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Abstract 

Studies of ethnic minority voters have long considered the role of both ethnic identities and 

economic interests. However, American political behavior research on Latino voters emphasizes 

ethnic identity and the related issue of immigration while neglecting the potential persuasive 

effect of rhetoric on economics, such as jobs and taxes, and on services, such as healthcare and 

education. To address this gap, I fielded two survey experiments with online samples of Latino 

Democrats, independents, and Republicans, who evaluated candidate messages that varied in 

their partisan label and rhetoric on immigration or economics. While Latino Democrats and 

Republicans positively evaluated in-party messages regardless of policy, Latino independents 

reacted most positively to either party’s economic messages. Meanwhile, both positive and 

negative messages about undocumented immigration were generally more polarizing than 

persuasive. These findings demonstrate the need for more research on the potential persuasive 

effects of economic appeals on Latinos and other groups. 
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Introduction 

 A growing body of research in Latino political behavior has examined the effects of 

messaging related to ethnic identity and particularly the role of immigration rhetoric (see Jones-

Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018 for a review). As the number of Latinos3 in the United States 

has grown, surpassing Blacks as the largest ethnic/racial minority (Igielnik and Budiman 2020), 

candidates from both parties have increasingly focused on the issue of immigration (Abrajano 

2010; Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 2019; Abrajano and Hajnal 2015). Republicans have tended to 

frame immigration as a problem and opposed a path to citizenship for undocumented immigrants 

as a way to appeal to white voters (Abrajano and Hajnal 2015; Reny, Collingwood, and 

Valenzuela 2019; Jardina 2019). Many Latinos responded to such rhetoric through anger, protest, 

and politically mobilizing against Republicans (Gutierrez et al. 2019; Garcia-Rios, Pedraza, and 

Wilcox-Archuleta 2019; Zepeda-Millán 2017; Reny, Wilcox-Archuleta, and Nichols 2018). 

Relatedly, Democratic politicians such as Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton supported 

immigrant inclusion and called out Republicans for their anti-immigrant rhetoric as a way to gain 

Latino support (Barreto and Collingwood 2015; Cruz Nichols 2017; Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 

2019). However, in the 2016 and 2020 elections, Republican candidates—including Donald 

Trump, who made “building a wall” with Mexico a central plank of his campaign and 

infamously vilified Mexican immigrants as “rapists” (Garcia-Rios, Pedraza, and Wilcox-

Archuleta 2019)—held onto their historical average of 30% support among Latino voters (Corral 

and Leal 2020). In 2020, Trump even made significant gains in majority-Latino areas such as 

Florida’s Miami-Dade County and Texas’s Rio Grande Valley (Vega and Cruz 2022; B. L. 

 
3 I use the term “Latino” throughout this paper for clarity interchangeably with other terms for 

panethnic identity such as Hispanic, Latina, Latinx, etc. 
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Fraga, Velez, and West 2022). The fact that Latino vote choice did not swing to the Democrats 

during a period of such intense partisan polarization on immigration presents a significant puzzle 

to scholars of Latino voting behavior research (Jones-Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018).  

 A significant body of work, especially recently, has examined how and why Latinos do 

not respond uniformly to rhetoric about immigration, and especially undocumented immigration. 

This reflects the political diversity of the Latino community, which constitutes a wide range of 

opinions and perspectives (Beltrán 2010; Pérez 2021). Compared to Blacks, for example, Latinos 

are less likely to feel strong linked fate with their racial/ethnic ingroup (Gay, Hochschild, and 

White 2016), which has important consequences for their political behavior (Lee 2008). While 

Latinos with strong attachments to their ethnic identities respond to anti-immigrant threat by 

doubling down on their attachments and becoming more politically engaged, those with weaker 

ethnic ties are more likely to disengage from the group in order to protect themselves from 

potential stigma (Pérez 2015a; 2015b; García Bedolla 2005). These differences in ethnic 

attachments also increasingly correspond with divergent partisan identities among Latinos (B. L. 

Fraga, Velez, and West 2022). While Latino Democrats tend to identify strongly as Latino and to 

support undocumented immigrants (Huddy, Mason, and Horwitz 2016), Latino Republicans tend 

to be less strongly attached to Latino identity, more racially conservative, and opposed to 

undocumented immigration (Barreto and Pedraza 2009; Cortez 2020; Hickel et al. 2020; 

Alamillo 2019). But while this research helps identify why immigration and undocumented 

immigration especially may not be a persuasive topic for many Latinos, questions remain about 

what topics might be more effective. 

 In this paper, I examine the potential for economic and service policy messaging 

(“economics” or “economic messaging” for short) to persuade Latino voters compared to 
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immigration and nonpolicy messaging.4 I posit that economic messaging possesses 

underexplored persuasive potential compared to immigration messaging among Latino voters for 

three reasons. First, research on Latino public opinion consistently shows that Latinos rank jobs, 

economic opportunity, healthcare, and education as top priorities compared to a variety of other 

issues (Barreto and Segura 2014; DeSipio and de la Garza 2015; Saavedra Cisneros 2017; 

Krogstad and Lopez 2020; Odio and Stein 2021). Second, political campaigns have historically 

tended to emphasize ethnic identity, and especially immigration appeals, in their political 

outreach to Latinos while often neglecting detailed explanations of other policy areas (Abrajano 

2010). This leaves many Latinos potentially underexposed to economic messaging. And third, 

while Latino Democrats and Republicans increasingly behave more like their fellow partisans 

than they do each other (Carlos, Al-Faham, and Jones-Correa 2021; B. L. Fraga, Velez, and West 

2022), Latino voters remain disproportionately less likely than white or Black voters to identify 

strongly as partisans, even after the last decade of polarization on immigration (Hajnal and Lee 

2011; García Bedolla and Michelson 2012; B. L. Fraga 2018). This suggests that while Latino 

Democrats and Republicans have become sorted into their respective parties, likely due to 

immigration (Huddy, Mason, and Horwitz 2016; Hickel et al. 2020), Latinos who have remained 

independent during this time period are possibly more likely to care about economics than 

immigration. Taken together, I argue that economic messaging has greater persuasive potential 

than immigration messaging among Latinos because it has been underemphasized by campaigns 

 
4 There are several other potential issues that I do not address in this paper. These include 

abortion, LGBT rights, law and order, crime, etc. In surveys of Latino issue priorities, such 
issues are consistently lower priority than economic concerns (jobs, taxes, inflation) and services 

(healthcare, education); see (Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; DeSipio and de la Garza 2015; Odio 

and Stein 2021; Krogstad and Lopez 2020). 
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despite its high salience to Latinos, is less polarizing among partisans, and is more persuasive 

among independents. 

 To test this claim, I ran two survey experiments with nationally representative online 

samples of Latino voters.5 In the first pilot study in April 2021, I had 290 Latino voters who 

identified as Democrats and independents evaluate a fictional Democratic candidate based on a 

Facebook status that was randomly assigned to contain economic, immigration, or no policy 

messaging.6 While Democrats in my sample expressed equal desire to vote for the fictional 

candidate regardless of policy message, independents were significantly more likely to express a 

desire to vote for him when exposed to a progressive economic message compared to either a 

pro-undocumented message or a nonpolicy control.  

To expand upon these results, I ran a second larger study in December 2021. I had 1575 

Latino voters who identified as Democrat, Republican, and independent evaluate a wider range 

of economic and immigration messages, this time from a Democratic candidate followed by a 

Republican candidate.7 Economic messages included liberal progressive stances from 

Democratic candidates, conservative pro-business stances from Republicans, and moderate 

economic stances referencing growth and services from both. Immigration messages included 

liberal pro-undocumented stances from Democrats, conservative anti-undocumented stances 

from Republicans, and pro-legal immigration stances from both. Again, I found that economic 

messaging—particularly the Democrat’s progressive message and the Republican’s moderate-

 
5 Voter registration is self-reported. The surveys were conducted in English. See Research 

Design for a discussion of samples and potential biases, and Supplementary Appendix Table A1 

for comparisons to nationally representative surveys. 
6 The candidate was named “Mark Fisher” with a profile picture of a professional, middle-aged 
white male. 
7 The Democrat was named “Mark Fisher” and the Republican “Jonathan Miller.” No pictures 

were used. 
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growth message—were positively evaluated by Latino independents and even some Latino 

Democrats. On immigration, Democratic pro-undocumented message sparked negative 

evaluations from Republicans and Republican-leaning independents and was only evaluated 

more positively than other messages by Democratic-leaning independents. The Republican anti-

undocumented message, meanwhile, received significantly negative evaluations from 

Democrats, Democrat-leaning independents, and independents with no partisan leanings. These 

partisan differences in message evaluations remain largely consistent even after accounting for 

other dimensions of Latino political heterogeneity correlated with partisanship, such as Latino 

linked fate, immigrant generation, and national origin.8 In summary, while the messages about 

undocumented immigration from either party were evaluated in a more polarized, partisan, and 

generally negative manner, the economic messages had more positive effects overall and less 

negative effects on evaluations, especially among Latino independents. 

