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Abstract

Current literature on Asian American political behavior indicates weak and inconsistent

racial influence on political behavior. However, recent studies have focused on the impact of

panethnicity on the Asian American group as well as a more dimensional approach to race and

identity. I hypothesize that Asian Americans do adopt a panethnic identity, but ethnicity still

plays an important role. Furthermore, I argue that cultural aspects of the Asian American

identity affect how race and ethnicity influence political behavior. Using quantitative data

from the 2016 National Asian American Survey and qualitative data from fifteen long-form

interviews, I found that Asian Americans do adopt a panethnic political identity. I also find

that ethnic identity plays a major role in Asian American political behavior. A surprising

result is that several other social factors play a major role in the formation of Asian American

political beliefs such as age, income, education, and partisanship. Probable mechanisms

for these findings come from the qualitative data where respondents report having major

cultural influences on political values. These cultural factors have major implications on the

direction of Asian American policy preferences. My study suggests that more research needs

to be devoted to understanding how culture and personal experiences play a role in Asian

American political behavior, as well as the dimensionality of Asian American politics.
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1 Introduction

As an Asian American male living in the United States, I am acutely aware of the

implications of my race. Growing up in an area just outside of Los Angeles called the San

Gabriel Valley, I was immersed in my Asian heritage growing up. Signs and storefronts

devoted more surface area to Chinese characters than English words. Yet, despite living in

one of the most progressive and diverse communities within the United States, our voices

never mattered. In one of the most Asian American communities on the face of the entire

planet, Asians of all different ethnic origins still face discrimination and political oppression

on a daily basis. But why?

In recent years, the Asian American population represents one of the fastest growing and

most racially diverse social groups in the United States. Immigration originating from Asian

countries has exploded in recent years, adding to the sizeable population already residing

in the United States from previous immigration waves. Like other minority groups, Asian

Americans do not have the full set of social privileges associated with the majority. However,

unlike other minority groups, Asian Americans have high average levels of socioeconomic

status and completed education. The Asian American group does not exist within the

confines of a group, instead lying somewhere between the majority and the minority. In the

meantime, Asian Americans continue to suffer from discrimination and racially motivated

attacks. Now, more than ever, Asian Americans must mobilize to push their agenda.

In my second year at the University of Michigan, I took a public opinion course taught

by Professor Vincent Hutchings of the Political Science Department. His class was very

insightful and informative, despite the fact that I was in California for the semester due to

the Covid-19 pandemic. I got my first taste in Asian American group politics and realized

that this is something I am really interested in. Maybe in part due to the fact that I am

Asian American, I felt a slight sense of duty to look at and contribute, however insignificant,

to the growing literature on Asian American political behavior.

Despite being a major racial group, much of the existing scholarship on Asian American
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political behavior continues to find discrepancies and peculiarities among the Asian racial

group. Most important, is that the Asian American group does not function like other major

racial groups in the United States. While why this continues to be a mystery, recent schol-

arship has looked at many potential avenues to explain this. Panethnicity is a growing topic

among scholars looking at Asian American politics. The dimensionality of race and identity

is also gaining recognition among scholars. The conceptualization of Asian Americans as a

monolith is also entering mainstream political discussion. One aspect that the current liter-

ature does lack is the impact of ethnicity on Asian American political opinion. The cultural

and environmental factors associated with each Asian ethnicity are dramatically different

and they should play a role in-group political behavior. While this may not be as strong

as racial group influence, it should still have noticeable effect and moderate racial influence.

Taking this as a sign, I decided that now would be the time to embark on my own research

journey.

The goal of my projects is to contribute towards the growing scholarship on Asian Amer-

ican political attitudes. Specifically, I am looking at the disparate impacts of the panethnic

Asian American identity and individual ethnic identities on Asian American political opin-

ion. Additionally, I hope to explore other potential dimensions of race and identity to better

measure the Asian American group. The hope is that my small contribution can fill the

current ethnic identity gap within the current literature. I hope that my analysis into the

distinct cultures of Asian ethnicities will also help to expand the knowledge on how Asian

American identity influences political behavior.

Especially with recent anti-Asian American sentiments stemming from the Covid-19 pan-

demic, more political research on Asian Americans is more important now than ever. By

better understanding group dynamics, community leaders can better mobilize the Asian

American community to achieve collective goals. Political elites would also be encouraged

to pay more attention to Asian Americans and provide more tangible benefits to the group.

Having a bigger political voice would also allow Asian Americans to formulate and better
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pursue their own agenda. Society would be more aware of the problems that face our com-

munity. This will lead to a greater push for meaningful dialogue and also solutions to the

problems plaguing the community.

While I am not expecting to make a big contribution to the Asian American community,

I hope that I can be at least a part of the movement to enfranchise the group. While we as

individuals have very little power to affect change in the world, the movements and ideals

behind them can effect lasting changes. A major aspect of my personal identity is being

Asian American and so I hope to give back to my heritage and also to honor the many Asian

Americans who fought for our rights. Their actions and sacrifices allowed Asian Americans

to have the opportunities they do today. So I embark on my first research project on Asian

American politics with endless ambition and enough anxiety to fill an ocean.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 A History of Asian Americans

The history of Asians in America began long ago. The first major wave of Asian im-

migration occurred during the mid to late nineteenth century which saw a boom in the

population of Chinese Americans (Lien 2001; Wei 1993). In this initial wave, mainly Chi-

nese American laborers moved to the west coast of the United States and formed tightly

knit ethnic communities. During the beginning of Asian immigration to America, the term

“Asian American” did not exist yet. Individuals with different ethnic origins simply referred

to themselves along their ethnic identities. Within the Asian race, most people saw very

little in common between ethnic identities. However, from an outside perspective, Asian

individuals of various ethnic origins were informally grouped together (Espiritu 2011; Wei

1993). Often in a derogatory manner, white residents and laborers typically considered all

Asian immigrants to be “orientals” in reference to the fact that China and other East Asian

countries were considered the Far East. While this did very little to formally unite Asians

into a common identity, it provided some shared experiences across different ethnic groups.

The story of the Asian American group throughout early to mid-twentieth century is

dominated by discrimination and racially motivated attacks against all Asian Americans.

Starting with the Chinese Exclusion Act, the United States fought hard to discriminate

against Asian Americans (Ancheta 2006; Wei 1993). While the policy specifically targeted

individuals of Chinese heritage, Asians of other ethnic origins were also impacted. Later

policies such as the internment of Japanese American citizens during World War II highlight

the growing adversity facing Asian Americans during this period of time (Executive Order

9066 1942; Ancheta 2006). These events still predate the creation of the term “Asian

American.” Although this long line of discrimination is tragic, it marked the beginning of

unity between ethnic groups of Asian countries. While there was still very little formal

connections, Asian individuals from across many different ethnicities began fighting for a
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common purpose and bridge the cultural divide.

Asian countries have a long and contentious history of conflict. Although they originate

from the same continent, Asian ethnicities do not typically associate themselves with other

ethnic groups because they view themselves as being incredibly different from one another

(Ancheta 2006; Espiritu 2011). In the mid twentieth century, individuals with shared Asian

backgrounds began to breakdown these centuries-old ethnic divisions to create a completely

new identity. We are still not at the point where the modern Asian American group has been

conceptualized yet, but we can start seeing some of the cultural and political norms beginning

to form. Media and literature, often distinct between Asian ethnic groups, began to form

unified themes. Taking aspects of culture, art, and literature from various Asian ethnic

groups, Asian American media and art began to take shape (Chin et al. 1983). While artistic

portrayals of Asians in American media had already aggregated different Asian ethnicities

into a single group, Asians themselves began highlighting similarities across ethnic groups.

Traditional divisions began to blur as many cultural traditions merged to create broader

Asian heritages. While out-groups often saw the Asian group as a homogeneous group, the

merging and connecting of Asian cultures fundamentally changed how Asian Americans saw

one another. They now viewed different ethnic groups as fellow Asians, which soon spilled

over cultural similarities and into aspects of political preferences. Asian political movements,

particularly in the western United States, fought against Asian discrimination, with ethnic

groups fighting together for a common goal (Ancheta 2006). In many ways, even though

certain topics only concerned a specific ethnic group, many Asians saw an attack against

one group as an attack on all. Asian ethnicities maintained their individuality and ethnic

identities, but accepted ties that brought them closer to other groups.

This then leads to the creation of the Asian American racial group during the mid-

1900s. In 1968, the term “Asian American” was coined by a pair of students attending the

University of California, Berkeley: Yuji Ichioka and Emma Gee (Maeda 2016; Wei 1993). The

origins of the word are strictly political in nature, created when naming their organization
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the Asian American Political Alliance. The goal of coining the term was to unite Asian

Americans across all ethnic origins to fight for a progressive political agenda that countered

racism and imperialism in the United States. Much of the political agenda set by the

founders is attributed to their connection with the Black Panther movement (Maeda 2016).

With the term coined, American society began to label individuals from all Asian ethnic

origins simply as Asian American. The diverse range of cultures, languages, and experiences

associated with each ethnic identity faded into the Asian American identity. Although Asian

Americans are still personally conscious of their ethnic divisions and origins, a significant

portion of American society views them as a single homogeneous group.

Today, the Asian American racial group continues to be one of the most diverse and

quickly growing communities in the United States (The Rise of Asian Americans 2012). As

a group, the Asian diaspora has now reached every corner of the United States, and Asian

culture has permeated into the main-stream consciousness. However, the Asian American

experience continues to be fraught with instances of discrimination and hate. Even after

the formation of Asian American political groups, occurrences of hate crimes and anti-Asian

sentiments continue to rise today (Maeda 2016; The Rise of Asian Americans 2012; Okazaki,

n.d.). This is especially salient now with the Covid-19 pandemic ravaging the world. Anti-

Asian sentiments are at an all-time high, with many blaming Asian Americans for bringing

this disease to the United States (Okazaki, n.d.). These prejudices exist and impact the entire

racial group despite the fact that most Asian Americans, including Chinese Americans, have

little to no connection with China itself. However, this reminds us of the long and troubled

history of Asian Americans in the United States. Despite coming a long way from their

humble origins as laborers in the American west, Asian Americans continue to fight for the

right to be truly American.
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2.2 Social Influences on Political Opinion

The topic of group opinion and political behavior has been extensively researched through-

out the mid to late 1900s and into the 2000s. While significant advances have been made in

recent years, much of the foundation of group opinion research is still based on early works

looking into election and public policy opinion data as well as more modern revisits. The ba-

sic model on which most research is based is known as the Michigan Model of Voting, which

sets out a clear relationship between social group membership and vote choice (Campbell et

al. 1960; Lewis-Beck et al. 2008). The model carefully constructs that an individual’s social

group membership directly impacts their political party identification, which in turn influ-

ences vote choice. Group membership is important because groups have political influence

and members can either be satisfied or dissatisfied with their political position in society.

Lewis-Beck et al. 2008 examine the 2000 and 2004 elections to supplement the original study

from the 1950s and identify that historically stigmatized groups have the most distinctive

and strong voting behavior. Social groups do evolve over time, and how society is divided

into separate political entities can vary.

Building off of the Michigan Model, research in public opinion seeks to divide society into

distinct social groups along certain cleavages. Green et al. 2007 analyzes religious divisions

and discovers that the individual’s religious tradition and commitment to their religion have

strong political implications. While political choice is heavily influenced by religious denom-

ination, members are further sorted by their devotion to faith, which is positively correlated

with group influence. These factors can even extend to how certain people view how the

world ought to be (Luker 1985). By shaping world views, religion can influence opinion on

policies particularly related to social norms and roles. Gender can also be influential on

political behavior and policy opinion (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001; Jerit and Barabas

2017). Especially due to the impacts of traditional gender roles and the unequal distribution

of resources and opportunities, women are often politically disadvantaged compared to men.

Bartels 2008 divides society along economic lines, creating a low-income, middle-income, and
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high-income group. Class divisions do impact individual political behavior, particularly in

matters concerning the economy and defense. Both social divisions are valid in their own

right and tell important stories about how people are influenced politically. Respondents are

influenced by membership in several different social groups and each has some impact.

Most scholarship in the field generally agrees that racial and ethnic divisions are the most

influential factors in political behavior (Campbell et al. 1960; Dahl 1961; Fraga 2018; Green

et al. 2007; Jardina 2019; Lewis-Beck et al. 2008). Scholars examine the influence of race

through two dynamics, racial identity and race consciousness. Most literature, including

this study, defines racial identity as the racial group an individual most strongly considers

themselves to be a member of and race consciousness to be politicized racial identity (Jar-

dina 2019; Miller et al. 1981). Politicized racial identity is measured through linked fate,

which is a measure of how an individual believes that they are politically connected to their

racial or ethnic groups. Although related, racial identity and consciousness are measured

independent of each other. Both identity and consciousness have positive relationships with

group influence on individual political behavior. A possible mechanism for this trend is

that individuals with higher levels of racial identity and consciousness are more aware of

the problems facing their racial group and use their political voice to improve the political

conditions of their race (Lewis-Beck et al. 2008; Miller et al. 1981).

Since society can be divided along several different social cleavages, people can belong to

and be influenced by several social groups. Social cleavages compete for political influence

among individuals and act as a mediator for vote choice (Dahl 1961). According to Dahl 1961,

social divisions and groups have unequal distributions of resources that lead to certain groups

having more influence on certain individuals. For an individual with membership in several

groups, they can be politically influenced by conflicting forces and become cross-pressured.

Mason and Wronski 2018 define cross-pressure as the condition where an individual is being

influenced in different directions by their social groups. In these situations, individuals are

more politically aligned with the social groups they identify with stronger. Therefore, it
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is important for research looking at racial group political influence to consider both racial

identity and consciousness. Although almost every person belongs to some racial group, they

may not feel strongly about their race and may not be politically influenced.

Another important aspect of racial group politics is the intergroup relationships between

races. Intergroup interaction is characterized by hostility between social groups against

individuals they perceive to be out-group members (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Nier et

al. 2001). Bobo and Hutchings 1996 view this as racial competition between social groups

for scarce resources, such as political power. Animosity can stem from certain factors such

as low socioeconomic status, perceived prejudice, and negative racial perceptions. Nier et

al. 2001 approach the issue from a different angle, finding that Blacks who shared social

group membership with respondents were treated more positively compared to those who

did not. They portray intergroup relationships not as a competition for resources; instead,

it is a product of social contact and interaction. Both arguments help contextualize racial

intergroup relationships and establish mechanisms for certain racial divisions. It also implies

that certain racial groups have different political preferences because they base their behavior

on competing for advantages and the opinions of the out-group.

2.3 Asian American Group Influences

In order to understand how Asian American identity can influence political behavior, it is

important to analyze group impact on Blacks, Latinos, and Whites. A significant proportion

of literature in the topic is dedicated towards understanding Black and Latino political behav-

ior and a growing body of literature focuses on White identity (Barreto 2010; Jardina 2019;

Lewis-Beck et al. 2008; Miller et al. 1981; Stokes 2003). For Black individuals, social group

political influence is very strong with nearly all Black voters voting for Democratic policies

or candidates (Lewis-Beck et al. 2008; Miller et al. 1981). Blacks vote so overwhelmingly for

Democrats, it is difficult to isolate the impact of racial identity. Group consciousness has a

clearer impact, individuals with high levels of political awareness tend to engage in political
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participation more than those who exhibit low consciousness. Latino voters exhibit similar

behavior though to a significantly lesser extent (Barreto 2010; Stokes 2003). Racial identity

and group consciousness for Latinos is also positively correlated with political participation

and vote choice. White group influence is a newer political phenomenon and highlights the

changing political attitudes of the United States in recent years. Jardina breaks from the

prior literature and reveals that both White identity and consciousness are significant forces

pushing for more conservative values (Jardina 2019). Whites are increasingly becoming more

influenced by their race because they perceive that their group is losing political influence to

minorities. These three groups generally follow the same path in terms of group influence.

Group influence has a clear positive influence on electoral behavior for Blacks, Latinos, and

Whites.

Most literature on Asian American group opinion, however, indicate that their relation-

ship with racial identity and consciousness behaves differently from other social groups.

While Asian Americans still exhibit different levels of racial identity and consciousness, their

relationship with political behavior is weak at best (Junn and Masuoka 2008; Lien 2001;

Lien et al. 2001). Asian Americans who highly identify with their race typically associate

with the Democratic Party. While their partisan commitment is significantly weaker than

that of other minority groups, the relationship is still stable. The correlation between racial

consciousness and political participation is typically weak and even negative at times. Wong,

Lien, and Conway 2005 find that individuals scoring higher in Asian American identity and

consciousness actually vote less than those who weakly identify with their race. This clearly

sets Asian Americans apart from traditional patterns of in-group politics and presents a chal-

lenge in understanding Asian American political behavior. Many of the assumptions derived

from research in other racial groups such as the positive correlation between consciousness

and political participation are not easily applied in the Asian American case.

There are several proposed theories as to why Asian Americans behave so politically

different from other races. One explanation is that Asian Americans are culturally distinct
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from other races and would behave differently. Western social groups are more character-

ized by intergroup competition and the distinction between in-groups and out-groups (Bobo

and Hutchings 1996; Yuki 2003). Asian groups focus more on intragroup structures that

maintain hierarchies within their social groups (Yuki 2003). Applied to Asian Americans,

a focus on relationships within the group could explain why Asian American consciousness

does not translate into political participation. Without a sense of competition with other

racial groups, Asian Americans would not feel the need to vote and advance their polit-

ical agenda. This theory assumes that a significant portion of Asian Americans are still

culturally connected with their ethnic homeland. Asian American group-based resources

and organizations could reinforce cultural influences on political opinions (Wong, Lien, and

Conway 2005). Having a strong community of Asian voices strengthens cultural connections

and highlights political commonalities among group members. While this is reasonable for

immigrants and even first-generation Asian Americans, members who have lived away from

their homeland for multiple generations may have very weak connections. Additionally, con-

flict between other social groups could be pushing Asian Americans to hold certain political

beliefs (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Cramer 2016). Considering the Asian American group, it

is possible that racial conflicts with other minority groups could be pushing Asian political

opinion away from racial minorities.

Another explanation is that Asian Americans are strongly cross-pressured by their racial

identity. Asian Americans are more likely to identify with the Democratic Party due to influ-

ence of racial groups. However, partisanship may be based on additional social factors such

as exclusionary sentiments against Asian Americans by White majority (Kuo, Malhotra, and

Mo 2017). This would mean that their political values are derived from not only their racial

identity, but also environmental factors. Despite associating with the Democratic Party, the

policy preferences of Asian Americans are not aligned with their partisanship. Their policy

opinions match more closely with Whites, and on certain topics such as affirmative action,

Asian Americans appear to hold a conservative stance on the issue (David and Lin 1997;
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Zheng 2019). Asian American partisanship and policy preferences are conflicted which is

evidence of weak party identification and social cross-pressure. If Asian Americans are being

cross-pressured by their racial identity and social upbringing, members would be indifferent

of political participation (Mason and Wronski 2018). This concept offers another perspective

to why Asian Americans continue to fall behind in voting rates.

Taking a different approach, the influence of Asian American groups may actually func-

tion similarly to other races, but manifesting differently. Traditional group opinion research

measures voting participation, which is a simple way to quantify political behavior. There

are, however, different types of political participation that Asian Americans can engage in

that is non-electoral. While Asian American voting rates are low, political participation

more broadly is quite high and has a positive correlation with racial identity and conscious-

ness (Lien et al. 2001; Wong et al. 2011; Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). This suggests that

Asian Americans are being politically influenced by group identity and consciousness but

participates through other means because voting is not as effective for them. Fraga 2018

proposes that Asian Americans are less interested in electoral participation because they

perceive their vote to have little value. Asian Americans are part of the minority in nearly

every electoral district in the United States. Since voting would not yield effective results,

Asian Americans instead opt to express their political voice through other means. Wong,

Lien, and Conway 2005 confirms this idea, finding that increased racial consciousness is

positively correlated with campaign contributions and membership in ethnic organizations.

Although Asian Americans still function differently from other racial groups, this model

draws parallels between the different races.

What ultimately causes Asian Americans to not participate in voting is unknown to schol-

ars. While none of these theories are capable of drawing conclusions alone, they help provide

perspective on the Asian American group. What is possible, is that a combination of these

theories are contributing to the low voter turnout of Asian Americans and the inconsistent

political opinions (The Rise of Asian Americans 2012). This raises the possibility of a more
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dimensional perspective of the Asian American group that incorporates multiple aspects of

Asian American identity. Culture may be an important factor because the cultural repre-

sentation of the Asian American group is integral to the creation of the term itself (Chin

et al. 1983; Maeda 2016). Integrating a more cultural perspective with traditional political

measures could better justify and measure Asian American racial and ethnic influence on

political behavior.

2.4 Panethnicity

A growing body of research in public opinion has expressed increasing interest in the

effects of panethnicity on Asian American political behavior. Broadly, panethnicity is the

phenomenon where distinct groups band together and cooperate to achieve a common goal

and identity (Espiritu 2011; Kao and Joyner 2006; Lopez and Espiritu 1990; Okamoto 2003;

Okamoto and Mora 2014; Strobel 1996). While each individual group retains certain indi-

vidual characteristics, they also create a larger panethnic identity based on shared cultural,

political, and linguistic values. The Asian American racial group is the most ethnically di-

verse panethnic identity in American society. How it impacts members politically is heavily

influenced by the history of Asian Americans in the United States.

The origins of Asian American panethnicity in the United States can be linked to the

Asian American movement that coincided with the Civil Rights movement. Before that

point, Asian Americans identified with their individual ethnic heritage due to cultural and

linguistic differences. With the Civil Rights movement and increasing Anti-Asian sentiments,

many community leaders called for the unity of pan-Asian ethnicities to form an Asian

American identity that was more than just a term used to perpetuate the exclusion of Asians

(Espiritu 2011; Wei 1993). Thus, the Asian American identity was formed as a collection

of numerous diverse nationalities for the advancement of shared political goals. Bonded by

shared cultural and social structures, the Asian American panethnic identity continues on

and has evolved since the inception of the term in 1968 (Maeda 2016). While the term
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does encompass all individuals of Asian origin, I will take the term to encompass ten major

Asian ethnic groups1 due to the limitations of my data source. Panethnicity among Asian

Americans is also reinforced by group-based resources that mobilize Asian American political

opinion (Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). These resources and organizations appear to push

members to identify closer with their panethnic identity, although the impact is contingent

on the type and purpose of the resource.

The extent of the political impact of panethnicity on Asian Americans remains a widely

debated topic. Some studies have revealed that Asian Americans with higher levels of iden-

tification and consciousness with their panethnic identities have higher rates of political

participation (Min 2014; Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). The political influence of each

individual ethnicity closely matched the impact of the panethnic identity. Although there

are slight variations between nationalities, the trend is generally stable. For most members

of the Asian American race, their ethnic identity and consciousness are nearly synonymous

with their Asian American identity and consciousness. However, there is still evidence of

situations where ethnic influence differs from panethnicity. Specifically, in the case of abor-

tion, Asian American policy preferences are divided by ethnic origin (Wu and Ida 2018).

Despite sharing many social and political similarities, differences still exist between Asian

Americans from different national backgrounds. Understanding these differences will be key

in understanding how and in what situations will panethnic identities influence individual

political behavior. This also raises questions regarding the extent of political ethnic differ-

ences. While abortion is a very narrow policy, it does suggest that other topics could divide

the panethnic Asian American community. My research will take a deeper look at ethnic

influences on Asian American political behavior and opinion. Even if panethnic influences

are stronger, ethnicity may still play a major role.

