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Abstract

Donald Trump presented immigration and trade as the cause of the diminished prospects of white working-class
voters, the core of his political base. The authors’ research—the first that examines actual immigration and trade
exposure with attitudes and Trump voting—demonstrates that white voting for Trump was unrelated to immigration
levels and, paradoxically, strongest in counties with low levels of trade. Anti-immigrant and antitrade attitudes more
consistently and strongly explain voting for Trump and Republicans in 2016 and 2018 than actual immigration and
trade. The authors also find descriptive support that over four years, Trump’s false narrative unraveled as his support
declined in those counties most exposed to immigration and trade. Although Trump elaborated a white nationalist
narrative on the basis of anti-immigrant and antitrade politics that was widely accepted as truth, the authors show that
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virtually no aspects of Trump’s simple narrative have any factual basis in actual reality.

From the launch of his campaign in June 2015, Donald
Trump adeptly created a media narrative that America ceased
being great because of border-raiding “illegal” immigrants
(“murderers and rapists”) and trade agreements such as the
North American Free Trade Agreement (the new version is
called the USMCA or United States—Mexico—Canada
Agreement) and the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) that
ship U.S. jobs overseas (Green 2017). In particular, immigra-
tion from Latin America (Chavez 2013; Huntington 2004)
and trade with China (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2016) and
Mexico (Yunez-Naude, Mora-Rivera, and Govea-Vargas
2020) have been portrayed as particularly threatening for at
least the past two decades, but such depictions have been
especially menacing under Trump’s political narrative. In
Trump’s narrative, “real” American working people are hurt
because America’s border is being overrun by Mexico send-
ing its worst people and “unfair” trade deals made by our
“bad” leaders. This diagnosis leads to the Trump solution
that he can “make America great again” by building a “big,
beautiful wall,” deporting millions, and renegotiating trade
agreements with greater tariffs and protections for American
workers. “We have no choice.” “Without borders, we don’t
have a country” (Thrush 2020).

With this narrative, Trump mobilized many supporters to
this position, and many Republican legislative candidates

staked out similar positions in 2016, 2018, and 2020
(Diamond 2019; Kamarck and Podkul 2018). Journalists
accepted preliminary scholarship suggesting that voters’ eco-
nomic insecurity about immigration and trade was the basis
for Trump’s appeal and his electoral victory in key swing
states (Davis and Hilsenrath 2016; Waldow 2018). They
inferred that voter attitudes about immigration and trade
were the result of actual immigration and trade, conflating
these attitudes with the idea that Trump supporters had expe-
rienced negative impacts from both migration and U.S. trade
in a global economy. Surprisingly, the actual economic and
social impacts of immigration and trade on voters have not
been considered.

In one of the rare studies of actual trade impacts on Trump
voting, economists found temporary effects between the
“China shock” of increased imports in the early 2000s and
voting that swung for Trump in 2016 (Autor, Dorn, and
Hanson 2016; Autor Dorn, Hanson, and Majlesi 2016).

'University of California, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, USA
ZUniversity of California, Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, CA, USA

Corresponding Author:

Edward Telles, University of California, Irvine, Department of Sociology,
3151 Social Sciences Plaza, Irvine, CA 92697-5100, USA.

Email: e.telles@uci.edu

@ @@ Creative Commons Non Commercial CC BY-NC: This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0 License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) which permits non-commercial use, reproduction and
distribution of the work without further permission provided the original work is attributed as specified on the SAGE and Open Access pages

(https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/open-access-at-sage).


https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://srd.sagepub.com
mailto:e.telles@uci.edu
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F23780231211001970&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-04-29

Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World

Chinese import penetration was also found to be a predictor
of the rise of right-wing candidates and nationalism in
Europe (Colantone and Stanig 2018). Other economists
found a correlation between a decline in manufacturing
employment, the sector that can be vulnerable to interna-
tional trade, and the counties that voted for Trump (Altick,
Atkeson, and Hansen 2018). Although there may be an
impact on attitudes from the initial encounters of trade or
immigration, this should not be confused with lasting actual
negative impacts. Although regions that were exposed to a
“China shock” through trade or an influx of new-destination
migrations may have voted for Trump in 2016, many of these
regions are now more exposed to higher levels of trade and
migration.

The U.S.-Mexico Narrative and
Economic Self-Interest

The dog whistle of Trump’s dangerously fictitious cross-bor-
der narrative, not to mention the full-throated denunciations of
Mexicans and Central Americans, should not be underesti-
mated, especially given Trump’s openly racist demonizing,
unprecedented among modern presidential campaigns (Bobo
2017). His narrative of nostalgia, forged as it is by white racial
identity politics, invokes a long historical legacy of privileged
supremacy but with a twist. In this telling of the story, it is an
“embattled” white citizenry that must make a stand or be swal-
lowed up by a demographic transformation to a non-white-
dominant multiracial America (Abrajano and Hajnal 2015).
That is even though immigrants are a boon to the U.S. econ-
omy in many ways, such as providing needed labor for an
aging population (Blau and Mackie 2017; Myers 2007).

The power of Trump’s antitrade and anti-immigrant polit-
ical and policy message is that, as some journalists have
assumed, voters supported him because he promised to
reduce trade and immigration to the benefit of those who felt
vulnerable to them. This assumed that his support was great-
est where there was more immigration and trade and that vot-
ers were economically self-interested. Voting on economic
or material interests is consistent with basic economic and
class theory. However, it is not known whether Trump voting
was related to actual exposure to immigration and trade. As
far as we know, there is a surprising lack of research evi-
dence on the actual impact of immigration and trade on
immigrant and trade attitudes and Trump support.

Anti-immigrant Attitudes and Racial
Resentments

An alternative to the economic interests explanation for
Trump’s support is arguments for the importance of attitudes.
Well before Trump, political scientists and sociologists
examined how conservative political campaigns exploit rac-
ist attitudes to garner votes (Mendelberg 2001; Valentino,

Hutchings, and White 2002). Work in group position theory
posits that increases in the size of a given racial minority
group can be seen as a group threat to political and social
resources by the majority, triggering the fear that immigrants
pose a potential challenge to white majority dominance and
generating hostility and negative stereotyping of minorities
(Blalock 1967; Hood and Morris 1997; Quillian 1995).
Because of the growing size of the Latino population across
the United States (Krogstad and Lopez 2015), Latinos and
particularly Mexicans may be perceived as a major threat to
the white majority, especially when those fears are activated
by political candidates (Chavez 2013).

Similarly, growing overall trade may appear to threaten
whites by challenging their sense of not only racial but global
supremacy. In this way, white Americans situate themselves
as the “real” Americans in a world where “America’s” global
leadership is at stake. White anxieties or negative attitudes
about immigration and trade may also be stirred up by politi-
cal actors. These actors activate latent racial hostilities
(Hopkins 2010; Valentino et al. 2002) as well as a preference
for like-minded candidates (Mendelberg 2001), indepen-
dently of actual immigration and trade.

