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Abstract 

As immigration transforms the electorates of contemporary democracies, the political activity 

of newcomers will have increasingly powerful effects on political life. This thesis examines 

one important dimension of this process: the role of ethnic affinity in electoral 

politics. Affinity effects lead to voters being more likely to support members of the same 

ethnocultural group - which, as well as vote choice effects, might form the basis of support for 

leadership contests, counterbalance  discrimination, and underpin more general issue 

coalitions. However, data from the United States, and some from Europe, suggests that inter-

minority conflict, rather than cooperation, is the norm. This severely limits the breadth - and 

hence influence - of potential “rainbow coalitions”. To test for the existence and dimensions of 

ethnic affinity effects in Canada, this dissertation uses data from a web-based survey 

experiment with a large panel of racialized respondents (~1500). Respondents evaluated 

candidates in a hypothetical election, with candidate ethnicity experimentally manipulated. 

The analysis shows that respondents have strong affinity for their own ethnocultural group, 

some affinity for other minority candidates, and certainly no inter-ethnic discrimination. 

Ethnic affinity effects not only apply to Canada, broader “rainbow coalitions” seem much 

more likely than previously suggested. Moreover, a contextual analysis suggests that Canada 

is not an outlier – these effects should apply to many countries. The second part of the 

dissertation explores the causes and motivations for affinity effects. Two categories of 

explanations are explored – interest-based explanations, and identity-based explanations. For 

this, the dissertation uses a novel application of the Identification with a Psychological 

Group Scale, drawn from social psychology, a manipulation that primes self-interest, and 

other measures. In a sharp contrast to previous research, these results show strong evidence for 

identity effects and a significant amount of evidence against interest-based explanations. 

Finally, a new data set on the ethnicity of several thousand candidates over four federal 

elections, combined with riding level census data, demonstrates that the context for ethnic 

affinity effects is widespread.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

1.0 Patterns of Ethnic Affinity Voting 

What influence does ethnic affinity have in electoral politics? As global immigration continues 

to rise, racialized candidates in Canada and elsewhere may find important sources of support 

from citizens of their own ethnic background and potentially from other racialized citizens as 

well. Indeed, there is considerable evidence that Black and Latino voters in the United States are 

much more likely to support candidates of their own ethnicity – that is, there is evidence of 

ethnic affinity voting. However, there is little known about ethnic affinity voting outside the 

United States or among other ethnic groups. Nor is it clear what the breadth of these affinity 

effects could be – whether they are limited to the candidate’s own ethnicity, or if they might 

underpin a broad “rainbow coalition” of different racialized ethnic groups. This breadth is a key 

factor in the potential size and influence of such coalitions, given the diversity of racialized 

populations in most Western democracies. In fact, some previous research suggests that 

racialized citizens will discriminate against racialized candidates of ethnicities other than their 

own. If this discrimination is widespread, it will not only make rainbow coalitions unlikely, but 

also harm the electoral prospects of racialized candidates and party leaders in general. This 

dissertation explores the pattern of ethnic affinity effects by racialized Canadians and attempts to 

explain why these effects occur.  

There is widespread evidence of ethnic affinity voting in the United States, where 

racialized voters - that is, non-White voters - are more likely to support candidates of the same 

ethnicity. These effects can be quite large – for example, it is well known that Barack Obama 

received virtually unanimous support from African-Americans. However, strong effects occur in 
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more prosaic circumstances as well. In a study of ethnic affinity voting at the municipal level, 

Latino mayoral candidates received between 70 and 90 percent of the Latino vote, regardless of 

whether the candidates were Republican or Democrat (Baretto 2007). Clearly, ethnic affinity 

effects can have important political implications. Among other possibilities, ethnic affinity 

voting could form an essential base of support for racialized politicians, influence party 

leadership races, and be an important counterbalance to discrimination by White voters.  

Despite the findings in the United States, there is little or no evidence of affinity voting 

from other countries, or for ethnic groups others than Black and Latino Americans. Nonetheless, 

the specific context of the Canadian political system suggests that the importance of these 

dynamics will grow as Canadian society undergoes two major shifts - one demographic and the 

other political. Racialized minorities are now approaching 20 percent of the Canadian population 

and statistics show that this demographic trajectory will continue (Bélanger and Malenfant 

2005). As such, ridings with large and diverse racialized populations provide a preview of our 

future political demography. That these ridings happen to be key electoral battlegrounds 

(Marwah et al. 2013) is significant, because even relatively small levels of influence may 

produce important changes at the national level. A growing racialized population may also 

change the level of influence of racialized leaders. Rather than being a marginal part of electoral 

coalitions, these demographic changes mean racialized minorities are likely to grow in influence 

and produce more candidates, public figures, and party leaders.  

Another, more political development suggests that the place of racialized minorities in 

Canadian electoral coalitions may also begin to change. Historically, racialized Canadians have 

supported the Liberal Party of Canada (Bilodeau 2010, Blais 2005). However, some suggest the 

Liberal Party may have reached the end of its dominance in the Canadian political system 
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(Johnston 2005). The restructuring of the party system could result in the removal of partisan 

identification as an anchor of support. As a result, while the size and political importance of 

racialized communities is growing, the traditional political vehicle for these communities could 

be failing. Together, the changing political and demographic reality of racialized Canadians, in 

addition to the clear evidence of ethnic affinity voting from the United States, suggest that 

affinity between voters and candidates of the same ethnicity may be quite significant politically.  

On the other hand, the ethnocultural diversity of racialized citizens, in Canada and 

elsewhere, could sharply limit the size and influence of coalitions founded in ethnic affinity 

voting. That is, racialized candidates may not receive support from racialized ethnic groups other 

than their own – in fact, there may be inter-ethnic political discrimination by racialized voters. 

This hypothesis is, again, suggested by research on Black and Latino Americans (Kauffman 

2003), but has received little attention elsewhere. If the only influential social group referent for 

racialized minorities is their specific ethno-cultural community, rather than racialized status in 

general, then the relations between these communities becomes considerably more important – 

and larger rainbow coalitions considerably less plausible.  

Understanding the relationships between racialized ethnic groups is especially important 

in Canada, since Canada’s population of racialized minorities is not only large, but also very 

diverse. According to Statistics Canada, the largest racialized ethnic category is South Asians, 

who only make up 25 percent of the racialized minority population (Bélanger and Malenfant 

2005). This means that, to a great degree, the influence of rainbow coalitions, and success of 

racialized candidates, may be conditional on the degree of affinity, or discrimination, between 

racialized ethnocultural groups.  
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Instead of cooperating politically, the limited evidence from studies on Black and Latino 

Americans suggests that the most common finding is of conflict between ethnic groups 

(Kaufmann 2003, McClain et al. 2006). Of course, political conflict as defined here includes 

discrimination against candidates, or opposition to policies favouring particular ethnic groups, 

rather than more serious violence or persecution. Still, these effects may have important 

consequences. One broad concern relates to the capacity of citizens to build coalitions between 

racialized communities and, therefore, these citizens’ ability to advocate on important, shared 

policy concerns. Post-colonial theorists sometimes advocate for “strategic essentialism”, which 

suggests that oppressed peoples should sometimes adopt broad, essentialized group identities for 

pragmatic political reasons. Thus, Asians in Britain might consider themselves “Black” for the 

purposes of building a useful political coalition. While such group identities inevitably erase 

distinctions and homogenise differences, they can also build support for important political 

projects (Spivak 1987). Similar concepts are used by activists around the world, including 

influential leaders such as Jesse Jackson, who famously called for a “rainbow coalition” of 

Black, Jewish, Arab and Hispanic Americans, along with other social groups (Jackson 1984). 