1. Bangladeshi, Cambodian, Chinese, Filipino, Hmong, Indian, Japanese, Korean, Pakistani, Vietnamese
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3 Hypotheses and Expectations

Given the results of previous research, I hypothesize that the Asian American race and

ethnicity will be correlated with their political behaviors and preferences (Wong, Lien, and

Conway 2005; Wong et al. 2011). This correlation, however, will be quite weak and inconsis-

tent across different policy topics. The weak relationship is due to the Asian group being so

divided between different ethnicities. Additionally, racial and ethnic influence on the Asian

American group will not have a consistent ideological pull, instead alternating between con-

servative and liberal influence between topics. These ethnicities do share certain cultural and

linguistic similarities but are still distinct enough to perceive their shared panethnic identity

differently from each other. I also hypothesize that Asian American ethnic influence would

pull their groups in similar directions despite originating from different nationalities.

The ideological direction that race and ethnicity will pull in depends on the policy in

question. I believe that support for policies that make immigration easier and more open will

be positively correlated with racial and ethnic identity. Support for policies promoting eco-

nomic and social equity should have a positive relationship, as well as voting for Democratic

presidential candidate Hillary Clinton in the 2016 election and identifying as a Democrat.

In the opposite direction, Affirmative action will likely be negatively correlated with racial

and ethnic scores. The remaining policy positions will probably have insignificant correla-

tions. This means racial and ethnic identity will have insignificant estimates with support

for protections for the LGBTQ community, support for abortion, being registered to vote,

and voting in the 2016 election. From the expectations set above, the Asian American group

is predicted to lean more towards liberal policy positions though not strongly. Asians are

unlike other minorities, especially Blacks who are nearly unanimous in their vote choice for

Democrats (Lewis-Beck et al. 2008). In some sense, they resemble White public opinion, but

are most often somewhere between the two groups on the political spectrum (Jardina 2019).

The inconsistent influence exerted by racial and ethnic identity likely stems from cul-

tural heterogeneity and social cross pressures associated with their cultural backgrounds. I
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will begin with the heterogeneous nature of the Asian American racial group. The Asian

American group, unlike other racial groups, is composed of an incredibly diverse collection of

ethnicities that share distinct cultures, linguistics, and political backgrounds. The difference

between, for example, a Korean and an Indian is massive. Considering that their languages

come from completely different linguistic families and their cultural heritages share few com-

monalities, there are few commonalities aside from the fact that they both originate from

the Asian continent, and even then they are separated by thousands of kilometers. This is

true for many Asian ethnicities that share very little in common yet are grouped together

as “Asian American”. How ethnicity influences their members differs across nationality be-

cause of these differences splitting Asian ethnic groups. Additionally, the lack of similarities

mean that the perception of being Asian to each ethnic group is different. These different

interpretations will likely cause racial influence to be different across ethnicities.

Another key consideration for why racial and ethnic influence on Asian Americans is

so inconsistent are the social cross-pressures exerted on individuals. On one hand, Asian

Americans are a minority group within the United States. Based on previous research,

minorities are better politically represented by liberal-leaning groups and ideology (McClosky

and Zaller 1984). This would pressure the Asian American group towards adopting more

liberal political opinions. Asian Americans, however, are potentially cross pressured by their

cultural upbringing that may disagree with liberal political preferences. Along social lines,

many Asian cultures are quite socially conservative due to a variety of factors. Under these

circumstances, having stronger ties to ethnic and racial identity could influence members to

have more conservative views on policies regarding the LGBTQ community, abortion, and

social equity.

Socioeconomically, many Asian cultures emphasize hard work as the the key to personal

success. This diminishes their acceptance of programs that may appear to provide “hand-

outs” to people who do not put in work for these benefits. This means that the racial identity

will be pulling Asian Americans in opposite political directions simultaneously. This cross-
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pressure on Asian Americans between their minority racial status and conservative social

backgrounds will ultimately weaken the correlative effect that race and ethnicity has on

Asian American political opinion (Mason and Wronski 2018). This suggests that the Asian

American group may not be emphasizing sociotropic information when forming their polit-

ical opinions and behaviors. This differs from previous research which find little evidence

for personal pocketbook influence on vote choice (Kinder and Kiewiet 1981). This is likely

another situation where Asian American politics differ from other American racial groups.

Between race and ethnicity, I believe that the results will support a panethnic Asian

American political identity. While ethnicity should have some relationship with certain

political opinions and behaviors, race should be more influential in more situations. Racial

and ethnic influence should agree with each other in nearly every situation at least on the

panethnic level. The magnitude of these relationships may differ drastically but the direction

should mostly agree. At the same time, I expect Asian Americans to have higher levels of

ethnic identification than racial identification. These two points are seemingly incompatible,

however, this makes more sense when considering how members fit into the Asian American

group. Average ethnic identification should be higher than racial identification because

individuals are closer to their ethnicity. While being Asian American is inclusive of all Asian

ethnic groups, it dilutes many of the cultural traditions and connections that define the

ethnic identity. Therefore, individuals are more able to identify with their smaller but more

personal ethnic groups. The divided nature of ethnicities, however, makes it more difficult

to effectively mobilize for political causes. While the Asian American identity is diverse

and contains several individual ethnic identities, its unified political power makes pushing

for a specific agenda much easier for all members. Therefore, despite people putting less

importance on their identity as an Asian American, political influence stemming from race

is stronger.

Across ethnic groups, I also hypothesize that other social variables in addition to race

and ethnicity will be highly influential on Asian American political opinion and behavior. It
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is well studied that several different social cleavages and divisions have influential political

pull on their members (Campbell et al. 1960; Dahl 1961; Lewis-Beck et al. 2008). This is no

different for Asian Americans. In particular, I expect that age, levels of education, household

income, and partisanship will have consistently significant relationships with Asian American

political behavior. Age is a variable of interest due to the history of Asian immigration and

cultural assimilation. Older individuals are more likely to be first- or second-generation

immigrants, whereas younger Asian Americans are likely more distantly removed from their

ethnic homeland. This creates a strong split within the Asian American group where older

individuals are closer to their homeland’s cultural and political backgrounds compared to

the younger generation who may have never even set foot in Asia. Considering the stark

cultural and linguistic differences between Asian countries and the United States, age is

likely an important factor. Education and income are also important influences on political

behavior since they dictate an individual’s socioeconomic status. In addition, I hypothesize

that education and wealth are core components of the Asian American identity. Most Asian

immigrants came to the United States for better opportunities, and this may also drive the

formation of political opinion. Partisanship also has a clear connection with public opinion.

The major political parties are distinctly split on certain policy positions and so membership

should drive a significant proportion of political behavior.

Another major driving force behind Asian American public opinion should be personal

experiences. Despite not being a mechanism unique to Asian Americans, I believe that

personal experiences are especially influential to group members. This is partly due to

the communal nature of most Asian societies that put heavier emphasis on community as

opposed to individuality (Yuki 2003). This suggests that Asian Americans are more likely

to consider the personal experiences of their communities and families, as there is a stronger

connection among Asian American communities. This focus inward on the in-group may

influence how Asian Americans see out-groups. Although not a focus of this study, I will

conduct a brief analysis of how out-group stereotypes influence political opinion. Since
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this is not the main focus of my research, the results will be reported further down in the

discussion section on outside forces. Another factor would be influential group resources

that Asian Americans share (Wong et al. 2011). These groups have cultural and political

purposes that tie Asian Americans into a closely knit community. Since most communities are

likely quite homogeneous in terms of ethnic makeup, their personal experiences in America,

during the immigration process, and even back in the home country are likely to be quite

similar. This causes personal experiences to resonate among the community and become

highly integrated with their identity and political agenda. This would drive a significant

portion of the correlative relationship that race and ethnicity has with political opinion.
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4 Methodology and Design

For this study, I will be conducting both a quantitative and qualitative analysis to study

the influence race and ethnicity have on Asian American individuals. The quantitative

analysis will help answer the strength and direction of the relationship that race and ethnicity

have on political opinion and behaviors. The qualitative analysis will help account for the

mechanisms at play that drive and direct racial and ethnic influence on Asian American

political behavior. The results from both analyses will hopefully reinforce each other and

present a stronger argument for how the Asian American group interacts with their identities

and why it works the way it does.

The quantitative analysis will focus on information gathered from the 2016 National Asian

American Survey which we will refer to as the NAAS from now on. (S. K. Ramakrishnan

et al. 2020). The NAAS contains nationally representative data of adult residents of the

United States. The survey collected information from individuals who self-identified as a

variety of races2 before and after the 2016 presidential election. The survey asks respondents

their opinions on certain political policies, their vote choice in the 2016 presidential election,

demographic questions, and thoughts on their racial and ethnic identity. Their sample

was drawn from a random selection of respondents in a national listed sample stratified by

race and national origin from Catalist. Additional Latinx respondents respondents from

California were drawn from a random selection of respondents in a listed sample of residents

of California. The version I am using in this study is the Post-Election Survey which gathered

data starting on November 10, 2016 and concluding on March 2, 2017. This time frame

is of particular interest to my study, since Donald Trump, the Republican candidate and

ultimately the president elect, ran on a racially charged platform. His rhetoric against Asian

countries, especially China, was quite strong and negative. In general, along with President

Trump’s description of political opponents, the 2016 presidential election and the surrounding

2. Asian/Asian American, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White, African American/Black, His-
panic/Latino, and Multiracial
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months were very politically tense. Respondents’ political choice and behavior are most fresh

in their minds during this time frame. The survey was conducted via telephone interviews

with 4,393 interviews of Asian American adults specifically. Of the interviews, 63% were

conducted via landline and another 37% via cell phone. The survey gathered a significant

sample of ten Asian national origins3 which form the ethnic basis of this study. This data is

weighted by ethnicity, gender, age, state of residence, education, and nativity.

The main variables of interest in this study are race and ethnicity. Since this study is

focusing on Asian Americans, I will be looking at those who identify with the Asian race and

one of the ten main ethnicities outlined in the above paragraph. Like previous studies, we

will be measuring race and ethnicity through measures of identity and consciousness (Jardina

2019; Miller et al. 1981). Racial and ethnic identity are measured by asking respondents how

important their race or ethnicity is to their identity. The ordinal answer options allow us to

score identity on a scale from 0 to 1. Scoring a zero means that their race and ethnicity are

completely unimportant, whereas a one represents extreme importance to the respondent.

Racial and ethnic consciousness is measured through linked fate, and whether what happens

to other members from the same race or ethnicity will also impact the respondent. This

measure is on a binary scale, respondents can only answer whether they are affected or

not. Therefore, scoring a zero means that the respondent is not affected while scoring a

one represents that they are affected. Since the main objective of my study is to analyze

the difference between racial and ethnic influences, I average the measure of identity and

consciousness to create racial score and ethnic score. Racial and ethnic score represents

both the respondents identification with and consciousness of either their race or ethnicity.

While these two scores are measuring different aspects of identity, combining identity and

consciousness will make for easier comparisons. Racial and ethnic scores are still scaled from

0 to 1. These two scores are the main independent variable in my study.

3. Bangladeshi (320), Cambodian (401), Chinese (475), Filipino (505), Hmong (351), Indian (504),
Japanese (517), Korean (499), Pakistani (320), Vietnamese (501): Numbers in parentheses represent sample
size
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For this study, I will also control for other social variables across the Asian American

group. Youth, sex, education, income, religion, and partisanship are factors of interest. I am

interested in both how including these variables will affect the influence of racial and ethnic

score and the correlation these variables have with political behavior and policy opinions.

Youth is measured by a binary variable where respondents who are below the age of 35

score a one and those 35 or older get a zero. Sex is measured in a similar manner. A

binary variable marks respondents who identify as a female with a one while being male

yields a zero. Education is measured by an ordinal scale with six response options4. These

responses are normalized onto a scale from 0 to 1 which goes up by intervals of one-fifth

from least amount of education to the greatest amount of education. Income is measured

also with an ordinal scale that has seven different income brackets5. These responses are also

normalized onto a scale from 0 to 1 which goes up by intervals of one-sixth from lowest income

bracket to highest income bracket. Being religious is another binary measure distinguishing

respondents who profess some religious affiliation and those without any current religious

leanings. Respondents with a religion are marked with a one while non-religious respondents

score zero. Finally, partisanship is also measured using a binary scale. Respondents who

identify as leaning more towards the Democratic party are assigned a value of one while any

other party affiliation receives a zero. By normalizing these variables onto the same scale as

racial and ethnic score, I will be able to compare the magnitude of the relationships each

of these variables have with political behavior and see what is most influential on Asian

Americans.

The dependent variable of this study will be various opinions on specific policies6, vote

4. No schooling completed; Some schooling but no GED; High School degree/GED; Some college but no
degree; College/Bachelor’s degree; Graduate or professional degree

5. Up to $20,000; $20,000 to $50,000; $50,000 to $75,000; $75,000 to $100,000; $100,000 to $125,000;
$125,000 to $250,000; $250,000 and over

6. Support for liberal immigration policies, support for affirmative action policies, support for increasing
protections for the LGBTQ community, support for abortion, support for policies promoting economic equity
and financial regulation, support for policies promoting social equity
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choice in the 2016 presidential election7, and electoral participation8. Each measure for the

dependent variables is on either a binary or ordinal scale. Like the independent variables, the

dependent variables are also normalized to fit on a scale ranging from zero to one. Though

the number of response options vary between measures, the normalization allows me to

still compare across political topics. The interval within each scale varies depending on the

number of response options. Binary measures are only assigned either a zero or one while

ordinal scales have intervals that are equal to one divided by the number of response options

available to respondents minus one.

To analyze the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent vari-

ables, I will be conducting multivariate linear regressions using the method of ordinary least

squares. These will be regressions across either the entire Asian American sample or a spe-

cific Asian ethnicity. For regressions looking only at the relationship within a single ethnic

group, I will first filter responses from respondents outside the ethnicity. There are two

models in this study. The first regresses only racial and ethnic score on political behavior.

This model is represented by the following equation:

political behaviori = β1(racial scorei) + β2(ethnic scorei) + εi

This will provide us estimates for the relationship between racial and ethnic score and politi-

cal behavior across the panethnic or ethnic group. The second model is more comprehensive

and includes the control variables outside of race and ethnicity. The second model is repre-

sented by the following equation:

political behaviori = β1(racial scorei) + β2(ethnic scorei) + δ(control variablesi) + εi

Different from the previous model, the purpose of the second model is to provide more

7. Vote choice for either Donald Trump or Hillary Clinton
8. Registration to vote and voter turnout in 2016
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information on what else is at play in the formation of Asian American political opinion.

This will help answer whether there are stronger social variables at play and whether or not

racial and ethnic scores are truly the factors driving Asian American political behavior for

certain topics. I use two models in this study in order to control for the omitted variable

bias in the first model. How the estimates change between the two will also provide insight

into how racial and ethnic identities play into the whole Asian American political picture.

By comparing how the direction, magnitude, and significance of the relationships change

between the models, I can determine whether racial and ethnic identities are highly depen-

dent. This is important information that separates insignificance due to sample size versus

multicollinearity. These two models are closely inspired by the models presented and used

by Miller et al. and Wong et al. in their research on group identities and political behaviors

(Miller et al. 1981; Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). These models are the main drivers

of the quantitative analysis portion of this study. The estimates derived from both these

models will detail whether or not a relationship between racial and ethnic score and political

behaviors exists and the strength and magnitude of such a relationship. Significance will be

determined on the 5% level.

The second portion of this study is the qualitative analysis. The qualitative analysis

derives results from personally conducted long-form interviews. I conducted fifteen interviews

over the course of two weeks. These interviews focus on members of the Asian American

community, specifically individuals who identify with one of the ten main Asian ethnic groups

described in the NAAS. These long-form interviews are conducted either in-person, face-to-

face or via a virtual zoom call. This is due to the ongoing Covid-19 pandemic and the

complications associated with it. In-person interviews occur on the University of Michigan,

Ann Arbor campus in private conference or study rooms. Zoom calls are set up by me and

the link is distributed to the subjects. The interviews take approximately one and a half

hours to complete and respondents are asked a series of questions on race and ethnicity,

political opinions, political behavior, and the source of their politics. Subjects who complete
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the survey are compensated twenty dollars.

The sample for the interviews is drawn from the Asian American population at the Uni-

versity of Michigan. Specifically, I am drawing from the undergraduate student body. Prior

to the beginning of the interviews, I reached out to several Asian American and Asian ethnic

oriented student organizations affiliated with the University of Michigan College of Litera-

ture, Science, and the Arts and the Ross School of Business. These student organizations

have various stated goals and missions on and off campus. Most are apolitical in nature,

focusing on shared ethnic cultural experiences or promoting hands-on experience in the field

of business and economics. A couple of groups do have explicit political agendas or engage

in political activities. Both organizations support liberal political causes and organizations

though their members are not required to share these opinions. Individuals voluntarily sign

up to participate in this study and agree to their responses being used for research purposes.

From the voluntary population, I select a sample of fifteen Asian American undergraduate

students and contact them to schedule their interviews.

The interview questions9 are structured in a way that encourages respondents to answer

in whatever way they want to. Much of the interview format that I describe below is inspired

by previous research into interview research in social sciences (Gallagher 2013). For most

questions, I begin by asking for their opinion on a certain policy topic or some information

about themselves. After the respondents provide their answers, I prompt the respondent

to provide an explanation for their political values and their personal experiences. I also

ask whether they believe that their group would agree with their personal opinion. This

semistructured interview form gives respondents great freedom to answer how they want.

The goal of the qualitative section of this study is to uncover what social factors push

racial and ethnic influences on political behavior that are not captured by standard survey

responses. Giving respondents the freedom and the initiative to justify their own political

opinions provides insight on the mechanisms at play. Furthermore, the conversational format

9. Listed in the appendix
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of the interview should hopefully make the interviewees more comfortable to provide their

honest opinions and answers to certain questions as well as fully explore the depth of their

political thinking. As a precaution to check the validity of certain answers, I employ the

triangulation strategy to ensure that the answers are consistent (Gallagher 2013). Since

many political policies can be related, checking how rational the responses are can ensure

that respondents are being truthful but also check whether they are genuinely informed on

their opinions.

At the conclusion of the interviews, common themes and motivations that repeatedly

come up across respondents are noted. In particular, I am looking for political connections

with respondents’ cultural heritage, personal experiences, and community values. These

factors are not well measured by traditional survey methods so having a conversational

interview hopefully exposes these motivations. If there are consistent answers across our

respondents, then it is highly likely that these responses are influential drivers of political

influence among Asian Americans. In particular, if there are certain mechanisms that appear

to be deeply embedded within their Asian American identity, then that could be driving racial

and ethnic influence on political behavior. These mechanisms could explain the hypothesized

weak influence of racial and ethnic score on Asian American political behavior.

A potential criticism of the long-form interviews is that the sample is neither completely

random nor is it representative. By having subjects volunteer to participate, I will likely

get respondents who are more interested and knowledgeable in politics than the average

Asian American. Additionally, by sampling only Asian American undergraduates at a single

university campus, I will not be getting a diverse group of Asian Americans from very

different backgrounds. Another problem with the sample stem from the organizations where

volunteers are drawn from. Individuals who self-select into these groups are inherently more

cognizant of their Asian American or ethnic identities than others since these organizations

specifically cater to these identities. This is compounded by the fact that two organizations

do have explicit liberal political leanings. Although this group of students will definitely be
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younger, more liberal, more politically involved, and more socioeconomically privileged than

the entire Asian American population, the results of these interviews will still be informative

on how Asian Americans derive their political opinions. The purpose of the qualitative

analysis is not to derive accurate statistics that are representative of the population. Instead,

I am looking for potential mechanisms and commonalities that exist across Asian Americans

that describe the relationship individuals have with their racial and ethnic identities as well

as any other social factors.10

Using the information gathered from both types of analysis, I expect the qualitative

results to build a reasonable justification for the quantitative results. The estimates from the

regressions between the independent and dependent variables will describe relationships that

dictate how Asian American political behavior forms. The reason why these relationships

exist the way they do should be answered by the qualitative data from the interviews. There

are a number of interesting potential mechanisms that are not covered by the NAAS itself

such as more modern social developments. Building up an argument using both types of

data provides more texture to the arguments presented in this study.

10. More on the long-form interviews is mentioned in the Discussion subsection on limitations
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5 Results From the NAAS

5.1 Racial and Ethnic Scores

The first analysis on the data from the NAAS focuses on the levels of racial and ethnic

identification that Asian Americans hold. By grouping the respondents by ethnic identifica-

tion, I am able to average racial and ethnic scores by ethnicity. This allows me to see which

identity Asian Americans hold onto closer and the trends across Asian ethnicities. Addition-

ally, by including the panethnic Asian American identity, we can see which ethnic groups

deviate the most from the general Asian population and which follow the general trends. As

mentioned above, these scores are averages of identity and consciousness normalized onto a

zero to one scale. A zero racial or ethnic score would indicate that the individual does not

value their Asian American panethnic or ethnic identity. Getting a one would imply that

these identities are incredibly important and salient to the respondent. Moderate importance

would be around a score of 0.500.

Table 1: Average Scores Across Identities

Ethnicity Racial Score Ethnic Score

Asian American 0.548 0.579
Bangladeshi 0.521 0.571
Cambodian 0.588 0.561
Chinese 0.499 0.534
Filipino 0.568 0.586
Hmong 0.725 0.819
Indian 0.491 0.56

Japanese 0.523 0.558
Korean 0.602 0.566
Pakistani 0.484 0.522
Vietnamese 0.535 0.569

Note: From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

Table 1 presents the average racial and ethnic scores across the entire Asian American

group as well as each Asian ethnic group. Racial score ranges from the Pakistani group at

0.484 on the minimum end to the Hmong group at 0.725 on the maximum end. This means
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that the range for racial score across the Asian American group is 0.241. Ethnic score is quite

similar. The minimum average ethnic score is 0.522 for the Pakistani ethnic group while the

maximum is 0.819 for the Hmong group. The range for ethnic scores is slightly larger at

0.297. For both racial and ethnic scores, each Asian American group scores moderately high

which suggests that Asian Americans do highly value both their racial and ethnic heritages.

The relatively small variation implies that most ethnic groups have similar perceptions of

race and ethnicity. Among the two scores, ethnic score is higher on the panethnic level. This

indicates that Asian Americans are closer to their separate ethnic groups on average than

their broader racial group. While they do not share the same ethnicity, the trend applies

to their own individual ethnicities. This continues among the separate Asian ethnic groups.

Of the ten groups, eight ethnicities have higher ethnic scores than racial scores. Only the

Cambodian and Korean ethnic groups have higher levels of racial score. Additionally, while

ethnic score never drops below an average of 0.500, the Chinese, Indian, and Pakistani ethnic

groups all have sub-0.500 scores.

This implies that Asian Americans are more closely associated with their ethnic groups

over their race. Higher scores prove that the average level of ethnic identity and consciousness

is higher than that of racial identity and consciousness. Ethnic identities are more salient

than racial identities at least on a cultural level. While Asian Americans may more closely

identify with their ethnicity, this does not mean that they are more politically influenced

by race over ethnicity. Even though the average scores are lower, if racial score has more

significant estimates then that would imply stronger correlative relationships than ethnic

score. This is analyzed using the two models described in the methodology section above. It

may also be that racial and ethnic scores alternate in terms of which is more significant for

Asian Americans. Certain policy topics could elicit more correlative influence from certain

identities because these topics are more salient.