Regarding Trump’s election, political scientist Diana
Mutz (2018b) used data from election panel surveys to infer
that attitudes concerning white status, rather than white
economic interests, better explained Trump’s victory. She
concluded that white voters’ anxiety about globalization
and diversity and concerns about job displacement pre-
dicted greater support for Trump than actual threats to the
economic security of American workers. In a reanalysis of
Mutz’s data, Stephen Morgan (2018) concluded that she
overstated the status threat explanation. Rather, Morgan
claimed, voters’ perceptions of economic interests were at
least as important, and their economic interests were inter-
twined with status issues, which Mutz (2018a) rebutted.
Hainmueller and Hiscox (2010) used a survey experiment
to find that voter attitudes toward immigration are not
explained by economic self-interest, arguing that instead
they are probably related to ethnocentrism or consider-
ations about how the local economy as a whole may be
affected by immigration. Other political scientists (Sides,
Tesler, and Vavreck 2018) have noted a disconnect between
the activation of identities and attitudes and “economic
anxiety,” which they noted “had been decreasing, not
increasing, in the eight years before 2016 (p. 14). “Racial
anxiety was arguably driving economic anxiety,” which is
measured by the broad if shallow variable of “the index of
consumer sentiment” (p. 14), rather than actual economic
variables. Still others (Green and McElwee 2018; Hooghe
and Dassonneville 2018) have also found that anti-immi-
grant attitudes and racial resentments explained much of
the Trump vote, though neither they nor any of the other
mentioned authors explored the impact of actual sectoral
and geographic exposure to immigration or trade.
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Research Hypotheses

In our view, actual material exposure to immigration and
trade is confused in much of the literature with attitudes about
immigration and trade. The relationships between actual
material interests with respect to attitudes and voting behav-
ior are left unclear and underspecified. We thus specify three
general pathways in these relations, which we illustrate in
Figure 1. Pathway C represents the relationship between anti-
trade and anti-immigrant attitudes and Trump support that has
been the topic of much research, showing a positive relation
between them. However, there is surprisingly little research
on the other two pathways: the relationship between actual
trade and immigration and voting (pathway A) and between
actual trade and immigration and attitudes (pathway B).

Thus, we hypothesize a Trump paradox in which Trump’s
demonizing of immigration and trade generates support for a
“false narrative bubble” that is increasingly separated from,
yet in fragile conflict, with the reality of immigration and
trade. Moreover, we hypothesize that support for this false
narrative began to unravel after the 2016 election in places
with more immigration and trade.

Building on our review of the economic interest and atti-
tudinal explanations to Trump’s political support, we present
the following hypotheses that guide our analyses:

Hypothesis 1: Trump paradox, county level.

Hypothesis 14: Trump paradox A: actual trade and
immigration are negatively related to Trump and
Republican voting across counties.

Hypothesis 1B: Trump paradox B: actual trade and
immigration are negatively related to anti-immigrant
and antitrade attitudes across counties.

Hypothesis 1C: Expected relation on the basis of much
research: antitrade and anti-immigrant attitudes are
positively related to Trump and Republican voting
across counties.

Hypothesis 2: Unraveling Trump paradox, country level:

support for Trump and Republicans weakened from 2016

to 2018 and from 2016 to 2020 in those counties most

exposed to actual immigration and trade, and grew in
those less exposed to immigration and trade.

Hypotheses 34 to 3C: Trump paradox: white voters.
Hypothesis 34: Trump paradox A: actual trade and
immigration are negatively related to white Trump and
Republican voting across counties.

Hypothesis 3B: Trump paradox B: actual trade and
immigration are negatively related to white antitrade
and anti-immigrant attitudes across counties.
Hypothesis 3C: Expected relation on the basis of much
research: white antitrade and anti-immigrant attitudes
are positively related to Trump and Republican voting
across counties.

Hypothesis 4: Unraveling Trump paradox: white voters

switched from voting for Trump in 2016 to Democratic

(3) Trump/GOP
Voting

©)
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(1) Actual Trade (B).
and Immigration Negative
(2) Anti-lImmigrant
and Anti-Trade
Attitudes

Figure 1. Hypothesized correlations between actual trade and
immigration, anti-immigrant and antitrade attitudes, and Trump
and Republican voting.

House candidates in 2018 in those counties most exposed
to actual immigration and trade and among those with
more positive attitudes on trade and immigration.

Data and Methods

We use county-level data for our macro-analysis and, in
the micro-analysis, for our contextual variables of immi-
gration and trade. At the county level, we use various
sources. For total county voting outcomes, we use Dave
Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections. Data on actual
immigration come from the 2016 American Community
Survey. Trade data come from the U.S. Census Bureau;
Peter K. Schott’s (2018) International Trade Database for
2016; and Eckert et al.’s (2020) County Business Patterns
Database for 2016.

For our micro-analysis, we sample non-Hispanic white
voters from the 2016 and 2018 Cooperative Congressional
Election Study (CCES), which is a >50,000-person nation-
ally (representative) stratified sample survey of the adult
U.S. population administered by YouGov.com (https://cces.
gov.harvard.edu). Although we have results of the 2020 pres-
idential election at the county level, which we analyze in
Table 1 and Figure 2, we do not yet have the corresponding
individual-level data.

To examine our hypothesized relations at the county level,
we report zero-order correlations for hypotheses 1A to 1C in
Table 1. For our analysis of changing county outcomes by
levels of immigration and trade (hypothesis 2), we present
histograms in Figure 2. For our multivariate analysis of white
voters, we use logit regressions. We are particularly inter-
ested in parsing out the county-level effects of exposure to
actual trade and immigration versus white individual-level
attitudes about them, independent of voters’ personal eco-
nomic situations and social characteristics (hypotheses 3A—
3C). To combine the county and individual effects, in the
same analysis we use hierarchical linear regression models
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Table I. Zero-Order (Bivariate) Correlation between Voting, Immigration, Trade, and Anti-immigrant and Antitrade Attitudes, County Level.

Trump Minus Romney

Trump Vote Share (2012) Vote Share Republican House Vote Share

2016 2020 2016 2020 2016 2018 2020
Percentage Hispanic immigrant —.623%¥* —.643%¥* —.429%F* —.342%F% —.444%%% —.438%¥* —.488%F*
Mexican and Chinese imports® — 4407k —.4867** —.| 53k —. | 53%** —.458%F =423 —.466%FF
Anti-immigrant attitudes 27w 168 0377 .030%#* 1367 73 A7
Antitrade attitudes .049%¥* L4158 .0 | 4k .025%** .04 k% N ko 1 36%F*

Sources: Dave Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections, Politico, 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 2016 and 2018 Cooperative
Congressional Election Study.
*Ratio of Mexican and Chinese imports (in $100 billion) to percentage employed in the manufacturing sector; applies to all tables and figures.

b < .0l

Mean % Hispanic Immigrant Mean Mexico and China Imports
2016-2018 House Election
5.0% 0.08
4.0%
0.06
3.0%
5 o 004
B 20% ©
0.02
1.0%
0.0% 0.00
DD (479 RD (161 RR (2358 DD (479 RD (161 RR (2358
counties) counties) counties) counties) counties) counties)
2016-2020 Presidential Election
5.0%
4.0%
3.0%
= Qo
g 2.0% 3
1.0%
0.0%
DD (438 RD (63 RR (2552 DD (438 RD (63 RR (2552
Counties) Counties) Counties) Counties) Counties) Counties)

Figure 2. Mean percentage Hispanic immigrant and mean Mexican and Chinese imports in counties that remained Democratic (DD) or
Republican (RR) and those that flipped from Republican to Democratic (RD).

