., 2007; van der Toorn et al.,
2015) and White racial disidentification led White individuals to report positive attitudes toward
racial minorities (Branscombe et al., 2007; Wong & Cho, 2005). Taken together, we
hypothesized that Trump-related group-image threat would increase racial disidentification
among liberal-leaning Whites and, subsequently, lead them to affirm personal values by
signaling egalitarian beliefs.

Method

Participants
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We recruited 923 non-Hispanic, U.S. born, mono-racial White adults from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk to participate in exchange for $1.50. Using the same exclusion criteria as
Studies 1 and 2, we excluded 71 participants, giving a final sample of 849 participants (57%
women; M,e=40.22 years; 48.5% had not obtained a 4-year college degree). A sensitivity
analysis indicated that this sample size allowed us to detect small effects (/>.015) with 80%
power (Faul et al., 2009).

Procedure

Study 3 used the same procedure, manipulation materials, and measures (political
ideology (M=4.93; SD=2.13; 95% CI=[4.78, 5.07]), racial disidentification (0=.95; M=3.16;
SD=1.30; 95% CI=[3.08, 3.25]), and perceived credibility of manipulation) as Study 1, with the
following exceptions: 1) after completing the measure of racial disidentification, participants
completed the measure of Trump’s perceived representativeness of Whites (0=.89; M=3.11;
SD=1.66; 95% CI=[3.00, 3.22]) used in Study 2; and 2) participants responded to three measures
assessing egalitarian intentions.

Measures

Intentions to Advocate for Racial Equity (Close-ended). We assessed intentions to
advocate for racial equity using a five-item scale adapted from the individual advocacy subscale
of Pieterse et al.’s Anti-Racism Behavioral Inventory (2016; e.g., “When I hear people telling
racist jokes or using racial stereotypes, I will confront them”; 1-Extremely unlikely to 7-
Extremely likely). Items were presented in random order. We averaged across all items such that
higher scores indicated stronger intentions to advocate for racial equity (0=.81; M=4.73;

SD=1.34; 95% CI=[4.64, 4.82]).
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Intentions to Advocate for Racial Equity (Open-ended). We also assessed intentions
to advocate for racial equity using an open-ended question: “What will you personally commit to
doing in the future to reduce inequality (e.g., health, wealth, education, employment, housing,
incarceration, etc.) between Whites and racially minoritized groups (e.g., Black, Latino, and
Native Americans)?” Two trained coders blind to hypotheses and condition coded the number of
actions participants listed (see Study 3 Codebook at OSF). Cohen’s kappa indicated substantial
agreement between the coders (k=0.92, p<.001; Landis & Koch, 1977). We considered listing
more actions as an indication of stronger intentions to advocate for racial equity (M=1.17,
SD=1.23; 95% CI=[1.08, 1.25]).

Policy Support. We assessed support for policies designed to benefit racially minoritized
groups using an eight-item scale adapted from Iyer et al’s Support for Compensatory Policy and
Support of Equal Opportunity Policy measures (2003; e.g., “Due to a history of discrimination,
American society has a responsibility to create special programs to provide Black, Latino, and
Native American people with jobs”; 1-Strongly disagree to 7-Strongly agree). Iltems were
presented in random order. We averaged across all items such that higher scores indicated
stronger policy support (0=.96; M=4.11; SD=1.66; 95% CI=[4.00, 4.23]).

See Table 2 for bivariate relationships between all variables.

Results
Manipulation check items

Perceived Credibility of Manipulation. Similar to Study 2, ratings of the
manipulation’s credibility (M=4.07, SD=1.56, 95% CI=[3.96, 4.17]) did not significantly differ
from the scale midpoint (4), #(547)=.98, d=.04, p=.329, suggesting that participants found the

information neither high nor low in credibility. Consistent with both Studies 1 and 2, participants
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in the Whites Oppose Trump condition (M=4.21, SD=1.55, 95% CI=[4.03, 4.39]) found the
manipulation to be more credible than those in the Whites Support Trump condition (M=3.93,
SD=1.72, 95% CI=[3.74, 4.11)), ((546)=2.11, d=.18, p=.035.

Trump’s Perceived Representativeness. Similar to Study 2, despite the relatively low
credibility ratings, the manipulation successfully altered the extent to which participants
perceived Trump as representative of White Americans. Participants in the Whites Support
Trump (M=3.32, SD=1.66, 95% CI=[3.12, 3.51]) condition perceived Trump to be significantly
more representative of White Americans compared to participants in the Whites Oppose Trump
condition (M=2.89, SD=1.65, 95% CI=[2.69, 3.09]), 1(546)=3.03, d=.26, p=.003.

Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Liberal-leaning Whites
and Subsequently Lead to Signaling of Egalitarian Intentions?