These results highlight the limitations of relying on immigration messaging for 

persuading Latinos and the largely unexplored potential of messaging on economics from either 

party to persuade an ideologically wider range of the Latino voter population. Given the intense 

degree of partisanship and polarization, both in general and on racial issues and immigration 

specifically (Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2004; Tesler 2016; Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 

2019), it should be unsurprising that many Latino voters reflect that same partisanship and 

polarization (Achen and Bartels 2017; Jones-Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018). Indeed, the 

behavior of Latino Democrats and Republicans in my sample aligns with findings from recent 

studies identifying intensifying partisanship as a probable cause for the relative stability of 

Latino vote choice in recent elections (Grimmer, Marble, and Tanigawa-Lau 2022; Carlos, Al-

 
8 These results are not reported in the main text; see Appendix Table A Figures A3/A4/A5/A6 
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Faham, and Jones-Correa 2021; B. L. Fraga, Velez, and West 2022). Meanwhile, the Latino 

independents in my studies were largely unpersuaded by pro-undocumented rhetoric. More 

generally, these findings demonstrate the need to revive theories of ethnic politics that include a 

role of material interests including jobs, services, and economic growth and opportunity 

(Dawson 1994; Chong and Kim 2006; Frymer 2011; Chandra 2012; Odio and Stein 2021). 

Ensuring that such theories accurately predict voter behavior, for Latinos or in general, is crucial 

in order to develop more effective communication and political engagement strategies that can 

address persistent disengagement and disillusionment among voters (García Bedolla and 

Michelson 2012; B. L. Fraga 2018). Campaigns that take note and incorporate more economic 

messages into their Latino voter outreach can potentially gain Latino support and reap electoral 

rewards. 

Latino Political Diversity 

 Research in Latino political behavior, both past and recent, has often emphasized that the 

Latino community is far from a monolith and instead represents a diverse range of identities, 

experiences, and political views (Oboler 1995; Beltrán 2010; Pérez 2021). The term “Latino” is 

an overarching pan-ethnic identity that refers to individuals from any Latin American country 

and is commonly associated with a constellation of traits and experiences that include speaking 

Spanish, identifying as Catholic, and immigrating to the United States (Padilla 1985; Jones-

Correa and Leal 1996; Barreto 2010; Mora 2014; Okamoto and Mora 2014). However, such 

ethnic labels vary in their political salience among individuals (Lee 2008; Sen and Wasow 2016). 

Studies examining levels of racial group consciousness and linked fate among Latinos have 

found that while it is an important identity for many and can motivate a variety of political 

behaviors, it is not salient for the entire population (Sanchez 2006; Barreto and Pedraza 2009; 
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Sanchez and Masuoka 2010; Masuoka and Junn 2013; Sanchez, Masuoka, and Abrams 2019). 

An article by Gay, Hochschild and White (2016) comparing racial linked fate across groups 

found that Latinos had the lowest average levels, especially compared to Blacks, which suggests 

that group-level political pressures are less influential at shaping the political behavior of 

individual Latinos than Blacks (Dawson 1994; White and Laird 2020). While it is clear from 

these studies that Latino political identity is important for many Latinos and shapes their political 

behavior, there are also likely many individuals who either do not identify as strongly or feel 

more attachment towards other identities, such as American identity or their country of ethnic 

heritage (Jones-Correa 1998; Schildkraut 2013; Pérez 2021).  

 This variation in the salience of Latino identity is crucial to account for because it has 

significant consequences for Latino political behavior (Lee 2008; Chandra 2012; Masuoka and 

Junn 2013; Sen and Wasow 2016). Past work has shown that while Latinos with strong 

attachments to their ethnic identities are likely to support group-oriented political activities, such 

as supporting a Latino candidate or responding favorably to ethnic identity messaging, those with 

weaker identity attachments do not consistently shift their behavior (McConnaughy et al. 2010; 

Schildkraut 2013; Valenzuela and Michelson 2016). These divergent trends in ethnic identity 

correspond with variance in views on immigration (Masuoka and Junn 2013), especially for 

undocumented immigration. While Latinos with strong ethnic identities tend to respond to 

rhetoric demeaning immigrants by becoming more politically engaged, those with weaker ethnic 

ties tend to dissociate themselves even further from Latino identity and to disengage politically 

(García Bedolla 2005; Pérez 2015a; 2015b). Discourse about undocumented immigrants can be 

especially divisive among Latinos because it pressures the more privileged group of “legal” 

immigrants to dissociate themselves from members of the stigmatized “illegal” subgroup (C. J. 
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Cohen 1999; Jones-Correa and de Graauw 2013; Jones, Victor, and Vannette 2019; E. F. Cohen 

2020). Many conservative Latinos, for example, voted for Donald Trump or work in the Border 

Patrol because they view undocumented immigration as a problem and support law-and-order 

approaches to immigration enforcement (Alamillo 2019; Hickel et al. 2020; Cortez 2020; Cadava 

2020). However, beyond these studies, research on these Latinos individuals with weaker ethnic 

ties remains limited relative to the larger body of research on Latinos with strong ties (Jones-

Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018), making it difficult to accurately predict the behavior of the 

entire Latino population—a gap that I hope to address in this paper. 

 Another reason that these divergent trends in Latino ethnic identity matter for 

understanding Latino voter behavior is that they are highly interrelated with partisan trends. 

Across several studies, higher levels of attachment to Latino identity are strongly correlated with 

Democratic partisanship (Barreto and Pedraza 2009; Schildkraut 2013; Huddy, Mason, and 

Horwitz 2016). Conversely, Latinos with weaker ethnic ties are more likely to identify as and 

support Republicans (Hickel et al. 2020; Ocampo, Garcia-Rios, and Gutierrez 2021). In the case 

of both Latino Democrats and Republicans, these studies suggest a growing alignment between 

partisan and ethnic identities (see working papers on the subject by Carlos, Al-Faham, and Jones-

Correa 2021; Fraga, Velez, and West 2022). This trend is a notable departure from the trends 

described by studies focusing on the pre-Trump and even pre-Obama period. Hajnal and Lee 

(2011), for example, asserted that low rates of Latino political participation were in part caused 

by campaigns failing to incorporate messaging on ethnic identity and immigration into their 

outreach. However, circumstances have changed in the decades since these studies, such as 

Obama’s shift towards supporting immigrant rights, Trump’s xenophobic rhetoric towards 

immigrants throughout his candidacy, and the general intensification of racial and partisan 
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polarization (Abrajano and Hajnal 2015; Mason 2015; Tesler 2016; Sides, Tesler, and Vavreck 

2019). Another contribution of this study is to provide an updated analysis of how Latinos with a 

range of ethnic and partisan identities have responded to these vast changes in American 

politics—and again, my ultimate goal is to better understand potential explanations for why 

changes in either party’s messaging on immigration have not led to the large-scale changes in 

Latino voting patterns that might have been expected (Corral and Leal 2020).  