Advocates of “rainbow coalitions” make the claim that racialized communities of all kinds often 

share similar experiences and needs. These include issues related to racism and discrimination, 

immigration and the recognition of foreign credentials, among others. Yet the viability of 

rainbow coalitions, I will argue, may depend on the attitudes of racialized minority groups 

toward each other, rather than on commonly held issues of concern. If conflict rather than 

cooperation among minorities is the norm, it follows that issue coalitions will be much harder to 

build.  
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A lack of solidarity between racialized communities – where voters are more likely to 

support candidates from their own specific ethno-cultural background, but not other racialized 

candidates – may also put racialized candidates at a systematic disadvantage. Research suggests 

that there is a correlation between the number of racialized citizens in an electoral district and the 

nomination of racialized candidates (Black 2008). Counter-intuitively, this very racial diversity 

may be a disadvantage for racialized candidates in ridings where their ethnic group is only a 

plurality. Specifically, if racialized voters prefer White candidates to candidates from racialized 

communities other than their own, then this may have a systematically negative impact on 

candidates from all racialized communities. Put another way, racialized candidates may split the 

“racialized vote” in a way that White candidates do not. 

Nonetheless, the prospects for rainbow coalitions are not so bleak as they might at first 

appear. Conflict between Latino and African-Americans is not universal – there are some 

examples of political cooperation (Browning et al. 1984 Saito 1998). In addition, some of the 

possible causes for this conflict – particularly economic marginalisation and prejudice (Gay 

2006) – may be less severe in Canada and (some) European countries than in the United States. 

In short, both rainbow coalitions and political conflict between racialized ethnic groups are real 

possibilities.  

In sum, the core questions for this project are these:  Are racialized voters more likely to 

support candidates from their own ethnocultural community, and are they also more likely to 

support racialized candidates in general? If so, what explains and motivates this behaviour? 

There is certainly evidence of ethnic affinity voting among Black and Latino Americans, but 

little research in other countries or for other ethnic groups – a gap which this dissertation aims to 

address. Similarly, American research reports discrimination between racialized ethnic groups 
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rather than rainbow coalitions – but here, as I argue more fully below, there is at least some 

reason to expect different results given lower levels of discrimination and higher levels of 

socioeconomic achievement among racialized Canadians. These issues are important to social 

dynamics in many countries, including all Western democracies with significant numbers of 

racialized immigrants, but are particularly relevant in Canada given our large but diverse 

racialized population. Among other political implications, ethnic affinity effects may counter-

balance the effects of discrimination and provide an important basis of support for racialized 

candidates, both within parties and in general elections. As a result, explaining the causes and 

structure of ethnic affinity voting may help us to understand the potential influence and place of 

racialized citizens and candidates in Canada and elsewhere. 

1.2 Explaining Ethnic Affinity Voting 

If we know little about ethnic affinity voting behaviour outside the United States, we know even 

less about how to explain it. There is surprisingly little research exploring why people would vote 

for a candidate of the same ethnicity. Much of the research simply assumes some kind of 

heuristic explanation, with little theoretical development, much less testing of plausible 

psychological mechanisms (e.g. Barretto 2007, Philpot and Walton 2007, Sigelman and 

Sigelman 1982) This is certainly understandable when establishing the existence and pattern of a 

behavioural effect, particularly in the early stages of a research program. However, more than 30 

years after the initial experimental studies, there is a clear need for a more sophisticated 

theoretical account of ethnic affinity voting, and an empirical examination of the psychological 

mechanisms that the account proposes.  

 This dissertation sets out a series of theoretical explanations for ethnic affinity effects and 

dedicates a number of chapters to examining the evidence for them. The explanations are divided 

into two general categories: identity-based explanations and interest-based explanations. These 
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are not mutually exclusive, in the sense that both interests and identity might influence ethnic 

affinity voting, and indeed interests and identity are probably related to each other. After all, our 

interests may shape how we identify, and identities shape our interests. Nonetheless, they form 

distinct motivational accounts. Here, I describe interest-based explanations as involving rational, 

relatively intentional motivations, such as policy or ideological preferences or a general sense of 

self-interest. Identity-based explanations, on the other hand, are related to unconscious bias 

produced by in-group favouritism.  

Although there has been some examination of the former, such as McDermott’s (1998) 

study on ideological stereotyping, identity-based explanations have been neglected in existing 

political science research. Moreover, current concepts and measures of identity are often 

insufficient. To that end, this dissertation develops a rich account of the role of identity in ethnic 

affinity effects, based primarily on social-psychological theories of identity and inter-group 

relations. In particular, the argument draws on social-identity theory, which holds that we are 

more likely to view fellow members of our social groups positively (in-group bias). While 

interest-based effects have, in this area, received the most attention by scholars, I argue that 

identity effects are far more influential than is commonly held (e.g. McConnaughy et al. 2010).  

While most existing research is limited to studies of single ethnic groups (e.g. Latinos), 

the data here allow us to examine affinity effects between candidates and voters of different 

racialized ethnicities. I argue that the same explanations for affinity effects – identity and interest 

– can be applied to voters and candidates of different racialized ethnicities, but understanding 

specific configurations of affinity effects requires consideration of inter-group relations and the 

structure of identity. These theoretical tools, for example, can help explain why, in some 

circumstances, racialized people might see themselves as part of a general “racialized” social 
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group, while in other circumstances the same individuals might see themselves strictly as 

members of their own ethnic group. By linking general theories of inter-group relations and 

identity to the explanation for ethnic affinity voting, we are able to better understand when and 

why there will be affinity or discrimination between voters and candidates of different ethnic 

groups.  

1.3 Structure of the Dissertation 

The dissertation begins with an evaluation of the empirical research on affinity effects and sets 

out a number of theoretical explanations. These explanations fall into two broad categories: 

interest-based explanations and identity-based explanations. In addition, there are two major 

situations to which each of these explanations is applied: where the candidate and voter are of the 

same racialized ethnic group, which I refer to as same-ethnicity affinity voting; and where 

candidates and voters are racialized, but of different ethnic groups, which I refer to as different-

ethnicity affinity voting. These and other key definitions are discussed in Chapter 2. For same-

ethnicity affinity, interest- and identity-based explanations require testing, but the implications 

are relatively straightforward. Conversely, for different-ethnicity affinity, interest- and identity-

based explanations are more complex. There are good reasons, for example, to think that 

perception of general group interest (one interest-based account of ethnic affinity voting) 

depends on the relations between groups.  Similarly, the role of identity depends on whether the 

situation leads individuals to conceptualize themselves as part of an ethnic group or as part of a 

more general, racialized group.  