Sources: Dave Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections, Politico, 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau, Peter K.
Schott’s (2018) International Trade Data, and 2012 Economic Census.

(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). To do this, we link the indi- 2018 House elections, among all voters and among those
viduals in the CCES data to the immigration and trade vari- who voted for Trump in 2016 (Table 3). In Table 4, our
ables for the counties in which they reside. dependent variables are immigration and trade attitudes. The

Our dependent variables are whether non-Hispanic whites ~ primary independent variables for voting in Tables 2 and 3
voted for candidate Trump in 2016, among all voters and are actual immigration and trade and immigration and trade
among those who voted for Mitt Romney in 2012 (Table 2), attitudes. Other independent variables refer to the demo-
and whether they voted for Democratic candidates in the graphic, partisan, and socioeconomic characteristics of white



Hinojosa Ojeda and Telles

Table 2. Coefficients (and Standard Errors) for Hierarchical Regressions Predicting 2016 Trump Voting among Non-Hispanic White
Voters (Models | and 2) and 2016 Trump Vote among Non-Hispanic Whites Who Voted for Romney in 2012 (Models 3 and 4).

Samples and Models

Whites Who Voted for Romney

All White Voters

Variable | 2 3 4

County level
Percentage Hispanic immigrant -.669 (1.954) =111 (1.869) .338 (1.707) 1.041 (1.595)
Mexican and Chinese imports -.612%* (.280) —.528%* (.234) —.641%FF (244) —.507%% (.190)

Individual level
Agree with deporting “illegal” immigrants — |.374%FF (.084) — 1.99 1+ (.049)
Against Trans-Pacific Partnership — 1.223%FF (.095) — 853 (.047)
Independent .883*%* (.140) .802%%F (.132) 1.833%F* (.069) 1.608** (.070)
Republican 2.039%%* (.155) 1.982%% (LI51) 4.01 19 (.122) 3.736%% (.116)
Female -.325%%* (.073) -.039 (.077) —.230%%* (.047) -.012 (.046)
BA or higher —.833%F* (.120) =736%% (L119) —.732%%% (.047) —.570%** (.056)
Age > 65y T39%F (L118) 626 ((113) 379% (.061) .288%%F (.071)
Mean family income (log) .022 (.057) .047 (.058) -.057* (.032) -.037 (.038)
Income undeclared 49478 (1132) 397 (1143) 199%% (.067) .083 (.071)
Temporarily laid off 1.048** (.485) 1.077* (.591) -.300 (.341) -.232 (.361)
Unemployed 234 (.297) -.084 (.320) ATTHR(1132) .281% (.146)
Manufacturing job .243% (.126) 126 (.134) 353k (.091) .142 (.098)

Constant 1.138* =716 —.754% =237

n 12,420 12,400 29,592 29,535

n groups 1,899 1,899 2,258 2,258

Sources: 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study, Peter K. Schott’s

(2018) International Trade Data, and 2012 Economic Census.
Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
*p < .10, Fp < 05, FFkp < 0

voters. In Table 3, we control for the party of the incumbent.
The independent variables in the Table 4 analysis of attitudes
are the remaining independent variables (except incum-
bency). Our primary immigration variable is the 2016 stock
of immigrants in each county, used in our macro- and
micro-analyses.

We create a trade variable for the level of imports from
Mexico and China using data on imports by sector (e.g., agri-
cultural products, textiles). To estimate the distribution of
imports at the county level, we created a ratio of county to
national employment by sector and then distributed national
imports according to this ratio. The aim of our analysis was
to replicate core aspects of the methodology used by Autor,
Dorn, and Hanson (2016) to measure regional trade expo-
sures in U.S. trade with China. Their analysis of U.S.-China
trade was based on “the share of each industry in region (e.g.
county’s) i’s total sales on the U.S. market”; they summa-
rized differences across U.S. regions in industry specializa-
tion patterns (e.g., for the distribution of labor, goods, and
services in particular industries). Thus, their methodology
captured variation in regional exposure to China’s supply-
driven export growth. For our analysis of U.S. trade with
Mexico, we also extended and, we believe, improved the

specificity of this measurement by including imports from
China and Mexico for counties. Finally, we divide this mea-
sure of variation in regional exposure by total manufacturing
employment to get a per-worker measure of trade. Because
we do not have full data on very small counties, we end up
with data on 2,892 of the 3,030 counties in the United States,
which represent 99.53 percent of the national population.
For our attitude variables, we use the CCES items on
immigration and trade. For immigration, the items were
agreement or disagreement on whether the U.S government
should deport undocumented immigrants (2016) or whether
we should build the border wall (2018); for trade, the items
were whether voters supported the TPP in both 2016 and
2018. Although the immigration questions were quite dis-
tinct, the trade questions were similar but slightly different.
The 2016 item queried simply whether respondents were for
or against the TPP, while the 2018 question referred to
whether the United States should withdraw from the TPP. In
2016, the specific questions were whether respondents
agreed that “illegal aliens should be identified and deported”
and whether they “would vote for or against Trans-Pacific
Partnership Act Free trade agreement among 12 Pacific
nations (Australia, Brunei, Canada, Chile, Japan, Malaysia,
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Table 3. Coefficients (and Standard Errors) for Hierarchical Logit Regression Predicting Voting for Democratic House Candidate in

2018 among Non-Hispanic White Voters.