The Potential of Economic Messaging 

Research on Latino public opinion shows that the issues Latino voters tend to care most 

about are economic concerns, such as jobs and inflation, and social services, such as healthcare 

and education (Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; L. R. Fraga et al. 2011; Barreto and Segura 2014; 

DeSipio and de la Garza 2015; Saavedra Cisneros 2017; Krogstad and Lopez 2020; Krogstad, 

Edwards, and Lopez 2022). These studies show that compared to whites, Latinos are generally 

more favorable towards Democratic stances on economic policy issues, such as reducing 

economic inequality, raising the minimum wage, and increasing spending on social services like 

healthcare and education (Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; Barreto and Segura 2014; DeSipio and de 

la Garza 2015). These views are often associated with Latinos having lower average 

socioeconomic status than whites (Chong and Kim 2006; L. R. Fraga et al. 2011; Cilluffo and 

Fry 2019). However, this research also shows that, compared to whites, Latinos tend to strongly 

support values of American entrepreneurialism and to believe that individuals have the ability to 

advance themselves economically (L. R. Fraga et al. 2011; Saavedra Cisneros 2017; McCann 

and Jones-Correa 2020). There is also mixed anecdotal evidence from campaigns themselves 

regarding which party’s economic platforms appeal more to Latinos; Democrats often emphasize 

working-class solidarity and social welfare spending (Rocha 2020; López 2019), while 
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Republicans emphasize job growth, entrepreneurialism, and free-market values (Cadava 2020; 

Lamont, Park, and Ayala-Hurtado 2017). These works indicate that economic issues are at the 

top of Latino issue agendas, and that economic messages from either party could potentially be 

persuasive.  

But while these studies indicate that Latino voters are likely to care about economic 

issues, they are less clear about which party’s policies might appeal more, and how this differs 

based on a Latino voter’s partisan attachments (or lack thereof). Partisan alignment among 

Latino voters translates into their economic views as well; Latino Democrats tend to strongly 

support liberal policies like raising the minimum wage and taxing the rich, while Latino 

Republicans are more likely to endorse free-market views (Alvarez and García Bedolla 2003; de 

la Garza and Cortina 2007; Barreto and Segura 2014). However, the views of Latino 

nonpartisans towards each party’s economic platforms remains unclear. While past research 

suggests that Latino independents favor Democratic economic stances (Abrajano and Alvarez 

2010), more recent work from the 2020 elections finds that Latino independents who voted for 

Trump often cited the economy as their most important issue (Odio and Stein 2021; Ocampo, 

Garcia-Rios, and Gutierrez 2021). Still, given the observational nature of this work, there remain 

questions about the direct effect of economic messaging on Latinos: Odio and Stein (2021), for 

example, suggest that the economy could have been a “cover” for conservative Latinos to 

support Trump despite his racial rhetoric. Similarly, Ocampo, Garcia-Rios and Gutierrez (2021) 

suggest that COVID-19 closures potentially made Trump’s policy of opening the economy more 

popular, especially among working-class Latinos who were the hardest hit (Vargas and Sanchez 

2020). While Latino partisans have potentially sorted into their respective camps on a variety of 
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issues, including immigration and economics, it remains unclear how Latino independents might 

react to economic messaging, which I argue has unexplored persuasive potential. 

My survey experiments address these gaps in the literature by providing direct tests of the 

causal effect of both parties’ respective immigration and economic messages on a wide partisan 

subset of Latino voters. By comparing how Latino Democrats, Republicans, and independents 

respond to a variety of economic and immigration messages, I contribute to our knowledge on 

what messages appeal to which Latino voters (Sen and Wasow 2016; Lee 2008). I also sample 

large numbers of Latino independents and separate them based on their partisan leanings to 

provide even more detail on how variation in partisan attachments shapes their behavior (Jones-

Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018; Carlos, Al-Faham, and Jones-Correa 2021). My 

overarching goal with this paper is to explore the potential for campaign messages on economics 

to persuade Latino voters. 

Hypotheses 

 Based on the above literature, I generated and pre-registered9 two theoretical predictions 

for how I expect different groups of Latino voters to respond to various immigration and 

economic policy messages from each party. First, I argue that Latino partisans are largely sorted 

into their respective partisan camps—including on the issue of undocumented immigration—and 

are unlikely to significantly shift their opinions from just one or two messages (Carlos, Al-

Faham, and Jones-Correa 2021; Mummolo, Peterson, and Westwood 2019).  

 
9 Hypotheses and a pre-analysis plan were pre-registered before data collection. 
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H1: Latino Democrats and Latino Republicans will react equally positively to all in-party 

messages, and equally negatively to all out-party messaging, regardless of the message’s 

immigration or economic policy content. 

Second, I hypothesize that Latino independents, who have remained independent despite 

the past decade of intense campaigning on immigration, are thus less likely than Latino partisans 

to view immigration as a high-salience issue and to be affected by immigration messaging (Odio 

and Stein 2021). Meanwhile, since economic messaging tops Latino issue priorities, such 

messages have greater potential to reach Latino independents, who have remained 

disproportionately unpersuaded and demobilized by current campaign strategies (B. L. Fraga 

2018; Cruz Nichols 2017). Existing observational work suggests that both parties’ respective 

economic platforms might appeal to Latinos (Odio and Stein 2021; Ocampo, Garcia-Rios, and 

Gutierrez 2021; Barreto and Segura 2014; López 2019), so it is possible that any kind of 

economic messaging has the potential to persuade Latino independents. 

H2: Latino independents will react positively to both parties’ economic messaging 

relative to their respective immigration and nonpolicy messaging. 

Research Design 

 To test these hypotheses, I designed and administered two separate survey experiments to 

online samples of Latino voters. Both survey experiments were pre-registered online before data 

collection. Although I only ran the surveys in English, the demographic characteristics of both 

samples are very similar to those of Latino voters in the 2016 Collaborative Multiracial Post-

Election Survey and the 2020 Cooperative Election Study in terms of state of residence, gender, 

age, education, income, religion, national origin, immigrant generation, Latino identity strength, 
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Latino linked fate, and previous self-reported voting history (Barreto et al. 2016; Ansolabehere, 

Schaffner, and Luks 2021).10  

 In both surveys, I block-randomized treatment assignment by partisan identity to ensure 

sufficient numbers of each group in each treatment condition. My goal here is to accurately 

estimate the behavior of individuals within each partisan identity subgroup (Grimmer, Marble, 

and Tanigawa-Lau 2022), not to make direct estimates to the Latino population (e.g., Corral and 

Leal 2020). As such, my results should be interpreted as describing how a certain type of Latino 

voter, i.e., one from a certain partisan identity subgroup, reacts to each party’s 

immigration/economic/nonpolicy messages. My other independent variable of interest is Latino 

linked fate, which uses a five-point scale that ranges from “None at all” to “A great deal” 

(Sanchez, Masuoka, and Abrams 2019; Dawson 1994).11 Once these pre-treatment moderators 

are collected (Montgomery, Nyhan, and Torres 2018), respondents view the experimental 

portions, which are described more below. After the experiments, respondents completed 

manipulation checks, remaining demographics, and a full debrief.12 

Study 1: Facebook 

 I ran my first study in April 2021 with an online Latino voter sample from the survey 

company Cint conducted in English. This sample only included Democrats (N = 150) and 

independents (N = 140). In the experimental portion, respondents were shown a Facebook status 

from a fictitious Democratic candidate for the US House of Representatives named Mark Fisher, 

whose profile picture is of a professionally dressed middle-aged white male. While I designed 

 
10 See Supplementary Appendix Table A1 for full sample comparisons. 
11 See Supplementary Appendix Figure A1 and Figure A2 for descriptive statistics about the 

distribution of Latino linked fate in my sample. 
12See Supplementary Appendix B for full survey flow. 
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this study to test the effect of appeals from a non-Latino candidate on Latino voters, 

manipulation checks reveal that a modest number of respondents perceived Fisher as being 

Latino himself.13 The text of his Facebook status then varied between four conditions that range 

in their economic and immigration policy references. The nonpolicy control message references 

politicians who makes promises but fail to deliver—this tone and structure is used for the other 

messages as well. The progressive economics message calls out wealthy donors and supports 

working-class solidarity, raising the minimum wage, and increasing spending on infrastructure, 

education, and healthcare. These are economic issues where Latinos have historically been closer 

to Democratic positions (Barreto and Segura 2014; Abrajano and Alvarez 2010). The race-class 

economics message, inspired by work by Ian Haney López (2019), uses language similar to the 

progressive economics message but also specifically calls out anti-immigrant scapegoating as a 

tool used by conservatives to divide and distract. This strategy attempts to neutralize racial 

rhetoric while emphasizing shared support for Democratic economic priorities (López 2019). 