To test whether racial disidentification stemming from Trump-related group-image threat
leads liberal-leaning Whites to express more egalitarian intentions we conducted a series of
analyses using PROCESS Model 7, seed 27 (see Figure 4 for the conceptual model). By
specifying the seed, we ensured that for each model tested, the effects of political ideology,
condition, and their interaction on racial disidentification were the same and thus only need to be
reported once (see PROCESS documentation for discussion of multiple dependent variables;
Hayes, 2013). Only the estimates of the effect of racial disidentification on egalitarian intentions
differed across models, as each model assessed the effect of racial disidentification on a different
operationalization of egalitarian intentions.

Figure 4
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Conceptual representation of the moderated mediation model tested in Studies 3 and 4. The
conditional indirect effect of political ideology on egalitarian intentions (Study 3) or egalitarian

behaviors (Study 4) through racial disidentification, moderated by condition.

Group-Image

Threat
= : Study 3: Egalitarian
Political v - Racial . Intentions
Ideology "| Disidentification " Study 4: Egalitarian
Behaviors

First, notably, the two-way interaction between political ideology and Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition was not significant. However, as hypothesized and consistent with
prior studies, there was a significant two-way interaction suggesting that the effect of political
ideology on racial disidentification differed for participants in the Whites Support Trump
condition and the Whites Oppose Trump condition (see Table 3 for model results). As
hypothesized, relatively liberal participants (15D above the mean) disidentified more from their
racial ingroup in the Whites Support versus Oppose Trump condition. In contrast, relatively
conservative participants (1SD below the mean) did not differentially racially disidentify across
conditions (see Figure 2 & Table 4 for simple effects & Table 5 for equivalence test results).

Moreover, greater racial disidentification predicted greater signaling of egalitarian
intentions across all three measures (all ps <.001; see Table 7 for model results; also see Study 4
Model 8 Results at OSF for results from a more saturated model, which yields similar results and

conclusions). Taken together, exposure to information that the majority of White Americans
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agree (vs. disagree) with Trump’s anti-egalitarianism increased racial disidentification among

liberal-leaning participants, which subsequently increased intentions to advocate for racial equity

and support policies designed to benefit racial minorities. These results support our hypothesis

that Trump-related group-image threat leads liberal-leaning Whites to racially disidentify and

subsequently signal their egalitarian intentions.

Table 7

Study 3 regression results for moderated mediation models predicting egalitarian intentions:

close-ended intentions to advocate for racial equity (Model 1), open-ended intentions to

advocate for racial equity (Model 2), and policy support (Model 3), with the Whites Support

Trump condition as the reference category.

Racial disidentification (mediator variable model)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 20 .06 3.15 .002 [.08, .33]
X1 (Whites Support Trump vs. Whites -.30 .09 3.27 .001 [-.49, -.12]
Oppose Trump)
X2 (Whites Support Trump vs. -32 .09 3.51 <.001 [-49,-.14]
Control)
Political ideology 39 .03 13.17 <001 [.33, .45]
X1 * Political ideology -.15 .04 3.40 <001 [-.23,-.06]
X2 * Political ideology -.07 .04 1.56 120 [-.15,.02]

Close-ended intentions to advocate for racial equity

(dependent variable Model 1)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 4.65 .08 62.56 <001 [4.50,4.79]
X1 .09 11 .87 384 [-.12, .30]
X2 .16 10 1.53 127 [-.05, .36]
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40 .03 12.14 <.001 [.34, .47]

Conditional indirect effects of X1 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition)

Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD .004 .05 [-.10, .10]
M -.12 .04 [-.20, -.05]
+18D -25 .06 [-.37, -.13]
Index of moderated mediation -.06 .02 [-.10, -.02]
Conditional indirect effects of X2 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD -.07 .04 [-.16,.02]
M -.13 .04 [-.20, -.06]
+18D -.18 .06 [-.30, -.07]
Index of moderated mediation -.03 .02 [-.06, .01]
Open-ended intentions to advocate for racial equity
(dependent variable Model 2)
Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 1.20 .06 18.76 <001 [1.07,1.32]
X1 -.10 .09 1.04 297 [-.28, .08]
X2 .01 .09 .06 954 [-.17, .18]
Racial disidentification 47 .03 16.62 <.001 [ .42,.53]

Conditional indirect effects of X1 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition)

Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD .004 .06 [-.11,.12]
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M -.14 .05 [-.24, -.06]
+18D -29 .07 [-.44, -.15]
Index of moderated mediation -.07 .02 [-.12,-.03]
Conditional indirect effects of X2 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD -.08 .05 [-.19,.02]
M -.15 .04 [-.24, -.07]
+18D -22 .07 [-.36, -.08]
Index of moderated mediation -.03 .02 [-.07,.01]
Policy support (dependent variable Model 3)
Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept 4.00 .08 47.36 <.001 [3.83,4.16]
X1 25 A2 2.07 .039 [.01, .49]
X2 11 12 94 248 [-.12,.34]
Racial disidentification .68 .04 18.13 <.001 [.61,.76]
Conditional indirect effects of X1 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD .01 .09 [-.16,.17]
M -21 .07 [-.34, -.08]
+18D -42 .10 [-.62, -.22]
Index of moderated mediation -.10 .03 [-.16, -.04]
Conditional indirect effects of X2 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect Bootstrap Bootstrap 95% CI

effect SE
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-1SD -.12 .07 [-.27,.03]
M -22 .06 [-.34, -.10]
+18D -31 .10 [-.51,-.12]
Index of moderated mediation -.05 .03 [-.10,.01]

Note. Whites Support Trump n=283, Whites Oppose Trump n=265, Control n=301. Political
ideology and racial disidentification were mean-centered; condition was dummy coded such that
Whites support Trump condition was the reference category. Unstandardized coefficients are
reported because standardized coefficients are not available for moderated mediation models in

the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013). Bootstrap sample size=5,000.