Having set out the theoretical framework, Chapter 3 describes the methodology and data 

used for most of the analysis. The primary data source is a web-based survey of a national 

sample of Canadian adults, including a large over-sample of racialized respondents. The 

centerpiece of the survey is a voting experiment involving a set of fictional candidates. The 
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experiment is designed to identify the influence of candidates’ ethnic characteristics on voting 

behaviour. The chapter discusses the experimental methodology and the characteristics of the 

survey sample in some detail.  

Chapter 4 begins by exploring the basic pattern of ethnic affinity voting. A series of 

statistical models are presented that show evidence of ethnic affinity voting for candidates of the 

same ethnic group (i.e., same-ethnicity affinity voting). There is also weaker evidence of ethnic 

affinity voting for candidates of different racialized ethnic groups (i.e., different-ethnicity affinity 

voting).  

The subsequent chapters turn to some of the key explanations and moderators of affinity 

effects. This begins in Chapter 5, which argues that self-identification is a key concept for 

understanding identity effects. In-group bias turns on identifying with a group, not mere 

cognitive recognition of an “objective” membership. Thus we require a measure of ethnic self-

identification. In Chapter 5 an adaptation of the Identification with a Psychological Group Scale 

(IDPG) is set out and its  demographic predictors explored.   

The IDPG scale is linked to ethnic affinity voting in Chapter 6. If identity is an important 

cause of ethnic affinity voting, then strength of ethnic self-identification, as measured by the 

IDPG scale, ought to interact with the effects of candidate and voter ethnicity. This means that 

people who strongly identify as part of an ethnocultural group will be more likely to support a 

candidate of that group. Conversely, those who are members of an ethnic group, but do not 

identify with it, are likely to be indifferent, or even opposed to, candidates of their ethnic group. 

The analysis suggests that this is exactly the case: the IDPG measure of ethnic self-identification 

has a strong, positive relationship with ethnic affinity voting. Interestingly, although weaker in 
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the latter case, this positive relationship obtains for both same- and different-ethnicity affinity 

voting.  

The second set of explanations for ethnic affinity voting - interest-based explanations - is 

explored in Chapter 7. Specifically, two interest-based explanations are tested: ideological 

stereotyping and perceived self-interest. Ideological stereotyping explains ethnic affinity voting 

by suggesting that racialized candidates are stereotyped as being ideologically left-wing.  

Racialized voters are similarly left of center, meaning that what appear to be effects from 

ethnicity may actually be a product of ideological preferences and stereotyping (McDermott 

1998). This account is tested using questions about perceived candidate ideology – and the 

analysis finds no evidence at all of ideological stereotyping. The other interest-based explanation 

tested in Chapter 7 is what I refer to as general group interest. In this account, voters believe that 

a candidate of their ethnic group will be, in some diffuse, non-specific sense, in their interest. 

Such voters, that is, may not have a sophisticated or coherent account of what general group 

interest is at stake, but they may, nonetheless, have a vague sense that the candidate sharing their 

ethnic group membership will better serve their interests. This explanation is tested using 

experimentally manipulated question wording. The evidence here is not decisive, but it is argued 

that identity-based effects are far more influential than perception of interests.  

Finally, Chapter 8 considers some factors that might affect the influence of ethnic affinity 

voting in federal elections in Canada. Some research has suggested that the effects of candidate 

ethnicity are significantly diminished when party cues are present (Kam 2003). This would make 

findings of ethnic affinity effects in Chapters 4 and 6 significantly less important – perhaps 

applicable to municipal politics or other non-partisan settings, but not to provincial or federal 

elections involving clear party affiliations. To test this argument, the chapter examines the results 



11 
 

of a manipulation of the presence or absence of party affiliations in the descriptions of the 

candidates in the voting experiment. Contrary to Kam’s findings, there is no evidence of the 

attenuation of ethnic affinity voting in the presence of party labels. This suggests that, at least at 

a psychological level, there is no reason ethnic affinity effects should not apply widely, to both 

partisan and non-partisan elections.  

Chapter 8 concludes by examining the structure of candidate and voter geography in 

Canada. It does so using two sources of data: a new dataset of the ethnicity of candidates in the 

2004, 2006, 2008, and 2011 Canadian federal elections, and census data on ethnicity at the 

federal riding level. The distribution of candidates is important, since it shows that racialized 

candidates are widely distributed, rather than concentrated in a small number of ridings. In fact, 

approximately ¼ of ridings have at least one racialized candidate. Finally, in this chapter,  census 

data is used to compile the number of racialized Canadians in these ridings, which indicates that 

the ethnic affinity effects explored in this research may apply, in principle, to some 1.6 million 

racialized Canadians. Moreover, examining the level of ethnic diversity at the riding level makes 

it clear that most racialized candidates face electorates where their ethnic group is, at best, a 

plurality; in other words, racialized candidates tend not to compete in ridings that are relatively 

dominated by a single ethnic group. This highlights the importance of different-ethnicity affinity 

voting – that is, voting behaviour that can produce rainbow coalitions.  
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Chapter 2:  Theories of Ethnic Affinity Voting 

 

2.0 Introduction 

To understand the possibility of ethnic affinity voting in electoral politics, we need to understand 

why, and under what circumstances, ethnic affinity voting occurs. This chapter will set out a 

series of possible explanations for ethnic affinity voting and review existing research. Two basic 

voter/candidate combinations are explored: affinity voting for candidates of the same ethnicity as 

the voter (or same-ethnicity affinity voting), and affinity voting for candidates of a different 

ethnicity from that of the voter (or different-ethnicity affinity voting). In addition, two categories 

of potential explanations are set out: interest-based explanations and identity-based explanations.  

 As will become clear, there is reliable evidence of affinity voting for candidates who are 

of the same ethnicity as voters (e.g. McDermott 1998, Barretto 2007). However, with the 

exception of one experiment in Canada (Bird 2011), all the evidence for same-ethnicity affinity 

voting is from only two ethnic groups in a single country – Blacks and Latinos in the United 

States. Unfortunately, there is little research on different-ethnicity affinity voting, and so the 

chapter also considers some research on more general attitudes between different ethnic groups.  

This chapter, as noted, explores explanations for affinity voting rooted in either interests 

or identities. Interest-based explanations for affinity effects are simple. They assume that people 

are utility maximizers and that ethnicity both affects voters’ interests and is a useful heuristic for 

determining which candidate is in one’s best interest. There are a number of mechanisms through 

which such reasoning could influence candidate choice, such as the use of policy heuristics and 

ideological stereotypes, or through diffuse conceptions of general group interest.  

Identity-based explanations are less conscious or intentional. Social group identity theory 

shows how identity can motivate people, independent of more concrete interests, through in-
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group bias and a desire for positive group attributions (Tajfel 1981). Despite widespread 

adoption in social psychology, only a single study examines identity-based explanations for 

affinity voting (McConnaughy et al. 2010). Nonetheless, the chapter theorizes a number of ways 

that identity may influence vote choice, including bias in perception of candidate attributes, 

persuasion effects, and expressive voting. 

 When the candidate and voter are of different racialized ethnicities, research often finds 

discrimination, rather than affinity (Bobo and Hutchins 1994, Meier 1991).  While findings of 

conflict predominate, however, they are not universal – under some circumstances there are 

examples of affinity and cooperation, or at least a lack of conflict and discrimination (Kaufmann 

2003, Saito 1998). In addition, essentially all the research on electoral inter-minority relations is 

focused on Black and Latino Americans. So, it is possible that, between different groups or in 

different countries, affinity voting between different racialized ethnic groups is more common.  