Lastly, the pro-undocumented message calls out xenophobic politicians, expresses support for 

the Latino/Hispanic community, and supports a pathway to citizenship for undocumented 

immigrants. After viewing the message, respondents answered how likely they would be to vote 

for the candidate if they could, ranging from 1 (“Extremely unlikely”) to 5 (“Extremely likely”). 

This outcome is the dependent variable for my analyses in Study 1.  

Study 1: Results 

 
13 I attempted to use a picture of a white male to minimize other potential effects, such as from 

support for Latino/co-ethnic candidates or differential evaluations by gender. In post-treatment 
manipulation checks, I asked respondents to guess about Fisher’s race/ethnicity; 75% thought he 

was white, 22% thought he was Latino, and 2% thought he was Black. This did not vary 

significantly based on which message he used. 
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In Table 1, I provide two sets of ordinal logistic regression (OLR) models that estimate 

the effect of message treatment and Latino linked fate on the hypothetical voting outcome.14 The 

left two models only include Democratic respondents and the right two only include 

independents. In each set, the first model estimates the main effect of each message relative to 

the control message (which is omitted) and the second model adds linked fate as another 

independent variable. 

Table 1: Study 1 Results by Partisan Identity 

 

For Democratic respondents, I observe no messaging effects across all three models: 

Latino Democrats favored Fisher regardless of which message they were exposed to. While 

insignificant, the coefficients for the progressive and pro-undocumented message are in the 

negative direction for Democratic respondents as well. For Latino independents, however, I find 

that the progressive economic message has a significant positive effect across both models. 

Similarly, the race-class message has a somewhat positive effect in the bivariate model and 

becomes significant when linked fate is added as a moderator. In the case of both Democrats and 

 
14 I use ordinal logistic regressions (polr package in R) because my outcome measures are 

ordinal but not equally spaced/cardinal. Results do not change when using OLS. 
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independents, higher levels of Latino linked fate are generally associated with greater support for 

Fisher as well. Overall, these results provide initial support for my first two hypotheses: I find 

that Democrats are loyal to the Democratic candidate regardless of message (H1), while 

independents are much more favorable to the candidate’s economic messaging over his 

immigration and nonpolicy messaging (H2). I visualize these results below. 

Figure 1: Study 1 Treatment Means by Partisan Identity 

 

In Figure 1, I provide visual mean estimates to compare how Democrats and 

independents responded to each message condition. These results are drawn from the bivariate 

model, so these are just showing the estimated effect of treatment assignment on the dependent 

variable. Each colored bar shows mean levels of the hypothetical vote outcome for each 

messaging condition, with Democratic respondents in the left panel and independents in the 

right. The black lines show 95% confidence intervals from the OLR in Table 1; the control is the 

omitted regression category and thus has no error bar. Again, I find that Democratic respondents 

express equally high levels of support for Fisher regardless of which message they were exposed 
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to. Independents, meanwhile, did not react significantly to the pro-undocumented message but 

were significantly more positive to the progressive economic message (p < 0.05) and slightly 

positive towards the race-class economic message (p < 0.1) relative to the control. I find 

continued evidence of strong partisan loyalty among Democrats, at least for in-party messages, 

while independents were more positive towards economic rather than generic or immigration-

related messages.  

Study 2: Ad Transcripts 

 To expand upon these results, I designed and administered a second survey on a larger 

sample of Latino voters (N = 1575) accessed through Qualtrics from December 2021 through 

February 2022. To achieve sufficient partisan representation, I sampled equal numbers of 

Democrats (N = 349) and Republicans (N = 346). Similarly, to achieve variety in partisan 

attachments among independents, I sampled roughly equal numbers of independents who lean 

Democrat (N = 324), lean Republican (N = 219), or do not lean towards either party (N = 337). 

Note that while the sample overall is not comparable to the Latino electorate, which skews more 

Democratic, the demographic profile of the Democrats, Republicans, and independents in my 

sample are very similar to other Latino survey samples (see Appendix Table A1). 

 In Study 2, I extend my inquiries in two ways: by including liberal, moderate, and 

conservative policy messages on economics and immigration and by including a Republican 

treatment arm immediately after the Democratic messages. The Democrat and the Republican 

are both given stereotypically white male names, so this study is again testing the effect of 

appeals from (ostensibly)15 white candidates towards Latinos. Only the Democrat could use 

liberal messages, only the Republican could use conservative messages, and both candidates 

 
15 65% of respondents thought the Democrat was white, while 80% thought the Republican was 

white. 
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could use moderate messages. I compare reactions to these messages to reactions to a nonpolicy 

baseline from each candidate. In the Democrat’s nonpolicy control, the candidate is against 

politicians who fail to deliver, against those who emphasize divisive policies, and in favor of 

policies that are more broadly beneficial. In the Republican’s nonpolicy control, the candidate is 

fighting against politicians who just want to win, expresses support for traditional values, and is 

in favor of avoiding distractions to pass policies that matter. Subsequent treatment messages used 

the same structure but also includes specific policy messages.  

For immigration, I included messages referencing both undocumented and legal 

immigration. Like Study 1, the liberal (Democratic) immigration treatment condition uses a pro-

undocumented message that pushes back against politicians who point the finger at 

undocumented immigrants and expresses support for a pathway to citizenship. The moderate 

immigration treatment conditions use pro-legal messages in which the candidate is against anti-

immigrant (but not anti-undocumented) politicians and supports legal immigrants while also 

supporting greater immigration enforcement. Both adopted similar policy positions with slightly 

modified wording: the Democrat’s pro-legal message supports more legal skilled immigrants 

with proper vetting, while the Republican’s pro-legal message supports increased legal limits and 

increased border security. Lastly, the conservative immigration treatment condition was an anti-

undocumented message, where the Republican candidate is against a broken immigration system 

and in favor of border security to stop “illegal” immigrants from bringing crime and drugs.  

For economics, I provided an ideologically broader range of stances than in Study 1. In 

the liberal economic treatment condition, the Democratic candidate used a progressive economic 

message similar to Study 1’s; against rich corporations and donors and in favor of raising the 

minimum wage and increasing spending on healthcare and education. In the moderate economic 
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messages, the candidate is against those who ignore the economy for “divisive topics” (which are 

left undefined). The Democratic moderate economic message then references infrastructure, 

small businesses and spending on healthcare and education, while the Republican moderate 

economic message references physical infrastructure, small businesses, and business/worker 

cooperation. Lastly, in the conservative economic treatment condition, the Republican candidate 

used a pro-business message where he is against those who demonize business and in favor of 

lowering taxes and business regulations in order to create more jobs. This message mirrors past 

Republican appeals to Hispanic entrepreneurs and those fleeing socialist regimes (Cadava 2020). 

In the survey experiment, respondents first viewed messages from the Democratic 

candidate. Like in Study 1, respondents were told they are viewing messages from a hopeful 

Democratic candidate who is running for a nearby House district. He was again named Mark 

Fisher, although no picture was provided.16 They then viewed the nonpolicy control message, 

which was the same across respondents to establish a baseline for how individuals from each 

partisan identity subgroup respond to a generic Democratic message. After viewing the message, 

respondents answered how they reacted to the ad—and just that ad—from 1 (“Extremely 

negatively”) to 5 (“Extremely positively”). This nonpolicy/pure partisanship baseline is 

important to establish before any policy details are provided because Latino Democrats and 

Republicans are likely more familiar with each party’s policy platforms already, while Latino 

independents have less political knowledge and less crystallized views towards each party and 

various policies (Tesler 2015; Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; Hajnal and Lee 2011). Respondents 

were then exposed to their first Democratic treatment message, which was block-randomized 

 
16 I asked respondents post-treatment manipulation checks about Fisher’s perceived 
race/ethnicity. Because no picture was provided, it varied more than Study 1; 65% thought he 

was white, 25% thought he was Latino, and 10% thought he was Black. The manipulation check 

was collected after exposure to both candidate’s messages, so I cannot estimate ordering effects.  
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within partisan identity subgroups to one of the four Democratic message conditions, and they 

provided their evaluations of that ad from 1-5. After these initial two ads, respondents eventually 

viewed the remaining three Democratic treatment ads.17  

After viewing the five Democratic messages, respondents were then introduced to Mark 

Fisher’s Republican challenger, who also had a stereotypically white male name (Jonathan 

Miller).18 Again, each respondent was shown and asked to evaluate a nonpolicy control ad (sixth 

ad overall) followed by the Republican treatment ad, which was block-randomized to one of the 

four Republican message conditions. Note that the Republican candidate always comes after the 

five Democratic messages to minimize spillover.19 

Study 2: Partisan Subgroup Results  

In my analyses, I focus on estimating heterogeneous treatment effects within partisan 

identity subgroups. I separate Latino independents based on their partisan leanings—either 

towards Democrats, towards Republicans, or towards neither. For each candidate, I show five 

separate OLR models that estimate the effects of each treatment message on ad evaluations (1-5). 