Discussion

Study 3 replicated Studies 1 and 2’s findings that group-image threat (i.e., the majority of
White Americans support Trump’s anti-egalitarianism) leads liberal-leaning Whites to racially
disidentify. Study 3 also provided initial evidence that racial disidentification has positive
implications for liberal-leaning Whites’ intentions to advocate for racial equity and support
policies benefiting racial minorities. However, it is unclear whether increased egalitarian
intentions translate into actions (i.e., the intention-behavior gap; Sheeran, 2002) and whether
Trump-related group-image threat generalizes to triggers of threat beyond anti-egalitarianism and
to other groups (e.g., conservative-leaning Whites). Notably, Study 2 (but not Studies 1 or 3)
suggested that conservative-leaning Whites were influenced by our manipulation. Given that
conservative-leaning Whites’ values do not center around anti-egalitarianism (Sidorsky, 2016),
testing generalizability requires activating threats relevant to conservative-leaning individuals.

Study 4
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Study 4 was pre-registered and expanded on prior studies by: 1) examining whether racial
disidentification increases liberal-leaning Whites’ egalitarian behaviors (i.e., monetary donations
to racial equity-focused organizations) and 2) testing another trigger of Trump-related group-
image threat—information that the majority of White Americans Support versus Oppose
Trump’s continuation in office. Accusations that Trump abused power and obstructed Congress
resulted in an impeachment inquiry and trial (Fandos & Shear, 2019). Conceptually replicating
previous studies, we hypothesized that information suggesting that Whites disapprove of
Trump’s impeachment (i.e., Support Trump’s continuation in office) would create group-image
threat for liberal-leaning Whites, increasing racial disidentification, and subsequently egalitarian
behaviors. We also hypothesized that this threat would resonate with conservative-leaning
Whites because Trump’s loss of power threatens their political ingroup’s status, given that the
majority of conservatives identify as Republican (Pew, 2018b). Thus, we predicted that
conservative-leaning Whites would racially disidentify when exposed to information suggesting
that Whites approve of Trump’s impeachment (i.e., Oppose Trump’s continuation in office).
Method
Participants

We recruited 956 non-Hispanic, U.S. born, mono-racial White adults from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk to participate in exchange for $1.50. Using the same pre-registered exclusion
criteria as Studies 1-3, we excluded 42 participants, giving a final sample of 914 (46% women,;
Mee=40.65 years; 45.5% had not obtained a 4-year college degree). A sensitivity analysis
indicated that this sample size allowed us to detect small effects (>.014) with 80% power (Faul
et al., 2009).

Procedure
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We launched Study 4 on December 17, 2019, one day before the House of
Representatives voted to impeach Trump, and closed the survey on the morning of December 18,
2019, before the House vote began. We used the same procedure and measures of political
ideology (M=4.95; SD=2.22; 95% CI=[4.81, 5.10]), racial disidentification (nine-item; a=0.91;
M=3.20; SD=1.26; 95% CI=[3.12, 3.28]), and perceived credibility of manipulation as Study 3
with the following exceptions: 1) we measured egalitarian behaviors (i.e., donations to
organizations that promote racial equity) instead of intentions; 2) we used a revised manipulation
of group-image threat framed in terms of Trump’s impeachment.

The manipulation format was the same as Studies 1-3. Participants in the Control
condition proceeded straight to the measures after rating their political ideology, while
participants in the Whites Support Trump and Whites Oppose Trump conditions viewed results
from an ostensible survey. Importantly, the survey content differed from prior studies. The
Whites Support Trump condition portrayed White Americans as largely supportive of Trump’s
continuation in office by disapproving of his impeachment. The survey description stated: “the
survey revealed that the majority of White adults disapprove of the impeachment of President
Trump.” The corresponding pie charts indicated that 30-40% of White respondents “supported
the current impeachment inquiry of President Trump,” “[...] believed that the House of
Representatives should impeach President Trump,” and “[...] believed that the Senate should
convict and remove President Trump from office” (see Figure 5; full stimulus can be accessed at
Manipulation Materials).

In contrast, the Whites Oppose Trump condition portrayed White Americans as largely
opposed to Trump’s continuation in office by approving of his impeachment. The survey

description stated: “the survey revealed that the majority of White adults approve of the
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impeachment of President Trump.” The corresponding pie charts showed reversed percentages
from the Whites Support Trump condition, indicating that 60-70% of White respondents
supported Trump’s impeachment (see Figure 5).