 Explanations for different-ethnicity affinity are complex. While there is uncertainty about 

whether or not identity- and interest-based mechanisms for same-ethnicity affinity are correct, 

their predictions are straightforward. Conversely, for different-ethnicity affinity voting, there is 

reason to think that these mechanisms might lead to affinity, but also that the same mechanisms 

could lead to the opposite effect – conflict and discrimination against candidates of a different 

racialized ethnicity.  

For example, general group interest and all of the identity-based explanations could 

produce quite diametrically opposed effects, depending on the circumstances. It is not clear if 

racialized voters will see candidates of other ethnicities as being in their interest. The answer 

might depend on, among other things, the competitive relations between ethnic groups or groups’ 

level of economic success. Similarly, identity effects depend on the structure of identity. Here 
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again, there are competing possibilities. A theory of motivated social positioning, which I 

propose in this chapter, suggests that racialized voters will identify with Whites, rather than other 

racialized ethnic groups. Conversely, racialized voters may develop a broader racialized identity, 

leading to affinity that crosses lines of ethnicity. These different theoretical possibilities will be 

considered at length, and with reference to research on inter-group relations in social 

psychology, as well as the limited evidence from political science.   

Finally, the chapter will consider the Canadian context – given that most research is on 

Black and Latino Americans, what should we expect here? Taking our limited knowledge about 

the causes of affinity voting into account, it appears that Canada has relatively good prospects for 

inter-minority coalitions.  In addition, the electoral system in Canada militates against local 

candidate effects (Carey and Shugart 1995). This suggests that if there is evidence of affinity 

voting in these data, it may well imply larger effects for party leaders in Canada, and for other 

countries with similar social and demographic structures but different electoral systems.  

2.1 Social Groups, Candidates, and Vote Choice 

At the most general level, ethnic groups are a type of social group, and the importance of social 

groups to voting behaviour has been clear since early election studies emphasised the importance 

of the social position of voters (Berelson et al. 1954, Lazarsfeld et al. 1944). Similarly, the 

classic analysis of voter ideology by Converse (1964) had pessimistic conclusions about the 

abilities of voters, but at the same time pointed toward the role of groups in compensating for 

voters’ informational shortcomings. In fact, he suggested that social groups are “objects of high 

centrality in the belief systems of the less well informed” (1964, p. 234) - the “less well 

informed” being, of course, a category including most citizens. Attitudes toward social groups, 

Converse suggested, are a key determinant of more specific opinions and decisions. Voters use 
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their general orientations toward social groups, rather than sophisticated ideologies, to determine 

their opinion on more specific policies.  

Evidence for the influence of social groups on political opinion has been extended across 

a whole range of public policy areas, including affirmative action (Kinder and  Sanders 1990), 

social welfare programs (Kluegel and Smith 1986), political tolerance (Kuklinski et al. 1991), 

AIDS (Price and Hsu 1992), and war (Kinder and Kam 2007). The causal influence of attitudes 

toward social groups on political opinions is, as Kinder puts it, now accepted as “indisputable” 

(2003). 

Perhaps most importantly for this research, voters draw on their attitudes toward social 

groups in assessing candidates. That is, the candidate’s membership in a social group allows 

citizens to express their attitudes toward that group by supporting or opposing the candidate. In 

turn, people’s opinions of candidates are affected by attitudes toward social groups to which the 

candidate belongs.  In addition, the existence of a candidate with particular social group 

memberships makes the presence of that group in the electoral coalition more difficult to ignore. 

The salience of a social group in politics, and the strength of identification with that group, is a 

crucial determinant of the group’s influence on political decisions (Campbell et al. 1964). There 

is clearly a long history of examining the influence of social groups, including race and ethnicity, 

on political decisions and vote choice. Now, with the increasing multicultural diversity of 

societies, and therefore of political candidates, social group effects on the basis of ethnicity are 

likely to continue, and may even grow.     

2.2 Terminology of Race, Ethnicity, and Affinity  

The terminology of race and ethnicity is contested, and varies widely between countries. Here, 

racialized is used to refer to non-White people, and ethnicity or ethnocultural to refer to more 

specific backgrounds, such as South Asian origin.  While the term ethnicity could apply at many 
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levels of specificity, the empirical analysis in this study draws on the categories used by 

Statistics Canada, as will be discussed at greater length in Chapter 3. European-origin Canadians 

will be referred to as “White”, although this is not used by Statistics Canada. The terminology of 

ethnicity or ethnocultural includes many categories, and certainly changes over time. Earlier – 

though not that much earlier - studies of candidates, for example, used “ethnicity” to refer to 

different European countries, such as Germany or Ukraine (e.g. Black 1988). The study of 

European-Canadian ethnic identity, or the ethnicity of whiteness, however, is a research agenda 

all its own. Moreover, it is certainly true that more specific groups are influential at community 

levels. South Asian community groups, for example, are often organized around specific regions 

of origin in India (the Punjab, Gujarat, etc.). The fact that multiple definitions are possible, 

however, does not require us to reject the concept. In fact, a major part of this project is to 

address the following empirical question: are ethnocultural groups as defined by Statistics 

Canada meaningful to Canadians? If not, then there should be no affinity effects at all. If there 

are affinity effects, then these categories deserve research attention, and the question of their 

meaning and influence is an important one. Finally, it is certainly plausible that analysis of more 

specific group identities would find even stronger effects than in the present study. Nonetheless, 

ethnicity, as it is used here, is a useful compromise: large enough to be politically important, yet 

distinct from general racialized status.   

Where other research is discussed, the terminology used by that research will be adopted. 

This includes terms such as, for example, Hispanic and Latino, and Black and African-American.  

For attitudinal research on conflict between racialized ethnic groups, such as Blacks and Latinos 

in the United States, the term used is generally “inter-minority” relations or conflict, though only 

research dealing with racialized minorities is discussed here. Visible Minority is an official 
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Canadian term, which refers to people who are non-White and non-aboriginal, and is used in 

reference to government data where appropriate. 

The terminology in existing research on affinity also varies. Research on African-

Americans generally refers to “racial affinity”, although the analysis focuses only on African-

American respondents (e.g. McDermott 1998). By contrast, for Latinos, the term “co-ethnic” 

candidates is commonly used (e.g. Baretto 2007), and there is no term for the psychological 

relationship of affinity. Outside the United States, there does not appear to be any particular term 

used. For example, Bird (2011), in her study of Canadian voting, simply refers to South Asian 

voters as being more likely to support South Asian Candidates. In addition, “gender-affinity” is 

also used in the literature on gender and voting (Goodyear-Grant and Croskill 2011). However, 

there is no term for affinity between different racialized ethnic groups, nor a general term for 

affinity between candidates and voters of the same specific ethnic group.  

Given these considerations, this research will use same-ethnicity affinity when describing 

voters as being more likely to vote for candidates of the same ethnicity. For voters being more 

likely to vote for candidates of a different ethnicity, the term different-ethnicity affinity will be 

used. In this study, different-ethnicity affinity is used to discuss affinity between racialized 

ethnic minorities, but in principle the parallel dynamics could apply to groups that are not 

racialized, such linguistic or religious groups. These terms have the advantage of being general, 

rather than referring to specific groups, distinguishing between the two types of affinity, and 

directing attention to the key level of analysis in the study, which is ethnicity.  