Samples and Models

Whites Who Voted for Trump

All White Voters

Variable | 2 3 4
County level
Percentage Hispanic immigrant .959 (1.437) 1.231 (1.579) 721 (991) .605 (1.496)
Mexican and Chinese imports A76%F (211) A449% (210) A11%FF(201) .260 (.210)

Individual level
Agree with building border wall
Against Trans-Pacific Partnership
Independent
Republican
Female
BA or higher
Age > 65y
Mean family income (log)
Income undeclared
Temporarily laid off
Unemployed
Manufacturing job
House incumbent is Democratic
House incumbent is Republican

~ | 4475+ (.185)
-2.681%% (.168)
3267 (097)
-.098 (.099)
—532%8 (1100)
- 244555 (071)
— 689+ (144)
789 (.709)
—-.954* (.500)
2345 (.131)
7625 (219)

— 5667 (.| 56)

1,653 (.]38)
~1.303%5% (.124)
—1.437%5% (.190)
-2.667%5 (.176)

-2.140%* (,055)
-4.990% (.099)

-2.797%+* (087)
—~1.455%% (091)
- 1.618% (091)
-3.799% (.]34)

Constant 1.602%*
n 10,818
n groups 1,889

044 (.109) 596%%% (.040) 18355 (.065)
-201% (.109) 430755 (,054) 045 (.061)
- 295+ (1103) —302%% (054) 005 (.067)
—.184%* (.075) —.125%5 (039) — 147% (.061)
— 444%5% (]53) — 373%5 (083) ~.168* (.095)
867 (.690) 200 (.352) -018 (.520)
~1.030%* (.496) 053 (.129) - 258 (.167)
3525 (.150) —.114 (.085) 204% (.100)
8607 (233) 498 (|33) 522 (] 50)
— 564+ (165) - 356%6 (] 14) — 46455 (] 14)
3.1 687 2.94 | 4.927%%%
10,757 25,191 25,084
1,882 2,180 2,178

Sources: 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study, Peter K. Schott’s

(2018) International Trade Data, and 2012 Economic Census.
Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
*p < .10, ¥¥p < .05. Fkp < 01

Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, and the US) if in
Congress.” In 2018, the survey items are based on whether
respondents agree that “the U.S. should increase spending on
border security by $25 billion, including build a wall between
the U.S. and Mexico” and whether they agree that the United
States “should withdraw from the Transpacific-Partnership
trade agreement that included the U.S., Japan, Australia,
Vietnam, Canada, Chile, others” (2016 and 2018 CCES).

Besides the immigration and trade variables, other inde-
pendent variables are partisanship, education, gender, age,
income, and employment status, which we mostly think of as
important demographic, political, and economic controls.
For education and age, we use college educated (BA or
higher) and older than 65 years, as commonly operational-
ized in studies of voter behaviors (Altick et al. 2018). Family
income, temporarily laid off, unemployed, and whether
working in the manufacturing sector represent socioeco-
nomic conditions.

We have also made a replication package available with
our data and coding.

Findings
Bivariate Analysis of Counties

Table 1 shows the county-level relation of Trump and
Republican voting in 2016, 2018, and 2020 with actual immi-
gration and trade and with anti-immigrant and antitrade atti-
tudes. The Table 1 attitude data are from the CCES data,
aggregated for all sampled persons in the county, not just
white voters.! For the election outcomes, we show the Trump
vote share in 2016 and 2020 (columns 1 and 2), the Trump
vote share in relation to the 2012 Romney vote share (columns
3 and 4), and the Republican vote share for House candidates
in 2016 (column 5), 2018 (column 6), and 2020 (column 7).
We calculate Trump minus Romney voting as a strict test of
how much immigration and trade were related to Trump vot-
ing, beyond the earlier Republican base of support.

In all cases, we find positive and significant correlations
between Trump and Republican voting and anti-immigrant

"For 2020, we use the 2018 CCES attitude data.
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Table 4. Coefficients (and Standard Errors) for Hierarchical Logit Regression Predicting Negative Attitudes about Immigration and

Trade in 2016 and 2018 among Non-Hispanic White Voters.

2016 2018
Deport “lllegal” Withdraw From
Immigrants Against TPP Build Wall TPP
Variable I 2 3 4
County level
Percentage Hispanic immigrant -.376 (1.061) =1.317%% (.568) .020 (.979) —1.462* (.779)
Mexican and Chinese imports —.349%* (.175) —.206%F* (.077) —.390%F* (.140) =211%(.118)

Individual level

Independent 1.016%* (.055)
Republican 1.899%* (.067)
Female —.267%%% (.039)
BA or higher —.526%* (.048)
Age > 65y .138%* (.045)

~ 089+ (032)
1535 (063)
-.048 (239)

Mean family income (log)
Income undeclared
Temporarily laid off

Unemployed .380%F* (.120)
Manufacturing job 4107 (.063)
Constant 0.230
n 29,779
n groups 2,260

— 6127 (044)

4897 (.052)
TATF (.049)

| .794%5 (058)
3.943%5% (.068)
— 6015 (046)

| 44855 (.046)
2,714 (,045)
- 685+ (032)

—.117%5 (031) — 5895 (053) — 404%F% (043)
404 (.038) 5175 (.057) 3055 (.046)
-.003 (.029) 051 (.028) .049* (.026)
4007 (.066) A1 155 (075) 329%% (.065)
~.090 (.195) -.123 (404) -.009 (316)
3275 (.096) 369 (.155) -015 (.108)
239%% (,063) 41045 (.079) 310%% (.075)
0.123 —1.92 | — | 527
29,719 28,679 28,738
2,260 2,266 2,264

Sources: 2016 American Community Survey 5-year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study, Peter K. Schott’s

(2018) International Trade Data, and 2012 Economic Census.

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. TPP = Trans-Pacific Partnership.

*p < .10. ¥p < .05. FFp < 01

and antitrade attitudes as well as negative and significant
correlations with actual levels of trade and immigration. In
other words, voting for Trump and Republicans tends to be
greater where there are fewer immigrants and less trade with
Mexico and China and in places with greater anti-immigrant
and antitrade attitudes. Thus, hypotheses 1A to 1C are sup-
ported for all eight election outcomes.

The top row of Figure 2 examines the mean immigration
and trade characteristics of U.S. counties according to voting
in House elections, specifically whether they switched from
Republican to Democratic (RD) between 2016 and 2018,
remained Democratic (DD), or remained Republican (RR).
The bottom row similarly examines immigration and trade
characteristics of counties by their voting for president in
2020 compared with 2016. Overall, counties that remained
Democratic in 2018 and 2020 had about twice as many
immigrants as Republican-voting counties and more imports
from Mexico and China. Notably, counties that switched
from Republican to Democratic had greater levels of immi-
gration and trade compared with those that remained
Republican, thus supporting hypothesis 2. In general, the
midterm and general elections of 2016 and 2020 as well as
the 2018 midterms heightened a Trump paradox at the bivari-
ate level, whereby counties that switched had more immi-
grants and trade, leaving the remaining counties voting

Republican in 2018 and Trump in 2020 even less exposed to
immigration and imports than Republican-voting districts in
2016.

Analysis of White Voters

We have verified the hypothesized relations at the county
level, but to provide more robust results, we focus on indi-
viduals. In particular, we examine white voters, who are the
basis of Trump and Republican support, while controlling for
their immigration and trade attitudes as well as their demo-
graphic, partisan, and economic characteristics. Our analysis
of county-level data is merely descriptive (Table 1), and we
do not analyze county-level variation, because of widely dif-
ferent population sizes and problems of ecological fallacies
(King 2013), including the fact that counties with more
Hispanic immigrants may also have more Latino voters.
Tables 2 and 3 analyze pathways A and C in 2016 and 2018,
respectively, and Table 4 analyzes pathway B for the same
two years (Figure 1).