Looking at the correlation between ethnic and racial score across Asian Americans, the

two identities are highly correlated across every group. With highly significant correlation
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Table 2: Correlation Between Race and Ethnicity

Ethnicity Correlation

Asian American 0.667
Bangladeshi 0.656
Cambodian 0.671
Chinese 0.642
Filipino 0.739
Hmong 0.561
Indian 0.665

Japanese 0.729
Korean 0.588
Pakistani 0.608
Vietnamese 0.639

Note: Correlation between Ethnic and Racial scores tested significant using regressions (p<0.01).
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

scores, Asian American race and ethnicity are likely fairly synonymous among members.

Identifying as a member of the ethnic or racial group probably means that the individual is

also a member of the other group identity. This is not particularly surprising considering the

history of the Asian American race. Since ethnic groups are self selecting into the panethnic

identity, they would also self identify with both identities at very similar rates.

While the two scores are highly correlated, this does not necessarily mean that racial

and ethnic influences on political behaviors must be the same or interchangeable. There

are still certain factors that differentiate both identities from each other. A major factor is

the largely political and recent history of the Asian American identity compared to ethnic

divisions that stem from long-existing cultural distinctions. The context of the panethnic

and ethnic identities may influence how political behaviors and opinions are affected since an

individual’s relationship with their membership is different. Building on this, how each group

interprets their panethnic membership differs between ethnicities. Some groups may be more

loyal and culturally invested in being Asian American whereas other groups see being Asian

American as just another statistical grouping. These differing views would differentiate

racial and ethnic political influence across ethnic groups. Race and ethnicity may have
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similar influences on political preferences but it is reasonable to view them separately.

5.2 Immigration Policy

Opinion on immigration is conceptualized through support for three policies; support for

easier citizenship pathways for undocumented peoples, increasing the number of work visas

issued, and increasing the number of family visas issued. I analyze racial and ethnic correla-

tion with multiple immigration policies in order to replicate the results. Since immigration is

such a broad topic, looking at support for multiple policies would better represent the overall

opinion on immigration. The following tables summarize the relationship between racial and

ethnic scores and support for different immigration policies across multiple Asian American

ethnicities. Responses are scaled from 0 to 1, with zero indicating strong disagreement and

one signaling strong agreement with the policy. Looking across all the tables, it is imme-

diately clear that Asian American groups look towards both racial and ethnic identities for

their political opinions, with some having no significant relationship with either. Another

interesting observation is the consistency across groups: which measurement is significant

does not flip between policy points.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant across both the

panethnic and ethnic levels for all three policy topics. We can see all the estimates in tables

3, 26, and 2711. For support for citizenship pathways, the magnitude of significant estimates

for racial scores ranges from 0.111 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of 0.256 for the

Cambodian group. Ethnic score ranges from a low of 0.082 for the Asian American identity

to 0.294 for the Bangladeshi group. On support for increased issuance of work visas, racial

score has a minimum value of 0.097 for the panethnic identity and 0.222 for Indians. Ethnic

score ranges from 0.089 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of 0.264 for Bangladeshis.

Finally, on support for increased issuance of family visas, racial score ranges from a low of

0.079 for the panethnic identity to a high of 0.298 for the Pakistani group. Ethnic score has

11. Tables 26 and 27 are in the appendix
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a low value of 0.084 for the panethnic group and a high of 0.200 for the Bangladeshi group.

Across the panethnic group, significance is consistent between both scores. Both racial

and ethnic scores have highly significant correlations for support in all three immigration

policies. These estimates are also very similar in magnitude. The estimates for both racial

and ethnic scores across the three immigration policy topics are within a range of 0.050. This

hints that the influence exerted by both scores are equal in terms of opinion on immigration.

While the estimate for ethnic score has a greater magnitude for increasing the number of

family visas, racial score has a larger impact for the other two policies. This suggests that

racial score is more influential overall though the difference among the two measures is not

significantly great.

On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores find significance among different ethnic

groups across the three policy topics. Beginning with racial score, two ethnic groups have

significant estimates across all three policy topics while a total of four have some significance

for immigration policies. The Cambodian, Indian, Japanese, and Pakistani ethnic groups all

score significant estimates among at least one of the three immigration policies. Of these

groups, the Indian and Japanese ethnic groups are significant throughout. The relationship

between racial score and support for these immigration policies is consistently positive. This

indicates that for opinion on immigration, Asian Americans from different ethnicities are

influenced similarly. Panethnicity holds in this situation.

Ethnic score also finds significance among certain ethnic groups though fewer than racial

score. Only the Bangladeshi ethnic group has significant estimates across all three immi-

gration policy topics. Aside from this group, only the Pakistani group has any significant

estimates across the three topics. Ethnic score has a significant relationship with support for

citizenship pathways with regards to the Pakistani group. Overall, ethnic score, when sig-

nificant, has positive relationships with support for liberalizing immigration policies. While

the direction of the relationship is similar to racial score, the depth of this relationship is

not. Significantly fewer groups have significant correlations which hints that ethnic score is
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less influential than racial score. While the impact it has on Asian Americans is undeniable

in the first model, the relationship is weaker than the panethnicity of Asian Americans.

For the second model, the level of significance for both racial and ethnic scores decrease

quite dramatically. Looking at tables 4, 35, and 3612, it is quite clear that there are some

dramatic changes. For pathways to legal citizenship, the range of significant estimates for

racial score spans from a minimum of 0.084 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of

0.273 for Cambodians. Ethnic score is only significant for the Bangladeshi group at 0.316.

Estimates for racial score with support for increased work visas has a low value of 0.089

and a high value of 0.265 from the panethnic and Indian group respectively. Similar to

the previous measure, only the Bangladeshi group has a significant estimate with a value

of 0.261. Finally, support for family visas by racial score has a low value of 0.087 for the

Panethnic group and a high value of 0.294 for the Pakistani group. Ethnic score continues

to be only significant for the Bangladeshi group at 0.204.

Comparing the results from both models, the estimates change minimally when control-

ling for outside social variables. For significant estimates, the direction of the relationship

between ethnic and racial score with support for immigration policy does not change. The

magnitude of the estimates are also quite similar, neither increasing nor decreasing by a sig-

nificant value. Standard error increases quite consistently across each ethnic group for both

identity scores. This yields a general decrease in significance since most estimates remain

quite similar except for increasing standard error. This relationship indicates that ethnic

and racial score are not strongly dependent on outside social variables and are fairly inde-

pendent influences on immigration policy opinion. Since there is very little change among

the estimates, these variables should not be highly correlated.

On the panethnic level, racial score dominates across the three policy topics for immigra-

tion. Estimates for racial score are significant throughout while ethnic score is insignificant

for all immigration policies. While both scores have positive correlation, estimates for racial

12. Tables 35 and 36 are in the appendix
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score is consistently greater in value. In terms of immigration at least, Asian Americans

generally draw from their shared identity for their opinions as opposed to their individual

ethnic identities. Interestingly, the indicator for being young, levels of household income,

and identifying as a Democrat are also consistently significant independent variables with

levels of education also significant for both policies pertaining to both types of visas. Ad-

ditionally, the binary variable indicating whether the individual is under 35 years of age is

more significant and greater in value than racial score. This suggests that youth may be a

characteristic of particular interest and is further explored later in the study.

Across the three tables, only Indians and Japanese have significant relationships between

their opinions on immigration policies and their racial identity. Indian support for work and

family visas differed dramatically between those with the lowest and highest racial scores;

having estimates of 0.265 and 0.242 for the respective policies. These indicate that on average

Indians who strongly identify as Asian American are overwhelmingly more supportive of

increasing visas than those who do not identify with Asian Americans. The Japanese follow

the same pattern but less so, having estimates of 0.206, 0.194, and 0.159 for immigration

pathways, work visas, and family visas respectively. While smaller than the Indian group,

Japanese racial identity still have an outsized influence on their opinions in immigration

policy. Cambodians and Pakistanis are also significantly influenced by racial identity in

at least one immigration topic. For Cambodians, racial identity has a significant estimate

with support for both illegal immigrant pathways and increasing work visas whereas the

Pakistani group only scores significance with support for an increase in family visas. While

the significance is not consistent across the three topics, it is still likely that racial identity

has a greater influence over ethnic identity among Cambodians and Pakistanis though to a

lesser extent than Indians and Japanese.

Across the data, ethnic identity seems to not be a major factor for Asian Americans

when considering immigration. For the panethnic Asian American racial group, individual

ethnic identity was not a significant estimate of opinion on immigration for any of the three
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topics. Only the Bangladeshi group had significant estimates for ethnic identity across

all three policies. The group has strong relationships with ethnic identity, an estimate

of 0.316 between ethnic score and support for citizenship pathways for illegal immigrants

indicates that individuals with high ethnic scores are much more likely to both support the

policy and have stronger convictions. This implies that ethnic identity has a greater impact

on individuals belonging to the Bangladeshi group for creating opinions on immigration

policy than their racial score. Since the panethnic group also lacks any significant estimates,

ethnic score does not appear to be a significant influencer of group behavior with regards to

immigration policy.

Other ethnic groups appear indifferent between their two identities, having no significant

estimates between racial or ethnic identity and the three immigration policies. The Chinese,

Filipino, Hmong, Korean, and Vietnamese ethnic groups all score insignificant estimates

with respect to both ethnic and racial identities. This can signal one of two possibilities: the

group views their racial and ethnic identity as interchangeable or this particular policy point

is not influenced by racial nor ethnic identity. If racial and ethnic identity are interchangeable

for a particular ethnic group, then the two measures would be highly correlated. This high

correlation could cause the regression estimates to become insignificant since their causal

impact would be consumed by each other. The other possibility that racial and ethnic

identity is not a factor in policy opinion can stem from lack of interest in the topic, near

consensus for or against the topic, or strong correlation with other demographic factors.

In the case of immigration, it is unlikely that these groups are uninterested in these

policies since Asian Americans account for a large cohort of immigrants in the present and

past. Looking at the three tables, we can see that immigration policy opinion is strongly

correlated with identification with the Democratic Party, household income, and also age.

On its own, this indicates that immigration policy is of interest to Asian Americans and

other social factors are also influential. Youth, wealth, and democratic leanings could be

dominant driving factors for liberal views on immigration policies. It could also be true that
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these identities are significant across policy topics. This might be suggesting that these social

identities are closely related to the panethnic Asian American identity and even constructed

from these social groups. This will be explored further after each policy category is analyzed.

Table 5: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Immigration

Ethnicity Citizenship Pathways Work Visas Family Immigration Aggregate

Asian American Racial Positive Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive
Indian Racial Positive Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive

Japanese Racial Positive Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive
Cambodian Racial Positive Racial Positive Neither Moderate Racial Positive
Chinese Neither Neither Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive
Pakistani Ethnic Positive Neither Racial Positive Weak Racial and Ethnic Positive

Bangladeshi Ethnic Positive Ethnic Positive Ethnic Positive Strong Ethnic Positive
Filipino Neither Neither Neither None
Hmong Neither Neither Neither None
Korean Neither Neither Neither None

Vietnamese Neither Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

5.3 Affirmative Action

Affirmative action is a particularly contentious policy point for the Asian American com-

munity. The following tables summarize the regressions for racial and ethnic score along

with several demographic controls on support for affirmative action policies. Scores of 1

indicate strong support for the given policy and 0 indicate strong disapproval of said topic. I

analyze three major affirmative action topics: preferential hiring and promotion of Blacks in

the workplace, preferential hiring and promotion of women in the workplace, and increasing

the number of Black and Asian students in post-secondary institutions. I analyze these three

policy topics because they encapture multiple dimensions of affirmative action. The policies

are split across two dimensions. The policies divide academic and professional affirmative

action as well as racial and gender affirmative action. Regressing across multiple dimensions

will reveal how opinions on affirmative action changes between dimensions. The results for

affirmative action policies are quite surprising. No ethnic group had consistently significant

estimates for the relationship between either racial or ethnic score and all three policies.
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Groups appear to be less reliant on both racial and ethnic identities for their opinion on

affirmative action compared to other social identities.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant for both the paneth-

nic and ethnic levels for all three policy topics. We can see all of the estimates in tables 6, 28,

and 2913. For support for preferential hiring of Blacks, the magnitude of significant estimates

for racial scores ranges from 0.138 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of 0.265 for the

Japanese group. Ethnic score ranges from a low of 0.077 for the Asian American identity

to 0.281 for the Pakistani group. On support for preferential hiring of women, racial score

has a minimum value of 0.085 for the panethnic identity and 0.262 for Indians. Ethnic score

ranges from 0.133 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of 0.417 for the Hmong. Finally,

on support for increasing the numbers of Black and Asian students, racial score ranges from

a low of 0.120 for the panethnic identity to a high of 0.220 for the Pakistani group. Ethnic

score is insignificant throughout.

Across the panethnic group, the significance of racial score is consistent across all three

policy topics. Ethnic score is significant in both instances of affirmative action in the work-

place. Overall, both scores are still significant influences on affirmative action opinion.

Though racial score is more influential overall across the policy area, ethnic score dominates

in one situation. On support for preferential hiring of women, the estimate for ethnic score

is more significant than racial score which indicates that ethnicity is also an important fac-

tor in-group politics. Overall, the results show that for the panethnic identity, opinion on

affirmative action for Asian Americans is correlated with their racial and ethnic identities.

On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores find significance among different ethnic

groups across the three policy topics. Beginning with racial score, no ethnic groups have

significant estimates across all three policy positions. In total, five ethnic groups have some

significant estimates. The groups most influenced by racial score are the Indian and Japanese

ethnic groups, which have significant estimates among two affirmative action topics. The

13. Tables 28 and 29 are in the appendix
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Bangladeshi, Chinese, and Filipino have one significant estimate for supporting an increase in

the number of Black and Asian Students. An interesting note about the significant estimates,

every value is positive. Having higher racial score increases support for affirmative action

policies. This consistency suggests that racial identity has an even influence across ethnic

groups which supports a level of panethnicity.

Ethnic score also finds significance among certain ethnic groups though fewer than racial

score. No ethnic groups have significant estimates across all three policy topics. In fact,

the three ethnic groups with significant estimates are only significant for a single affirmative

action policy. The Pakistani, Japanese, and Hmong ethnic groups all have positive significant

estimates with support for a single affirmative action policy. Overall, ethnic score has a

positive relationship with support for affirmative action though the relationship is quite

weak across ethnicities. This shows that ethnic score has a much weaker influence on political

opinion with regards to affirmative action compared to racial score.

For the second model, the level of significance for both racial and ethnic scores decrease

quite dramatically. Looking at tables 7, 37, and 3814, the estimates do change. For the

preferential hiring and promotion of blacks, the range of significant estimates for racial score

spans from a minimum of 0.098 for the panethnic identity to a maximum of 0.271 for the

Japanese group. Ethnic score has a minimum estimate of 0.070 for the panethnic identity

and 0.396 for the Pakistani ethnic group. Estimates for racial score with support for the

preferential hiring and promotion of women are significant only for the Indian ethnic group

at 0.271. Ethnic score ranges from a minimum of 0.114 for the panethnic identity to 0.352

for the Hmong. Finally, support for increasing the number of Black and Asian students by

racial score has a low value of 0.097 for the Panethnic group and a high value of 0.176 for

the Japanese group. Ethnic score is inconsistent throughout.

For policy opinion on affirmative action, the results from both models are quite similar

though there are some distinct changes. Across all significant cases, the direction of the

14. Tables 37 and 38 are in the appendix
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relationships are consistent between the first and second models. The magnitude is more

variable. In most instances the magnitude of the estimates is quite similar but there are key

exceptions. For example, the estimate for ethnic score on the Pakistani ethnic group increases

by over 0.100 on support for preferential hiring and promotion of blacks. At the same time,

standard error did also increase but at a much more consistent and smaller rate. These

factors combined means that significance among the relationships actually fluctuate between

groups. While significance in most cases is very similar or decrease slightly, some cases

have dramatic changes such as the Pakistani ethnic group scoring a much more significant

relationship. Overall, however, the differences between the two models are still quite small.

Given that the direction of the relationships is still consistent, ethnic and racial score are still

relatively independent from outside social factors for opinion on affirmative action policy.

An interesting distinction between race-based and gender-based affirmative action is that

race is more significant across the panethnic identity for racially motivated preferential treat-

ment while ethnic score is more significant for gender-motivated treatment. For the Asian

American identity, racial score is significant for both race-based affirmative action policies.

The value of the estimates are quite small, just below 0.100 for both topics, which indicates

a relatively small impact across all Asian Americans. Ethnic score on the panethnic level

has a significant relationship with support for preferential treatment of Blacks and women

in the workplace. The estimate for racial workplace affirmative action is quite small at only

0.070 indicating only a small impact. The correlation with preferential treatment of women

in work is stronger with an estimate of 0.114. This indicates that individual Asian ethnic-

ities may agree on certain policies. Having significance on the panethnic level implies that

despite identifying with different groups, the way these groups influence opinion on affir-

mative action is similar. Other social factors also have significant estimates on a panethnic

level. Across all three affirmative action policies, being a Democrat is positively correlated

with support for affirmative action policies. The indicator for being young has a positive

relationship with both forms of racial affirmative action. Unsurprisingly, being a female has
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a significant, positive correlation with preferential treatment of women in work and also has

the same relationship with increasing the number of Asian and Black students. Both levels of

education and household income are negatively correlated with workplace affirmative action.

These results do show that there are other variables at play in the formation of opinions

on affirmative action. In some cases, like levels of education and household income, these

variables can actually have a greater influence on Asian Americans than both their race and

ethnicity.

Racial identity appears to have a stronger influence on Asian American opinion on sup-

port for preferential treatment of Blacks in the workplace and increasing the number of Black

and Asian students. On an ethnic level, no group possesses significant estimates across all

three topics and only the Indian and Japanese groups have significant estimates for at least

one policy. The Japanese have a strong relationship with racial identity, having significant

estimates of 0.271 and 0.194 for preferential treatment of Black workers and increasing Black

and Asian students respectively. Indians score significant estimates of 0.271 and 0.172 be-

tween racial score and the preferential treatment of women workers as well as Black and Asian

students. These estimates are much greater in value than the panethnic identity meaning

these smaller groups have greater positive relationships relative to other ethnicities. While

inconsistent, it is still evident that racial score has some relevant correlation with policies

concerning affirmative action.

Ethnic score also has significant estimates for affirmative action policies. By ethnic

group, the Pakistani and Hmong have strong and significant positive correlation between

ethnic score and affirmative action policy opinion. The Pakistani group has estimates of

0.396 and 0.302 for both preferential hiring policies while the Hmong score 0.352 preferential

hiring and promotion of women. These scores are incredibly strong, tripling the values

for the panethnic identity which indicates that ethnic score, like racial score, is strongly

influential among select ethnicities and much weaker across others. While no group strongly

disagrees with the general trend outlined by ethnic score, there is inconsistency in the overall
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significance. The other Asian American groups do not have consistent preferences for ethnic

identity over racial identity for affirmative action policies.

Many ethnic groups have insignificant correlations with either score. The Bangladeshi,

Cambodian, Chinese, Filipino, Korean, and Vietnamese groups all have insignificant esti-

mates. These estimates are also inconsistent, many alternating between negative and positive

values. For these groups, there are similar possibilities from immigration policy. Affirmative

action is widely considered to be a hot topic issue for Asian Americans. It could be true that

these groups do not have significant estimates with either racial or ethnic scores because

members of these ethnic groups all follow very similar policy positions. Racial and ethnic

group influence could be so strong that all members are greatly influenced regardless of how

much they value their membership. Other factors may also be significant for Asian Ameri-

cans. Those who lean towards the Democratic party do have higher support for affirmative

action policies across the board. Levels of education and household income are significant

only for workplace affirmative action policies and have strong negative estimates with sup-

port for these policies. It is also no surprise that the binary variable indicating identification

as a woman has a strong positive correlation with support for this policy. Being under the

age of 35 is surprisingly inconsistent across Asian ethnicities. While the panethnic identity

has significant, positive estimates, ethnic groups have both positive and negative correla-

tions. This somewhat defies conventional wisdom since youth is typically associated with

more liberal politics. However, looking at the history of affirmative action and Asian Amer-

icans makes the situation clearer. The results from the interviews, which will be discussed

in depth later in the paper, make it quite clear that Asian Americans regardless of age are

quite conflicted over affirmative action policies. In general, these social identities probably

have strong opinions on affirmative action that further diminishes the estimate of racial and

ethnic score.

Affirmative action policies imply that both racial and ethnic identity can have equal and

even similar influences on Asian Americans. Neither score dominated the other and all the
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estimates have a very small value. These results could be suggesting two, extremely different,

possibilities. This may be suggesting that ethnicity is on an equal level of significance for

Asian American groups despite belonging to a panethnic identity. Though each ethnicity

may have similar political influences, they are still significant independent of race as a whole.

The other possibility is that Asian Americans largely conceptualize their race and ethnicity

as the same. Across estimates for the panethnic identity as well as individual ethnicities, all

significant correlations are positive while nearly all estimates in total are positive as well.

This shows that race and ethnicity behave in highly similar ways. While this could be

independent of each other, similar to the previous possibility, it may also suggest that race

and ethnicity have blurred boundaries for members of the Asian American community. If

highly correlated, it would make sense for both measures to have estimates with the same

direction and similar magnitude. It may even be a combination of both possibilities. Race

and ethnicity may blend together for certain policy positions and are independent among

others. Certain policies may be more salient to a certain ethnicity which brings out ethnic

score whereas other policies have similar effects across all Asian Americans.

Table 8: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Affirmative Action

Ethnicity Black Workers Female Workers Black and Asian Students Affirmative Action Aggregate

Japanese Racial Positive Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive
Asian American Racial Positive Ethnic Positive Racial Positive Moderate Racial Positive

Indian Neither Racial Positive Racial Positive Moderate Racial Positive
Chinese Neither Neither Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive

Cambodian Racial Negative Neither Neither Weak Racial Negative
Filipino Neither Racial Positive Ethnic Positive Weak Racial and Ethnic Positive
Hmong Neither Ethnic Positive Neither Weak Ethnic Positive
Korean Neither Neither Ethnic Positive Weak Ethnic Positive
Pakistani Ethnic Positive Neither Neither Weak Ethnic Positive

Vietnamese Neither Ethnic Positive Neither Weak Ethnic Positive
Bangladeshi Neither Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)
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5.4 LGBTQ Community

Social issues regarding the LGBTQ community have come to the forefront of political de-

bate within the United States. The following tables and some in the appendix summarize the

regression estimates between racial and ethnic scores with support for pro-LGBTQ policies

with controls. I analyze two measures: support for protecting the Homosexual and Trans-

gender community and support for Transgender bathroom choice. This is to check whether

the results are replicable within the broad subject of support for the LGBTQ community.

Similar to the previous policy areas, support for these policies is normalized onto a scale

from 0 to 1. Those who are completely opposed to the policy score a 0 while individuals in

complete support of the policy score a 1. Pro-LGBTQ policies illicit very little response from

both racial and ethnic identity. Estimate values are also low across the board aside from

a few notable exceptions. Racial score is only panethnically significant for support on the

transgender bathroom bill. Instead, many other control variables record large, significant

estimates for both the panethnic and individual ethnic identities. This immediately signals

that racial and ethnic score may not have a significant influence on Asian Americans when

forming opinions on LGBTQ rights and policy.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant across both the

panethnic and ethnic levels for both policy topics. We can see all of the estimates in ta-

bles 9 and 3015. Support for policies protecting against discrimination of homosexuals and

transgenders has a range of significant estimates from 0.202 for the Chinese identity to a

maximum of 0.249 for the Indian group. Ethnic score is insignificant across ethnic identi-

ties for both policy topics. On support for transgender bathroom choice, racial score has a

minimum value of 0.062 for the panethnic identity and 0.211 for the Japanese. Ethnic score

ranges from -0.250 for the Hmong group to a maximum of 0.236 for Bangladeshis.