We decided this range of agreement based on public opinion regarding impeachment. At
the time of Study 4, 40% of American adults in general, 15% of Republicans, and 85% of
Democrats approved of Trump’s impeachment (FiveThirtyEight, 2020). However, there were no
available polls regarding White Americans’ opinions specifically. Because White individuals are
only slightly more likely to affiliate with the Republican (51%) versus Democratic Party (43%;
Pew, 2018b), to ensure the credibility of our manipulation, we used less extreme values (i.e., 30-
40% impeachment approval rate in the Whites Support Trump condition and 60-70%
impeachment approval rate in the Whites Oppose Trump condition).

Figure 5

Example pie chart in manipulation materials (Study 4)

a b

Percentage of White Americans who Percentage of White Americans who

support the current impeachment support the current impeachment

inquiry of President Trump inquiry of President Trump
O Support O Support
@ Oppose @ Oppose

Note. Panel A was presented to participants in the Whites Support Trump condition; Panel B was

presented to participants in the Whites Oppose Trump condition.
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Measures
We measured egalitarian behaviors by offering participants an opportunity to donate a
research bonus to non-profit organizations focused on promoting racial equity (Sharps &
Schroeder, 2019). Participants read:
Congratulations! You have received a bonus of $1.00. You can keep your entire bonus or
share some or all of your bonus with one or more of the following non-profit
organizations. These organizations all work within the field of racial equity, and on a
variety of issues and topics. The donations will really go to the organization(s).
Then, participants read about seven organizations (e.g., the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People and the American Indian College Fund) and their mission
statements. Participants then indicated whether they wished to keep their bonus or donate part or
all of the bonus to one or more of the non-profit organizations listed. Options were presented in
random order. We tested two indicators of behavioral advocacy for racial equity: 1) decision to
donate part or all of the bonus versus keep the bonus (76.6% kept all bonus; see table 8 for
detailed breakdown by condition and political ideology), and 2) total amount of donation
regardless of which organization(s) the donation went to (M=$0.16; SD=$0.34; 95% CI=[0.14,
0.18]).
See Table 2 for bivariate relationships between all variables.
Table 8

Percentage of participants who donated some or all bonus, by condition and political ideology

Political Ideology Control Condition Whites Oppose Trump — Whites Support Trump
(%) Condition (%) Condition (%)

Extremely conservative 5.3 16.7 13.3
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Conservative 23.8 7.0 25
Somewhat conservative 20.0 25.0 17.4
Slightly conservative 17.9 15.2 11.1
Slightly liberal 29.5 243 9.1
Somewhat liberal 333 20.0 44.0
Liberal 32.8 21.7 23.1
Extremely liberal 25.5 34.1 359

Results

Perceived Credibility of Manipulation

Ratings of the manipulation’s credibility (M=4.16, SD=1.59, 95% CI=[4.03, 4.28]) were

significantly above the scale midpoint (4), #(599)=2.38, d=.10, p=.017, suggesting participants
found the information relatively credible. Moreover, perceived credibility did not differ across

conditions (Whites Support Trump: M=4.23, SD=1.54, 95% CI=[4.06, 4.40]); Whites Oppose

Trump: M=4.07, SD=1.65, 95% CI=[3.89, 4.27]; (598)=1.17, d=.10, p=.241.

Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Liberal-leaning Whites

and Subsequently Lead to Egalitarian Behaviors?

To test whether racial disidentification stemming from Trump-related group-image threat

led liberal-leaning Whites to engage in egalitarian behaviors, we focused on two key behaviors:

1) donation decision—a binary variable indicating whether people donated at least part of their

bonus or not, and 2) amount of donation—a continuous variable. We tested these two indices of

egalitarian behaviors using the same analytic strategy as Study 3 (see Figure 4 for the conceptual

model).
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First, we found significant two-way interactions between political ideology and condition
(see Table 3 for model results). As predicted, relatively liberal participants (1SD above the mean)
in the Whites Support Trump condition disidentified more from their racial ingroup when
compared to those in Whites Oppose Trump condition and those in the Control condition. In
contrast, relatively conservative participants (15D below the mean) did not differentially
disidentify across conditions (see Figure 2 & Table 4 for simple effects & Table 5 for
equivalence test results).

Moreover, in general, greater racial disidentification predicted greater egalitarian
behavior (all ps < .001; see Table 9 for model results; also see Study 4 Model 8 Results at OSF
for results from a more saturated model, which yields similar results and conclusions). Taken
together, exposure to information that the majority of Whites disapprove of Trump’s
impeachment (i.e. support his continuation in office) increased racial disidentification among
liberal-leaning participants, and subsequently increased their likelihood of donating to
organizations that promote racial equity and donating a larger amount to these organizations.
These results support our hypothesis that Trump-related group-image threat for liberal-leaning
Whites increases racial disidentification and subsequent engagement in egalitarian behaviors.
Table 9
Regression coefficients for moderated mediation models predicting donation decision (Model 1)
and amount of donation (Model 2), with the Whites Support Trump condition as the reference

category.