Table 2 shows coefficients and standard errors for four
hierarchical logit regression models predicting the extent to
which whites voted for Trump. Model 1 represents the base-
line model controlling partisanship, demographic, and socio-
economic characteristics of individuals and levels of
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immigration and trade in the counties in which they reside.
We then enter anti-immigrant and antitrade attitudes in model
2. We present models 1 and 2 for former Romney voters and
models 3 and 4, which repeat the same pair of models but for
all white voters. Specifically, we restrict the sample to only
whites who voted for Romney in 2012 to examine changes in
voting among persons who previously voted for a Republican
presidential candidate, and results are similar in the sample
of all white voters.

The results in the top rows of Table 2 show our results for
actual levels of immigration and trade. The proportion of
Hispanic immigrants is unrelated to Trump voting, in all four
models. This is strong evidence that white voting for Trump
had nothing to do with the presence of Hispanics, even
though he pontificated that they were taking whites’ jobs and
bringing crime. Rather, anti-immigrant attitudes accounted
for Trump voting.

Results for trade show that Trump voting also tended to be
negatively correlated with greater imports from Mexico and
China and with antitrade attitudes in all models. When atti-
tudes are introduced, models 2 and 4 reveal that anti-immi-
gration and antitrade attitudes were strongly and positively
related to Trump voting in both samples. Thus, our results
suggest that candidate Trump was able to mobilize anti-
immigrant and antitrade sentiments among white voters
through his narratives, particularly (and paradoxically) in
those counties where there was little immigration or trade.

As much of the literature reveals, and which our Table 2
also shows in all four models, white voters who tended to
vote for Trump are predominately Republican, independent,
non-college-educated, and senior. Not surprisingly, being
Republican has by far the strongest effect on voting for
Trump, as Republicans were about four times as likely to
vote for Trump as Democrats (models 3 and 4), though
among those who voted for Romney, Republicans were twice
as likely (models 1 and 2), as many Democrats voted for
Trump in 2016. Seniors were also more likely to favor Trump
compared with Romney and overall. Both models 1 and 3
show that men and those in manufacturing jobs were more
likely to vote for Trump, until we introduced controls for atti-
tudes in models 2 and 4, suggesting that manufacturing and
male workers had particularly strong anti-immigration and
antitrade attitudes because they particularly felt economi-
cally vulnerable in 2016. Although not always significant,
results for education, unemployment, being laid off, and
income (i.e., income undeclared, which tends to select higher
incomes) suggest that Trump’s candidacy appealed to less
fortunate whites. Our analysis of Trump voting was fairly
consistent across the two samples, at the individual level.
These results are also consistent with previous research
about the demographic and economic characteristics of
Trump voters.

Table 3 presents results for the midterm House elections
in 2018, in which 40 congressional seats switched from
Republican to Democratic, representing a voter backlash

against the Trump presidency. As in Table 2, we model vot-
ing among white voters who had voted for Romney in 2012
(models 1 and 2) 2018) and among all white voters (models
3 and 4). Thus, our sample in the first two columns consists
of persons who voted for Trump in 2016, and the dependent
variable represents whether they flipped to vote for a
Democratic candidate for the House in 2018.% Table 3 is thus
set up to mirror Table 2, except that the signs for coefficients
are expected to be reversed because the dependent variable
represents voting for a Democrat rather than a Republican.
As in 2016, the presence of immigrants from Latin America
was unrelated to voting in the 2018 midterms, but we did
find trade effects. White Trump voters in counties with more
trade were especially likely to switch their votes to Democrats
in 2018.

Rather, models 2 and 4 show that negative attitudes about
both immigration and trade continued to drive voters against
Democrats, and the effects appear to be stronger in 2018.
Thus, for immigration, the presence of immigrants had no
effect in either 2016 or 2018, but Democrats appeared to gain
white voters with less virulent anti-immigrant attitudes, a
finding that finds more direct support in Table 5.

Findings on demographic and economic characteristics
besides immigration and trade show some groups flipping,
while others remained committed to Republican candidates.
We find consistent support in all four models that income
was negatively related to voting for Democrats in 2016,
while income had almost no effect on Trump voting in 2016.
Results for the other variables are mixed among the four
models, especially when attitudes are controlled. Being
unemployed had no effect for white voters generally (models
3 and 4), but when it came to flipping, employed white voters
were more likely to switch to vote for Democrats (models 1
and 2). Women, nonseniors, and more educated voters tended
to vote more Democratic, but that effect was muted by intro-
ducing trade and immigration attitudes (models 2 and 4),
reflecting softer anti-immigrant and antitrade attitudes. Read
together, the results in Tables 2 and 3 show that although
whites in manufacturing jobs and those with lower incomes
were more likely to vote for Trump in 2016, in 2018 they
tended to switch their votes to Democratic House
candidates.

In Table 4, we analyze pathway B in our hypotheses
(hypothesis 3B). We regress the anti-immigrant and antitrade
attitudes of white voters in 2016 and 2018 on actual immi-
gration and trade, while controlling the other variables. Table
4 reveals that there is no relation between actual immigra-
tion, either currently or in the 1990s, and anti-immigrant atti-
tudes in 2016 and 2018 (columns 1 and 3).

Statistically significant coefficients show in all four mod-
els that independents and especially Republican voters were
more likely than Democrats to be anti-immigrant and

2That is, flipping from Trump to 2018 House. Data were not avail-
able in the CCES for House voting in 2016.
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Table 5. Anti-immigrant and Antitrade Attitudes by Party and Trump Support among Non-Hispanic White Voters, 2016 and 2018.

2016 2018
Percentage Agreeing Percentage Percentage Agreeing Percentage Agreeing
with Deporting Against  Distribution  with Building Border  with Withdrawing  Distribution
“Illlegal” Immigrants TPP (%) Wall from TPP (%)
Non-Hispanic white voters by party
Republican 68.7 62.7 35.0 87.5 76.8 343
Democrat 225 44.6 355 74 10.7 347
Others 45.6 55.7 29.5 47.5 48.8 31.0
Total 45.5 54.1 100.0 47.3 452 100.0
Trump voters 72.8 66.3 47.6 91.0 80.7 100.0
Also voted Republican in 2018 — — — 92.8 82.9 90.2
Switched to vote Democratic in 2018 — — — 64.1 48.4 7.6
Switched to other in 2018 — — — 90.6 84.5 22

Source: 2016 and 2018 Cooperative Congressional Election Study.

antitrade, though the magnitude of the coefficients suggest
that the intensity of these attitudes increased, which we show
in Table 5 with more direct evidence. Among the white vot-
ers we examine, men, those without college degrees, seniors,
and those working in manufacturing were consistently more
likely to have anti-immigrant and antitrade attitudes.
Interestingly, the unemployed tended to have more negative
immigration and trade attitudes than the employed in 2016,
but in 2018 they developed more positive attitudes about
immigration, and their attitudes on trade were the same as the
employed. Income had a similar trajectory, whereby lower
income voters were more anti-immigrant in 2016 but became
less anti-immigrant and antitrade in 2018. Rather, higher
income whites tended to be more anti-immigrant and anti-
trade in 2018.