Across the panethnic identity, there is only one significant estimate. Racial score has a

significant estimate for support for transgender bathroom choice. Racial score is insignificant

15. Table 30 is in the appendix
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for support for policies protecting the LGBTQ community and ethnic score is insignificant

for both policy topics. This shows that both race and ethnicity are not strong influences on

Asian American opinion among policies about the LGBTQ community. While racial score

is more significant than ethnic score, the correlation is still weak.

On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores find more significance among different ethnic

groups across the two policy topics. Beginning with racial score, four ethnic groups have

significant estimates with one policy concerning the LGBTQ community. The Chinese,

Indian, Japanese, and Korean ethnic groups all score significant estimates among a single

policy protecting the rights of the LGBTQ community. The relationship between racial

score and support for these policies among ethnic groups is stronger than the correlation

between the panethnic identity. This suggests that the relationship each ethnic group has

may be inconsistent which aggregates into an inconsistent relationship. Among the significant

estimates, however, each estimate is positive which suggests that racial score has a positive

relationship with policies supporting the LGBTQ community. Looking at the insignificant

estimates provide more answers, having multiple negative estimates which likely skews the

panethnic identity to not have significant values.

Ethnic score is only significant on an ethnic level for support for transgender bathroom

choice. For that topic, the Bangladeshi, Cambodian, and Hmong ethnic groups have signif-

icant estimates. These estimates do not have a consistent direction. The Bangladeshi and

Cambodian groups are positively correlated with support for transgender bathroom choice.

However, the Hmong are negatively correlated. This is a prime reason why ethnic score is

insignificant for the panethnic identity. The significant estimates for ethnic score point in

opposing directions which mean that ethnic score is inconsistent on an aggregate level. This

also highlights the fact that different ethnicities could have dramatically different influences

on certain policy positions.

For the second model, the level of significance for both racial and ethnic scores decrease
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quite dramatically. Looking at tables 10 and 3916, we see that the estimates change. For

support on policies protecting homosexuals and transgenders, racial score is significant only

for the Indian ethnic group with an estimate of 0.257. Ethnic score is only significant also

for the Indian group at -0.180. Estimates for racial score with support for transgender

bathroom choice has a low value of 0.057 and a high value of 0.144 from the panethnic and

Japanese groups respectively. Ethnic score has a minimum significant estimate of -0.191 for

the Vietnamese group and a maximum of 0.267 for the Bangladeshi group.

Between the two models for policies regarding the LGBTQ Community, the patterns are

quite similar to the previous policy areas. The direction of the estimates again remain the

same which shows that there are no massive changes to how racial and ethnic score influences

policy opinions. The general trend is again that magnitude decreases and standard error

increases slightly going from model one to model two. There are still exceptions to this

rule. In some cases, such as for the Indian ethnic group on protections for the LGBTQ

community, standard error actually decreases. At the same time, magnitude can increase

similar to the Vietnamese group on support for transgender bathroom choice. Significance is

typically decreasing across all Asian Americans but there are instances where significance is

actually increasing. While these exceptions exist, the general trend remains true and these

contrary changes are still quite small. These relationships still suggest that racial and ethnic

score are at least somewhat independent from other social variables for opinion on policies

impacting the LGBTQ community.

On the panethnic Asian American identity, racial and ethnic scores have very little signif-

icant correlation with support for policies protecting the LGBTQ community. As mentioned

before, racial score is a significant variable on panethnic identity for transgender bathroom

choice. The estimate (0.057) is very small which, combined with the relatively weak signifi-

cance, indicates that racial score is not a particularly strong force in LGBTQ policy. Ethnic

score is even less significant, having no significant correlation across either policies. Many

16. Table 39 is in the appendix
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other social variables have significant relationships with support for policies protecting the

LGBTQ community. Being young, levels of education, and levels of household income are

all positively correlated with support for policies regarding the LGBTQ community. The

indicator for being Democrat is positively significant only on support for the transgender

bathroom bill. Being religious has significant, negative relationships with both LGBTQ

policies. Asian Americans are not necessarily indifferent on policies protecting the LGBTQ

community. While they may not be influenced by their race and ethnicity, outside social

factors do have a significant influence on the group.

Racial score produces very little significance across both LGBTQ policy points across

the panethnic and ethnic groups. Ethnically, only the Indian and Japanese ethnic groups

have significant estimates with any LGBTQ policies. The Japanese group has a positive and

significant estimate (0.144) for support on transgender bathroom choice. The Indian case is

more interesting. Racial score has a significant estimate (0.257) on support for protections

for the LGBTQ community. On its own, the estimate is an outlier in terms of magnitude

which highlights two points. First that Indians are highly influenced by racial score, and

second it emphasizes how insignificant racial score is overall. Aside from its relationship with

racial score, what makes this group so interesting is that ethnic score is also significant for

LGBTQ protections.

Aside from the aforementioned Indian ethnic group, the Bangladeshi and Vietnamese

groups also score significant estimates regarding LGBTQ policy. Ethnic score is positively

correlated to support for transgender bathroom choice for Bangladeshis (0.267) while the

Vietnamese group has a negative correlation (-0.191). This presents an interesting situation

where ethnic scores diverge and influence groups in different directions for the same policy. It

reinforces that different ethnicities have different agendas and cultural backgrounds that pull

them apart. It is a reminder that panethnicity can only go so far. The Indian ethnic group

has a negative, significant estimate (-0.180) for support for LGBTQ protections. Considering

that racial score has a positive correlation with support for LGBTQ protections, racial and
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ethnic scores are divergent in this situation. This supports the initial hypothesis that certain

ethnicities can and will diverge from the panethnic identity. For this specific situation, certain

factors specific to Indians; whether it be cultural background specific characteristics of the

sample, influences individuals with close affiliation to their ethnicity to support LGBTQ

protections less. At the same time, being Asian American influences individuals to support

LGBTQ protections more. Members of the Indian ethnic group are cross-pressured by their

racial and ethnic membership in this situation. This further emphasizes the need to approach

panethnicity cautiously and understand that the groups comprising the Asian American

community are extraordinarily diverse.

Most ethnic groups have insignificant correlation with both racial and ethnic scores.

Combined with the low panethnic estimates with racial and ethnic scores, this implies that

many Asian American ethnicities are not influenced by their racial and ethnic identities

when forming opinions on the LGBTQ community. Similar to the broader panethnic iden-

tity, several other social factors are far more significant and consistent in how the influence

support for policies protecting the LGBTQ community. Several ethnic groups have parallel

trends with the panethnic identity. Being young, levels of education, levels of household

income, and being Democrat continue to produce positive and significant esitmates across

multiple ethnic groups. Additionally, being religious is negatively correlated with support

among both significant and insignificant estimates. This shows that certain social variables

seemingly affect each ethnicity homogeneously. This highlights the lack of influence racial

and ethnic score has on support for the LGBTQ community and reinforce the panethnic

nature of Asian Americans. There are a couple potential mechanisms that could explain this

behavior. The first possibility is that other social groupings dominate correlation influences.

Across both LGBTQ policy topics, age, levels of education, household income, and religiosity

are all significantly correlated with support for LGBTQ protections. If membership within

these social groupings is more influential, then racial and ethnic score would be obscured and

insignificant. This may be compounded by the second factor, cultural aversion to topics on
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homosexuality and transgenderism. Across most Asian American cultures, there is an em-

phasis on the traditional conceptualization of family where a man and woman raise children

and support their parents. The LGBTQ community does not fit into this strict definition and

so the topic is largely disconnected from identification with and consciousness as a member

of the Asian American community. While Asian Americans may still be concerned about

policies affecting members of the LGBTQ community, the concern likely stems from other

sources.

Table 11: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
the LGBTQ Community

Ethnicity LGBTQ Protections Transgender Bathroom Choice LGBTQ Community Aggregate

Asian American Ethnic Negative Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive
Indian Racial Positive Neither Weak Racial Positive

Japanese Neither Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive
Bangladeshi Neither Ethnic Positive Weak Ethnic Positive
Vietnamese Neither Ethnic Negative Weak Ethnic Negative
Cambodian Neither Neither None
Chinese Neither Neither None
Filipino Neither Neither None
Hmong Neither Neither None
Korean Neither Neither None
Pakistani Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

5.5 Abortion

Abortion policy is encompassed by a single question asking the respondent their level of

support for the practice of abortion. The responses are scaled and normalized to a score

between 0 and 1. On the side of extreme disagreement, a score of 0 represents complete

opposition against abortion whereas a 1 represents complete support of abortion, the com-

plete opposite. Abortion policy has very little correlation with racial and ethnic score across

all Asian American divisions. Among the two, ethnic score appears to be slightly more

significant of the two measures, although the differences are slight. Similar to other pol-

icy positions, age, household income, education, and affiliation with the Democratic party

are significant controls. New but expected, the indicator variable for being religious is a
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significant predictor of support for abortion policy.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant across both the

panethnic and ethnic levels for abortion. We can see all of the estimates in table 12. Support

for abortion is significant only among the Japanese ethnic group with an estimate of 0.310.

Ethnic score spans a range of 0.066 for the panethnic identity to 0.317 for the Cambodian

ethnic group.

Across the panethnic identity, there is only one significant estimate. Ethnic score has a

significant estimate for support for abortion. Racial score is insignificant. While only a single

measure, this shows that abortion policy is influenced by ethnic score over racial score. This

shows that panethnicity does not hold across all policy topics as ethnicity is more influential

in this circumstance.

On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores do have one instance of significant estimates

with an ethnic group. For racial score, the Japanese ethnic group is significantly correlated

with support for abortion. Ethnic score is only significant on an ethnic level with the Cam-

bodian ethnic group. Overall significance with both scores on the ethnic level is extremely

low which shows that the topic of abortion is not particularly influenced by race and ethnic-

ity for the Asian American group. While the estimates for both instances are positive, the

influence is still inconsistent. Among the insignificant estimates, ethnic groups have both

positive and negative relationships with both ethnic and racial score. This likely contributes

to the racial insignificance on the panethnic level.

The results for the second model is depicted in table 13. Looking at the results, we see

that the estimates change between models. On support for abortion, racial score is significant

only for the Japanese ethnic group with an estimate of 0.206. Ethnic score is only significant

also for the Cambodian group at 0.299.

Estimates for racial and ethnic score have some moderate changes across the two models.

Direction remains constant among significant estimates between models. Magnitude varies

after considering outside social factors. While the panethnic identity remains similar, cer-
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tain ethnic groups have dramatic changes in value. An example is the Japanese ethnic group

whose estimate decreases by a value of 0.100 from model one to model two. The overall sig-

nificance of these estimates are also inconsistent. While the panethnic identity saw decreases

in significance, individual ethnic groups vary. While standard error is generally increasing,

the fluctuations in magnitude cause some groups to have more significant estimates and

some to have less significant estimates. While support for abortion policy is generally not

heavily correlated with both racial and ethnic scores, these trends are still interesting. They

suggest that under certain circumstances, how racial and ethnic scores influence political

opinion can be more dependent on outside social factors. Considering that abortion appears

to be inherently less influenced by racial and ethnic scores than previous policy positions,

it is possible that dependence increases as policies become more separated from race and

ethnicity. While the overall differences are still quite small, the story each change tells is

significant.

The panethnic Asian American identity is insignificant for both racial and ethnic scores

though the estimate for ethnic score is slightly greater and more significant. Generally,

this appears to imply that Asian Americans are not strongly influenced by their race or

ethnicity when forming opinions on abortion. Instead, other social groupings pull Asian

Americans in different directions to their final position on the policy topic. The indicator

for youth, being religious, and identification as a Democrat as well as household income

and level of education are significant. Being young, identifying as Democrat, household

income, and level of education all have quite strong, positive correlations with support for

abortion. Unsurprisingly, there is a negative relationship between being religious and support

for abortion policies. While the subject of abortion is not necessarily unimportant to Asian

Americans, being Asian American and a member of its numerous ethnicities does not play

any particular role in forming opinions on abortion.

Only one Asian ethnicity scored significant correlation with racial score for abortion

policy. The Japanese ethnic group has an estimate of 0.206, much larger in value compared to
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all other estimates. Most other Asian ethnicities have insignificant values that are also small

in value, typically less than 0.100. These estimates are also inconsistent; some ethnicities

have a positive correlation and others have negative relationships. This generally implies

that the relationship that Asian American ethnicities have with abortion policies does not

heavily depend on their racial identities.

Ethnic score on an ethnic level also yields minimal significance. Only the Cambodian

group has significant correlation between ethnic score and support for abortion. Similar to

the Japanese group, the estimate for ethnic score is quite large (0.299), indicating a strong

relationship. Parallel to racial score, estimates for ethnic score have low values and alternate

between negative and positive across the other Asian ethnicities. Despite being slightly more

significant on the panethnic level, ethnic score is still largely unimportant for the formation

of opinion on abortion policy among Asian Americans.

Though uncorrelated with racial and ethnic score, abortion policy overall is not neces-

sarily irrelevant to Asian American ethnicities. Abortion policy has significant correlation

with other social variables among Asian Americans outside of their race and ethnicity. Age,

income, education, religiosity, and partisanship are all dependent variables with significant

estimates which indicates that Asian Americans are drawing their opinions from some source.

Estimates for these variables are also relatively large. On the panethnic level, the significant

estimates are much higher in value with the indicator for being a Democrat, the smallest,

still nearly doubles (0.074) the estimate for ethnic score (0.043). The estimates also follow

conventional wisdom in terms of their behavior. Being young, wealthier, more educated, and

a Democrat are all independently positively correlated with support for abortion while being

religious is negatively correlated with support for abortion. Abortion policy may still be a

salient topic within the minds of Asian Americans, however these opinions are drawn from

social membership in other groups. This position is made increasingly clear later on from

the results of the interviews.
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Table 14: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Abortion

Ethnicity Abortion

Japanese Strong Racial Positive
Cambodian Strong Ethnic Positive
Bangladeshi Weak Ethnic Positive

Asian American None
Chinese None
Filipino None
Hmong None
Indian None
Korean None
Pakistani None
Vietnamese None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

5.6 Economic and Social Equity Measures

Support for social and economic equity is an index of aggregate support for policies along

the same topic area. Specifically, support for social equity is an averaged score of how strongly

respondents agree with six statements 17 and is scaled from 0 to 1. Similarly, support for

economic equity is an averaged score of agreement responses to six statements 18 and is scaled

from 0 to 1 as well. We group together these questions because they represent similar policies

and sentiments. While they would provide interesting insight individually, aggregating these

opinions into a single measure provides a better overview of overall support and opinion

on support for social and economic equity. I analyze both economic and social equity to

17. 1) Our society should do whatever is necessary to make sure that everyone has an equal opportunity
to succeed 2) We have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this country 3) One of the big problems in this
country is that we don’t give everyone an equal chance 4) This country would be better off if we worried less
about how equal people are 5) It is not really that big a problem if some people have more of a chance in
life than others 6) If people were treated more equally in this country we would have many fewer problems
18. 1) The federal government should do more to reduce income differences between the richest and poorest

households 2) The federal government should do more to regulate banks 3) The federal government should
raise the minimum wage to allow every working American a decent standard of living 4) The federal govern-
ment should increase income taxes on people making over a million dollars a year 5) The federal government
should do more to discourage big American companies from hiring foreign workers to replace workers in the
US 6) The federal government should enact major new spending that would help undergraduates pay tuition
at public colleges without needing loans
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capture both aspects of equality. Since many distinguish economic and social equality, it is

important to analyze both dimensions. Along the scale, 0 represents extreme opposition to

policies pushing for social or economic equity while a 1 would represent complete support

for such policies. These policies do trigger some response from Asian Americans broadly

speaking but the magnitude is still not particularly great. However, compared to some

previous policy positions, the influence of racial and ethnic score relative to other social

divisions is more comparable.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant across both the

panethnic and ethnic levels for both policy topics. We can see all of the estimates in tables

15 and 3119. Support for social equality has a range of significant estimates from 0.055 for

the Chinese identity to a maximum of 0.101 for the Indian group on racial score. Ethnic

score ranges from 0.048 for the panethnic identity to a high of 0.071 for the Pakistani group.

On economic equality and financial regulation, racial score has a minimum value of 0.0.059

for the panethnic identity and 0.125 for the Indian group. Ethnic score ranges from 0.037

for the Asian American group to a maximum of 0.136 for Bangladeshis.

Across the panethnic identity, both racial and ethnic score have significant estimates.

Racial score has a significant estimate for economic equality but not social equality. Ethnic

score is significant across both equality policies. While both racial and ethnic scores do have

significant estimates, ethnicity dominates panethnic influence in the first model. Panethnic-

ity in this situation is actually weaker than separate ethnic influences though both influences

exist for policies regarding equality.

At the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores find more significance among different ethnic

groups across the two policy topics. Beginning with racial score, four ethnic groups have

significant estimates with one policy concerning social and economic equality. The Chinese,

Filipino, Indian, and Vietnamese ethnic groups all score significant estimates with policies

supporting social and economic equality. However, only the Indian group is significant on

19. Table 31 is in the appendix
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both policy topics. The relationship between racial score and support for these policies

among ethnic groups is again stronger than the correlation between the panethnic identity.

Again, I observe that while all the significant estimates are in the positive direction, many

of the insignificant estimates for both policies are negative as well. This could help explain

why the panethnic identity does not have a significant estimate with racial score for social

equality.

Ethnic score finds limited significance on the ethnic level across both measures of support

for equality. Only the Japanese and Pakistani ethnic groups have significant estimates. While

the Japanese group is only significant for economic equality, Pakistanis have a significant

relationship for both policy positions. Among significant estimates, both are positively

correlated. Ethnic score has a much more consistent influence even among insignificant

estimates. Most are positively correlated with support for policies pushing for equality

which explains why the panethnic identity has significant estimates in both policy topics

despite having fewer significant estimates than racial score. The results ultimately do not

support panethnicity among measures for equality in the first model.

For the second model, the level of significance for both racial and ethnic scores changes.

These results are depicted in table 16 and 4020. For supporting social equality, racial score

is significant only for the Indian ethnic group with an estimate of 0.099. Ethnic score ranges

from a low score of 0.047 for the panethnic identity and 0.076 for the Pakistani identity.

Estimates for racial score on support for economic equality and financial regulation have a

low value of 0.039 and a high value of 0.139 from the panethnic identity and Indian ethnic

group respectively. Ethnic score has a minimum significant estimate of 0.100 for the Japanese

group and a maximum of 0.111 for the Pakistani group.

For both social and economic equity, the estimates change very little between models.

The direction, which is so far unchanging in all policy topics, continues to be consistent

across the two models. Magnitude as well is very similar for the estimates. Standard error

20. Table 40 is in the appendix
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increases slightly which in most cases does very little to change the overall picture. In one

situation, however, the Filipino ethnic group loses significance with racial score on support

for economic equity policies due to these very small changes in magnitude and standard

error. This case is the exception, however, and most estimates have negligible changes. This

supports both racial and ethnic scores being independent from other social factors.

Asian Americans on the panethnic identity level have some significant correlation be-

tween their racial and ethnic score with social and economic equity. Support for policies

on economic equality is significantly correlated with racial score in the positive direction.

Ethnic score has a significant, positive relationship with support for policies on social eq-

uity. These estimates are still rather miniscule in value, 0.039 and 0.047 respectively. While

both significant, ethnic score has a stronger significance level with social equity than racial

score does with economic equity. These results generally indicate that while the influence of

racial and ethnic score may be small in scale, it is still present. Across both policy areas,

levels of household income and the indicator for being Democrat are significant estimates.

In both instances, higher levels of wealth are negatively correlated with support for equity

measures while being a Democrat has a positive relationship with supporting equity socially

and economically. For social equity policies, the indicator for being young and being reli-

gious are also significant variables. Being young is positively correlated with more liberal

views on social and economic equity. Opposingly, more religious respondents have a negative

relationship with social and economic equity. These trends are consistent with conventional

wisdom. Higher devotion to religion and levels of household income are typically correlated

to having more conservative views on political issues. Being young and Democrat typically

suggests more liberal views.

On the ethnic level, racial score is significant in very few instances. Only the Indian

ethnic group has significant estimates for racial score with both equity policy groups. In

both situations, racial score has a positive relationship greater than the estimates for the

panethnic identity (0.139 for economic equity and 0.099 for social equity). Even when the
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panethnic identity has a significant estimate for racial score with economic equity, the ethnic

group estimate is over three times larger. This strongly implies a disconnect between Asian

American ethnicities, showing that racial score is inconsistently viewed despite being signif-

icant overall and generally positive except for the Vietnamese. For social equity, the Indian

group stands alone since the panethnic identity has an insignificant estimate. Additionally,

the relationship between racial score and support for social equity alternates positive and

negative across ethnicities. The inconsistent correlation that racial score and social equity

has suggests that how certain ethnicities perceive and interpret their race varies in terms

of their support for social equity. Race is influential on Asian American political opinion

concerning policies on equity though it is limited in scope. Economic issues that impact the

group more broadly has a stronger interaction while social issues affecting each ethnicity

differently has an inconsistent racial influence.

Ethnic score is divided similarly to racial score. The Pakistani ethnic group is the only

Asian ethnicity to have significant estimates between ethnic score and both equity policies.

The Japanese ethnic group also has a single significant estimate for policies on economic

equity. In all three instances, ethnic score has a positive relationship with support for equity

policies. These estimates are also much greater than the panethnic scores, the Pakistani

group scoring 0.111 and 0.076 for economic and social equity respectively while the Japanese

estimate for economic equity is 0.100. For other ethnicities, ethnic score has a more incon-

sistent influence. Support for economic equity policies is not strongly associated with ethnic

score since estimates flip between positive and negative relationships. This is reflected by

an insignificant panethnic estimate. Social equity is more consistent, positive across all eth-

nicities aside from the Indian ethnic group. This seems logical because social equity issues

impact and affect each ethnic group differently from others. Despite belonging to the same

racial group, each Asian ethnicity have diverse cultures, languages, and characteristics that

clearly identify members.

Racial and ethnic score appear to be moderately significant influences on support for
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economic and social equity. While the magnitude of the estimates themselves are not partic-

ularly great, they are relatively more comparable. Compared to previous regression analyses,

the estimates for social factors outside of race and ethnicity are noticeably lower in value.

This could indicate a few possibilities. It could be a hint that racial and ethnic score have

a greater importance for Asian Americans in forming opinions on equity. They consume a

larger share of correlation which would lower the estimates for other social variables. Race

and ethnicity may be more important for measures on equity because they are such major

factors that play into socioeconomic outcomes and privilege. Society at large is still heavily

influenced by racial divisions despite making significant progress. Another possible explana-

tion is the measure itself. Support for economic and social equity is measured by averaging

scores on several related policy topics. While related, each individual policy could still inde-

pendently be influenced by different social factors which, when combined, lose significance.

Racial and ethnic score may have a more consistent relationship with such policies while age,

partisanship, religiosity, levels of wealth, and education vary more. Regardless, racial and

ethnic scores seem to be significant and quite strong influences on Asian American support

for economic and social equity.