Racial disidentification (mediator variable model)

Predictor b SE t p 95% CI

Intercept 3.38 .07 51.69 <.001 [3.25, 3.50]
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X1 (Whites Support Trump vs. -.26 .09 2.75 .006 [-.44, -.07]
Whites Oppose Trump)
X2 (Whites Support Trump vs. -33 .09 3.55 <.001 [-.51,-.15]
Control)
Political ideology 31 .03 10.75 <.001 [.26, .37]
X1 * Political ideology -.18 .04 4.38 <.001 [-.27, -.10]
X2 * Political ideology -.07 .04 1.56 121 [-.15,.02]
Donation decision (dependent variable Model 1)
Predictor b SE z p 95% CI
Intercept -2.69 28 9.50 <.001 [-3.26, -2.14]
X1 -.01 21 .03 980 [-.41, .40]
X2 34 .20 1.73 084 [-.05, .72]
Racial disidentification 42 .07 6.35 <.001 [.29, .55]
Conditional indirect effects of X1 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect ~ Bootstrap ~ Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD .06 .06 [-.04, .18]
M -.11 .04 [-.20, -.03]
+18D -.28 .07 [-.44, -.15]
Index of moderated mediation -.08 .02 [-.13, -.04]
Conditional indirect effects of X2 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect ~ Bootstrap ~ Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD -.08 .06 [-.19, .03]
M -.14 .04 [-.23, -.06]
+18D -.20 .07 [-.34, -.08]
Index of moderated mediation -.03 .02 [-.07,.01]
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Amount of donation (dependent variable Model 2)
Predictor b SE t p 95% CI
Intercept -.05 .03 1.29 .196 [-.11,.02]
X1 -.01 .03 27 786 [-.06, .05]
X2 .02 .03 .86 393 [-.03, .08]
Racial disidentification .06 .01 7.21 <.001 [.05, .08]
Conditional indirect effects of X1 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Whites Oppose Trump condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect ~ Bootstrap ~ Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD .01 .01 [-.01, .03]
M -.02 .01 [-.03, -.005]
+18D -.04 .01 [ -.06, -.02]
Index of moderated mediation -.01 .003 [-.02, -.01]
Conditional indirect effects of X2 (Whites Support
Trump vs. Control condition)
Political ideology Bootstrap indirect ~ Bootstrap ~ Bootstrap 95% CI
effect SE
-1SD -.01 .01 [-.03, .005]
M -.02 .01 [-.03, -.01]
+18D -.03 .01 [-.05, -.01]
Index of moderated mediation -.004 .003 [-.01,.001]

Note. Whites Support Trump n=314, Whites Oppose Trump n=293, Control n=307. Political
ideology and racial disidentification were mean-centered; condition was dummy coded such that
Whites Support Trump condition was the reference category. Unstandardized coefficients are
reported because standardized coefficients are not available for moderated mediation models in
the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013). Log-odds coefficients are reported for the model predicting

donation decision. Bootstrap sample size=5,000.



41
#NOTALLWHITES

Does Group-image Threat Increase Racial Disidentification Among Conservative-leaning
Whites?

We hypothesized that conservative-leaning Whites would racially disidentify when
exposed to information suggesting that the majority of Whites approve of Trump’s impeachment,
which indicates that Whites largely oppose Trump’s continuation in office. To test this
hypothesis, we followed the analytic strategy outlined in Study 1, with the exception that the
Whites Oppose Trump condition (i.e., group-image threat for conservative-leaning Whites) was
coded as the reference category. As reported in the prior section, conservative-leaning Whites’
racial disidentification did not differ in the Whites Oppose Trump and Whites Support Trump
conditions. However, we found a significant two-way interaction indicating that the relationship
between political ideology and racial disidentification significantly differed between the Whites
Oppose Trump and Control conditions (see Table 3 for model results).

As hypothesized, relatively conservative participants (15D below the mean) in the Whites
Oppose Trump condition disidentified more from their racial ingroup compared to those in the
Control condition. In contrast, relatively liberal participants (15D above the mean) did not
differently disidentify across conditions (see Figure 10 for model results and simple effects &
Table 5 for equivalence test results). Thus, exposure to information that the majority of Whites
approve of Trump’s impeachment (i.e., opposing his continuation in office) increased racial
disidentification among relatively conservative participants relative to a no-information control
condition. These results support our hypothesis that conservative-leaning Whites racially
disidentify as a result of Trump-related group-image threat, when that threat is framed in context

of Trump’s impeachment.
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Table 10
Study 4 results of model predicting racial disidentification with Whites Oppose Trump as the
reference category, and simple effects of condition on racial disidentification at £1SD from the

mean of political ideology.