Table 5 uses the CCES data to show changes in anti-
immigrant and antitrade attitudes in 2016 and 2018. The top
panel of Table 5 presents antitrade and anti-immigration atti-
tudes by party for both years, while the bottom panel shows
2018 attitudes among Trump voters and whether they also
voted for Republican candidates in the 2018 midterms or
flipped to vote for Democrats.

The top panel shows that although the anti-immigrant atti-
tudes being measured differ in 2016 and 2018, the direction
of the change in both immigrant and trade attitudes by party
reveals a contrasting shift in voter attitudes by party.
Regarding immigration, 68.7 percent of Republicans agreed
with deporting undocumented immigrants in 2016 compared
with 87.5 percent agreeing with building the border wall in
2018, a large change, although these represent distinct mea-
sures of immigrant attitudes. However, the contrast in chang-
ing attitudes by party is striking. Although anti-immigrant
sentiment among Republicans increased for Republicans,
anti-immigrant attitudes declined from 22.5 percent to 7.4
percent among Democrats, a threefold decline. Similarly, for
trade attitudes, the share of Republicans against the TPP
increased from 62.7 percent to 76.8 percent, whereas for

Democrats it declined sharply from 44.6 percent to 10.7 per-
cent, a 417 percent decline. Our results thus reveal a dra-
matic polarization of attitudes by party between 2016 and
2018.

The bottom panel of Table 5 shows that the growing
polarization is apparent among white Trump voters, some of
whom (7.6 percent) switched to vote for Democratic House
candidates. Fully 92.8 percent of those who voted Republican
in 2016 and 2018 held anti-immigrant attitudes compared
with 64.1 percent of Trump voters who switched their votes
to Democrats in the 2018 midterms. Similarly, 82.9 percent
of consistent Republican voters were opposed to trade in
2018, compared with 48.4 percent of those who flipped to
Democratic candidates in 2018. Overall, Table 5 shows that
Republicans, especially those who remained Republican,
became more virulently anti-immigrant and antitrade in
2018, while Democrats became much less so.

Summary

Our analytical strategy began with disentangling actual
immigration and trade from anti-immigrant and antitrade
attitudes, which observers seem to have muddled together in
explaining Trump voting. At best, analysts have focused on
the effect of attitudes on voting, while surprisingly overlook-
ing the effects of actual immigration on voting and on the
attitudes themselves. We illustrated these relations with three
pathways in Figure 1. Regarding actual immigration and
trade, our findings strongly reject the economic interest the-
ory of Trump voting, which has been proposed or assumed at
least by journalists (Davis and Hilsenrath 2016; Waldow
2018). Rather, our research shows the existence of a Trump
paradox that exposes dual yet systematic contradictions
between Trump voter behavior and actual economic expo-
sure to trade and immigration (pathway A in Figure 1).
Second, our research also reveals contradictions between the
attitudinally perceived economic and social impacts
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compared with actual economic and social exposure to trade
and immigration (pathway B in Figure 1). Third, we affirm
that the attitudinally based findings of past studies that anti-
immigrant and antitrade attitudes are strongly associated
with Trump and Republican voting (pathway C in Figure 1).
Finally, our research affirms that places that voted for Trump
are more economically challenged by unemployment and
failing incomes than others, but these challenging economic
conditions are unrelated to exposure to trade and
immigration.

We show that virtually no aspects of Trump’s simple nar-
rative to his voters about immigration and trade have any
factual basis in the actual reality of immigration and trade.
Ironically, although Trump demonized Hispanic immigration
and trade with Mexico and China, our results for U.S. coun-
ties show that Trump voters in 2016 and 2020 and voters for
Republican House candidates in 2016, 2018, and 2020 tend
to live in places with relatively little immigration and trade.
Unlike actual trade and immigration, we show that anti-
immigrant and antitrade attitudes are clearly associated with
voting for Trump and Republicans across U.S. counties.

When examining white voters specifically, we find that
Trump support in 2016 was unrelated to immigrant exposure.
Yet in the 2018 midterm elections, the presence of immi-
grants became important, as Trump voters who switched to
vote for Democrats tended to reside in counties with more
Latino immigrants. On trade, white voters who went for
Trump in 2016 and switched to Democrats in 2018 were
more likely to live in counties with greater rates of imports
from Mexico and China. These results for immigration and
trade held up with controls for voters’ demographic, partisan,
and employment characteristics that numerous prior studies
attributed to Trump support.

Like our results for counties, our findings show that anti-
immigrant and antitrade attitudes, rather than actual immi-
gration and trade, more consistently and more strongly
explain white voting for Trump in 2016 and the loss of 40
Republican House seats two years later. Voters with these
attitudes doubled down on Republican House candidates,
while some with more moderate anti-immigration and anti-
trade attitudes flipped to Democrats.

Discussion

The collective failure by media and political leaders to
immediately counter not only the blatant bigotry of his initial
position but also its distortion of reality allowed Trump to
elaborate a twenty-first century white nationalist narrative on
the basis of anti-immigrant and antitrade politics, reminis-
cent of past waves of nativism in American history (Young
2017). Trump’s nativist narrative insulted immigrants, par-
ticularly Mexicans, with calls for deporting all undocu-
mented immigrants and their U.S.-born children and making
Mexico pay for a border wall by seizing family remittances
sent to Mexico (Ordofiez and Kumar 2018). The narrative

was augmented by vilifying international trade, especially
imports from Mexico and China. His nationalist rhetoric to
tie the poor economic conditions of his base with globaliza-
tion and diversity (Monnat 2016; Rothwell and Diego-Rosell
2016), successfully mobilizing voters on the underlying sen-
timents that trade and immigration have hurt them. However,
his rhetoric obfuscates the deeper underlying dynamics of
high unemployment and low income by falsely blaming
trade and immigration for the economic challenges of unem-
ployment and poverty. The challenging economic conditions
in much of Trump country are real but are unrelated to local
exposure to international trade and immigration. In the wake
of Trump’s political ascension, the worst thing America’s
policy makers could do is to treat Trump supporters’ misdi-
rected anger as a set of legitimate grievances in need of
redress through anti-immigrant and antitrade policies.