2.3 Same-Ethnicity Affinity Voting 

If ethnicity is an important social group that affects political decisions, one way can do so is by 

influencing attitudes toward candidates of the same ethnicity. There is a substantial amount of 

research that looks at the increased likelihood of citizens voting for candidates from their same 
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social group, generally referred to as “affinity”. Early American studies on racial affinity –

exclusively looking at Black candidates and voters - found support for this both in experimental 

analysis (Sigelman and Sigelman 1982, Piliavin 1987) and in survey data (Sigelman and Welch 

1984). Aggregate data examined by Karnig and Welch (1981) support similar conclusions for 

city council races. More recent experimental data has also confirmed these dynamics (Philpot 

and Walton 2007, McDermott 1998).  

Studies on American Latinos show similar results - Latinos are also more likely to 

support Latino candidates (Baretto 2007, McConnaughy et al. 2010, Stokes-Brown 2006). These 

effects may be quite strong. For example, as noted in the introduction, in an analysis of real 

election data (rather than experimental or survey evidence), Baretto (2007) finds that Latino 

candidates received between 75 and 90 percent of the Latino vote, regardless of whether the 

Latino candidate was Republican or Democrat.  

One study that deserves special mention is an experiment using a Canadian sample that 

examined the likelihood of voting for a South Asian candidate. Bird (2011) found that South 

Asian voters were more likely to support the South Asian candidate (the effect is significant, but 

unfortunately the effect size is not reported). To my knowledge, this is the only study of ethnic 

affinity effects outside the United States
1
. Unfortunately, the study did not explore the causes of 

affinity voting. Nonetheless, this Canadian study supports the general conclusion from research 

on affinity voting, as well as voting literature more generally, that voters are more likely to 

support candidates from their own ethnic group.  

                                                           
1
 There are some comparative politics studies that make arguments about co-ethnic voting (e.g. Horowitz 1985, 

Feree 2006). However, the context is often complicated by the presence of ethnically-based parties. Moreover, these 

studies do not observe co-ethnic voting directly. This research will be discussed in section 2.4. 
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2.4 Explaining Same-Ethnicity Affinity Voting 

There are two main types of explanations for ethnic affinity voting: interest-based explanations 

and identity-based explanations. Nearly all existing research focuses on interest-based 

explanations. Table 2.1 categorises a number of existing studies and makes clear the neglect of 

different-ethnicity affinity in general, as well as identity-based explanations for same-ethnicity 

affinity voting and relations. As will become clear later, even for interest-based accounts, the 

actual mechanisms of influence have received little attention. With this in mind, the theoretical 

explanations will be discussed in turn, and evidence considered where it is available.  

 

Table 2.1: Studies of Affinity Voting by Theoretical Explanation 

 
Same-ethnicity Different-ethnicity 

No Explanation Sigelman and Sigelman 1982   

 

Piliavan 1987    

 

Sigelman and Welch 1984   

 

Barretto 2007   

Interests Dawson 1994   

 

McDermott 1998    

 

Stokes-Brown 2006   

 

Tate 1993   

Identity McConnaughy et al  2010   

 

2.5 Interest-Based Explanations for Affinity Effects 

Unfortunately, much of the research on ethnic affinity voting demonstrates that it exists, but does 

not investigate its causes. Often this means simply suggesting that voters are drawn to candidates 

who are like themselves (Sigelman and Sigelman 1982, Sigelman and Welch 1984), but not 

stating the reasons why this occurs. Other studies suggest that the politicisation of race increases 

affinity effects, or that the effects are driven by policy goals, but these explanations often have 

not received much theoretical development, much less careful empirical testing of mechanisms 
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(e.g. Karnig and Welsh 1980, Barretto 2007). For instance, Stokes-Brown (2006) argues that 

“racial self-identification may affect cost-benefit calculations” (2006 p.631), but does not test 

that explanation. Nonetheless, while most current research contains very general, untested 

explanations for interest-based affinity voting, a more detailed theoretical account can be 

developed.  

While interest-based explanations can manifest in a number of different forms, the 

assumed motivation is simple – utility maximisation – and the proposed psychological process is 

relatively rational and cognitive.  Three interest-based explanations of how voter and candidate 

ethnicity can be linked to vote choice are considered here: specific policy heuristics, ideological 

stereotyping, and general group interest. The specific policy heuristics argument suggests that 

candidate ethnicity is a mental shortcut for finding out information about candidates’ positions. 

In other words, ethnic minority voters might assume that ethnic minority candidates are more 

likely to be pro-immigration, adopt anti-racist policies, support welfare programs, etc. – and to 

hold similar positions themselves. Thus, similarities in demographics are – in the mind of the 

voter – a good indication of similarity in policy opinions. This is generally presumed, though not 

directly tested, in many studies of candidate demographic heuristics (Popkin 1991, Cutler 2002). 

In this case, voters may use a candidate’s ethnicity as a heuristic for their position on these 

policies, thus making racialized voters more likely to support racialized candidates.  

Another interest-based explanation that might explain ethnic affinity voting is ideological 

stereotyping. That is, racialized candidates may be perceived as more left-leaning than White 

candidates, and this may appeal to racialized voters, who may also be further to the left on the 

political spectrum than average. Of course, ideological effects would not reflect self-interest in a 

narrow sense (cf. Chong et al. 2001). Nonetheless, ideological stereotyping is classified as an 
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interest-based mechanism here, since it is a relatively conscious, utility maximizing strategy. 

This is consistent with the definition of ideology in rational choice and spatial voting literature. 

Broadly speaking, citizens have policy goals, generally (though not necessarily) conceptualized 

in terms of maximization of one’s income stream. However, the high cost of being fully 

informed makes the vote choice difficult. Ideology helps solve this difficulty. As Downs argues, 

"a voter finds party ideologies useful because they remove the necessity of relating every issue to 

their own philosophy... with this shortcut a voter can save himself the cost of being informed 

upon a wider range of issues" (Downs 1957, p. 98). Of course, a one-dimensional, left-right 

spectrum is not the only plausible construction of ideology - Enelow and Hinich (1982), for 

example, are explicit that their definition of ideology is more general than the common definition 

and they spend considerable effort in understanding the implications of multi-dimensional policy 

spaces. In Canada, the place of Quebec complicates the role of standard left-right ideology in 

politics (Johnston et al. 1992, Johnston 2008).
 2
 Nonetheless, it seems very reasonable to assume 

that the left-right spectrum is a widely held conception of ideology, encompassing most 

economic and social issues. Moreover, it is important that voters themselves are aware of this 

ideological spectrum. If voters cannot place themselves, parties, and candidates on an ideological 

spectrum on their own, then it is unlikely that this is a cognitive heuristic. Put another way, the 

claim here is not simply that voters act ideologically, but that they think in ideological terms. 

Therefore, if voters cannot answer questions or place themselves or candidates on a left-right 

scale, this makes ideological heuristics much less convincing as an account of voting behaviour. 