Table 17: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Equity

Ethnicity Social Equity Economic Equity Equity Aggregate

Indian Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive
Vietnamese Neither Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive

Asian American Ethnic Positive Racial Positive Weak Racial and Ethnic Positive
Hmong Ethnic Positive Neither Weak Ethnic Positive
Pakistani Ethnic Positive Neither Weak Ethnic Positive

Bangladeshi Neither Neither None
Cambodian Neither Neither None
Chinese Neither Neither None
Filipino Neither Neither None
Japanese Neither Neither None
Korean Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)
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5.7 Registration and Turnout

Registration to vote and voter turnout are measured by two binary questions asking

whether the respondent is registered to vote and whether they voted in the 2016 election.

I look at these two specific measures since analyzing both better captures political partic-

ipation. While it is true that all voters in the 2016 election must be registered, including

registration also accounts for those who do not vote in every election. For both indicators,

affirmative responses yield a 1 while negative responses yield a 0. The results from my re-

gression analysis largely align with findings from previous studies. On the panethnic level,

both racial and ethnic scores appear to have insignificant correlation with registration and

voter turnout. Results on the ethnic level, however, tell a slightly different story. Racial

and ethnic scores have some significant correlations among select ethnicities. Across Asian

Americans, there are other social factors that influence the probability of registering to vote

and turnout in 2016.

Starting with the first model, racial and ethnic scores are not particularly significant

influences. We can see all of the estimates in tables 18 and 3221. Being registered to vote

is insignificant across Asian Americans. Ethnic score ranges is only significant with the

Pakistani group at a value of 0.129. On having voted in 2016, racial score has a single

significant estimate for the Chinese ethnic group at 0.212. Ethnic score has an estimate of

0.253 for the Pakistani group which is the only significant relationship.

Across the panethnic identity, there are no significant estimates. Even among the in-

significant estimates, the direction of the relationships are inconsistent. This highlights that

electoral participation among Asian Americans is very weakly associated with racial and

ethnic identification. This highlights the fact that Asian Americans do not vote at particu-

larly great rates and turnout is lowest among Asian Americans despite having high marks

in social factors that are positively correlated with political participation (Wong, Lien, and

Conway 2005). Though this is only the first model, it reaffirms what previous studies say.

21. Table 32 is in the appendix

73



T
ab

le
18
:
R
eg
is
tr
at
io
n
to

V
ot
e
b
y
R
ac
ia
l
an

d
E
th
n
ic

S
co
re

A
cr
os
s
A
si
an

A
m
er
ic
an

E
th
n
ic
it
ie
s

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
v
a
r
ia
b
le
:

R
e
g
is
te

re
d

to
V
o
te

P
a
n
e
th

n
ic

B
a
n
g
la
d
e
sh

i
C
a
m
b
o
d
ia
n

C
h
in

e
se

F
il
ip

in
o

H
m
o
n
g

In
d
ia
n

J
a
p
a
n
e
se

K
o
re

a
n

P
a
k
is
ta

n
i

V
ie
tn

a
m
e
se

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0
)

(1
1
)

R
a
c
ia
l
S
c
o
re

0
.0
1
1

0
.1
0
1

0
.0
8
0

0
.1
0
3

0
.0
7
7

0
.0
8
7

0
.0
2
2

−
0
.0
5
6

0
.1
0
4
∗

0
.0
2
4

−
0
.0
3
8

(0
.0
2
3
)

(0
.0
6
9
)

(0
.1
5
7
)

(0
.0
6
5
)

(0
.0
5
1
)

(0
.1
1
4
)

(0
.0
4
1
)

(0
.0
5
9
)

(0
.0
5
8
)

(0
.0
6
1
)

(0
.0
6
9
)

E
th

n
ic

S
c
o
re

−
0
.0
0
1

−
0
.0
9
8

0
.0
7
8

−
0
.0
8
6

−
0
.0
8
1

−
0
.0
8
7

0
.0
1
9

0
.0
7
2

−
0
.0
3
0

0
.1
2
9
∗
∗

0
.0
9
6

(0
.0
2
3
)

(0
.0
7
1
)

(0
.1
5
4
)

(0
.0
6
5
)

(0
.0
5
0
)

(0
.1
2
8
)

(0
.0
4
1
)

(0
.0
6
0
)

(0
.0
5
8
)

(0
.0
6
0
)

(0
.0
6
8
)

C
o
n
st
a
n
t

0
.8
9
0
∗
∗
∗

0
.9
3
4
∗
∗
∗

0
.5
2
9
∗
∗
∗

0
.8
9
8
∗
∗
∗

0
.9
5
3
∗
∗
∗

0
.7
8
2
∗
∗
∗

0
.9
3
8
∗
∗
∗

0
.9
2
2
∗
∗
∗

0
.8
7
2
∗
∗
∗

0
.8
6
5
∗
∗
∗

0
.8
5
8
∗
∗
∗

(0
.0
1
2
)

(0
.0
3
6
)

(0
.0
7
8
)

(0
.0
3
3
)

(0
.0
2
2
)

(0
.0
9
3
)

(0
.0
2
0
)

(0
.0
2
6
)

(0
.0
3
3
)

(0
.0
3
1
)

(0
.0
3
6
)

O
b
se

rv
a
ti
o
n
s

3
,4
5
3

2
6
3

2
5
0

3
4
7

4
0
2

2
5
3

4
1
4

4
3
0

4
3
3

2
5
2

4
0
9

R
2

0
.0
0
0
1

0
.0
0
9

0
.0
0
7

0
.0
0
8

0
.0
0
7

0
.0
0
3

0
.0
0
4

0
.0
0
3

0
.0
0
9

0
.0
3
6

0
.0
0
5

A
d
ju

st
e
d

R
2

-0
.0
0
0
5

0
.0
0
2

-0
.0
0
1

0
.0
0
2

0
.0
0
2

-0
.0
0
5

-0
.0
0
1

-0
.0
0
1

0
.0
0
4

0
.0
2
8

0
.0
0
1

N
o
te
:

∗
p
<
0
.1
;
∗
∗
p
<
0
.0
5
;
∗
∗
∗
p
<
0
.0
1

N
o
te
:
F
ro
m

th
e
N
A
A
S
2
0
1
6
(S

.
K
.
R
a
m
a
k
ri
sh

n
a
n
et

a
l.
2
0
2
0
)

74



On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores find more significance among different ethnic

groups across the two measures of political participation. Beginning with racial score, only

the Chinese ethnic group has any significant estimates. This is with having voted in the 2016

election. The general lack of significance informs me that racial score is not a particularly

great influence on political participation among Asian Americans. This is particularly true

for registration to vote since no identities are significant.

Ethnic score finds limited significance on the ethnic level across both measures of partici-

pation. Only the Pakistani ethnic group has significant estimates for ethnic score. The group

does have significant estimates across both measures of political participation unlike racial

score. Across both forms of participation, ethnic score has a positive relationship. While

both racial and ethnic scores have extremely weak correlations and largely insignificant es-

timates, ethnic score has a very slight edge over racial score. By influencing the Pakistani

group across both subjects, ethnicity is a bigger influence than race.

For the second model, the estimates for both racial and ethnic scores change. These

results are depicted in table 19 and 4122. For being registered to vote, racial score is significant

only for the Chinese ethnic group with an estimate of 0.168. Ethnic score ranges from a low

score of -0.184 for the Chinese identity and 0.188 for the Pakistani identity. Estimates for

racial score on having voted in 2017 spans from a low value of -0.178 and a high value of 0.338

from the Vietnamese and Chinese ethnic groups respectively. Ethnic score has a minimum

significant estimate of -0.259 for the Chinese group and a maximum of 0.346 for the Pakistani

group.

Estimates for participation measures change quite significantly between the two mod-

els. Direction remains consistent but both magnitude and standard error are different after

considering outside variables. While similar in many cases, magnitude noticeably increases

across Asian American ethnic groups. Standard error increases as well though the change is

much smaller. This yields estimates that actually become more significant going from the

22. Table 41 is in the appendix
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first model to the second model. While these differences are not particularly large, they still

provide important context on the behavior of racial and ethnic score. These changes suggest

that outside social variables do have some influence in how race and ethnicity forms political

opinion. Additionally, both measures of participation also have insignificant estimates with

racial and ethnic score on the panethnic level. This highlights the possibility that outside so-

cial variables become more correlated with racial and ethnic score among topics that trigger

less response from race and ethnicity.

For the panethnic Asian American identity, racial and ethnic score are both insignificant

across both voting registration and turnout. The estimates for both are also incredibly minis-

cule, nearing a value of zero. These results follow conventional wisdom that Asian Americans

are generally indifferent over voting. Members with high levels of consciousness vote and are

registered at nearly the same rate as individuals with little politicized identity. While racial

and ethnic score are insignificant influences, other social variables have significant estimates.

Age, sex, education, income, and partisanship are all significant predictors of the probability

an individual is registered and votes. The indicator for being female is negatively correlated

with being registered to vote while the indicator for being below the age of 35 is negatively

correlated with having voted in 2016. The negative relationship between being young and

voting in 2016 makes sense since there is a general consensus that the older generation value

voting more than the younger generation. The negative relationship that being female has

with voting registration is less clear. It is generally true that the gender voting gap in the

United States favors women so why are Asian American females less likely to register than

males? One possibility is that Asian American culture itself promotes a more traditionalist

stance on gender roles. Women are generally expected to take care of the home and serve the

family, especially their husbands. These social pressures may be pushing Asian American

females away from voting since their roles do not emphasize electoral participation. Levels

of education, household income, and being Democrat all have positive relationships with

both voting registration and turnout. Education stands out, having estimates significantly
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greater in magnitude (0.252 and 0.286 for registration and turnout respectively). This dif-

ference is massive, indicating that an individual with the highest levels of education like a

PhD are over 25% more likely to vote and be registered than respondents who have only

some schooling. While the trend is expected, the scale is somewhat surprising. The data

overall suggests that race and ethnicity has nearly no impact on Asian American electoral

behavior. Instead, the probability an individual votes is influenced by their membership in

other social groups.

While insignificant on the panethnic level, racial score does have significant estimates

among a couple Asian ethnicities. The Chinese and Vietnamese ethnic groups have signif-

icant correlations between racial score and their electoral participation. For the Chinese,

racial score is positively correlated with both voter registration and turnout. Their esti-

mates, especially for turnout in 2016 (0.338), is particularly large in value. The Vietnamese

have the opposite relationship, racial score having a negative correlation (-0.178) with voter

turnout in 2016. These results are interesting because they provide evidence that being

Asian American means different things to different ethnicities. While the Asian American

identity is homogeneous, how each part fits in differs. How the Chinese and Vietnamese

ethnic groups interact with their race in terms of voting behavior shows that applying a

panethnic perspective on all situations may not be accurate. This could also help explain

why racial score is insignificant on the panethnic level. Since there are ethnicities with pos-

itive relationships and some have negative relationships, the combined identity would have

no clear trend since certain groups would be in conflict. This conflict makes panethnicity

weaker which highlights the individuality of Asian ethnicities.

Ethnic score also finds instances of significance on the ethnic level. The Pakistani group

has significant correlation between ethnic score and both types of voter participation. In both

situations, the relationship is positive which shows consistency within ethnic groups. The

results for the Chinese and Vietnamese groups again provide insightful information on how

ethnicity influences Asian American political opinion and behavior. Ethnic score has negative
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relationships with both types of participation for the Chinese and positive correlation with

voter turnout for the Vietnamese. There are two major possibilities stemming from these

results. First, it suggests that Asian American ethnicities are widely different. If their ethnic

scores are pulling them in different directions for the same policy, then ethnicities may

differ on opinion. These differences could result from cultural, linguistic, and even social

backgrounds that make each Asian ethnicity unique. Additionally, these results combine

with the estimates for racial score to suggest that race and ethnicity can disagree. Having

relationships in different directions imply that the racial group and the ethnic group can

have different opinions on specific policies despite ethnicity fitting under race. This again

reinforces that conceptualizing all Asian American ethnicities as being homogenous may

not necessarily be inclusive of all perspectives. Second, it could be possible that certain

ethnicities are substituting their ethnic and racial identities for each other. While this does

assume that perceptions of race are homogenous across ethnicities, it does seem possible for

individuals to have synonymous interpretations. This possibility will be further explored

using information collected from the open-ended interviews. The data from the NAAS only,

however, already provides interesting insights into the Asian American identity. For electoral

behavior itself, ethnicity does appear to have some influence for certain groups though the

effect also appears inconsistent. On a broader scale, it suggests that more thought must be

put into whether it is appropriate to always assume panethnicity.

Other social variables also have an influence on the ethnic level. The relationships these

factors have with voting behavior are generally parallel with the panethnic estimates. Along

age, sex, education, income, and partisanship, significant estimates for ethnic groups are

generally in the same direction as the panethnic estimates. A notable exception is the

Indian group where being female is actually positively correlated with being registered to

vote. While race and ethnicity may interact differently across each Asian ethnic group, other

social factors appear to have a more consistent influence. It is possible that these social

factors are independent from race and ethnicity which yields a more homogenous influence
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across groups compared to race or ethnicity. These results suggest that registration and

turnout are more heavily dependent on factors outside of race and ethnicity, reinforcing the

panethnic trends. Even on an ethnic level, where there is significantly more variation across

groups, most ethnicities continue to value other social memberships more.

Table 20: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Participation

Ethnicity Registered Voted in 2016 Participation Aggregate

Bangladeshi Racial Positive Racial Positive Strong Racial Positive
Chinese Racial Positive and Ethnic Negative Racial Positive Weak Racial Positive
Korean Racial Positive Neither Weak Racial Positive
Pakistani Ethnic Positive Neither Weak Ethnic Positive

Vietnamese Ethnic Positive Ethnic Positive Strong Ethnic Positive
Asian American Neither Neither None

Cambodian Neither Neither None
Filipino Neither Neither None
Hmong Neither Neither None
Indian Neither Neither None

Japanese Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

5.8 Vote Choice and Partisanship

For vote choice and partisanship, we measure these behaviors by analyzing who respon-

dents voted for in 2016 between Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton23 and whether they

identify with the Democratic Party. We look at these three questions since they better cap-

ture overall partisanship. While we could just ask respondents for their partisan preferences,

their voting behavior is just as important to determine party preferences. These three mea-

sures are all binary variables with one indicating an affirmative response and zero indicating

a negative response. Across all Asian Americans, vote choice appears to be more closely in-

fluenced by racial and ethnic score than partisanship. While the relationship is insignificant

with partisanship, racial and ethnic score have simultaneously significant relationships with

voting for Trump and voting for Clinton. These relationships are also in the same direction,

indicating that race and ethnicity agree and pull individuals in the same direction.

23. Third party candidates have too few voters in the sample
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FOr the first model, racial and ethnic scores are significant for both the panethnic and

ethnic levels for all three policy topics. We can see all of the estimates in tables 21, 33,

and 3424. On voting for Clinton, racial score significant estimates range from -0.218 for the

Pakistani ethnic group to a maximum of 0.372 for the Chinese ethnicity. Ethnic score ranges

from a low of 0.137 for the panethnic identity to 0.259 for the Pakistani group. On vote

choice for Trump, racial score has a minimum value of -0.307 for the Chinese ethnic group

and -0.146 for the panethnic identity. Ethnic score ranges from -0.264 for the Filipino group

to a maximum of -0.113 for the panethnic identity. Finally, on identifying most with the

Democratic party, racial score is only significant with the Asian American identity with an

estimate of 0.087. Ethnic score has a minimum value of 0.074 for the panethnic identity and

0.231 for the Filipino group.

Across the panethnic group, significance is consistent for racial score across all three

measures. Racial and ethnic score are significant for both measures of vote choice and also

partisanship. Additionally, the direction of the relationships all agree between panethnicity

and ethnicity. The magnitudes are also largely the same. This results appears to be sug-

gesting that vote choice and partisanship across the whole Asian American population is

equally influenced by both ethnicity and race. While this is still only the first model, both

panethnicity and ethnciity are so far looking like strong influences.

On the ethnic level, racial and ethnic scores continue to find significant estimates across

the three measures. Beginning with racial score, there are four ethnic groups with significant

estimates. The Chinese, Hmong, Korean, and Pakistani ethnic groups have at least one

significant estimate among the three measures of vote choice and partisanship. Interestingly,

racial score is only significant among vote choice and not partisanship. Of the four ethnicities,

only the Pakistani group is conservatively influenced by racial score. The other three groups

are all liberally correlated. This is an interesting case which shows that panethnicity does

not necessarily hold across all Asian ethnicities even when race is influential. How racial

24. Tables 33 and 34 are in the appendix
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identity interacts with an individual could vary and, like this situation, actually push them

away from most Asian Americans.

Ethnic score also finds significance among certain ethnic groups though fewer than racial

score. The Filipino and Pakistani ethnic groups have significant estimates with vote choice

and partisanship. Unlike racial score, ethnic score as a consistent influence across ethnicities

and policy topics. For both groups, ethnic score pushes political behavior to the left. Overall,

while ethnic score is more consistent, it is also less significant across ethnic groups. Fewer

ethnicities are significantly influenced which indicates that panethnicity may still be a bigger

influence.

For the second model, the level of significance for both racial and ethnic scores decrease

quite dramatically. Looking tables 22, 42, and 4325, the estimates do change. For vote

choice for Clinton, the range of significant estimates for racial score spans from a minimum

of -0.354 for the Pakistani group to a maximum of 0.325 for the Chinese group. Ethnic

score has a minimum estimate of 0.113 for the panethnic identity and 0.324 for the Pakistani

ethnic group. Estimates for racial score with vote choice for Trump ranges from a low of

-0.444 among the Hmong and a high of 0.171 for the Pakistanis. Ethnic score ranges from

a minimum of -0.220 for the Pakistani identity and -0.087 for the panethnic group. Finally,

identifying as a Democrat by racial score is only significant for the Korean ethnic group at

0.229. Ethnic score similarly only has one significant estimate of 0.237 with the Filipino

group.

Estimates for vote choice and partisanship see the least consistency between the two

models. Direction is stable for the two measures of vote choice but is less consistent on par-

tisanship. While significant estimates have consistent directions, insignificant relationships

change direction quite often especially along partisanship. Magnitude is highly variable for

vote choice and partisanship with identities noticeably both increasing and decreasing. One

consistent trend is that the panethnic identity decreases in magnitude moving from the first

25. Tables 42 and 43 are in the appendix
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model to the second. Individual ethnic groups are much more variable with groups like

the Pakistanis consistently increasing in value while others remain similar. Standard error

increases across all three measures. Significance for both measures of vote choice increase

while significance decreases for partisanship. This is a consequence of magnitude generally

increasing for vote choice estimates and decreasing for partisanship estimates. These trends

emphasize that outside social variables do influence race and ethnicity. These factors are

strong enough to dramatically change how racial and ethnic scores interact with an individ-

ual’s political choices.

For the panethnic Asian American identity, racial and ethnic score has a firm influence

in vote choice but is insignificant with overall partisanship. Racial score has a significant

correlation with voting for both Trump and Clinton. The relationship with voting for Trump

is negative while the relationship with vote choice for Clinton is positive. Ethnic score has

parallel results. The relationship between ethnic score and vote choice for Trump is negative

while the correlation with voting for Clinton is positive. These results generally suggest

that the Asian American identity pulls individuals to favor Hillary Clinton over Donald

Trump in the 2016 election. They also highlight the parallel influence race and ethnicity

have on Asian Americans. It represents another situation where both race and ethnicity

may be blurring the lines that separate them. This reinforces the panethnic perception

of all Asian American ethnicities. It could also be a result of the candidates and general

platforms impacting all Asian Americans homogeneously. Particularly policies touching on

race, despite each ethnicity being unique in their own way, will broadly affect all Asians

similarly. Most individuals outside the community will not take special care distinguishing

between each ethnicity which leads to generalizations that make the racial experience similar

for all.

For vote choice and partisanship, the panethnic identity also has significant estimates with

many other social factors. Age, sex, levels of education, and partisanship have significant

relationships with vote choice and partisanship. In terms of vote choice for Donald Trump in
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the 2016 election, being young, a woman, a Democrat, and having higher levels of education

are negatively correlated. The opposite is true for vote choice for Clinton with youth, being

female, and leaning Democratic having a positive relationship. When analyzing partisanship,

identifying as a member of the Democrat party is positively correlated with being young,

being female, and levels of education. These results generally align with the conventional

thinking behind how individuals form their partisanship. Unsurprisingly, partisanship was

a particularly strong influencer of vote choice. Being Democrat reduced the probability

of voting for Trump by 0.255 while increasingly the probability of voting for Clinton by

0.316. These are incredibly strong forces which make sense because of the political parties

the candidates belong to. The other variables are much less pronounced despite still being

significant estimates. Most of the social variables included in the analysis pushed the Asian

American group to the left on the spectrum of political opinion. Only level of household

income and the indicator for being religious influence Asian Americans to the right in our

model and they are insignificant estimates.

Racial score on an ethnic level continues to yield significant estimates with partisanship

and vote choice. The Chinese, Hmong, Korean, and Pakistani ethnic groups are all signif-

icantly influenced by racial score for these political behaviors. Generally, the Asian ethnic

groups are influenced by racial similarly, towards the more liberal position or candidate. For

the Chinese ethnic group, racial score is significantly correlated with voting for Clinton. The

same is true for the Hmong and they also have a negative relationship between racial score

and voting for Trump. Racial score for Koreans also has a negative relationship with voting

for Trump and is positively correlated with identifying as a Democrat. While the general

trend has racial score favoring liberal behaviors, there are instances contrary to the norm.

The Pakistani group, for example, is pulled to the right on the political spectrum by racial

score. It has a positive correlation with vote choice for Trump and a negative correlation

with vote choice for Clinton. These conflicting positions again raise the possibility that the

panethnic racial identity is not a homogenous group that impacts all equally. While certain
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factors such as the composition of the Asian American race is consistent across ethnicities,

how each group perceive their place in the Asian American identity as well as what it means

to be Asian American vary.

Ethnic score also scores significant estimates with partisanship and vote choice on the

ethnic level. The Filipino and Pakistani ethnic groups have some significant estimates with

ethnic score among certain policy points. The Filipino ethnic group has a strong positive

relationship between ethnic score and identification as a Democrat. The Pakistani group is

influenced mostly in vote choice. Ethnic score is positively correlated with voting for Clinton

and negatively correlated with vote choice for Trump. Ethnic score, generally speaking

compared to racial score, is more consistently correlated with left leaning political behavior.

Especially with vote choice for Clinton and identification as a Democrat, ethnic score has

estimates greater in value than racial score and is more stable. While both racial and ethnic

score are positively correlated with left leaning political behavior, fewer individual ethnic

groups have negative estimates for ethnic score than racial score. Estimates for the Pakistani

group have an interesting relationship. Unlike the panethnic group where ethnicity and race

agree, the estimates for racial score and ethnic score conflict in direction. With ethnic and

panethnic identities pulling in different directions, the results support the possibility that

ethnicities can politically disagree with the broader racial group. In this particular situation,

ethnicity is more closely tied to the minority, liberal perspective that the other ethnic groups

identify with. Though Asian American ethnicities are typically liberal leaning, they are not

consistent in how they reach these opinions.

For social factors outside of just racial and ethnic score, most Asian ethnicities are parallel

to the panethnic identity. Though they may not all have significant estimates with being

young, being female, levels of education, or being Democrat, these variables have higher

concentrations of significant correlations. Additionally, most of these significant estimates

share the same direction, positive or negative, with the panethnic estimate. This suggests

that the panethnic identity is quite representative of the parts it is composed of. On an ethnic
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level, a couple other variables have significant relationships with vote choice and partisanship.