The dependent variable in these analyses is a combination of two outcomes: how respondents 

evaluated the candidate’s first ad, which is always a nonpolicy control, and how they then 

evaluated the candidate’s second ad, which again is block-randomized within each partisan 

 
17 I focus on comparing first ads (nonpolicy control) and second ads (first treatment) because 

then the only aspect being varied is the message in the second ad, avoiding potential effects from 

previous messages. 

18 In post-treatment manipulations asking about Miller’s race, 81% thought he was white, 14% 

thought he was Latino, and 5% thought he was Black. 
 
19 Respondents always view the same five Democratic messages. I do not find evidence that 

Democratic treatment order affects Republican message evaluations (see Appendix Table A8). 



22 
 

identity subgroup to maximize power for within-group comparisons of treatment effects. I then 

compare the treatment effect of each message with the entire group’s control baseline. For 

example, in Table 2 (below), the coefficient for “Moderate Econ.” for Democrats can be 

interpreted as the average response of the roughly 25% of Democratic respondents who were 

block-randomized to view that message second, compared to the entire sample’s evaluation of 

the control message. To account for the fact that each respondent provides two outcomes, I 

estimate standard errors that are clustered by respondent. 

Table 2: Study 2 Democratic Candidate Results by Partisan Identity 
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Figure 2: Study 2 Democratic Candidate Results by Partisan Identity 

In Table 2 (above), I display five OLR models estimating the effect of treatment 

assignment on ad evaluations. 20 For Democratic respondents, I again find no evidence of 

significant messaging effects, providing further evidence of partisan loyalty. Still, while they are 

insignificant, the coefficients for the Democratic respondents in this study are in the positive 

direction. Independents who lean Democratic, however, reacted significantly positively to both 

the progressive economic (0.718) and pro-undocumented (0.700) messages, indicating that these 

voters supported liberal Democratic messages. Among independents with no lean, I find no 

messaging effects, with coefficients very close to zero for most messages as well. Lastly, 

independents who lean Republican reacted significantly negatively to both the pro-

undocumented (-0.902) and pro-legal (-0.906) messages, while Republicans reacted quite 

negatively to the pro-undocumented (-0.966) and modestly negatively to the pro-legal (-0.451) 

and progressive economic messages (-0.553). Overall, while Democratic respondents were 

favorable towards all messages, there is evidence that Latino independents who lean Democrat 

favored liberal messaging on economics and immigration. There were also strong negative 

reactions to (undocumented) immigration messaging among Latino Republicans and 

independents who lean Republican.  

 

 

 
20 Results are robust to alternate models (when the DV is difference between control and 

treatment: Tables A2, A3, and when OLS is used instead of OLR: A4, A5). They also remain 

largely consistent after the inclusion of other important demographic variables, such as 

immigrant generation, national origin, and self-reported proportion of their social network that is 

undocumented (see Appendix A for figures and Tables A6/A7 for a summary). 
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Table 3: Study 2 Democratic Candidate Results by Latino Linked Fate 

 

I next examine the relationship between an individual’s Latino linked fate and their 

reactions to each of the messages. In Table 3 (above), I separate respondents out based on 

individual heterogeneity, this time based on their response to the (pre-treatment) Latino linked 

fate question.21 I observe a strong positive effect from the moderate economic message among 

respondents with “a lot” of Latino linked fate, perhaps suggesting the potential appeal of such 

messages. More consistent with my theoretical arguments, I also observe strong negative effects 

from immigration messages on Latinos with lower levels of linked fate. The pro-legal message 

was evaluated significantly negatively (-0.972) by respondents with the lowest level of Latino 

linked fate, as was the pro-undocumented message by those with the lowest (-0.682) and second-

lowest levels of Latino linked fate (-1.021). Perhaps even more importantly than these negative 

effects, I also do not detect significant positive effects from either immigration message even 

among respondents with higher levels of Latino linked fate. These findings help elaborate on 

 
21 I recorded other Latino identity measures, such as identity strength and perceived discrimination. Latino linked 
fate exhibited the greatest amount of variation and predictive power for explaining treatment effects. 
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some of the trends observed in the partisan results. The negative reactions by Latino Republicans 

and Republican-leaners to the pro-undocumented messages were likely driven by individuals 

with low levels of Latino linked fate. Meanwhile, variation in partisan identity, as opposed to 

Latino linked fate, appears to be a better predictor of when pro-undocumented messaging is 

positively persuasive or not.  

Table 4: Study 2 Republican Candidate Results by Partisan Identity 

 

In Table 4 (above), I show a similar set of results for evaluations of the Republican 

candidate messages. The first set of significant results come from the Republican’s moderate 

economic message, which had a positive effect on Democrats (0.571), Democrat-leaning 

independents (0.587), and independents with no lean (0.728). The estimated size of this effect for 

all of these groups is modest but still shows significant increases on the 1-5 positive/negative 

scale, which is a surprising positive effect given my hypotheses about partisan loyalty. However, 

the pro-business economic message did not have a positive effect among any subgroup, 

suggesting that Latinos were more swayed by the Republican’s moderate rather than his 
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conservative/pro-business economic rhetoric. The second set of significant results comes from 

the anti-undocumented message, which had a powerful negative effect on evaluations for every 

subgroup besides Republicans. This effect is substantively quite large for Democrats (-1.043) 

and for Democratic-leaning independents (-1.120). It is also perhaps surprisingly significant and 

moderately strong for Republican-leaning independents (-0.849) and is also modest but 

significantly negative for independents with no partisan lean (-0.492). The pro-legal message, 

meanwhile, did not produce similar negative effects. And while many Latinos were favorable 

towards moderate Republican economic messaging, including Democrats and Democrat-leaners, 

this result shows that xenophobic rhetoric from Republicans—even when directed primarily at 

undocumented immigrants—was politically toxic for most Latinos in my sample. 

Table 5: Study 2 Republican Candidate Results by Latino Linked Fate 

 

In Table 5 (above), I show the relationship between evaluations of the Republican 

candidate messages and each individual’s response to the Latino linked fate question. As with 

the partisanship results, I observe a positive effect across a range of respondents for the 

Republican’s moderate economic message. The effect is positive for all respondents besides 
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those with the highest level of Latino linked fate, which corresponds with the interpretation of 

Table 4 that Republicans can more successfully appeal to an ideologically broad range of Latinos 

with generic economic messaging. For reactions to the anti-undocumented messaging, I also 

observe a similar trend to what I observed for the partisan identity results: for respondents with 

all but the lowest and highest level of Latino linked fate, I observe a negative treatment effect 

from exposure to the Republican’s anti-undocumented message. In fact, the effect with the 

strongest magnitude is among respondents who answered with the second lowest level of Latino 

linked fate. What these findings suggest is that reactions among Latinos towards Republican 

messaging actually varies less as a function of individual Latino linked fate (or by partisanship, 

according to Table 4) as might be expected. Instead, Republican candidates can broadly appeal to 

Latinos with moderate economic messaging on topics like economic growth but also turn off 

wide swathes of the Latino electorate when they attack undocumented immigrants. 