                                                           
2
 Attitudes toward the United States are also prominent, and fit poorly into a left-right framework – but they have 

likely faded in importance since the Free Trade era. 
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One influential study argues that it is ideological stereotyping that drives affinity voting. 

McDermott (1998) argued that Black candidates and female candidates are ideologically 

stereotyped. When the stereotypes of candidates and the opinions of voters match – e.g. female 

candidates are stereotyped as left-leaning and female voters are also left-leaning - this results in 

demographic affinity effects. Using a survey experiment that manipulated the gender and race of 

hypothetical candidates, McDermott (1998) found that self-reported ideology influences vote 

choice, even controlling for attitudes toward gender and race. Specifically, liberal respondents 

were more likely to support the female and Black candidates, even controlling for attitudes 

toward those specific attributes (i.e. attitudes toward women and Blacks). As a result, 

McDermott argues racial and gender affinity effects must be an effect of ideological stereotyping 

of the candidates.  

Unfortunately, while the measure of ideology in McDermott’s (1998) study was “liberal” 

for female candidates, it was “do more for Blacks” for Black candidates. It is not at all clear that 

Black voters supporting a candidate because they will “do more for Blacks” is about ideology 

conceived on a left-right spectrum. In fact, this might well be a measure of general group interest 

or specific policy preferences. Still, ideological stereotyping is a plausible explanation for 

affinity voting since it does hold for female candidates. Certainly, it is very possible that 

racialized candidates may be stereotyped as left-leaning (Seligman et al. 1995, Jones 2013, 

though see Weaver 2012), but McDermott’s (1998) study does not provide clear evidence on that 

point.  

If Black and Latino candidates are stereotyped as left-leaning in the United States, is this 

likely to apply to racialized candidates in Canada? While there is no research addressing this 

question directly, there are longstanding associations between the left and diversity and welfare 



23 
 

issues, both of which are often linked to race. Left-wing parties, and the Liberal Party of Canada 

in particular, seem clearly associated with diversity and multiculturalism. More insidiously, 

racial minorities are commonly associated with welfare and government assistance in the public 

mind (for example, Bobo and Klugal 1993, Gilens 1995, Winter 2008). While there is less clear 

evidence of this kind of stereotyping in Canada (though see Harell et al. 2013 on aboriginal 

people and welfare), it is certainly possible that the same associations exist. Certainly it is well 

established that visible minorities tend to support the Liberal Party (Bilodeau and Kanji 2010, 

Blais 2005), as minorities are reported to support parties of the left in countries around the world 

(Bergh and Bjørklund 2010). Similarly, there is evidence that racialized citizens hold left-wing 

policy opinions, particularly on redistribution and minority rights, though less so on social 

questions, such as gay marriage and the proper role of women in society and the economy 

(Soroka et al. 2007, Soroka et al. 2013).  

The argument can also be made from the other direction – that is, parties of the right are 

associated with opposition to diversity and multiculturalism, both globally and in Canada. While 

the Conservative Party of Canada, under Stephen Harper, has supported official multiculturalism, 

previous incarnations of the party have been, to put it mildly, less enthusiastic. The Reform Party 

included the repeal of the Multiculturalism Act as part of its party platform. Moreover, a survey 

of Reform Party activists found that 96.8 percent disagreed that “the federal government should 

increase its efforts to further multiculturalism” (Archer and Ellis 1994). Indeed, Jenkins argues 

that anti-minority and anti-immigration attitudes played a major role in increasing the Reform 

Party’s support in the 1993 election – near the end of the campaign, this factor was nearly as 

influential as attitudes about the welfare state (Jenkins 2002). While the position of the 

Conservative Party of Canada is certainly quite different from that of the Reform Party, it would 
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not be surprising if this history continued to inform party images. Certainly partisans of the left 

continue to be more positive toward diversity - as Table 2.2 illustrates. According to the 2011 

Canadian Election Study, only 22 percent of Conservative party identifiers believe much more 

should be done for racial minorities, as compared to 35 percent of Liberal party identifiers and 

47 percent of New Democrat party identifiers. 

Of course, the association of minorities with the Liberal Party is probably weaker than 

the contemporary association of African-Americans with the Democratic Party. Still, there are 

good reasons to think that in Canada racialized candidates are likely to be stereotyped as left-

leaning, and that racialized citizens will also be left-leaning in their political ideology.  

 

Table 2.2:  “How Much Should be Done for Racial Minorities” by Partisan Identification 

 

More Less 

NDP 47% 9% 

Liberal 36% 11% 

Conservatives 22% 21% 
 

Note: Cell entries are percentage of total respondents. Percentages rounded. Combines “Much more” and “Somewhat 

more”, and “Somewhat less” and “Much less” categories. “About the same”, “Don’t know”, and Refused not included.  

 

A third mechanism for interest-based motivations - general group interest - entails the 

broadest definition of interest-based effect. This is essentially a very general heuristic account: 

voters believe that a candidate of their ethnic group will be in their best interest, even if that 

interest is unspecified or unarticulated. This is often suggested by the many studies that use a 

measure called “linked fate”, which emerged from research on Black American political 

behaviour, and theorized that the history of oppression in the United States has led Blacks to be 

especially likely to use what happens to the group as a proxy for individual self-interest. Linked-

fate beliefs are often measured with questions such as “what happens to Blacks in this country 
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has something to do with what happens in my own life”. Studies examining the attitudes and 

behaviour of both Black (Tate 1993, Dawson 1994) and Latino Americans (McConnaughy et al.  

2010) find that affinity effects are conditional on linked fate.  

 However, as a test of interest-based explanations, linked fate is ambiguous, for two 

reasons. First, linked fate is quite likely to be related to strength of group identity. A person 

without a strong sense of group identity, who sees themselves as not “really” part of a racial or 

ethnic group, might well have a weak sense of linked fate. This may be why linked fate is often 

referred to as a type of group consciousness (Philpot and Walton 2007), but it is not obvious to 

what extent this consciousness involves interest rather than identity. Second, there is no logical 

reason why linked fate should be a requirement for an interest-based ethnicity heuristic. If a 

Latino candidate is likely to pursue policies that benefit Latinos, then a Latino voter is likely to 

benefit, and this is a reason to support the candidate. There seems to be no reason why this must 

also require the voter to accept that their interests are dependent upon the overall fate of the 

larger ethnic group.  In sum, there is good evidence that a sense of linked fate leads to affinity 

voting - but it is not clear if this is a measure of interests or identity.  

2.6 Identity-Based Explanations for Affinity Effects 

The second major category of explanations for same-ethnicity affinity voting is those based on 

identity. Contrary to interest-based explanations, which involve relatively conscious, rational, 

utility-maximising behaviour, identity-based motivations are generally driven by in-group bias 

and the desire for positive group attributions. The key theoretical framework for this type of 

motivation is social identity theory, which shows how a need for self-esteem leads to positive in-

group bias. This might affect candidate choice in a number of different ways, such as perception 

of candidate attributes, persuasion effects, and expressive voting.  
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Social identity theory provides an important account of how, and why, individuals react 

to attributions of social groups. It suggests that group relations are rooted in self-esteem and a 

desire for positive self-attribution. Henri Tajfel (1981) argued that group identities are 

incorporated into group members’ self-concepts, meaning that the group becomes part of their 

self-identity. When the social group is salient, this results in depersonalization - a switch to a 

group level of self-categorization in which self and others are seen in terms of group identities. 