For the Korean group, household income has a strong negative correlation with identifying

as a Democrat. The Pakistani group has a positive relationship between being religious

and voting for Clinton. Though religiosity is typically associated with Conservative leaning

political behavior, the predominant religion of Pakistanis is Islam. Prior to the 2016 election,

Donald Trump stood on an extreme Islamaphobic platform that likely alienated the Muslim

community. This explains why Pakistanis who identify as religious are more supportive of

voting for Clinton.

While most ethnic groups agree with the panethnic identity, the Pakistani group stands

out from the rest. For racial score, it is the only ethnic group that has a significant, nega-

tive correlation with liberal leaning political behaviors. Additionally, among vote choice for

Trump and Clinton, the Pakistani group is the only group that is not significantly correlated

with being Democrat for both vote choice measures. These estimates are also comparably

small in value which further distinguishes the group. Levels of education is also negatively

correlated with identification as a Democrat, the only significant estimate with this rela-

tionship. As mentioned before, the Pakistani group also has a positive relationship between

being religious and voting for Clinton, the only instance where being religious is significant.

Though the Pakistani group is unique in its significant relationships, the Bangladeshi eth-

nic group has similar trends that mirror the Pakistani group. For being a Democrat, the

Bangladeshi ethnic group is only significant with voting for Clinton. Additionally, though

many of its estimates are insignificant, racial score often follows the behavior of the Pakistani

group. This supports the assertion that the Asian American community is heterogeneous

in nature. There may be similarities across certain ethnicities from similar regions with

shared culture, religion, and linguistics, but assuming the broader community is all the same

appears to not hold up.
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Table 23: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores for
Preferences

Ethnicity Clinton Trump Partisanship Choice Aggregate

Hmong Racial Positive Racial Negative Neither Moderate Racial Liberal
Korean Neither Racial Negative Racial Positive Moderate Racial Liberal

Vietnamese Racial Positive Racial Negative Neither Moderate Racial Liberal
Chinese Racial Positive Neither Neither Weak Racial Liberal
Pakistani Racial Negative, Ethnic Positive Ethnic Negative, Racial Positive Neither Moderate Ethnic Liberal, Racial Conservative
Filipino Racial Positive Neither Ethnic Positive Weak Racial and Ethnic Liberal

Asian American Ethnic Positive Racial Negative Ethnic Positive Weak Ethnic Liberal
Japanese Neither Ethnic Negative Neither Weak Ethnic Liberal

Bangladeshi Neither Neither Neither None
Cambodian Neither Neither Neither None

Indian Neither Neither Neither None

Note: Arranged from strongest racial influence to strongest ethnic influence (No relationship at the bottom)
Note: From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

6 Results From Interviews

The long-form interviews took place over the span of two weeks starting from January

20, 2022 and concluding on February 3, 2022. I interviewed sixteen individuals who are all

enrolled in a baccalaureate degree program at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor.

This sample is drawn from members of Asian American organizations at the university who

voluntarily signed up for this interview. Of those sixteen individuals, fifteen provided valid

responses that will be used in this study and one did not attend the scheduled interview. The

sample includes a fairly even split of seven men and eight women. Ethnically, the sample

comprises of one Vietnamese identifying individual, one Japanese identifying individual, two

Pakistani identifying individual, and eleven Chinese identifying individual. The range of ages

represented in the sample are very small, with a minimum age of 19 and maximum age of 21.

Highest level of education is consistent across every individual since they are all seeking their

first bachelor’s degree. The partisanship split in the sample is ten Democrat-leaning, four

are split down the middle, and one Republican leaning. We did not collect any information

on household income because it is very likely that most would not know their household

income or have no source of income aside from parental financial support. We also did not

ask individuals if they are religious and instead paid close attention to whether religion was

mentioned during their responses.

There are some concerns regarding the sample selected for the interviews. One concern

is that the sample is skewed in terms of ethnic representation towards the Chinese ethnic
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group. This is an unfortunate effect of drawing the sample from voluntary respondents in

Asian American organizations at the university. While the Asian American race is incredibly

diverse, Chinese Americans and East Asians make up a substantial portion of membership

within Asian American organizations on campus. There is additional bias since I reached out

to more organizations that specifically cater to Chinese American students. Another concern

is that the sample is extremely narrow and not representative. By only selecting students

from the undergraduate population at the University of Michigan, I am unable to get a fully

representative sample of all Asian Americans across the United States. A final issue is that

I would be interviewing fellow college aged students. Interviewing peers on their political

opinions could yield incorrect answers in order to “fit in” more with the mainstream political

opinions of the campus. This brings up an interesting comparison between my long-form

interviews and the NAAS. In both surveys, respondents are interviewed by members of the

their racial in-groups, but the NAAS also has out-group interviewers as well. Though the

interviews for the NAAS were conducted over telephone which means physical appearance

cannot be used to determine race, some interviewers did report having moderate to strong

accents which could lead to racial identification. Names could also clue in respondents on

the racial identity of their interviewers.2627

While these concerns are valid, I believe that the interviews provide insightful informa-

tion that can explore mechanisms driving Asian American political behavior. While each

Asian American ethnicity is unique in their own ways, there could still be cultural similari-

ties that transcend national borders. These interviews are not meant to collect quantitative

data, rather they are designed to allow subjects to explore what goes into their political

opinions. This should limit the amount of bias within the answers each participant provides

since this information is less socially controversial than just general political opinion and can

still be valid even if they do not give their true opinions. Additionally, applying the triangu-

26. Out-group influence is analyzed in the Discussion subsection on outside forces
27. Concerns and comments regarding the NAAS are further discussed in the Discussion section on limi-

tations and further research
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lation strategy during the interviews supported their responses as valid. The reasoning and

arguments they make are consistent across policy topics and behavioral tendencies. Also,

while the sample is not representative of the true Asian American group, it still provides

insight into the group dynamics at play. I can still analyze the panethnic perspective that

individuals may have in addition to knowledge individuals have on other ethnicities.

Over the course of the interviews, five distinct reoccurring themes continuously came up

during conversation. Though I expected certain themes to repeat on a consistent basis, I

was quite shocked to hear all fifteen individuals citing the same cultural and social norms

as motivating factors for their personal political values and the values of their communities.

The five commonalities across the fifteen interviews are that Asian Americans have a culture

of hard work, there is a social and political split across age, family and community are major

motivating factors for political values, the conceptualization of being a model minority, and

voting with your wallet is heavily embedded within Asian American identities.

6.1 Hard Work Culture

Across all fifteen interviews, each respondent mentioned that a significant component

of the Asian American identity is being a hard worker. While each respondent worded

the cultural norm slightly differently from each other, the general consensus is that there

is an expectation for Asian Americans to work hard in order to succeed. Working hard

applies to several aspects in life ranging from education during childhood to work during

adulthood. There is an expectation among Asian Americans to sacrifice some amounts of

personal happiness and luxury to focus on working or building skills for work. The ultimate

goal of working hard is to provide themselves and their future families a comfortable life as

well as building generational wealth. The value of hard work leading to future success and

prosperity is apparently drilled into the minds of Asian American children by their parents

starting from a young age. The fervor and commitment to hard work exhibited by all

fifteen subjects suggests that the culture of hard work is something more than just a positive
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character trait that is being encouraged to Asian Americans. The virtue of working hard and

building success is so deeply embedded within the consciousness of the subjects that over half

saw hard work as being a necessary prerequisite for identifying as an Asian. This prompts

me to consider the possibility that the culture of hard work among Asian Americans can be a

factor driving racial and ethnic influence on political opinion and behavior. This is supported

by the several respondents acknowledging that this cultural norm greatly influenced either

their personal political opinions or the opinions of their community on certain policies,

especially those relating to affirmative action and economic equity.

Education is often cited as a topic of major concern for Asian Americans and every

subjects reiterated their commitment to receiving an education. Two subjects went as far as

saying that, for most Asian Americans, obtaining a bachelor’s degree is considered the bare

minimum. This sentiment is extended beyond the immediate family of the respondents and is

shared by their communities of extended family and friends. Education is heavily implicated

with the Asian American fixation on hard work and success. While this may be slightly

skewed since each respondent is an undergraduate student at the University of Michigan,

each respondent reiterated the need and pressure to work hard during their academic careers.

This creates a culture of extreme competition among Asian Americans between members of

their own group and racial out-groups since academic success is so closely linked to their

values. With this competition, my respondents noted that academic success should be closely

linked to levels of hard work. Those who work hard deserve academic success while those

who do not work hard do not deserve academic success. This directly leads to the topic of

affirmative action.

Academic affirmative action is a contentious topic among the fifteen survey subjects.

While only three out of fifteen are outright against affirmative action, ten noted that such

policies are unfair against Asian Americans and thirteen condemned current practices as

deeply flawed. Looking at the quantitative data, we can see that support for increasing

the number of Black and Asian students in college is not consistently supported across
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Asian Americans. While the panethnic identity does have a significant positive estimate for

supporting this policy, the small magnitude (0.097) means that Asian Americans who are

strongly tied to their racial identity are barely more supportive of affirmative action28. Why

academic affirmative action is so contentious among Asian Americans stems from the culture

of hard work.

The respondents commented that admission into university should be merit based. Those

who work hard and achieve high scores in high school and standardized testing while also ac-

complishing significant extracurricular activities should go to better schools than those with

lower scores and rankings. To them, meritocracy and hard work in academics are mostly

parallel trends. This makes academic affirmative actions, where social variables outside of

academic achievement and merit-based measures are considered in college admissions, very

unpopular among Asian Americans. Social variables, particularly race where Asian Amer-

icans feel they are disproportionately disadvantaged by for affirmative action, has nothing

to do with how hard people work to achieve their academic accomplishments. People who

are hard workers and are high academic achievers under affirmative action policies may get

into the same or even less prestigious universities as those with lower scores but come from

disadvantaged backgrounds. Therefore, affirmative action discounts the hard work that is

strongly associated with the Asian American cultural identity. This would logically make

Asian Americans less supportive of such policies by their racial identity since hard work is

so integral to the Asian identity itself.

Parallel with the results of the quantitative analysis, Asian Americans feel conflicted re-

garding affirmative action. While twelve respondents still are in favor of having some form

of academic affirmative action policies, their Asian American culture did come into conflict.

This is likely the driving mechanism behind the small positive relationship for the panethnic

identity and why there are few ethnicities with positive significant estimates. Additionally,

groups such as Cambodians, Hmong, and Vietnamese all have negative relationships though

28. The interval for this measure is 0.25
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these are insignificant. The traditional values of hard work and the importance of education

to Asian Americans make affirmative action policies salient in the mind of the group though

the impact is conflicted. While the influence of racial score on affirmative action is more

positive than initially expected, this likely stems from the measure asking whether respon-

dents support increasing the number of Black and Asian students as opposed to just Blacks.

Since Asian Americans are aware that fellow members of their group have similar values of

working hard and education, they would be more accepting of increasing their own numbers.

The influence of hard work extends beyond academics and also into the professional

work environment. Most respondents reported some support for the idea that an individuals

economic and professional position in life is based on the effort they put in. These comments

are especially salient while explaining their support for workplace affirmative action policies

and policies promoting economic equity. The strength of these convictions, however, are

seemingly weaker among the respondents. This could be a result of the fact that none of

the individuals in the sample are full time employees. Looking at the quantitative results

for measures of economic equity, however, does suggest that racial and ethnic influence on

economic topics are more positive.

With regards to providing more equal economic opportunities, more respondents an-

swered positively than negatively. Economic opportunities include more accessible public

education, social welfare programs, and safety net programs. Fourteen respondents are in

favor of providing equal economic opportunities for all. While the concept of hard work

did come up, the rationalization for their support circumvented conflict. The respondents

in favor of policies providing equal economic opportunities justified their opinion by stating

that everyone deserves the chance at success. While working hard to achieve success is still

a critical component of their values, providing equal economic opportunities is not mutu-

ally exclusive. With opportunities, things are more fair for disadvantaged groups while still

requiring hard work to realize these opportunities. Without hard work, people given equal

economic opportunities are still not going to be successful compared to those who do commit
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themselves to putting in the effort. This consistent reasoning explains why hard work and

economic parity can coexist.

Economic policies that call for equal economic outcomes, however, do conflict with the

culture of hard work among Asian Americans. While opportunities focus more on providing

individuals a fair starting point in life, outcomes are more fixated on wealth and the ending

point. Under these circumstances, only two respondents support policies for more equal

economic outcome. All thirteen subjects not in favor of such policies cited the fact that these

policies would allow individuals to not work hard for their place in life. These policies conflict

with the values they grew up with. Again, there is a heavy emphasis on the connection

between hard work and what people deserve in life. Since the value of hard work is diminished

by these policies, Asian Americans would be less supportive.

How the respondents respond to their support of economic opportunities and rejection

of economic outcomes reinforce two results. The first is that hard work is a highly salient

concept within the Asian American identity. Policies on economic opportunities and eco-

nomic outcomes are quite similar yet respondents are completely divided. Opportunities are

nearly unanimously supported whereas outcomes are nearly unanimously opposed. The key

difference between the two is that opportunities encourage hard work which aligns with the

Asian American cultural influence while outcomes diminishes hard work. This shows that

the political influence of racial and ethnic identities are extremely dependent on the mantra

of working hard.

The Asian American culture of hard work also has an interesting implication on Asian

American political participation. The Asian group in the United States vote at extremely

low rates despite having scoring high in variables that would typically increase participation

(Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). The Asian fixation on hard work may also have a role in

the Asian American political participation lag. The quantitative data shows that both racial

and ethnic scores are insignificant in influencing Asian American tendencies to be registered

to vote and have voted in the 2016 election. From the interviews, eight respondents offer a
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potential explanation for these trends. An important implication of the hard work mentality

among Asian Americans is that they are also more likely to try and resolve problems by

themselves. This mentality makes it so that Asian Americans are more inclined to look

inwards for solutions on issues plaguing themselves and their communities. This includes

political concerns.

By looking inwards for solutions to political problems, Asian Americans are less concerned

about the world around them. Believing that their own hard work will solve whatever

problems they may have, they would not feel the need to rely on political institutions. Since

Asian Americans do not feel the need to rely on favorable government institutions or policies

to improve their situation in life, voting is unnecessary. This makes sense for the Asian

American group since they politically participate less than any other minority group and the

results from the NAAS show that racial and ethnic score are both insignificant with political

participation. Political participation is an unnecessary action to Asian Americans because

their cultural background influences them to devalue government intervention. Hard work

is then a likely mechanism driving racial and ethnic influence on political behavior.

6.2 The Elders and Youth

Another common factor discussed throughout the interviews is age. Specifically, the

divide between elder Asian Americans and younger Asian Americans29 is quite distinct. A

surprising result from the quantitative data is the significance of the measure for being young

across multiple policy positions. This significance implies that there is a great generational

gap in Asian American political opinion that spans the panethnic identity in multiple mea-

sures of political behavior. While being young is known to influence individuals to have

more liberal leaning political opinions and behaviors, it is still a notable pattern considering

the typical indifference of Asian American political behavior (Campbell et al. 1960; Miller

et al. 1981; Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). Taking the information from the quantitative

29. Though no specific ages were mentioned, it appears that the split is around the late-forties. The
distinction is typically between those with grown children and those without.
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analysis into the interviews, I took special note of whether respondents would mention any

type of generational or age gap within their communities as well as how it influenced Asian

Americans. The qualitative results are quite informative. Age proves to be a significant

factor guiding the respondents’ political behavior and opinion. Though age is important in

the context of the Asian American group, it is also segregated from the identity itself.

Among the fifteen respondents, twelve brought up some form of generational or age gap

within their communities at some point in the interviews. Broadly speaking, these divides

typically separate younger Asian Americans to be more liberal while older Asian Americans

are more conservative. This is no surprise considering previous research done on public

opinion also discovered such trends (Miller et al. 1981). What is surprising is that age

appears to transcend immigrant generation among the respondents. In particular, most of

our sample include either first or second generation immigrants. However, one respondent

is a fourth generation immigrant. While this individual is the same age as the rest of the

sample, their connection to their homeland should be weaker since more generations have

passed since immigrating to the United States. With a weaker connection to their homeland,

their political behavior as well as their parent’s political behavior should be less influenced

by race and ethnicity.

However, based on the results of the interviews, this behavior does not hold. Thought

the actual political opinions of the respondents differed, they consistently asserted that their

relatives one generation above them are more closely influenced by traditional values of their

homeland. This includes the family of the third-generation immigrant respondent as well

as members of the Asian American community that other respondents knew. The respon-

dents consistently responded that older Asian Americans they personally knew, regardless of

their immigrant generation, are typically more influenced by their more socially conservative

cultural heritages. One respondent described this phenomena as a result of the older gener-

ation, regardless of when or who first immigrated to the United States, being less open to

cultural assimilation. Older individuals grew up in highly racially segregated communities

97



where only fellow members of their race and ethnicity lived. Compared to today where Asian

Americans are dispersed throughout the United States, much of the older population were

concentrated on the west coast (Wei 1993). This causes older Asian Americans to continue to

rely on their homeland’s cultural background for political influence. This means that despite

being further removed from the actual immigration process, these older Asian Americans

still hold more similar beliefs and values to those of the same age rather than those of the

same immigrant generation. Admittedly, this sample is incredibly small and highly subject

to personal hearsay. However, this does seem to have some statistical grounding based on

the strong relationship that the indicator for being young has in the quantitative analysis.

The general trend across policy topics and Asian American ethnic groups is that younger

Asian Americans are significantly more liberal leaning than the older generation. The respon-

dents cited that their parents and other older members of the Asian American community

that they knew held their Asian heritages closer to their personal values. These cultural in-

fluences are described as highly socially conservative. Since older Asian Americans are more

influenced by this source of socially conservative values, it makes sense that there is a sig-

nificant generational gap by age. Younger Asian Americans are more culturally assimilated

and so adopt a less socially conservative cultural heritage.

Age pushes Asian American political opinion leftward in many social and economic poli-

cies but fails for affirmative action support. From the quantitative data, being young is no

longer consistent across the Asian American ethnic groups and the magnitude of the rela-

tionship is significantly smaller. Whereas age is a significant estimate for most other policies

regarding social equity, affirmative action policies stand out. Less than half of the ten Asian

ethnic groups have statistically significant estimates for any of the three policies on affir-

mative action. Looking at the interview responses, we see why age is not a strong liberal

influence on support for affirmative action. When asked about affirmative action policies,

all fifteen respondents vocalized some awareness that Asian American youth are particu-

larly disadvantaged by affirmative action policies. These sentiments are particularly salient
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among the Asian American youth because many experience the college admissions process

first-hand and are exposed to a significant amount of Asian American media. One subject

elaborated their position. Asian Americans are subject to higher standards than any other

race. This degree of unfair treatment makes it difficult for young Asian Americans to sup-

port affirmative action even though they are aware of the benefits affirmative action brings

to disadvantaged groups. It is abundantly clear in this situation that young Asian Ameri-

cans are deeply conflicted in terms of affirmative action. Their youth does influence them

to understand the liberal perspective, but personal experiences drive opinion in the opposite

direction. This makes being young a weaker liberal influence on Asian American opinion

on affirmative action and explains the weakly significant estimates across the panethnic and

ethnic groups.

6.3 Family and Community

Across the interview responses, the Asian American group appears to be greatly influ-

enced by their family and community. Specifically, the personal experiences encountered by

an individual’s family and community will influence their political values. These environmen-

tal factors are not insignificant either, with respondents often describing these experiences as

the catalyst for their political values on certain topics. I also learned that Asian American

media and other sources of information are heavily group oriented and typically cover very

Asian American-centric issues. This creates an echo chamber for the respondents and fellow

Asian Americans they interact with which reinforces community experiences. This factor is

particularly salient among Asian Americans on the subject of immigration.

Immigration policy proved to be a particularly important topic for the respondents. Thir-

teen individuals expressed great concern over potential changes to current US immigration

policy. Among the subjects who expressed interest in immigration policy, ten remarked

that they personally knew family members or friends who went through the United States

immigration process. Additionally, they cited these interactions as the specific reason why
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they support liberalizing immigration policy. It is clear that the respondents are personally

invested in immigration policy because people they personally know are being impacted by

these policies. Their family and communities are thus influencing the group to have opinions

that would benefit the wider community. This is not particularly surprising since we do ex-

pect a certain level of political opinion to be driven by personal interests. What is interesting

is the extent of this influence for immigration in particular. As mentioned before, nearly

every respondent who is informed on immigration policy has some community connection

with the subject. While factors such as partisanship and general concern for human rights

were brought up, non of these variables are as salient as family and community experiences.

Asian Americans being influenced by the experiences of their family and community

pop up sporadically outside of immigration policy. Support for abortion and protecting

the LGBTQ community had a few respondents recall personal experiences. However, the

mechanism driving this influence changes from personal experience to obligation. Honor and

shame are brought up during discussions about these two topics. Starting with the LGBTQ

community, eight subjects reported feeling pressured by their families and communities to

have a traditional family in the future. Traditional family in the context of this study is

a man and woman married with children. Not conforming to this social norm would lead

to not only personal shame, but also familial disappointment for not abiding with cultural

heritage. While this did not have a direct role on shaping political views for the respondents,

they did remark that this could influence other members of the Asian American community.

Abortion elicits similar responses during the interviews. With regards to abortion, six

subjects mention that if they became or got someone else pregnant, that it would bring

irreparable shame to themselves and their families from the community. We again see that

family and community influence continues to pressure Asian Americans via social obligation.

Compounding this is the social conservatism surrounding the Asian American community

regarding sex and relationships which make the topic particularly taboo. This atmosphere of

shame and silence surrounding the subject means that abortion policy is not often discussed
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or conscious among the community. The subjects confirm this, generally remarking that

while they personally have stances on abortion, it is due to other social factors or from

sources outside of their communities.

These results corroborate with and explain the quantitative analysis. Racial and ethnic

score have weak and inconsistent relationships with support for the LGBTQ community and

are insignificant with support for abortion. Social pressures stemming from Asian American

families and communities prevent these topics from coming to the forefront of group political

opinion. There is such great risk of social shame and ostracism that the Asian American

identity is completely silent on the LGBTQ community and abortion. This pushes racial and

ethnic score to have weak and insignificant relationships with these topics. Asian Americans

are, instead, informed of their opinions by their membership in other social groups that put

more emphasis on these topics. This shows how pervasive family and the community can be

in the Asian American identity and even influence political behavior.

6.4 The Model Minority

Another major commonality across the Asian American group that I noted from the in-

terviews is the model minority myth. Of the fifteen interviewed individuals, Eleven discussed

the model minority myth in some capacity either by name or by concept. The working con-

ceptualization of the model minority myth derived from the interviews is that the Asian

American group is better assimilated into American society both culturally and economi-

cally. Therefore, the group is more socioeconomically successful than other minority racial

groups. The respondents’ views on the model minority myth are divided into a couple dis-

tinct answer groups. While both views were generally negative towards the model minority

myth, the reasoning behind their opposition are different. Nine cited Asian Americans being

labeled as a model minority as a way for Whites to continue their socioeconomic and politi-

cal dominance over minority groups by creating out-group conflict among minorities. Four

subjects described the model minority myth as a way to have Asian Americans statistically
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categorized with Whites separately from other minorities.

The more common criticism of the model minority myth focuses on the current status

quo maintaining power. By creating greater conflict between minority groups, then they

would not be able to effectively mobilize to push for a unified political agenda. This, in

the minds of the subjects, keeps all minorities disadvantaged compared to Whites. Political

movements and changes that would benefit the Asian American group is therefore intrin-

sically linked with the fate of fellow minority groups. This conceptualization of the model

minority myth would likely push political opinion more liberal. This rationalization aligns

Asian American interests closer to other minorities and links their fates together. Looking

at previous research, this would push the Asian American group towards the liberal side of

the political spectrum (Barreto 2010; Jardina 2019; Miller et al. 1981). Reported by over

half of the sample, this conceptualization may be the most pervasive and influential among

the group.