B (SE) B t )4 95% Clg
Intercept 3.15(.07) -.05 .09 .39 [-.15, .06]
Political ideology 12 (.03) 21 3.96 <.001 [.10, .31]
W (Whites Oppose Trump  -.07 (.09) -.05 73 468 [-.20, .09]
vs. Control)
Political ideology * W 12 (.04) 20 2.76 .006 [.06, .35]

Simple effects of Whites Oppose Trump vs. Control condition

Relatively conservative -.32(.13) -.26 2.44 015 [-.47, -.05]
(18D below the mean)
Relatively liberal (1SD 19 (113) 15 1.46 143 [-.05, .35]

above the mean)

Note. For comparisons between Whites Oppose Trump vs. Whites Support Trump condition, see

Table 3 for model results and Table 4 for simple effects.

Discussion

Study 4 demonstrated that liberal-leaning Whites who racially disidentified in response to
group-image threat subsequently engaged in more egalitarian behaviors (i.e. were more likely to
donate and to donate larger amounts of money to racial equity-focused organizations). The study
also demonstrated that Trump-related group-image threat generalizes to triggers beyond anti-
egalitarianism (i.e., continuation in office) and elicits racial disidentification among
conservative-leaning Whites.

General Discussion
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Four studies demonstrated group-image threat arising from White Americans’ perceived
support for Trump’s anti-egalitarianism (Studies 1-3) and opposition to his impeachment (Study
4) increased racial disidentification among liberal-leaning Whites. Furthermore, racial
disidentification increased signaling of egalitarian beliefs (Study 3) and engagement in
egalitarian behaviors (Study 4) among liberal-leaning Whites. Notably, the effect of group-image
threat on racial disidentification persisted even after major political wins for liberal Americans
(e.g., Democrats winning control of the House, Trump’s associates pleading guilty to Mueller
investigation charges, and the impeachment inquiry; see Figure 6), suggesting that liberal-
leaning Whites’ racial disidentification is not simply a response to a loss of political power, but
instead stems from the persistent portrayal of their racial ingroup as being supportive of Trump.
For conservative-leaning Whites, White Americans’ lack of support for Trump’s political power
increased racial disidentification; however, the consequences of their racial disidentification
remain unclear.

Figure 6

Timeline of Studies 1-4 and the major political events leading to and following each study
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Study 1 (5/23) Study 3 (10/19-10/21) Study 2 (4/17) Study 4 (12/17-12/18)
A A
Government shutdown
(12/22/18-1/25/19)
[ ® e
Paul Manafort pleaded guilty William Barr submitted Pelosi announces
(9/14/18) summary of Mueller report impeachment inquiry into
‘ (3/24/19) Trump (9/24/19)
| |

|
12/31/2017 4/10/2018 7/19/2018 10/27/201 Z/JIZJ1Q 3/1 /2019 8/2B/2019 12/1/2p(19 3/10/2020
Trump declared

“zero tolerance” National emergency

immigration policy . i (2/15/19)
(4/19-6/10/18) Midterm election [ | . House Democracts unveiled two
(11/6/18) Trum;.) ?sserts executive Trump impeachment articles
privilege over full (12/10/19)

Mueller Report (5/8/19)
[ J

Michael Cohen pleaded
guilty to campaign finance '
violations (8/21/18)

Michael Cohen pleaded
guilty to lying to

Congress (11/29/18)  Mueller report redacted The House of Representative
version released (4/18/19) voted to impeach Trump
(12/18/19)
Allegations of sexual o .
assault against Brett Roger Stone Trump-Ukraine whistlebolower
Kavanaugh (9/27/18) arrested (1/25/19) complaint filed (8/12/19)

Note. Study 2 was conducted before Study 3. The order was switched for ease of presentation.

These results are consistent with past research demonstrating that individuals disidentify
from negative ingroup portrayals in order to maintain positive self-views (Becker & Tausch,
2014) and extend this literature in two ways. First, disidentification research largely focuses on
low-status groups (e.g., racial minorities, women; Branscombe et al., 2012), whereas the current
studies focus on a high-status group (i.e., Whites). Documenting disidentification among White
individuals speaks to the generalizability of this phenomenon and the importance of including
Whiteness in the study of racial identity (McDermott & Samson, 2005; Sue, 2004). Second, prior
research on White racial identification primarily investigates how contending with White
privilege leads White individuals to distance themselves from their racial ingroup (e.g., Chow et
al, 2008; Knowles et al., 2014; Powell et al., 2005). Our work reveals that associations with
highly visible ingroup members (i.e., Trump) can elicit similar psychological consequences.

While Study 4 provides support for the generalizability of White group-image threat to a new
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trigger, further research is needed to fully understand group-image threat and racial identity,
particularly among conservative-leaning Whites.