The result is that the status of the group affects the self-esteem of the individual. As Tajfel puts 

it, this affects our actions and opinions "based on the simple motivational assumption that 

individuals prefer a positive to a negative self-image” (1981, p. 45). Because group attributes 

becomes attached to our self-identities, our desire for self-esteem leads to a demand for positive 

attributions for the group.  A host of implications result from this simple mechanism, but for our 

purposes in-group bias is the most important.  

Simply put, in-group bias, sometimes called in-group favouritism, means we are likely to 

have a positive bias towards our group and towards other members of our group. In-group bias 

was the central tenet of Tajfel’s original work (Tajfel et al. 1971) and has since been widely 

confirmed (Mullen et al. 1992, Rubin and Hewstone 1998, Aberson et al. 2000).  This bias can 

take many forms, including attribution of group traits, such as rating members of one’s own 

group higher on measures such as trustworthiness, friendliness, and cooperativeness (Brewer and 

Silver 1978). In-group bias can also affect evaluations of particular circumstances, such as the 

performance of a task, or produce differential behaviour toward in-group and out-group targets, 

such as the distribution of rewards (Tajfel 1981). Our evaluations of members in our groups are 

biased because we desire positive evaluations of our own group.  
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  Interestingly, both the salience and relative size of groups influences the degree of in-

group bias. The increased salience of the group increases not only the level of in-group bias 

displayed, but also the distance between perceived positions (Allen and Stephenson 1983). 

Surprisingly, the relative size of the groups – that one group is simply smaller than the other – 

also increases in-group bias. Mullen et al. describe this as a salience effect (1992), though it can 

also be conceptualised as a product of normalisation: larger groups are ‘normalised’, and smaller 

groups tend to be noticed since they differ from the norm. In a sense, only the minority is 

recognised as being a distinct group. Since numerically smaller groups are more likely to be 

“noticed” by their members, and therefore to be salient in decision processes, they tend to exhibit 

more in-group bias. Therefore, in-group bias is particularly important for minority groups, and 

affinity effects may be larger for candidates of minority ethnic groups than candidates of 

majority ethnicities.  

There are a number of different mechanisms through which in-group bias might lead to 

ethnic affinity voting. The first is bias in perceived candidate attributes. In-group bias makes it 

likely that candidates of the same ethnic group are likely to be evaluated more positively on their 

personal attributes, such as honesty, being hardworking, etc. In part, this is a simple process of 

stereotyping, where perceived attributes of the group are applied to an individual (i.e., Taylor 

1981). The key role of in-group bias is that it leads to positive stereotyping of in-group 

candidates. Naturally, positive candidate attributes increase the likelihood of support (Stokes 

1966, Rahn et al. 1990, Miller and Shanks 1996).  

A second mechanism for identity-based motivations might be persuasion effects. In 

general, the source of a message is important for its persuasiveness in communication generally 

(Pornpitakpan 2004, Petty and Cacioppo 1986) – a crucial point, given the lack of credibility and 
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trust in most politicians. This is one reason why political advertisements often feature quotes 

from newspapers or third party endorsements – establishing credibility for an ad’s message is 

critical for its persuasive success (Garramone 1985).  

Since candidates of one’s own ethnic group may have greater source credibility, their 

messages should therefore be more persuasive. Some research suggests that demographic 

“matching” – gender, age, or race similarity, for example – makes the source more convincing. 

Most of the research that suggests this is from consumer behaviour studies. For example, if the 

race or ethnicity of the source of an advertising message (e.g. the actor in a televised 

advertisement) is the same as the recipient’s, the product is likely to be viewed more favourably 

than those with mismatching sources (Grier and Deshpande 2001). Similarly, minority 

respondents were more likely to view a minority spokesperson in an ad as trustworthy, and this 

trustworthiness transferred to the brand (Deshpande and Stayman 1994).  

A related, but slightly different mechanism, is that a demographic match functions as a 

cognitive filter - it cues the information in a message as important. As a result, the message 

receives greater attention and consideration by the consumer (Wheeler et al. 2005). Given that 

politics is a relatively low information environment, having voters pay more attention to 

campaign messages from candidates of their own ethnocultural group may be quite important.  

 The third mechanism through which ethnic group identity can impact political choices is 

a simple expressive voting effect, where vote choice is a way to express and confirm one’s own 

identity. Schuessler states that “for expressive voters, voting is a means to express political 

beliefs and preferences and, in doing so, to establish or reaffirm their own political identity” 

(2000, p. 88). Expressing preferences, by means of political support for a candidate, is a way to 
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establish and affirm a person’s identity. There is support for this idea both from studies of 

expressive voting grounded in rational choice theory and from the ethnic parties literature. 

Perhaps surprisingly, rational choice theorists have developed a detailed account of 

expressive voting. First put forward by Buchanan (1954), and developed by Brennan and 

Buchanan (1984), expressive voting theory suggests that expressing one’s identity has value 

apart from more concrete interests. Expressive voting theory proposes that voting is “booing and 

cheering”, which leads citizens to participate in electoral politics even though they are unlikely 

to affect the outcome of the election. Thus, casting ballots for or against Presidential candidates 

has utility beyond simply a duty to participate, despite the low likelihood of affecting the 

outcome (Kan and Yang 2001). Similarly, a citizen’s desire to show solidarity with their 

community may mean supporting “community grants” is worth more to the voter than grants’ 

simple monetary value (Jones and Soguel, 2010). Others exprimental studies investigate the 

conditions under which expressive voting is likely, and find that expressive voting increases as 

the likelihood of being the pivotal voter decreases (Fischer 1996). Given the very small chance 

of being pivotal in national elections, this suggests that expressive voting is highly likely. While 

the empirical evidence here is limited, the theoretical contribution is important: expressive voting 

may be a way of expressing identity, belonging, and membership, and this may well have 

independent value to citizens. 

The ethnic conflict literature also has investigated expressive voting, particularly as a 

way to register ethnic and tribal identities. The most prominent early study in this area, by 

Donald Horowitz, argues that expressive voting is especially prevalent in ethnically divided 

countries. He refers to this as “primordial”, and a product of an emotional attachment to the 

ethnic group. Voting is a way to express one’s loyalty and membership in a tribe or ethnicity, 
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and elections, therefore, become a kind of head-counting exercise (Horowitz 1985). Following 

Horowitz, there are a number of studies focused on expressive voting in African elections. 

Ferree, for example, argues that racial expressive voting, rather than simply policy positions, 

explains a portion of South Africa’s election results (Ferree 2006, though see Mattes 1995). 

Contrarily, others argue that ethnic voting is a heuristic for the likelihood of obtaining patronage 

goods (Bates 1974), find mixed results consistent with expressive voting (Kim 2012), or argue 

that expressive-voting effects depend on the political context (Posner 2004). Most importantly 

for the present discussion, few of these studies observe expressive or identity-based motivations 

directly; rather, these motivations are often assumed in the absence of plausible instrumental 

explanations. Moreover, the widespread presence of ethnic parties complicates comparisons with 

voting in Western democracies. While the evidence is certainly limited, this research suggests 

expressing one’s ethnic identity and group membership by voting for co-ethnic candidates is, at 

least, a theoretically plausible mechanism through which ethnicity influences vote choice.  