Our overall results further suggest that Trump rallied
white voters to support him by stoking xenophobic and racist
sentiments. Indeed, Trump’s strategy was likely based on
corralling voters by enhancing these feelings rather than any
real concerns over the economic interests of voters. However,
the backlash against Republican candidates in the House
midterms seems to reflect a growing rejection of that strategy
as Republicans with more moderate immigration and trade
attitudes flipped to Democratic candidates. Party polariza-
tion also increased as Republicans overall became more stri-
dently anti-immigrant and antitrade, while the percentage of
Democrats holding those attitudes greatly diminished.

Trump’s ability to successfully tap into anxieties about
immigration and trade rather than the presence or threat of
actual immigration and trade is consistent with social science
research showing that economic self-interest generally has
relatively little effect on sociopolitical attitudes, especially
when they concern issues of race and immigration (Citrin et
al. 1997; Green and McElwee 2018; Sears and Funk 1991).
Instead attitudes about immigrants or racialized others may
be based on factors such as media exposure (Héricourt and
Spielvogel 2014), religious identity (Margolis 2018), racial
anxieties (Sears and Funk 1991), or stereotypes about Latinos
(Chavez 2013), all of which have been further stimulated
during Trump’s campaign and administration. They may see
people of color growing in political power and changing the
meaning of American culture because of immigration.
Whites may perceive that globalization, largely represented
by international trade, also threatens American power (Mutz
2018b). Our evidence suggests that Trump’s support is based
on such racialized beliefs, even though leading scientific evi-
dence suggests that diversity and globalization may be ben-
eficial to (or at least does not harm) even white working-class
voters (Blau and Mackie 2017).

The need to provide solid data and critical analysis is now
more important than ever, particularly with respect to an
understanding of the real forces driving the Trump phenom-
enon, which includes legislative candidates beholden to him.
An examination of the evidence provides a strong rejection
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of an economic interest argument for attitudes associated
with Trump voting support. The evidence rather points to a
Trump paradox of attitudinal and voting support based on a
false narrative, a weak, unstable, and unraveling basis for a
sustainable political and policy project. This calls into ques-
tion the common false assumptions of the role of trade and
immigration for the rise of Trump and his policy narrative.

Acknowledgment

We thank Jiahui Zhang for research assistance.

ORCID iD

Edward Telles https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5102-0835

References

Abrajano, Marissa, and Zoltan Hajnal. 2015. White Backlash:
Immigration, Race, and American Politics. Princeton, NI:
Princeton University Press.

Altick, John R., Lonna Rae Atkeson, and W. L. Hansen. 2018.
“Economic Voting and the 2016 Election.” Unpublished manu-
script.

Autor, David, David Dorn, Gordon Hanson, and Kaveh Majlesi.
2016. “Importing Political Polarization? The Electoral
Consequences of Rising Trade Exposure.” NBER Working
Paper No. w22637. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

Autor, David H., David Dorn, and Gordon H. Hanson. 2016. “The
China Shock: Learning from Labor Market Adjustment to Large
Changes in Trade.” Annual Review of Economics 8:205—40.

Blalock, Hubert M., Jr. 1967. Toward a Theory of Minority-Group
Relations. New York: John Wiley.

Blau, Francine D., and Christopher Mackie, eds. 2017. The Economic
and Fiscal Consequences of Immigration. Washington, DC:
National Academies Press.

Bobo, Lawrence D. 2017. “Racism in Trump’s America: Reflections
on Culture, Sociology, and the 2016 US Presidential Election.”
British Journal of Sociology 68:S85-S104.

Chavez, Leo. 2013. The Latino Threat: Constructing Immigrants,
Citizens, and the Nation. Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Citrin, Jack, Donald P. Green, Christopher Muste, and Cara Wong.
1997. “Public Opinion toward Immigration Reform: The Role
of Economic Motivations.” Journal of Politics 59(3):858-81.

Colantone, Italo, and Piero Stanig. 2018. “The Trade Origins
of Economic Nationalism: Import Competition and Voting
Behavior in Western Europe.” American Journal of Political
Science 62(4):936-53.

Davis, Bob, and Jon Hilsenrath. 2016. “How the China Shock,
Deep and Swift, Spurred the Rise of Trump.” The Wall
Street Journal, August 11. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://
www.wsj.com/articles/how-the-china-shock-deep-and-swift-
spurred-the-rise-of-trump-1470929543.

Diamond, Jeremy. 2019. “Trump Launches 2020 Bid With Familiar
Refrains on Immigration and Trade.” CNN. Retrieved March
14, 2021. https://www.cnn.com/2019/06/18/politics/trump-
orlando-rally-reelection/index.html.

Eckert, Fabian, Teresa C. Fort, Peter K. Schott, and Natalie J. Yang.
2020. “Imputing Missing Values in the US Census Bureau’s
County Business Patterns.” NBER Working Paper No. 26632.
Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Green, Jon, and Sean McElwee. 2018. “The Differential Effects of
Economic Conditions and Racial Attitudes in the Election of
Donald Trump.” Perspectives on Politics 17(2):358-79.

Green, Joshua. 2017. Devil’s Bargain: Steve Bannon, Donald
Trump, and the Storming of the Presidency. New York:
Penguin.

Hainmueller, Jens, and Michael J. Hiscox. 2010. “Attitudes toward
Highly Skilled and Low-Skilled Immigration: Evidence from
a Survey Experiment.” American Political Science Review

104(1):61-84.

Héricourt, Jérome, and Gilles Spielvogel. 2014. “Beliefs, Media
Exposure and Policy Preferences on Immigration: Evidence
from Europe.” Applied Economics 46(2):225-39.

Hood, M. V., 111, , and Irwin L. Morris. 1997 “; Amigo o Enemigo?
Context, Attitudes, and Anglo Public Opinion toward
Immigration.” Social Science Quarterly 78(2):309-23.

Hooghe, Marc, and Ruth Dassonneville. 2018. “Explaining the Trump
Vote: The Effect of Racist Resentment and Anti-immigrant
Sentiments.” PS: Political Science & Politics 51(3):528-34.

Hopkins, Daniel J. 2010. “Politicized Places: Explaining Where
and When Immigrants Provoke Local Opposition.” American
Political Science Review 104(1):40—60.

Huntington, Samuel P. 2004. Who Are We? The Challenges to
America’s National Identity. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Kamarck, Elaine, and Alexander R. Podkul. 2018. “Role Reversal:
Democrats and Republicans Express Surprising Views on
Trade, Foreign Policy, and Immigration.” Brookings Institution.
Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://www.brookings.edu/blog/
fixgov/2018/10/25/role-reversal-democrats-and-republicans-
express-surprising-views-on-trade-foreign-policy-and-immi-
gration/.

King, Gary. 2013. 4 Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem:
Reconstructing Individual Behavior from Aggregate Data.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Krogstad, Jens Manuel, and Mark Hugo Lopez. 2015. “Hispanic
Population Reaches Record 55 Million, but Growth Has
Cooled.” Pew Research Center. Retrieved March 14, 2021.
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/06/25/u-s-his-
panic-population-growth-surge-cools/.