Studies 3 and 4 also have implications for promoting racial equity. Prior research
examining White racial identity and egalitarian attitudes offers mixed results. Some research
shows that White disidentification benefits racial equity by enhancing attitudes toward racial
outgroups (Branscombe et al., 2007; Wong & Cho, 2005), while other research finds that
disidentification undermines racial equity by leading Whites to deny their racial privilege and
oppose affirmative action (Goren & Plaut, 2012; Knowles et al., 2014). Our findings align with
the first set of research, as racial disidentification among liberal-leaning Whites predicted greater
signaling of egalitarian intentions and more egalitarian behaviors. These results suggest that
disidentification in response to group-image threat can positively influence racial equity efforts.
Conclusion

Given Whites’ privileged position in U.S. society, White Americans can largely avoid
thinking about their racial identity (Sue, 2004). However, in the current political climate, where
their racial ingroup is credited with electing and continuing to empower a president who
consistently attacks, dehumanizes, and devalues marginalized groups (Conway et al., 2017),
liberal-leaning White Americans are forced to contend with their racial identity. Racial
disidentification is not simply a matter of individual psychological protection for liberal-leaning
Whites; it is a matter of grappling with one’s role in a system that continually—and explicitly—
discriminates against marginalized groups. The question moving forward is how to leverage this
psychological process to encourage liberal-leaning Whites to ally themselves with communities

fighting to build a more inclusive, equitable society.



46
#NOTALLWHITES

Acknowledgments
We would like to thank Harlan Campbell for providing equivalence test R code. We would like

to thank Tim Chen and Ming Gao for coding the open-ended question in Study 3.



47
#NOTALLWHITES

References
Andreychik, M. R., & Gill, M. J. (2009). Ingroup identity moderates the impact of social
explanations on intergroup attitudes: External explanations are not inherently prosocial.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(12), 1632—1645.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209345285

Arndt, J., Greenberg, J., Schimel, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S. (2002). To belong or not to
belong, that is the question: Terror management and identification with gender and
ethnicity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(1), 26—43.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.1.26

Barrie, R. E., Langrehr, K., Jerémie-Brink, G., Alder, N., Hewitt, A., & Thomas, A. (2016).
Stereotypical beliefs and psychological well-being of African American adolescent girls:
Collective self-esteem as a moderator. Counselling Psychology Quarterly, 29(4),
423-442. https://doi.org/10.1080/09515070.2015.1129494

Becker, J. C., & Tausch, N. (2014). When group memberships are negative: The concept,
measurement, and behavioral implications of psychological disidentification. Self and
Identity, 13(3), 294-321. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2013.819991

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Schiffhauer, K. (2007). Racial attitudes in response to
thoughts of White privilege. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37(2), 203-215.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.348

Branscombe, N. R., Fernandez, S., Gémez, A., & Cronin, T. (2012). Moving toward or away
from a group identity: Different strategies for coping with pervasive discrimination. In J.
Jetten, C. Haslam, & S. A. Haslam (Eds.), The social cure: Identity, health and

well-being (pp. 115-131). New York, NY: Psychology Press.



48
#NOTALLWHITES

Campbell, H. (2020). Equivalence testing for standardized effect sizes in linear regression.
Manuscript in preparation.

Chow, R. M., Lowery, B. S., & Knowles, E. D. (2008). The two faces of dominance: The
differential effect of ingroup superiority and outgroup inferiority on dominant-group
identity and group esteem. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44(4),
1073-1081. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.11.002

Conway, L. G. III, Repke, M. A., & Houck, S. C. (2017). Donald Trump as a cultural revolt
against perceived communication restriction: Priming political correctness norms causes
more Trump support. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 5(1), 244-259.

https://doi.org/10.5964/ispp.v5il.732

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N. R., Spears, R., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1998). Guilty by association:
When one's group has a negative history. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
75(4), 872—-886. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872

Doosje, B., & Ellemers, N. (1997). Stereotyping under threat: The role of group identification.
In R. Spears, P. J. Oakes, N. Ellemers, & S. A. Haslam (Eds.), The social psychology
of stereotyping and group life (pp. 257-272). Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Fandos. N., & Shear. M. D. (2019, December 18). Trump impeached for abuse of power and
obstruction of congress. The New York Times.
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/12/18/us/politics/trump-impeached.html

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods,
41, 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

FiveThirtyEight. (n.d.). How (un)popular is Trump? https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/trump-




49
#NOTALLWHITES

approval-ratings/

FiveThirtyEight. (2020, February 12). Did Americans support removing Trump from office?
https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/impeachment-polls/

Goren, M. J., & Plaut, V. C. (2012). Identity form matters: White racial identity and attitudes
toward diversity. Self and Identity, 11(2), 237-254.
https://doi-org.offcampus.lib.washington.edu/10.1080/15298868.2011.556804

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis (7th ed.). NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A
regression-based approach. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Hodson, G., & Esses, V. M. (2002). Distancing oneself from negative attributes and the
personal/group discrimination discrepancy. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
38(5), 500-507. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(02)00012-4

Iyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Crosby, F. J. (2003). White guilt and racial compensation: The
benefits and limits of self-focus. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(1), 117—

129. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238377

Iyer, A., Schmader, T., & Lickel, B. (2007). Why individuals protest the perceived
transgressions of their country: The role of anger, shame, and guilt. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(4), 572—587. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206297402

Jacobson, G. C. (2016). Polarization, Gridlock, and Presidential Campaign Politics in 2016. The
ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 667(1), 226—246.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716216658921

Kiley, J. (2017, October 23). In polarized era, fewer Americans hold a mix of conservative and



50
#NOTALLWHITES

liberal views. Retrieved from https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/10/23/

in-polarized-era-fewer-americans-hold-a-mix-of-conservative-and-liberal-views/

Knowles, E. D., Lowery, B. S., Chow, R. M., & Unzueta, M. M. (2014). Deny, distance, or
dismantle? How white americans manage a privileged identity. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 9(6), 594—609. https://doi.org/10.1177/174569161455465

Lakens, D. (2017). Equivalence tests: A practical primer for t tests, correlations, and
meta-analyses. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 8(4),355-362.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617697177

Lakens, D., Scheel, A. M., & Isager, P. M. (2018). Equivalence testing for psychological
research: A tutorial. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 1(2),
259-269. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245918770963

Landis, J., & Koch, G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data.
Biometrics, 33(1), 159-174. doi:10.2307/2529310

McDermott, M., & Samson, F. L. (2005). White racial and ethnic identity in the United States.
Annual Review of Sociology, 31, 245-261.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122322

Mussweiler, T., Gabriel, S., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2000). Shifting social identities as a
strategy for deflecting threatening social comparisons. Journal of personality and
social psychology, 79(3), 398-409. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.3.398

Pew Research Center. (2018a, August 9). An examination of the 2016 electorate, based on

validated voters. Retrieved from https://www.people-press.org/2018/08/09/

an-examination-of-the-2016-electorate-based-on-validated-voters/

Pew Research Center. (2018b, March 20). Wide gender gap, growing educational divide in



51
#NOTALLWHITES

voters’ party identification. https://www.people-press.org/2018/03/20/wide-

gender-gap-growing-educational-divide-in-voters-party-identification/

Pieterse, A. L., Utsey, S. O., & Miller, M. J. (2016). Development and initial validation of the
anti-racism behavioral inventory (ARBI). Counselling Psychology Quarterly, 29(4),
356-381. https://doi.org/10.1080/09515070.2015.1101534

Powell, A. A., Branscombe, N. R., & Schmitt, M. T. (2005). Inequality as ingroup privilege or
outgroup disadvantage: The impact of group focus on collective guilt and interracial
attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(4), 508-521.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271713

Rabinovich, A., & Morton, T. A. (2010). Who says we are bad people? The impact of criticism
source and attributional content on responses to group-based criticism. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(4), 524-536. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210362980

Rabinovich, A., Morton, T. A., Landon, E., Neill, C., Mason, B. S., & Burdett, L. (2014). The
password is praise: Content of feedback affects categorization of feedback sources.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 53(3), 484-500. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12041

Richard, F. D., Bond, C. F., Jr., & Stokes-Zoota, J. J. (2003). One hundred years of social
psychology quantitatively described. Review of General Psychology, 7(4), 331-363.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.4.331

Sedikides, C., & Gregg, A. (2003). Portraits of the self. In M. A. Hogg & J. Cooper (Eds.), Sage
handbook of social psychology (pp. 110—138). London: Sage.

Sharps, D. L., & Schroeder, J. (2019). The preference for distributed helping. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 117(5), 954-977.

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000179



52
#NOTALLWHITES

Sheeran, P. (2002). Intention—behavior relations: A conceptual and empirical review. European
Review of Social Psychology, 12(1), 1-36. https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013478.ch1

Shuman, E., Johnson, D., Saguy, T., & Halperin, E. (2018). Threat to the group’s image can
motivate high identifiers to take action against in-group transgressions. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(11), 1523-1544.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218768800

Sidorsky, D. (2016). An interpretation of american conservative thought: Political issues,
conceptual differences, and attitudinal disjunctions. In American Conservatism (p.
American Conservatism, Chapter 2). NYU Press.

Sue, D. W. (2004). Whiteness and ethnocentric monoculturalism: Making the “invisible”
visible. American Psychologist, 59(8), 761-769.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.8.761

van der Toorn, J., Ellemers, N., & Doosje, B. (2015). The threat of moral transgression: The
impact of group membership and moral opportunity. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 45(5), 609—622. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2119

Ward, L. M. (2004). Wading through the stereotypes: Positive and negative associations
between media use and black adolescents’ conceptions of self. Developmental
Psychology, 40(2), 284-294. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.2.284

Wong, C., & Cho, G. E. (2005). Two-headed coins or Kandinskys: White racial identification.
Political Psychology, 26(5), 699—720. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00440.x

Yip, T. (2016). To be or not to be: How ethnic/racial stereotypes influence ethnic/racial
disidentification and psychological mood. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority

Psychology, 22(1), 38—46. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000046