Though less commonly reported, seeing the model minority myth as a statistical tool to

selectively group Asian Americans with Whites is still quite consequential. This conceptual-

ization of the model minority myth is functionally opposite of the previous line of reasoning.

Instead of unifying with fellow minority groups, Asian Americans are in conflict with them.

By categorizing Asian Americans with Whites, the respondents say that they are doubly dis-

advantaged. By being categorized with Whites, Asian Americans are not considered to be

disadvantaged. Certain programs and policies such as affirmative action would therefore not

benefit Asian Americans and ostracize them from other minorities. At the same time, Asian

Americans would still not receive all of the benefits of being the majority racial group in the

United States. The result would be that Asian Americans are too white to be a minority

and too minority to be white. This characterization of minority racial groups bring Asian

Americans in direct conflict. They see other minorities as gatekeepers, preventing Asian

Americans from benefiting from minority programs in order to further their own. Listening

to the respondents who brought up this characterization, there is a significant amount of
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racial tension between Asian Americans and other minority groups. This in turn should

push Asian Americans towards the White racial group and their more conservative political

values (Jardina 2019).

In terms of political influence, the model minority myth often came up when discussing

policies promoting social and economic equality as well as affirmative action. In terms

of support for policies promoting social and economic equality, the model minority myth

is influential though the direction is not consistent. For social equity policies, the model

minority myth is brought up less often. This could be a result of our sample being quite

young and socially liberal where no one outright opposed policies promoting social equality.

Economic equity is divided. Going back to the two conceptualizations of the model minority

myth, it is clear why. Looking beyond the individual’s overall support for or against such

policies, these conceptualizations have opposing influences.

Those who viewed the model minority myth as a tool for the majority to divide the

minority are influenced in favor of policies for economic equality. These respondents use

the model minority myth to better empathize with fellow minority groups. Since policies

promoting economic equity would improve the plight of minority groups, they are influenced

to be in favor of such policies. Those who saw the model minority myth as out-group com-

petition against other minority groups are more influenced against economic equity policies.

While half of the four respondents still support some measures of equality, the model mi-

nority myth pulls opinion towards the conservative perspective. Due to their views, they

see Asian Americans as being in conflict with other minority groups. Knowing this, they

are more reluctant to support policies that would improve the situation of out-groups that

are in conflict with their own identities. This perspective separates Asian American opinion

from the minority groups.

Another political policy linked with the model minority myth is affirmative action. The

model minority myth frequently interacted with support for affirmative action among the

respondents much in the same way as support for economic and social equity policies. How
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the model minority myth influenced opinion on affirmative action is highly dependent on

which conceptualization the respondent more closely identifies with. Those who see the

myth as a way to maintain the status quo power structure are more influenced to be more

sympathetic for affirmative action policies. Those more focused on out-group competition

are pushed to be more against these policies. This reinforces the fact that the model minority

myth does not have a consistent view among Asian Americans. Some are inspired to better

align with fellow minorities whereas others view the situation as a conflict between the races.

6.5 Voting With Your Wallet

The fifth and final component of embedded Asian American culture that arose from the

interviews is the concept of voting with your wallet. Voting with your wallet is defined as

voting and having political opinions that solely benefit one’s personal financial situation as

opposed to society as a whole (Kinder and Kiewiet 1981). Previous research found that

voters typically do not vote with their wallet and are cognizant of the overall health of the

economy. The results from my long-form interviews, however, indicates that Asian American

culture inherently values self-benefiting behavior. This pushes the Asian American group to

adopt a mindset that is parallel with voting with their wallet.

Among the fifteen respondents, ten specified that Asian American political behavior

is often rooted in self-interest. Whether the respondents themselves behave only in self-

interest or their communities do, the subjects often justify political opinions and behavior

in the name of personal benefit. This sentiment extends beyond political behavior and

is deeply rooted in Asian upbringing. Particularly among the Chinese subjects but also

salient among the Vietnamese and Japanese respondents, Asian American culture heavily

emphasizes independent hard work and success. Individuals should strive to work hard in

order to be able to sustain their families and build generational wealth. An unintended

consequence of this, as one subject commented, is that Asian Americans are more likely

to act only in self interest. The drive to achieve success without external support is so
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strong within the Asian American psyche that individuals tend to discount other groups.

They are focused in benefitting only themselves and their communities which may be to the

detriment to others. While Asian American culture is not advocating for harming others,

the situation of individuals outside their communities are simply not important enough to

especially consider. This cultural aspect of the Asian American identity may be pushing

racial and ethnic score to be more selfish and less considerate of other minority groups.

Politically speaking, this behavior would push the Asian American racial group to further

separate itself from fellow minorities. By voting with their wallet, Asian Americans are

influenced to behave in their personal interests and not for the benefit of others.

This cultural phenomena is particularly salient for policies on affirmative action. Of the

ten respondents who reported Asian American self-interested behavior, all ten brought it up

when discuss opinion on affirmative action. The respondents all agree that Asian Americans

are particuarly disadvantaged by policies pushing for affirmative action because they make

it harder for Asian Americans to attend elite post-secondary institutions. However, most are

also aware of the fact that affirmative action policies bring significant benefit to disadvan-

taged minority groups and can raise the general well being in society. The benefits, however,

are fiercely countered by Asian American desire to maximize personal benefit. Even though

there are respondents who support affirmative action, even those who did mentioned that

they are conflicted because they would personally benefit from getting rid of such policies.

For those who expressed opposition to affirmative action policies, the reasoning is clear.

They and their ethnic groups would personally benefit from getting rid of affirmative action

policies which is ultimately, according to them, what their Asian upbringing has told them

to focus on.

As mentioned above, this could be another mechanism to out-group competition among

Asian Americans. This cultural emphasis on only looking out for yourself would draw more

suspicion and hostility towards groups who advocate for benefiting society at the cost of

certain groups. Particularly amongst minorities and liberals, many of their policy positions
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would come with a certain financial or social cost in order to benefit the rest of society.

Asian Americans as a group would oppose such policies because they politically behave to

maximize outcomes. This breeds hostility between Asians and other minorities since they

now view each other as major hurdles to each other’s political agenda. This has a snowballing

effect on Asian American racial relations. Out-groups and Asian Americans are in a constant

cycle of political conflict which elicits more hostility and further deepens the divide between

out-groups. This could be especially true among minority groups since they tend to support

policies that benefit more disadvantaged groups.

Another situation where voting with your wallet is clear and obvious is partisanship.

As analyzed before in the quantitative data, Asian Americans are not particularly loyal to

any political party based on racial and ethnic influence. Taking into consideration the fact

that Asian Americans will political participate in a manner that is more advantageous for

themselves, it is clear why the Asian American vote is not consistent. From the interview

responses, fourteen subjects reported that they either personally or knew people who voted

a certain way only because believed that would maximize their gains. These subjects also

stated that they or their communities are often aware of the fact that only they would benefit

as well. According to the respondents, this led to wildly inconsistent voting patterns that only

considered personal value. The group would be tempted to flip political allegiances whenever

one party promises more benefits to the Asian American group. This is not conducive to

party loyalty and it is clear that having a cultural emphasis on self servicing has an affect on

Asian American partisan choice. This helps explain why the group does not heavily favor

one political party over the other which differs from fellow minority groups.

6.6 Race and Ethnicity

To conclude this section on the interviews, I will discuss the interesting relationship that

all fifteen respondents have with their racial and ethnic identities. Despite having a sample

that represents four Asian ethnicities, the responses each subject provided was largely the
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same. In all fifteen cases, the respondents initially reported that they more closely identified

and valued their ethnic identities. However, all fifteen respondents also stated that, from a

political perspective, they are more influenced by their race at the conclusion of the interview.

In each interview, the respondent describe being closer to their ethnicity due to shared

cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Members of the same ethnic group celebrate the same

cultural heritages which brings the community closer together. Sharing a common lan-

guage as well helps individuals communicate with one another better than those outside the

community. The shared experiences individuals have with one another brings them closer

together. As one subject put it, those from the same ethnic group “just gets it better”

than those outside of their group. When asked which identity is more important to them

personally, each respondent answered that their ethnic identity is more valuable. While

every respondent acknowledged their Asian identity and even expressed membership, it is

significantly weaker. While cultural similarities and linguistic parallels do exist, they vary

from ethnicity to ethnicity. This makes it harder for individuals to relate with a group as

diverse as Asian Americans. There are simply too many differences within the group to

tie individuals together. This also explains why average ethnic score is higher than average

racial score across the panethnic Asian American group.

Over the course of the interview, however, it becomes clear that panethnicity is still

strong among Asian Americans. Throughout each subjects’ responses, they often refer back

only to Asian Americans. Despite the questions being in the context of both their ethnic and

racial group, respondents tend to answer as a using the term Asian American. This holds

true across policy topics and ethnicity. Respondents would refer to themselves and their

communities solely as Asian American and only their ethnic backgrounds if prompted to do

so. This strongly suggests that the respondents are thinking of political behavior in terms

of their racial identity even though most stated that their ethnic identity is more important.

In fact, even cultural mechanisms impacting political preferences and behaviors are put into

the context of the Asian American group. At the end of the interviews, respondents are
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asked whether they believe their racial or ethnic identities are more important to them in

a political context. Unlike the previous question, respondents now switched over to their

racial identities, indicating that race is a major political influence on Asian Americans. This

contrasts drastically from the respondents unanimously indicating that their ethnic identities

are more personally important.

To justify their answer changes, respondents focused on the political nature of the term

“Asian American” and also the value of being a part of a larger group. Many respondents

recall that the term Asian American was created in a political context. While their ethnic

identity is rooted in shared cultural experiences and natural ties to their national origins,

being Asian American is an artificial connection. Asian Americans, they mention, are tied

together through a shared political agenda and identity across ethnic groups. This inherently

predisposes individuals to view their Asian American identity through a political perspective.

The other justification focuses more on the tangible, political benefits of being a part of a

larger group. By having more voting power as a bloc, Asian Americans are better able to

assert their political agenda on a national scale as opposed to each individual ethnic group.

While they may disagree over certain policy preferences, there are enough shared values to

effectively mobilize for certain causes. Identifying with and being influenced by the Asian

American identity provides a greater political advantage which makes it a bigger influence

on public opinion.
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7 Discussion

7.1 Panethnic or Ethnic

Looking at the results from both the quantitative and qualitative data, we have a some-

what clear picture of the interaction between Asian Americans and their panethnic and

ethnic identities. Broadly speaking, both the racial and ethnic identities of Asian Ameri-

cans are important to the community. While both identities do influence group behavior,

their weight on certain topics differ. Additionally, preference is inconsistent across Asian

American ethnic groups. Comparing the estimates across models, the results most strongly

suggests that racial and ethnic scores are fairly independent from outside social factors since

direction, magnitude, and significance remain quite consistent. Certain policies that have

weak relationships with race and ethnicity, however, do show that Asian American racial

and ethnic scores are still influenced by outside factors.

Table 24: Summary of Stronger Significant Influence Between Racial and Ethnic Scores

Ethnicity Immigration Affirmative Action LGBTQ Abortion Equity Participation Choice

Indian Panethnic Panethnic Panethnic Neither Panethnic Neither Neither
Japanese Panethnic Panethnic Panethnic Panethnic Neither Neither Ethnic

Asian American Panethnic Panethnic Panethnic Neither Both Neither Ethnic
Chinese Panethnic Panethnic Neither Neither Neither Panethnic Panethnic

Cambodian Panethnic Panethnic Neither Ethnic Neither Neither Neither
Korean Neither Ethnic Neither Neither Neither Panethnic Panethnic
Filipino Neither Both Neither Neither N either Neither Both
Hmong Neither Ethnic Neither Neither Ethnic Neither Panethnic

Vietnamese Neither Ethnic Ethnic Neither Panethnic Ethnic Panethnic
Bangladeshi Ethnic Neither Ethnic Ethnic Neither Panethnic Neither
Pakistani Both Ethnic Neither Neither Ethnic Ethnic Both

Note: Arranged from most influenced by panethnicity to ethnicity
From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

Looking at table 24, we see the general trend of which identities are preferred across

Asian ethnic groups and political policies. Across groups, more are more influenced by their

racial identity. The Cambodian, Chinese, Indian, Japanese, and Korean ethnic groups all

have more significant relationships with racial score for their political opinions. Among

these groups, the Chinese and Indian groups strictly prefer their panethnic identity over

ethnic identity, never having a more significant relationship with ethnic score for any policy

109



area. There are still a solid minority of ethnic groups who are more influenced by ethnic

scores. The Bangladeshi, Hmong, Pakistani, and Vietnamese groups have stronger significant

relationships with ethnic score over racial score. Among these, the Pakistani group is strictly

influenced by their ethnicity more than race across the policy topics. The Filipino group is

unique in that it is evenly split. They are equally significantly influenced by both ethnic

and racial score across two policies and neither for the rest. This implies that they look

to both identities for political influence. Aggregating the ethnic groups into the panethnic

Asian American identity, however, reveals that there is a clearly stronger influence exerted

by race. While the number of ethnic groups influenced by racial or ethnic score are quite

evenly divided, the panethnic group has a much stronger significant relationship with race

over ethnicity.

The results also generally support a division between race and ethnicity. Racial and eth-

nic scores appear to have distinct political influences from each other despite being highly

correlated. Among most ethnic groups and policy topics, either racial score or ethnic score

have dominating significant relationships over the other. In some instances racial and ethnic

scores are also significant in opposite directions which strongly suggest these identities having

distinct influences. There are undoubtable similarities in how racial and ethnic scores influ-

ence political opinions. In some situations, ethnic and racial score may split correlation and

both have marginally significant relationships in the same direction or insignificant relation-

ships. The commonalities, however, do not outweigh the differences in how these identities

influence the Asian American group on both the panethnic and ethnic level since most sit-

uations clearly favor one over the other. These results highlight the importance of both

racial and ethnic identities to Asian Americans in understanding their political preferences.

It reinforces the heterogeneity of the Asian American group across ethnic identities.

An interesting pattern arises from the competition between racial and ethnic score for

influence among ethnic groups. Observing which groups are influenced more by race versus

ethnicity, we see a geographical and political division among the origins of these ethnic
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groups. The ethnicities that look to their panethnic identity more often are the major three

East Asian nationalities30 along with the Indian and Cambodian groups which are both major

South Asian nationalities31. These countries are at the financial, cultural, and political core

of the Asian continent. While Cambodia is somewhat of an outlier, the other four nations

are definite leaders economically and politically in the Asian world. Also, though Cambodia

does not necessarily have the same level of power as the other four countries, they are still

a large, populous country. This would suggest that when people conceptualize the Asian

American group, individuals of Cambodian, Chinese, Indian, Japanese, and Korean origin

are likely the first ethnicities to be brought up.

Looking at the Filipino ethnic group, which is equally influenced by both identities, the

Philippines is still a major Asian nation but lies further from the core of the Asian continent.

This means that while Filipinos are still associated with other Asian ethnicities, they are

more distant than those at the core of Asia geographically and politically. Looking at the

Bangladeshi, Hmong, Pakistani, and Vietnamese ethnic groups, their national origins lie

even further on periphery geographically. These ethnicities all originate from South Asia

which are often conceived of differently from East Asian and India. Especially among the

popular conception of Asian Americans, members of these ethnic groups are often discounted

or incorrectly lumped with a larger, neighboring group which explains why they are all more

invested in their ethnic identity. They do not truly feel a part of the panethnic group and

would be more influenced by their ethnic groups.

Looking at this relationship, we can see a clear trend where panethnicity is strongest

among ethnicities originating from the heart of East Asia or India and weakens moving away

from the center. This is likely a consequence of how people view the Asian continent. East

Asia is the most prominent region of the whole continent due to a slew of cultural, economic,

and political reasons (Espiritu 2011). India as well is a major, rising Asian power. When

individuals within these ethnic groups and also members of out-groups attempt to define an

30. China, Japan, and Korea
31. India is the largest country in the Indian subcontinent and Cambodia is a major South Asian nation
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overarching identity that covers all of Asia, it is inevitable that the panethnic identity focuses

on more prominent ethnic groups. The remaining Asian ethnic origins do not fit as well.

They are geographically distant from the politically and economically conceptualized center

of Asia. While still well within the boundaries of the continent itself, the social perceptions

of individuals with these ethnic identities are less strongly associated with Asia itself. This

would obviously lead to weaker links to the Asian American identity due to the fact that the

definition of Asian Americans is less inclusive of these ethnicities.

Cutting across policy topics, we also see that certain topics elicit more response from

specific identities. These is an even greater preference for racial score across policy top-

ics. Of the seven areas I analyze, policies regarding Immigration, Affirmative Action, and

the LGBTQ community are all more strongly influenced by racial score. Only abortion is

more influenced by ethnic score and policies regarding both social and economic equity are

equally influenced by the two scores. Additionally, both political participation and vote

choice/partisanship is more closely correlated with the panethnic identity. Similar to divi-

sions across ethnic groups, policy topics also lean towards one identity or the other. While

both ethnic and panethnic scores are significant, panethnicity again exerts more influence

across Asian American political behaviors.

Looking at how racial and ethnic influences are activated among Asian Americans, the

interviews suggest that mobilization solely initiated by party elites. Asian American public

opinion appears to be activated by cultural and familial sources within in-group communi-

ties. Personal experiences drive how these communities of view certain policies and political

parties because of how important communal and familial values are to Asian Americans.

If political elites did activate Asian American political behavior, respondents would have

been more salient of political sources of information. Instead of family or community values

driving public opinion, more mention of political parties and figures would have been made.

However, since nearly none of the respondents cited any political sources of their values, com-

munity and family values are likely driving activation instead of elites. This causes cultural
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norms to be at the center of how racial and ethnic identities influence Asian Americans since

groups mobilize around cultural resources. While the results seem to suggest that political

elites are not major motivators of Asian American political preferences, more research needs

to be done to identify the exact source of political activation.

The results above yield an interesting conclusion. In terms of political influence, Asian

American political opinion and behavior are more associated with their racial identity over

their ethnicity. This is not consistent across all individual Asian ethnic groups since some

are more influenced by ethnic score. Ethnic score still plays a vital role in the formation

of Asian American political preferences However, the general trend of political influence is

clear. Emphasized by the behavior of the panethnic Asian American identity, it is obvious

that racial score is an overall stronger influence on political behavior. This means that on a

political level, panethnicity does apply to the Asian American group.

This conclusion, however, seemingly contradicts the fact that Asian Americans self report

having higher ethnic scores than racial score. Why would Asian Americans, who seemingly

place more importance on their ethnic backgrounds, look to their race for political opinion

more than their ethnicity? While this result is initially shocking, it does corroborate with

the results from the quantitative analysis. Ethnic identification is high but racial influence

on political behavior is stronger. While seemingly contradictory, it is perfectly plausible

for both statements to be true. This is likely due to the fact that Asian American-ness is

inherently a political concept while ethnic identity is naturally formed from an individual’s

cultural upbringing and social experiences. While individuals would value their ethnicity

more in terms of their personal identity, being Asian American is inherently more political.

This means common political agendas would be more salient along panethnic lines.

These results generally suggest that panethnicity does hold across the Asian American

group. Though some ethnic groups look to their own ethnicity more than their race for

political preferences, Asian Americans are more influenced overall by racial score for their

behavior. Even considering that individuals may identify more with their individual ethnic
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groups, they do not necessarily reject their Asian identity as a result. The Asian American

trend towards a panethnic identity is similar to the Latino racial group. Both racial groups

approach public opinion from a more panethnic perspective than on an individual ethnic

basis (Barreto 2010; Min 2014; Stokes 2003). Both groups are composed of many distinct

ethnicities that come together to form their racial identity. At the same time, the results

suggest that ethnic influences should be considered when describing how Asian Americans

form political opinions. While primarily panethnic, there are definite situations where eth-

nicity play a major role. Ignoring ethnic influences would disregard a lot of the social and

cultural factors that play towards Asian American political opinion. Additionally, how each

ethnic group fits into the overall panethnic group has a significant impact on the magnitude

and direction of the relationship race has with political behavior.

7.2 Outside Forces

An important consideration from my results is that racial and ethnic score are often

not the most significant nor strongest influence on Asian American political behavior. In

fact, more often than not, Asian Americans are more influenced by outside social variables

separate from the racial and ethnic identities. This does not mean that race and ethnicity

do not matter, rather that the Asian American group is heavily influenced by other identity

groups and by factors not entirely captured by social identities. Additionally, comparing

estimates between models show that racial and ethnic scores are not completely independent

from outside social variables. These correlations suggest that outside social influences are

not only moderating the relationship race and ethnicity have with political behavior, but also

an aspect of the Asian American and Asian ethnic identities themselves. From the results of

both the quantitative and qualitative analysis, there is strong evidence supporting that the

panethnic Asian American identity is significantly influenced by factors outside of race and

ethnicity.

Social cleavages across age, sex, education, income, and religiosity often have estimates of
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greater magnitude than both racial and ethnic score. This implies two separate conclusions

for this study. The first is simpler, that Asian American political behavior is not solely

dictated by race or ethnicity and is also not internally homogeneous. The fact that race and

ethnicity are not the only factors influencing political opinion among Asian Americans is

quite obvious. While being Asian American is a major component of people’s identity, they

still have social identities that are separate and still influential. The other finding is more

textured. While it is unreasonable to think that a racial group as large and heterogeneous

as Asian Americans would have extremely homogeneous political opinion and behavior, the

extent of the variation is quite remarkable. Unlike the Black political opinion for example

which heavily favor Democratic party policy, Asian American behavior is much more incon-

sistent (Miller et al. 1981). Many social factors have very large influences on political opinion

which causes strong variability in behavior. This implies that the Asian American group is

not particularly loyal to a single ideology or political party. Additionally, it reinforces the

fact that Asian Americans exist between the majority and minority groups. They are not

as conservative as Whites while also not as liberal as other minorities, especially Blacks or

Latinos.

The second major conclusion is that perceptions of panethnic political influences across

Asian ethnic groups vary dramatically. Comparing the magnitude of the estimates for racial

and ethnic score with other social variables show that the panethnic identity is influenced

much less by race and ethnicity than other social factors. While this could simply indicate

that Asian Americans are not particularly influenced by race and ethnicity, this goes against

the interview responses. Among subjects, race and ethnicity are extremely salient topics.

This means that the low estimate value among the panethnic identity must be a result of

something else. What is possible and supported by the qualitative evidence is that the

perception of race is different across ethncities. How the members of each ethnic group value

and are influenced by being Asian American can differ. This means that the direction and

magnitude of the estimates across ethnic groups can vary quite dramatically. This means
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that when the estimates are aggregated for the panethnic identity, the overall correlation will

be low and inconsistent. Other social factors such as age apply consistently across ethnic

groups. Being young will have the same liberalizing impact across all Asian Americans

because the concept of being young does not change with ethnicity. What being Asian

American mean does change and so the overall impact of panethnicity is weaker.

Ethnic score functions largely in the same manner. Ethnicity changes across ethnic groups

and so the political influences can differ as well. Certain ethnicities may value certain policies

differently or have conflicting political opinions. When aggregating the effect of ethnic score

across all ethnicities, the overall impact could be much weaker and inconsistent. This could

be even more impactful for ethnic score than racial score. While race is shared, ethnicity

is completely different across groups. Even though perceptions of panethnicity can vary,

there are still certain ties that bring together Asian Americans. Certain ethnicities may

have almost nothing in common and the estimates may be even less similar.