Margolis, Michele F. 2018. “How Politics Affects Religion:
Partisanship, Socialization, and Religiosity in America.”
Journal of Politics 80(1):30-43.

Mendelberg, Tali. 2001. The Race Card: Campaign Strategy,
Implicit Messages, and the Norm of Equality. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Monnat, Shannon M. 2016. “Deaths of Despair and Support for
Trump in the 2016 Presidential Election.” Research Brief 5.
University Park: Department of Agricultural Economics,
Pennsylvania State University.

Morgan, StephenL.2018. “Status Threat, Material Interests,and the 2016
Presidential Vote.” Socius 4. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://
journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2378023118788217.

Mutz, D., 2018a. “Response to Morgan: On the Role of Status
Threat and Material Interests in the 2016 Election.” Socius 4.
Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
full/10.1177/2378023118808619.


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5102-0835
https://www.wsj.com/articles/how-the-china-shock-deep-and-swift-spurred-the-rise-of-trump-1470929543
https://www.wsj.com/articles/how-the-china-shock-deep-and-swift-spurred-the-rise-of-trump-1470929543
https://www.wsj.com/articles/how-the-china-shock-deep-and-swift-spurred-the-rise-of-trump-1470929543
https://www.cnn.com/2019/06/18/politics/trump-orlando-rally-reelection/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2019/06/18/politics/trump-orlando-rally-reelection/index.html
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/fixgov/2018/10/25/role-reversal-democrats-and-republicans-express-surprising-views-on-trade-foreign-policy-and-immigration/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/fixgov/2018/10/25/role-reversal-democrats-and-republicans-express-surprising-views-on-trade-foreign-policy-and-immigration/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/fixgov/2018/10/25/role-reversal-democrats-and-republicans-express-surprising-views-on-trade-foreign-policy-and-immigration/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/fixgov/2018/10/25/role-reversal-democrats-and-republicans-express-surprising-views-on-trade-foreign-policy-and-immigration/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/06/25/u-s-hispanic-population-growth-surge-cools/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/06/25/u-s-hispanic-population-growth-surge-cools/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2378023118788217
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2378023118788217
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2378023118808619
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/2378023118808619

12

Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World

Mutz, D. 2018b. “Status Threat, Not Economic Hardship, Explains
the 2016 Presidential Vote.” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 115(19):E4330-39.

Myers, Dowell. 2007. Immigrants and Boomers: Forging a New
Social Contract for the Future of America. New York: Russell
Sage.

Ordofiez, Franco, and Anita Kumar. 2018. “How Trump Plans to
Make Mexico Pay for the Wall. Yes, Really.” McClatchy DC.
Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://www.mcclatchydc.com/
news/politics-government/white-house/article198740894.
html.

Quillian, Lincoln. 1995. “Prejudice as a Response to Perceived
Group Threat: Population Composition and Anti-immigrant
And Racial Prejudice in Europe.” American Sociological
Review 60(4):586-611.

Raudenbush, Stephen W., and Anthony S. Bryk. 2002. Hierarchical
Linear Models: Applications and Data Analysis Methods. Vol.
1. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rothwell, Jonathan T., and Pablo Diego-Rosell. 2016. “Explaining
Nationalist Political Views: The Case of Donald Trump.”
November 2. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://papers.ssrn.
com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2822059.

Schott, Peter K. 2018. “International Trade Data.” Yale School of
Management Faculty. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://fac-
ulty.som.yale.edu/peterschott/international-trade-data/.

Sears, David O., and Carolyn L. Funk. 1991. “The Role of Self-
Interest in Social and Political Attitudes.” Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology 24:1-91.

Sides, John, Michael Tesler, and Lynn Vavreck. 2018. Identity
Crisis: The 2016 Presidential Campaign and the Battle for
the Meaning of America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Thrush, Glenn. 2020. “Full Transcript: President Trump’s
Republican National Convention Speech.” The New York
Times. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https:/www.nytimes.
com/2020/08/28/us/politics/trump-rnc-speech-transcript.html.

Valentino, Nicholas A., Vincent L. Hutchings, and Ismail K. White.
2002. “Cues That Matter: How Political Ads Prime Racial
Attitudes during Campaigns.” American Political Science
Review 96(1):75-90.

Waldow, Julia. 2018. “What Journalists Got Wrong about Voters in
the 2016 Election.” CNN. Retrieved March 14, 2021. https://
money.cnn.com/2018/04/27/media/status-threat-diana-mutz-
reliable-sources/index.html.

Young, Julia G. 2017. “Making America 1920 Again? Nativism
and US Immigration Past and Present.” Journal on Migration
and Human Security 5:217-35.

Yunez-Naude, Antonio, Jorge Mora-Rivera, and Yatziry Govea-
Vargas. 2020. “What Is the Relationship between US-Mexico
Migration and Trade in Agriculture?” Unpublished manuscript.

Author Biographies

Raul Hinojosa Ojeda is founding director of the North American
Integration and Development Center and an associate professor in
the César E. Chavez Department of Chicana, Chicano and Central
American Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles
(UCLA). He received a BA (economics), an MA (anthropology),
and a PhD (political science) from the University of Chicago. He is
the author of numerous articles and books on the political economy
of regional integrations in various parts of the world, including
trade, investment, and migration relations among the United States,
Mexico, Latin America, and the Pacific Rim. He has been a visiting
scholar at the Inter-American Development Bank, the World Bank,
and several academic institutions in Mexico and the United States.
He founded the North American Integration and Development
Center at UCLA in 1995, dedicated to developing innovative
research agendas and policy pilot projects concerning globalization
and development.

Edward Telles is Distinguished Professor of Sociology and direc-
tor of the Center for Research on International Migration at the
University of California, Irvine. He has written widely on immi-
grant integration and race in Latin America and about Latinos. His
books include Durable Ethnicities: Mexican Americans and the
Ethnic Core (Oxford University Press, 2019, coauthored with
Christina Sue) and Generations of Exclusion: Mexican Americans,
Assimilation and Race (Russell Sage, 2008, coauthored with Vilma
Ortiz). He was formerly at the University of California, Santa
Barbara, Princeton University, UCLA, and the Ford Foundation.


https://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/politics-government/white-house/article198740894.html
https://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/politics-government/white-house/article198740894.html
https://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/politics-government/white-house/article198740894.html
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2822059
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2822059
https://faculty.som.yale.edu/peterschott/international-trade-data/
https://faculty.som.yale.edu/peterschott/international-trade-data/
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/28/us/politics/trump-rnc-speech-transcript.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/28/us/politics/trump-rnc-speech-transcript.html
https://money.cnn.com/2018/04/27/media/status-threat-diana-mutz-reliable-sources/index.html
https://money.cnn.com/2018/04/27/media/status-threat-diana-mutz-reliable-sources/index.html
https://money.cnn.com/2018/04/27/media/status-threat-diana-mutz-reliable-sources/index.html