Discussion 

 In both studies, I find evidence in support of both of my hypotheses, although I also find 

important caveats. I find strong evidence that Latino Democrats and Republicans favor in-party 

candidates and messaging, supporting H1; however, I also find that out-party evaluations are still 

strongly shaped by negative reactions, especially to immigration messaging. In Study 1, I found 

that Latino Democrats did not shift their evaluations of a Democratic candidate regardless of 

which message he used. In Study 2, I found a similar lack of effects from economic or 

immigration messaging among Latino Democrats evaluating Democratic candidate messages, 

and also among Latino Republicans evaluating Republican candidate messages. However, while 

I support my claim that partisans will express positive sentiments towards in-party candidates 

regardless of message, I find that out-party evaluations are significantly affected by which 
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message is used. Immigration in particular sparked negative reactions when viewed by a partisan 

outgroup, i.e., Republicans and Republican leaners exposed to a pro-undocumented message, or 

Democrats/independents exposed to an anti-undocumented message. While negative reactions to 

the pro-undocumented message were driven by respondents with lower levels of Latino linked 

fate, the negative reactions to the anti-undocumented message were apparent across levels of 

linked fate. The one positive persuasion effect from a pro-undocumented message is among 

Democratic-leaning independents; challenging my arguments that immigration is more divisive 

than polarizing, I find that these Democratic-leaning Latino independents do respond positively 

to pro-undocumented messaging. Still, the other effects that I observe from immigration 

messaging among other subgroups are either null or in the negative direction, suggesting that 

such messaging is only likely to persuade that subset rather than Latino voters overall. 

 In contrast to the variable effects of immigration messaging, I find that economic 

messaging is generally more persuasive overall and is especially effective among Latino 

independents. In support of my second hypothesis, I observe several instances of positive 

persuasion effects from either party’s economic messages on Latino independents. In Study 1, I 

found that Latino independents were significantly more likely to favor a Democrat who used a 

progressive economic message, and somewhat more likely to favor him when he used a race-

class economic message (López 2019), relative to when he used a nonpolicy or pro-

undocumented message. In Study 2, I again found that Democratic-leaning independents favored 

a Democrat’s progressive economic message. However, I found even more consistently positive 

effects from a Republican’s moderate economic message, which was evaluated positively by 

Latino Democrats, Democratic-leaning independents, and independents with no lean. This 

consistent positive effect mirrors some recent research suggesting that many Latinos have been 
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swayed recently by Republican appeals on economic issues (Ocampo, Garcia-Rios, and 

Gutierrez 2021; Odio and Stein 2021). Still, I do not find a positive effect from the pro-business 

message—even if Republicans are appealing to Latinos on the economy, my results suggest they 

are doing so with more generic messaging on growth, jobs, and small businesses rather than 

focusing on free markets and deregulation. 

 There are important caveats to my results. My survey was only conducted in English due 

to concerns about cost/sample size and due to my emphasis on Latino voters rather than the 

Latino population at large.22 While the demographics of Latino Democrats, Republicans and 

independents in my sample are comparable to nationally representative samples like the CMPS 

2016 and CES 2020 (see Appendix Table A1), my goal was to accurately estimate the effects of 

partisan heterogeneity on individual behavior, not to make population-level estimates. As such, 

my overall respondent pool contains disproportionately more independents and Republicans than 

the actual Latino voter population. These results should thus not be taken as estimates of either 

the behavior of the entire Latino population or of real-world voting outcomes (e.g., Corral and 

Leal 2020; Grimmer, Marble, and Tanigawa-Lau 2022), but instead as estimates of how 

individual Latino voters with a wide range of partisan attachments evaluate messages from each 

party on economics and immigration. These results then demonstrate which kinds of Latino 

voters were potentially persuaded (or not) by recent messaging strategies from either party on the 

topics of immigration and economics. And finally, while this study measures evaluations rather 

than actual vote choice, I argue that these findings provide suggestive evidence that appeals 

 
22 A Spanish-language survey would also include simulated messages (in Spanish) from candidates. Having a 
candidate speaking Spanish would represent a distinctly different type of political message than an English-
language ad and would thus potentially require two separate samples. 
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based on economic messages—from either party—can potentially shift Latino voting patterns, 

especially by persuading Latino independents.  

Conclusion 

These findings among Latino voters demonstrate both the increasingly polarized effects 

of rhetoric about immigration, especially undocumented immigration, and the potential 

persuasive power of messaging on economic growth and social services. My results suggest that 

while pro-undocumented messaging can positively persuade Democratic-leaning Latino voters, it 

also has strong negative effects on those who identify as or lean Republican and who have 

weaker levels of Latino linked fate. This study does not address the extent to which respondents 

implicitly assumed that Democratic candidates support pro-undocumented policy regardless of 

which message they used, which could have resulted in null effects from message manipulations. 

As such, the takeaway should not be that Democratic candidates should ignore or shift their 

stance on the topic of undocumented immigration, especially since the anti-undocumented 

rhetoric from the Republican candidates sparked by far the most consistently negative set of 

reactions. But even with that being said, the takeaway from these results is that further increasing 

the volume of messaging about (undocumented) immigration is unlikely to significantly change 

the minds of most Latino voters in a positive direction, and many individuals may instead be 

turned off or exhausted by the constant focus on responding to anti-immigrant threat instead of 

more positively engaging messages (Cruz Nichols 2017).  

This stands in contrast to the economic messages, which had more examples of positive 

persuasion effects across an ideologically broader range of respondents. The Democrat’s 

progressive economic messages were successful among independents in both studies, reflecting 

the generally high levels of support among Latinos for government efforts to address economic 
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inequality and spend more on social services (Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; L. R. Fraga et al. 

2011; Barreto and Segura 2014). Perhaps more surprisingly, the Republican’s moderate 

economic message in Study 2 had persuasive appeal among independents and even Democrats, 

which corresponds with recent findings that Republicans have increasingly won over Latinos 

who prioritize the economy above other issues (Ocampo, Garcia-Rios, and Gutierrez 2021; Odio 

and Stein 2021).  

These findings correspond with many recent studies finding a growing convergence 

between Latino partisanship, ethnic identity, and views on immigration and undocumented 

immigration in particular (Barreto and Pedraza 2009; Huddy, Mason, and Horwitz 2016; Jones-

Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018; Hickel et al. 2020; Carlos, Al-Faham, and Jones-Correa 

2021; B. L. Fraga, Velez, and West 2022). More broadly, this study adds to the literature 

assessing the effect of variation in individual racial and ethnic identities and how that variation 

translates into voter behavior (Dawson 1994; Sanchez 2006; Lee 2008; Sanchez and Masuoka 

2010; Masuoka and Junn 2013; Gay, Hochschild, and White 2016; Sen and Wasow 2016; 

Sanchez, Masuoka, and Abrams 2019; Pérez 2021). While immigration clearly matters to many 

Latinos, this will likely become less true as the US-born Latino population grows in relative size, 

and theories of Latino voter behavior must grapple with the implications of such future 

demographic patterns (Jones-Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018). These divergent partisan 

pathways due to variation in responses to undocumented messaging possibly explain the relative 

stability we have observed in Latino vote choice despite large amounts of immigration rhetoric 

(Corral and Leal 2020; Abrajano 2010; Abrajano and Hajnal 2015). Even if a growing Latino 

Democratic coalition emerges in large part due to outreach on immigration reform and backlash 

from anti-undocumented messaging (Barreto and Collingwood 2015; Gutierrez et al. 2019; 
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Huddy, Mason, and Horwitz 2016), a smaller but still-significant plurality of Latino Republicans 

will also likely remain supportive because of—not despite—the GOP’s views on immigration 

and undocumented immigration specifically (Alamillo 2019; Cortez 2020). To achieve an 

accurate picture of Latino voting behavior, scholars must account for the wide ideological and 

partisan diversity of the Latino voter population. 