Besides quantifiable social variables, Asian Americans are also greatly influenced by per-

sonal experiences and their communities. While difficult to measure, how these interact

with political preferences could be key in describing the behavior of the Asian American

group. From the interviews, it is clear that a significant amount of political influence can

be derived from the personal experiences that Asian American encounter. This is especially

salient among respondents regarding familial or personal connection with the policy in ques-

tion. This shows that regarding the Asian American group, more emphasis should be put

into the personal experiences of Asian Americans. This is compounded with the fact that

Asian Americans seemingly do somewhat vote with their wallet. This focus on personal gain

in political choice and behavior shows that more emphasis on the individual would better

predict Asian American political behavior.

Why the group behaves so differently could stem from the fact that the relationship

within the Asian group is so different. Since the structure of the Asian American group

hierarchy focuses inward rather than out, it makes sense for Asian Americans to value intra-
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group factors more than other races (Yuki 2003). As mentioned previously, the community

and family are at the core of Asian American personal, cultural, and political values. Conse-

quently, the Asian American group tends to look inward for political influence. This suggests

that personal and community experiences should be more important since Asian Americans

focus more on issues facing their own group.

How Asian Americans view their out-group relationships and interactions is quite signifi-

cant and interesting. During the long-form interviews, respondents rarely discuss intergroup

competition for resources or racial tension as political motivation. Any mention of racial out-

groups typically focus on out-group sentiments or internalized stereotypes of other races.

This emphasizes the inward looking nature of the Asian American group. As previously

stated in the hypothesis section, I conducted a brief analysis of Asian American out-group

sentiments using the NAAS data after the main quantitative and qualitative analysis. As

stated before, out-groups have a smaller role in my study due to the sample size of the

measures being too small to analyze across ethnic groups and out-groups not being the focus

of the study. To measure out-group sentiments, I average responses to how intelligent are

Blacks and how easy it is to get along with Blacks. This measure of out-group sentiment is

then added to the second model for analysis. This provides a shallow, but highly informative

view into how out-groups in the form of racial stereotypes play into Asian American political

opinion.

Table 25: Summary of Out Group Significance for Asian Americans

Immigration Affirmative Action LGBTQ Abortion Equity Participation Choice

Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant1 Insignificant Significant

Note: Regressed for panethnic identity.
1) Social equity is insignificant and economic equity is significant.

From the NAAS 2016 (S. K. Ramakrishnan et al. 2020)

The results of the brief analysis suggest high levels of correlation. The measure for out-

group sentiment is highly correlated with Asian American political behavior. Nearly every

policy position has significant estimates with out-group sentiments for the panethnic iden-
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tity. Individual ethnic groups are not analyzed since the sample size is far too small. The

relationship of racial and ethnic scores with policy position maintain similar direction and

magnitude which indicates consistency between model two and this new model. Compar-

ing the out-group and in-group measures, the three estimates had similar magnitudes when

significant. Interestingly, there are instances where out-groups have greater correlation than

in-groups such as abortion policy where both racial and ethnic scores are insignificant. Gen-

erally, however, in-group and out-group estimates do appear to be quite similar. What the

results indicate is that out-group sentiments play a significant role in the formation of Asian

American political opinion. This out-group relationship appears to be unique to Blacks since

a similar measure of White stereotype yields insignificant results32 and the Latino group was

not analyzed33. Though important to note that this measure of out-group sentiment may

be unique to Blacks, it is still indicative of out-groups influencing Asian American political

behavior.

This raises two interesting possibilities for the Asian American group. Out-groups may

be the dominating factor in the formation of political opinion over in-group structure, or

out-group sentiments complement in-group relationships. While the relationships between

out-group sentiments and Asian American political behavior is strong, it does not capture

the full picture. If out-group relationships dominate in-group structures, then racial and

ethnic scores would likely be insignificant after including the measure of stereotype. Interview

responses should also emphasize out-group influences on personal values and politics. Instead

of personal experiences, family and community influences, as well as cultural backgrounds,

the formation of political opinions should focus on the relationships and dynamics that

Asian Americans share with certain out-groups. As our previous results indicate, this does

not occur since in-group estimates are still significant. Asian Americans are still strongly

tied to their in-group relationships and influenced by their own racial and ethnic identities.

This implies that out-group sentiments complement Asian in-group structures. This is

32. Not presented in this paper but a similar model to Black sentiments was used
33. Latino responses were split in half which was not large enough to analyze
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supported by both qualitative and quantitative evidence. Quantitatively, the regressions

I perform to determine the significance of out-group sentiments include the independent

variables from model two. These variables, including racial and ethnic scores, have similar

estimates in terms of magnitude and direction. This shows that in-group identities still

have significant relationships with Asian American political opinions and behaviors. Both

out-group and in-group factors play a significant role in forming Asian American political

preferences and opinions statistically speaking.

The qualitative results add texture to these findings and offer potential mechanisms. One

possible explanation uniting Asian American in-group and out-group relationships is that

out-group influence stems from internalized racial sentiments and stereotypes. Throughout

the interviews, respondents discuss out-groups almost exclusively from the perspective of in-

ternalized stereotypes. Though not often brought up, responses include sporadic mention of

internalized racial sentiments and stereotypes of out-groups, particularly Blacks, that could

influence political behavior. One particular respondent made the comparison that Asian

American students are often more hard working than Black students which influences their

stance on affirmative action policy. This specific example highlights how out-group senti-

ments could influence in-group experiences. Certain sentiments or stereotypes of out-groups

entrenched within the Asian American community and cultural identity would strongly play

into the in-group dynamics of the Asian American group since community and family ex-

periences are such strong influences on political opinion. This further supports out-group

sentiments being an internalized complement of in-group structure since the Asian American

group is not directly interacting with their out-groups.

Another possibility is that Asian American out-group sentiment is tied to preservation of

the status of the in-group. As evidenced by the interviews, the Asian American group may

emphasize personal pocketbook politics more than other groups. This implies that the Asian

American group would focus on maintaining their personal standards of social and economic

powers. This would mean that out-group sentiments would be tied to in-group favoritism.
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The direction of this relationship is unknown and it may even be true that the in-group and

out-group relationship is cyclical. Generally speaking, favoring the Asian American group is

inherently associated with the plight of out-groups such as Blacks. At the same time, opinion

of out-groups could influence how the in-group carries out personally interested politics.

These relationships between in-group structure and out-group sentiments would function in

parallel which again reinforces how both factors could influence Asian American political

opinion significantly. Compared to internalized racial sentiments, however, self-interested

preservation has more explicit out-group interactions.

A third explanation stems from the model minority myth, particularly the conceptualiza-

tion that pits Asian Americans in conflict with other groups for resources. In this situation,

the out-group directly interacting with the in-group identities. Unlike the previous possi-

bility, the focus is on the out-group claiming resources from the in-group rather than the

in-group acting in self interest. The relationship between the in-group and out-group fuels

or mitigates political competition. Out-group sentiments and competition would pull polit-

ical opinion in one direction while in-group structure would have its own political influence.

These influences could agree or disagree depending on the policy in question and the cir-

cumstances surrounding the individual. Again, neither in-group nor out-group is able to

dominate each other since both are integral to the Asian American identity and experience.

Regardless of the exact mechanism at play that makes out-group sentiments influential on

political preferences, it is an important variable to consider with in-group factors. Though the

Asian American group tends to look inwards due to an emphasis on intragroup hierarchies,

out-group relationships still permeate into political preferences. They function in conjunction

with one another in influencing Asian American political behavior and opinion. Though

both quantitative and qualitative evidence on out-group variables are limited, there is a

clear connection between out-groups and the in-group.

The uniqueness of how Asian Americans form their political implies that traditional mea-

sures of racial identity and consciousness cannot fully capture the Asian American group.
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Instead, measures of race and ethnicity should focus on the multidimensional cultural aspects

of the Asian American identity. Looking more at cultural backgrounds and the experiences

of members on an individual and community level would provide more accurate and in-

sightful information on how race and ethnicity influence political opinions. Asian cultural

norms such as hard work, independence, commitment to community, and social taboos are

all closely linked to political preferences and opinions. Constructing a new measure based on

these dimensions of Asian American identity could better predict how the group is influenced

politically since Asian Americans seem to be highly salient of cultural issues. A multidimen-

tional measure would include traditional political measures of identity as well as measures of

cultural norms and personal experiences. Out-group sentiments should also be considered in

a multidimensional measure of Asian American political identity. The interaction between

in-groups and out-groups better captures the picture of Asian American political preferences

and behavior. While the specific weights and measures for a multidimensional perspective

on Asian American identity requires further research, it would provide valuable insight into

what dictates Asian American political tendencies.

7.3 Limitations and Further Research

A critical limitation of the project is the scale and sample size of the data set. While the

NAAS is one of the most comprehensive and nationally representative Asian American polit-

ical survey, the number of Asian American respondents is still quite low. This is particularly

true for ethnic groups with smaller populations with only a couple hundred observations.

Even the biggest Asian ethnic group only had a few hundred valid responses. For the project

to be more accurate, there would need to be a larger sample size which would mean having a

new survey with a larger reach than the NAAS which is not feasible with the given time and

resources. Another limitation of the NAAS for this project specifically lie with the survey

questions themselves. While the survey covers a broad scope of policy topics, the depth of

coverage is not optimal. There could be more questions on policy topics including affirmative
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action, the LGBTQ community, and immigration. Measures of independent variables such as

Asian American political identity and out-group sentiments or resentment are also lacking.

Having a racial resentment battery would provide a much better view into how out-groups

influence Asian American political opinion. Additionally, the principle researchers included

several survey experiments that split the sample size. This further reduces the number of

policy questions that provide results I can use in this study. Any future studies could greatly

benefit from an independent survey that has questions tailored to the purposes of the study.

Another key limitation is the limited number and quality of the long-form interviews.

While the interviews still provide significant information and insight into how Asian Amer-

icans form cultural and personal connections with their racial and ethnic identities, the

sample is not representative of the Asian American population. While drawing from the

University of Michigan student body made the process significantly easier and cheaper, the

composition of the sample is extremely skewed. There is very little variation in terms of

outside demographic factors. Another problem arises from the Asian American organiza-

tions that the volunteers are members of. Membership within these organizations inherently

indicates stronger awareness of their Asian American identity. This is compounded by the

political nature of two Asian American organizations that I drew volunteers from. While the

results can still suggest possible mechanisms and connections, there are many likely factors

and information that are heavily salient among the Asian American group that are not being

expressed. Future interviews would attempt to include a more representative Asian Amer-

ican sample from a larger geographic region. Having a greater variety of Asian American

experiences and backgrounds would add more weight to the interview responses since I could

see whether the responses are more widespread.

For future study, my project can be expanded to analyze political differences among indi-

viduals from different regions within Asian nations. This is especially relevant for individuals

from Taiwan, Hong Kong, and other semi-autonomous regions in China. Immigrants from

these regions have a distinct cultural and political background that could set them apart

122



from other Chinese Americans originating from the mainland. This especially relevant with

personal experiences and the importance of communities that the results of this study point

to as a critical source of political preference. These distinctions may be especially relevant

today given the increasingly contentious political situation in the region. It is possible that

these factors are so different within certain Asian ethnicities that both racial and ethnic

influence on political opinions could differ since cultural and personal factors are extremely

salient. This may also touch on why race and ethnicity have such different influences on

Asian Americans compared to other races and prompt further social divisions to achieve

similar results.

Another interesting consideration for future research would be to analyze how politi-

cal preferences change over time for Asian Americans. Especially with the recent rise in

anti-Asian hate crimes and the Covid-19 pandemic, Asian American political behavior is

likely evolving. Evidenced by a new wave of Asian movements led mostly by young Asian

Americans, the evolution of the Asian American group could lead research in multiple di-

rections. One possibility is that the Asian American group slowly adjusts itself to follow

more contemporary models of political influence. As the group assimilates both culturally

and politically, members could have more consistent racial and ethnic influence ideologically

on political preferences or draw opinion less from cultural sources. Analyzing how Asian

American political participation changes across time, especially in elections prior to 2020

and after, could be insightful.

Looking at the NAAS, the survey was conducted in the immediate aftermath of the 2016

presidential election. This was a monumental moment in the political history of the United

States that especially affected Asian Americans given the strong Anti-China platform that

Donald Trump espoused. Seeing the immediate and long term impact of the 2016 presiden-

tial election on Asian American public opinion and political behavior would provide more

context into how the Asian American group reacts to the political environment around them.

Though I do not have a reference point to compare how political behavior changes in this
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study, it is reasonable to assert that the 2016 presidential election was a major turning point

for Asian Americans. An implication of this is that racial and ethnic identity would have

been especially salient among Asian Americans during this time because their racial group

was being targeted. This is an especially relevant point since Asian American political move-

ments and advocacy have become more prevalent recently. If this survey was fielded during

previous elections, Asian American political behaviors and opinion would likely be much

less significantly correlated with racial and ethnic score. There would be less Asian political

mobilization since the direct threat against Asian communities would not be as prevalent.

Racial and ethnic group influences are also more liberal leaning during the 2016 presidential

election due to Donald Trump being the Republican candidate. Comparing Asian American

political preferences across time periods would provide context into environmental factors

that influence Asian American politics. Especially with the unique circumstances of the 2016

election, further studies comparing different election cycles would be insightful.

Another interesting direction that any future research can take would be taking a deeper

look into the cultural aspect of Asian American political influence. The cultural significance

of hard work and community is incredibly salient across several policy topics among all

fifteen interview participants. An interesting idea is whether this emphasis on personal hard

work has any influence on the levels of trust Asian Americans have in the government and

other political institutions. Since these cultural responses are seemingly so influential on

Asian American political behavior, I want to see whether this is a potential mechanism for

Asian hesitancy in voting. Other cultural norms that play into the perception of the model

minority myth and pocketbook voting could also shed light into how Asian Americans form

their political opinions. Building on this, out-group sentiment and racial resentment should

also be looked at again. With more measures of sentiments, resentments, and stereotypes

in addition to long-form questions that target out-groups, I could gain more insight into

how the Asian American group perceives out-groups and interacts with these relationships.

Doing so could also see whether in-group or out-group factors are more influential. It would
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also help distinguish whether the Asian American group is genuinely different from other

social groups or have different manifestations.

Continuing on out-group analysis, an interesting question would be whether being inter-

viewed by members of your in-group or members of out-groups impact interview responses.

Since out-groups have such a strong influence on the public opinion and political behaviors of

Asian Americans, it would be interesting to see how interviewers could influence responses.

It is possible that the respondent’s internalized out-group sentiments and racial stereotypes

could influence how they perceive the interviewer and interview itself. Those with negative

sentiments regarding the out-group the interviewer belongs to may push respondents to an-

swer more negatively towards questions that may benefit out-groups. The opposite could

also be true if the respondent has particularly favorable sentiments. Also analyzing how

in-group interviewers influence respondents would provide important information on how

Asian intragroup structures work. Certain cultural norms could drive how the respondent

answers especially if the interviewer belonged to the same ethnic group as well. Comparing

how answers change between in-groups and out-groups would also hint at how in-group and

out-group dynamics interact with each other. Certain factors, like cultural norms or identity,

could be more activated depending on the interviewer.

This plays into the dimensionality of Asian American influence on political preferences.

Specifically, how culture, personal experiences, and other social factors play into the Asian

American political identity. As mentioned above and evidenced by the results of this study,

several social factors besides politicized racial identity plays into the Asian American polit-

ical behavior. In addition, respondents report that these social factors and cultural norms

are actually critical measures of racial and ethnic identity themselves. These are integral to

being Asian American and can dictate political opinion or apply political cross pressure. A

new multidimensional measure of racial and ethnic identity would incorporate both politi-

cal consciousness and shared cultural traditions. Identity and consciousness would still be

measured in addition to acceptance of certain cultural norms and perspectives. Importance
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of hard work, reliance on community and familial resources, and upbringing would factor

into levels of Asian American identity. Additionally, it would incorporate both out-group

relationships and in-group structures when considering Asian American political behavior.

By looking at both factors together instead of each individually, there would be a more

complete picture of political behaviors. Given the results from this study, especially the

long interviews, it would be insightful to see whether this methodology could better measure

racial influence on Asian American political behavior.
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8 Conclusion

Panethnicity among the Asian American racial group appears to hold across political

preferences. Across both all Asian Americans and a majority of Asian ethnic groups, racial

score is a more significant estimate for political opinon and behavior. Additionally, respon-

dents in the interview portion of the study all reported stronger political affiliation with their

race. While evidence does suggest that Asian Americans do adopt a panethnic identity, this

does not mean that individual ethnic identities are irrelevant. Across certain policies and

ethnic groups, ethnic score has greater significance than racial score. This combines with

the fact that respondents in the quantitative NAAS survey and my long-form interviews

all reported higher personal affiliation with their ethnic heritages. This means that while

panethnicity may dominate political influence, future studies should pay closer attention to

the influence of ethnic identity.

It also strongly suggests that the Asian American group is not homogeneous and should

not be treated as a monolith. Asian Americans have diverse political beliefs and are influ-

enced by different social factors. When aggregating these ethnicities into a single group,

the statistical significance of a single variable is dramatically weakened. When regressions

are done on each group separately, we see significantly stronger significance among certain

ethnic groups34. Policy positions are more heavily skewed towards the panethnic identity.

Policies on immigration, affirmative action, the LGBTQ community, and political participa-

tion are all more influenced by racial score. Policies regarding economic and social equality

are more evenly influenced. Vote choice and partisanship on the ethnic level is dominated

by panethnicity but the Asian American identity favors ethnic score. Support for abortion

is generally more correlated with ethnic score.

As I hypothesized before, racial and ethnic influence on Asian Americans are not strictly

consistent across ethnic groups and policy topics. While both racial and ethnic score gen-

34. As stated in the Discussion section: Bangladeshi, Hmong, Pakistani, and Vietnamese are more influ-
enced by ethnic score. Cambodian, Chinese, Indian, Japanese, Korean, and panethnic Asian Americans are
more influenced by racial score. Filipino is equally influenced
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erally pushed the Asian American group left on the political spectrum, there are certain

instances where Asian Americans are actually more conservative or conflicted. This is espe-

cially true on certain topics like affirmative action and economic equality where the Asian

American group has more skin in the game. Looking from the perspective of other racial

groups, this reinforces the fact that Asian American political tendencies lie somewhere be-

tween Whites and minorities: too liberal for Whites and too conservative for minorities

(Barreto 2010; Jardina 2019; Miller et al. 1981). This is reinforced by the long-form inter-

views where respondents who did vote and have opinions parallel with the liberal ideology

still expressed doubt and conflict regarding their personal politics.

Outside social factors also proved to be vital. Age, levels of education, income, and

partisanship are consistently significant with opinion on certain policies and often at magni-

tudes far greater than race and ethnicity. Sex and religion as well found significance among

salient topics such as preferential hiring and promotion of women and abortion respectively.

In addition to the quantifiable, personal experiences and culture provide vital context for

predicting Asian American political behavior and preferences. There is evidence to suggest

that Asian American political behavior is highly personalized by the encounters and expe-

riences of their communities. This runs parallel with the fact that Asian Americans express

greater tendencies to vote with their wallet. These all suggest that the Asian American

group focuses more on their personal groups as opposed to society as a whole.

Cultural backgrounds from both Asian and ethnic identities also play a large role in build-

ing Asian American political tendencies. Several personal values and beliefs are strongly in-

grained in the Asian American psyche which manifests itself in political opinion. Particularly

the emphasis on hard work, family, and the model minority myth are all cultural aspects

critical to being Asian American that are not captured in traditional measure of political

consciousness. In addition, out-groups also need to be considered when discussing Asian

American political behaviors. From the results of this study, out-group sentiments appear

to complement rather than dominate in-group relationships so constructing a measure that
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incorporates both could help better explore Asian American political behavior. These results

support the need for an expanded measure that captures the dimensionality of racial politi-

cal influence. Especially for Asian Americans, personal experiences and cultural upbringing

are major factors that capture how the group behaves and the conflicted opinions of Asian

Americans. While the scope of this project does not extend that far, it is possible that the

Asian American political participation gap could be a product of cultural heritage.

There are many directions that the Asian American group can take. Many are pushing

for a new definition for the Asian American group, one that captures the diversity of its

members. While the political consequences of the term is still uncertain, it is blatantly

obvious that Asian Americans need to become more politically active. In many political

aspects, Asian Americans fall severely behind other racial groups despite having high levels

of education and income. With rising anti-Asian sentiments especially in recent years with

the Covid-19 pandemic, it is more crucial than ever for the group to mobilize. My biggest

hope for the small contribution I have made into the field of Asian American group politics is

that Asian Americans will one day achieve better understanding and representation. While

Asians in the United States have come a great distance since the very first migrants in the

1800s, there is still a ways to go for the whole group.
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9 Appendix

Interview Questions:

Of the following ten ethnic groups, which best describes your ethnic identity: Bangladeshi,

Cambodian, Chinese, Filipino, Hmong, Indian, Japanese, Korean, Pakistani, or Vietnamese.

How important is your ethnic identity to you?

Do you think that policies that affect other [ETHNIC IDENTITY] will also

directly affect you?

Having selected one of the above ten ethnic identities, your racial group is the Asian American

identity. How important is being Asian American to you?

If some policy greatly affects other Asian Americans, do you think that you will

also be impacted?

Do you think being [ETHNIC IDENTITY] and being Asian American are similar?

What makes them similar or different to you?

In your opinion, do you consider yourself more as one over the other?

Do you think that illegal immigrants should have a way to become a legal citizen and why

do you think that way?

Do you think that this issue is particularly important for Asian Americans and

[ETHNIC IDENTITY]?

On a similar vein, there is also great debate over whether the United States should offer

more visas to potential migrants. What do you think about this policy and why do you have

this opinion?

Do you think that this policy has the potential to especially impact any of the

communities that you belong to?
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What are your opinions on affirmative action both in academia and the professional world

and what influenced your beliefs the most?

Have you heard of or been a part of the debate within the community? What

are you experiences?

Do you think other Asian Americans and ETHNICs would agree with your view-

point?

Is there any way that you think Affirmative Action could be made more fair?

What are your opinions on combatting discrimination against the LGBTQ community and

why is that?

Do you think that the fight for equality among the LGBTQ community has any

direct impacts on you or your communities?

Where do you stand on the abortion debate and why?

What influenced you the most in terms of your beliefs on abortion?

Is providing equal economic opportunities to everyone something that we as a

society should be concerned about?

Do you think that people like you would benefit from these policies?

What do you think would happen to the US if it focused more on providing economic

equality?

Do you think that we should fight for more equal social rights and privileges or are we

overreaching?

Do you think that you or those around you would be personally affected by

policies like these?
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Has anyone from your communities (racial, gender, socioeconomic, etc. . . ) influ-

enced your opinion on this topic?

Should the government intervene in social and economic issues like the two questions above?

Do you think that the government would act in the interests of your communities?

Do you think that the government are aware of what your communities want

from them in terms of policies?

Are you registered to vote if you are eligible?

Do you think it is important to vote?

Do you think that your vote will be able to make things better for those in similar situations

as yourself?

Do you lean more towards the Democratic Party or the Republican Party politically?

Why do you think you lean towards this party?

Do you think that there is a party that genuinely has the interests of your com-

munities at heart?

Does your identity as an Asian American have an impact on your political values?

Does your identity as an [ETHNIC IDENTITY] have an impact on your political values?

Which identity has a greater influence on your political values?
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