Beyond partisan evaluations, the positive effects from these economic messages, and 

especially the strong effects among Latino independents, is promising for those who are 

interested in increasing Latino voter engagement (García Bedolla and Michelson 2012; Jones-

Correa, Al-Faham, and Cortez 2018; B. L. Fraga 2018; Hajnal and Lee 2011). Furthermore, as 

my results show, the political behavior of Latinos who remain unaffiliated with either party 

remains underexplained by an emphasis on immigration messaging. Given that Latino 

independents continue to participate at lower rates (Hajnal and Lee 2011; B. L. Fraga 2018), 

there is a need for campaigns and other groups to attempt a broader range of messaging strategies 

beyond an emphasis on ethnic identity and immigration (García Bedolla and Michelson 2012; 

Abrajano 2010). Based on my findings, economic messaging has greater potential to persuade 

Latino independents specifically, and potentially Latino voters overall, which could be the key to 

addressing their persistent alienation and low rates of political participation. 
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Appendix A: Additional Figures 

For full tables, see “tableA1_samplematching.csv” in online supporting information.  

Table A1: Sample Comparisons of Demographic and Political Views 

   

Study 1, 
Cint 

Study 2, 
Qualtrics CMPS 2016 CES 2020 

 N (Latino reg. voters) 290 1575 1816 4211 

 PID %      

       
State % Texas  17% 18% 15% 17% 

 California  21% 18% 26% 22% 

 Florida  13% 11% 13% 12% 

 New York  5% 7% 9% 8% 

 Arizona  3% 3% 3% 4% 

 Illinois  4% 3% 4% 3% 

 New Jersey 6% 3% 4% 3% 

 Remainder 31% 37% 25% 31% 

Gender % % Male  43% 36% 36% 40% 

 % Female  57% 62% 64% 60% 

       

Age Median age 35 25-34 39 41 

Education Median education 
Some 
college 

Some 
college 

Some 
college 

Some 
college 

Income Median income 
$42,500-
$47,500 

$35,000-
$39,999 

$50,000-
$59,999 

$50,000-
$59,999 

       

Religion % Catholic 40% 34% 47% 42% 

 % Protestant/Evang 6% 8% 4% 16% 

 

% Christian 
(nonspecific) 20% 29% 23%  

 % Other  10% 7% 5% 14% 

 % Atheist  24% 22% 16% 32% 

       
Natl Origin # % Mexican 54% 51% 47% 46% 

 % Puerto Rican 10% 18% 18% 18% 

 % Cuban  6% 7% 6% 7% 

       
Immigrant 
Generation % % 1st gen  20% 13% 17% 16% 

 % 2nd gen 48% 48% 38% 35% 

 % 3rd+ gen 32% 39% 45% 48% 

       
Latino Identity 
Strength Identity Strength (1-4) 3.31 3.01 3.32  
Latino Linked Fate Linked fate (1-4) 2.83 2.23 2.27  
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Voting Turnout 2016   91%  

 % Clinton 2016   64%  

 % Trump 2016   22%  

 Turnout 2020 83% 81%  75% 

 Dem 2020     

 Rep 2020      

 % Dem 2020  43%  49% 

 % Rep 2020  29%  23% 

 

Summary:  

I compare the demographics of my two samples with the demographics of two other 

nationally representative samples of Latino voters. The CMPS 2016 and the CES 2020 have 

large samples of Latino voters and ask about various political behaviors. These comparisons 

show that my samples in Study 1 and Study 2 are quite similar to these nationally representative 

surveys. Across state of residence, gender, age, education, income, religion, immigrant 

generation, voting rates and vote choice, and Latino identity, the partisan subsamples are all 

quite similar. When I account for the partisan makeup of my sample and compare Latino 

Democrats to Democrats, Republicans to Republicans, and independents to independents, the 

representativeness remains the same (see supplemental document 

“tableA1_samplematching.csv”.  
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Figure A1: (Study 1) Linked Fate Descriptive by PID 

 

 

Figure A2: (Study 2, and all others below) Linked Fate Descriptive by PID 
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Table A2 (D): Within-Subject OLR (Study 2 Robustness Check 1) 

 

Note: This table shows ordinal logistic regression models calculated on subsets of the data by 

treatment assignment and by partisan identity. Each model compares, within-subject, their 

reaction to the first ad (nonpolicy control) and their reaction to the treatment ad, which is then 

shown by rows. Columns correspond to different partisan identity subsets. 

 

Table A3 (R): Within-Subject OLR (Study 2 Robustness Check 1) 

 

Note: This table shows ordinal logistic regression models calculated on subsets of the data by 

treatment assignment and by partisan identity. Each model compares, within-subject, their 

reaction to the first ad (nonpolicy control) and their reaction to the treatment ad, which is then 

shown by rows. Columns correspond to different partisan identity subsets. 
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Table A4 (D), A5 (R): OLS (Study 2 Robustness Check 2) 

 

 

Note: These tables show ordinary least squares (OLS) models calculated on subsets of the data 

by partisan identity. Each model compares, within each partisan identity subgroup, how 

respondents evaluated the control ad (omitted) and the treatment ad. Standard errors are clustered 

at the respondent level. 
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Table A3: Democratic Candidate Effects by Linked Fate 

 

 

Table A4: Republican Candidate Effects by Linked Fate 
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Figure A3 (D), Figure A4 (R): OLR by National Origin 

 

 

Note: These figures show evaluations of the Democratic (top) and Republican (bottom) 

candidate’s first treatment ad by partisan identity and national origin. These are point-estimates, 

with 95% confidence intervals, from ordinal logistic regressions estimating the effect of 

treatment assignment on evaluations of the treatment ad, compared to the nonpolicy control ad 

(omitted category). These models are estimated separately by partisan identity (Democrat, 

independent, Republican) and by the respondent’s primary national origin (Cuban, Mexican, 

Puerto Rican). 
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Figure A5 (D), Figure A6 (R): OLR by Immigrant Generation 

 

 

Note: These figures show evaluations of the Democratic (top) and Republican (bottom) 

candidate’s first treatment ad by partisan identity and immigrant generation. These are point-

estimates, with 95% confidence intervals, from ordinal logistic regressions estimating the effect 

of treatment assignment on evaluations of the treatment ad, compared to the nonpolicy control ad 

(omitted category). These models are estimated separately by partisan identity (Democrat, 

independent, Republican) and by the respondent’s immigrant generation (1st, 2nd, 3rd+). 
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Figure A7 (D), Figure A8 (R): OLR by Undocumented in Social Network 

 

Note: These figures show evaluations of the Democratic (top) and Republican (bottom) 

candidate’s first treatment ad by partisan identity and self-reported undocumented social 

network. These are point-estimates, with 95% confidence intervals, from ordinal logistic 

regressions estimating the effect of treatment assignment on evaluations of the treatment ad, 

compared to the nonpolicy control ad (omitted category). These models are estimated separately 

by partisan identity (Democrat, independent, Republican) and by the respondent’s answer to a 

question about how many undocumented immigrants are in their networks (A lot/Some, A few, 

None). 
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Table A6 (D): Summary of appendix results for Democratic candidate (rotate page) 
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Table A7 (R): Study 2, Summary of appendix results for Republican candidate 
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Table A8: Study 2 Order Effects 
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Appendix B: Survey Design 

 

Study 1 

 

Survey Flow 

• Intro Demographics and Screeners 

o State (50 states included, DC and Puerto Rico excluded) 

o Gender  

o Age (younger than 18 excluded) 

o Registered Voter (no/not sure excluded) 

o Latino/Hispanic (no excluded) 

o Race (list of Census racial categories, multiple selections allowed) 

o Latino National Origin 

o English skills (no English skills excluded) 

o Spanish skills 

o Partisanship (Republicans excluded) 

o Partisan identity strength 

• Consent Form  

• Pre-Treatment Latino Identity 

o Latino/Hispanic pan-ethnic term preference 

o Latino identity strength 

o National origin identity strength 

o Perception of commonality between Latinos  

o Perception of anti-Latino discrimination 

o Desire for Latino group action 

o Latino linked fate 

• Survey experiment 

o Intro 

o Message treatment (fictional Facebook status) 

o Desire to turn out in election 

o Desire to vote for Democrat (Fisher) 

o Feeling thermometer towards Democrat (Fisher) 

o Feeling thermometer towards Democratic Party 

o Social media reaction (like, love, share, comment) 

o Open-ended response item 

• Manipulation checks 

o Groups mentioned in ad 

o Perceived ethnicity of Mark Fisher 
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• Policy views 

o Spending on social programs and services 

o Taxes and regulations 

o Border security 

o Pathway to citizenship for undocumented immigrants 

o Punishment for illegal border crossings 

o More support for legal immigrants 

• Immigrant generation 

o Respondent nation of birth 

o Respondent parent’s nation(s) of birth 

• Other political questions 

o Ideology 

o Political interest 

o Turnout in 2020 

o Social media usage 

o Other types of participation 

• Other demographics 

o ZIP code 

o Income 

o Education 

o Religion 

• Conclusion 

o Debrief 

o Open-ended final response 
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Full Message Wording 

Control: 

 

Pro-Undocumented (Latino panethnic preference version): 
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Progressive Economic: 

 

Race-Class: 
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Study 2 

Survey Flow 

• Intro Demographics and Screeners 

o State (50 states included, DC and Puerto Rico excluded) 

o Gender  

o Age (younger than 18 excluded) 

o Registered Voter (no/not sure excluded) 

o Latino/Hispanic (no excluded) 

o Race (list of Census racial categories, multiple selections allowed) 

o Latino National Origin 

o English skills (no English skills excluded) 

o Spanish skills 

o Partisanship (Republicans excluded) 

o Partisan identity strength 

• Consent Form  

• Pre-Treatment Latino Identity 

o Latino/Hispanic pan-ethnic term preference 

o Latino identity strength 

o Perception of anti-Latino discrimination 

o Latino linked fate 

o Respondent nativity (US-born or no) 

o Respondent parents’ nation(s) of origin  

o Rough estimate of # of undocumented individuals respondent knows 

• Other Demographics (placed here so that there is space between Latino identity questions 

and survey experiment to reduce priming effects) 

o Ideology 

o Attention check 1 

o Political interest 

o 2020 turnout 

o 2020 vote choice 

o Religion 

o Education 

• Survey experiment 

o Intro 

▪ In the next section, you will soon be shown transcripts from television ads 

being considered by a political candidate named Mark Fisher. He is a 

Democrat planning to run for a seat in the House of Representatives 
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(Congress) in a different state than yours. Please read each ad transcript 

fully and be prepared to offer your responses. 

o Democrat (Mark Fisher) candidate treatments 

▪ Outcome wording (shown after each ad): “How positively or negatively do 

you feel about this ad specifically?” from 1 “Extremely negative” to 5 

“Extremely positive”: 

• Extremely positive  

• Positive 

• Not positive or negative 

• Negative 

• Extremely negative 

▪ Message 1 (Control) followed by outcome  

▪ Message 2 (Treatment 1) followed by outcome 

•  (Note: Most analyses are conducted between Message 1 and 

Message 2) 

▪ Message 3, 4, 5 (Treatments 2, 3, 4) with outcomes for each 

▪ Democrat (Fisher) candidate evaluation (also 1-5, same outcomes) 

o Republican (Jonathan Miller) candidate treatments 

▪ Repeat above, but with Republican messages and candidate evaluation 

o Overall vote choice 

▪ Desire to vote in the election if they were a resident 

▪ Vote choice for Democrat (Fisher) or Republican (Miller) 

• Manipulation checks 

o Mark Fisher party 

o Jonathan Miller party 

o Economic topic mentions 

o Immigration topic mentions 

o Mark Fisher perceived race/ethnicity 

o Jonathan Miller perceived race/ethnicity 

• Final demographics 

o ZIP code 

o Income 

• Conclusion 

o Debrief 

o Open-ended final response 

 

  



57 
 

Full Message Wording 

 

Mark Fisher (Democrat) 

Democrat Control: 

TEXT OF AD 1: 

  

My name is Mark Fisher and I'm a Democrat running for Congress. I'm fighting against 

politicians who say anything to get your vote but don't deliver after they win their election. They 

want to focus on the most polarizing and divisive issues instead of actually making a difference. 

We must instead work together to address issues that affect us all. When we take a stand and take 

action, we can ensure that every American has support, security, and dignity. 

Progressive Economics: 

TEXT OF AD 2: 

 

My name is Mark Fisher and I’m a Democrat running for Congress. I’m fighting against 

politicians who take orders from their wealthy donors. They want to reduce taxes on big 

corporations while slashing spending on crucial public services. We must instead pass policies 

like building infrastructure, raising the minimum wage, and making healthcare and education 

affordable to all. When we support working families, we can ensure that every American has 

support, security, and dignity. 

Democrat Moderate Economics: 

TEXT OF AD 2: 

 

My name is Mark Fisher and I’m a Democrat running for Congress. I’m fighting against 

politicians who ignore our economy. They want to focus on the most polarizing and divisive 

issues instead of passing policies that create more jobs. We must instead help the economy grow 

by investing in infrastructure and small businesses and making healthcare and education more 

affordable. When we focus on the economy, we can ensure that every American has support, 

security, and dignity. 

Pro-Undocumented: 

TEXT OF AD 2: 

 

My name is Mark Fisher and I’m a Democrat running for Congress. I’m fighting against 

politicians who point the finger at minority groups like undocumented immigrants. They want to 

separate families fleeing violence in their home countries, deport people for minor offenses, and 
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build a border wall. We must instead work together to pass immigration reform that includes a 

pathway to citizenship. When we support the undocumented community, we can ensure that 

every American has support, security, and dignity. 

Democrat Pro-Legal: 

TEXT OF AD 2: 

 

My name is Mark Fisher and I’m a Democrat running for Congress. I’m fighting against 

politicians who ignore our history as a nation of immigrants. They want to make it harder for 

everyone to immigrate, including those who follow the rules. We must instead increase yearly 

limits on legal migration while ensuring those who enter are vetted properly. When we support 

the immigrant community, we can ensure that every American has support, security, and dignity. 

Jonathan Miller (Republican) 

Republican Control: 

TEXT OF AD 6: 

 

I’m Jonathan Miller, and I’m a Republican running for Congress. I’m fighting to represent your 

interests against politicians who just want to win. That means upholding our traditional values, 

rewarding hard work, and protecting the rule of law. We must stop getting distracted from what 

really matters. I believe that we can all work to make this country great. That way, we can ensure 

that hard-working Americans can seek opportunity, raise their families, and live the American 

dream. 

Pro-Business: 

TEXT OF AD 7: 

 

I’m Jonathan Miller, and I’m a Republican running for Congress. I’m fighting to stop the 

demonization of businesses when they are crucial for our economy. That means reducing 

unnecessary taxes and job-killing regulations. We must ensure business can grow to create more 

jobs. I believe that a friendly business environment is crucial for our country’s future. That way, 

we can ensure that hard-working Americans can seek opportunity, raise their families, and live 

the American dream. 

Republican Moderate Economics: 

 

TEXT OF AD 7: 

 

I’m Jonathan Miller, and I’m a Republican running for Congress. I’m fighting for a healthy 

economy. That means we must move beyond divisive issues and emphasize policies that can 
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provide good-paying jobs and business growth. We must invest in our small businesses and our 

physical infrastructure. I believe that businesses and workers can succeed together. That way, we 

can ensure that hard-working Americans can seek opportunity, raise their families, and live the 

American dream. 

Anti-Undocumented: 

TEXT OF AD 7: 

 

I’m Jonathan Miller, and I’m a Republican running for Congress. I’m fighting to protect 

Americans from our broken immigration system. That means investing in more border security 

and stopping the flow of illegal immigrants. We must stop criminals and drug traffickers from 

threatening law-abiding citizens. I believe border security is crucial for our country’s safety. That 

way, we can ensure that hard-working Americans can seek opportunity, raise their families, and 

live the American dream. 

Republican Pro-Legal: 

TEXT OF AD 7: 

 

I’m Jonathan Miller, and I’m a Republican running for Congress. I’m fighting for an 

immigration system that works. That means we can protect our borders while still increasing 

limits on legal immigration, especially for skilled immigrants. We can ensure that those who do 

enter are vetted properly. I believe that we can be a nation of immigrants and also keep our 

citizens safe. That way, we can ensure that hard-working Americans can seek opportunity, raise 

their families, and live the American dream. 