  This section reviewed three identity-based mechanisms through which attitudes toward 

ethnic groups might have an impact on perceptions of candidates and vote choice. In-group bias 

may affect perceptions of candidate attributes, since members of one’s own ethnic group are, for 

example, perceived as more honest than others. The campaign message of a candidate of the 

same ethnic group might also be more persuasive, since a member of the same ethnic group may 

be a more credible message source, and people pay more attention to demographically 

“matching” message sources.  Finally, there may be direct effects in terms of expressive voting. 

Citizens often vote not for policy reasons, but as a way of expressing their identities and loyalties 

– in this case, their membership in the ethnic group.  
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Unfortunately, there is minimal research that directly tests identity-based explanations for 

ethnic affinity voting. This is somewhat surprising, given the significant literature on in-group 

bias and persuasion effects in social psychology. Yet there appears to be only a single study that 

has directly examined the role of identity in ethnic affinity voting. McConnaughy et al. (2010) 

explicitly test and reject social identity theory, and instead argue that interests cause Latino 

affinity effects. They suggest that there will be “no direct connection between group membership 

and collective action” (2010, p. 1202), and find that identification has no relationship to the 

likelihood of supporting a Latino candidate. It should be noted that the measure of identity 

McConnaughy et al. use is a scale that includes items that measure speaking Spanish and having 

Latino friends. Thus, it includes a number of items describing a person’s objective social 

position, rather than actual self-identification, as such. Still, it is striking that McConnaughy et 

al. (2010) find no relationship between Latino social identity and voting for a Latino candidate.  

By contrast, McConnaughy et al.’s (2010) interest-based heuristic account holds that 

Latino ethnicity is a cue that communicates that the candidate will take policy positions that 

benefit their ethnic group. In testing the role of interests, McConnaughy et al. (2010) use a 

measure of linked fate. As previously noted, this is a measure that asks if respondents believe 

that what happens to Latinos in the country as a whole has something to do with what happens in 

their own lives. Contrary to the null effect of identity, linked fate is strongly correlated with 

voting for the Latino candidate in this study.   

In sum, explanations for ethnic affinity voting can be classified into two basic categories: 

interest-based motivations and identity-based motivations. Identity-based motivations could 

produce ethnic affinity voting through a series of different mechanisms, including general group 

interest, specific policy heuristics, and ideological stereotyping. Nearly all research uses 
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theoretical explanations that are interest-based – but few test mechanisms directly. One variable 

often used is “linked fate”. While this measure is certainly a good predictor of ethnic affinity 

voting, it is unclear the extent to which the measure is about interests rather than identity. 

Another interest-based explanation, ideological stereotyping, examined by McDermott (1998), is 

certainly a plausible explanation. In this study, however, the questions used to tap ideology could 

easily be interpreted as being about group interest. While policy-based heuristics are commonly 

implied, there is no research actually testing this. Finally, social identity theory provides good 

theoretical reasons to expect that voters are more likely to support candidates of the same 

ethnicity, because of bias in perception of candidate attributes, the role of credible sources in 

persuasion effects, or as a form of expressive voting. However, there has been only a single 

study that explicitly examines the role of identity in affinity voting, and this study found no 

relationship. Despite the fact that same-ethnicity affinity voting is well established, at least for 

Black and Latino Americans, its causes need further investigation.  

2.7 Different-Ethnicity Affinity - and Conflict 

Unfortunately, for most racialized groups around the world there is little solid information on 

inter-minority political relations. What little there is suggests, at least at first glance, that 

different-ethnicity affinity voting is unlikely. Most research in this area is focused on Blacks and 

Latinos in the United States, often in urban politics literature, where researchers such Browning 

et al. (1984) all find little cooperation between Blacks and Latinos. Meier and Stewart (1991) 

report similar findings in school district elections. The general finding is that Black-Latino 

conflict, not cooperation, is the norm (Kaufman 2003, Bobo et al. 1994, Johnson and Oliver 

1989, Tedin and Murray 1994).  

In addition to political research, there is also sociological and attitudinal research on 

relationships between minority groups. In general, minorities tend to rate Whites more highly 
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than other minority communities on positive attributes (honesty, hardworking, etc.) and on 

closeness to their own group (Berry and Kalin 1979, Kalin and Berry 1996)
3
. Similarly, minority 

groups prefer to maintain greater social distance (e.g., having members of a group as coworkers 

or neighbours) from each other than they do from the dominant majority  (Hagendoorn et al. 

1998, Hagendoorn and Poppe 2007, Sniderman & Hagendoorn, 2009). Given that we have good 

reason to think that generalized group affects will have an impact on political choices, this 

pattern of group preferences is significant. Overall, the predominant finding of current research 

is of inter-minority conflict rather than cooperation.  

Nonetheless, for a number of reasons, the possibility of rainbow coalitions is not so dire 

as it might at first seem. The research on explicitly political inter-minority relations is essentially 

limited to the study of one pair of minorities, Black and Latino Americans. Given the historical 

context and particular features of these two minority groups - particularity the unique Black 

American experience and the potential differences between immigrant and non-immigrant 

minorities - the dynamics may not be fully generalizable. In addition, there are at least some 

findings of cooperation between these and other ethnic groups in the U.S. (Browning et al. 1990, 

Saito 1998, Tedin and Murray 1994). An analysis of the 2008 election found no evidence that 

Latinos were reluctant to vote for Barack Obama (Minushkin and Lopez 2008), and there 

appears to be some cooperation between Asians and Latinos in Los Angeles (Saito 1998) and 

between Blacks and Latinos in Denver (Kaufmann 2003) and Washington (Torres 1988). One 

powerful, real-world demonstration of cooperation was the widespread support Barack Obama 

received from both Latino and Asian Americans (Pew Research Center 2009). While the cause 

of this support was not necessarily Obama’s status as a fellow member of a minority group, 

                                                           
3
 Note that these studies focus on minorities rather than racialized citizens – the Barry and Kalin studies, for 

example, ask about Ukrainians, among other groups. Nonetheless, ethnicity defines the key social group. 
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certainly his race was not a serious barrier for many Latinos and Asian Americans. Thus, 

although affinity voting is not the predominant finding, there are reasons to think that affinity 

voting for different racialized groups, and therefore rainbow coalitions, may emerge under the 

right circumstances.  

2.8 Theories of Different-Ethnicity Affinity 

While theoretical conclusions about same-ethnicity affinity voting are relatively straightforward, 

the situation becomes considerably more complex when we consider ethnically diverse minority 

populations. The explanations for same-ethnicity affinity require empirical testing, but the 

theoretical implications are straightforward – all of the mechanisms discussed above lead to 

same-ethnicity affinity voting. When the candidate and voter are racialized, but of different 

ethnicities, the implications of these theories are less obvious. In fact, it is possible that the same 

mechanisms will produce discrimination. The key condition here may be the relations between 

ethnocultural groups and the structure of identities within these groups. For different-ethnicity 

affinity the two major motivations – interests and identity – are the same as those for same-

ethnicity affinity. However, in the case of different-ethnicity affinity voting, the expected effects 

are more complex, and the theoretical expectations sometimes conflict. Specifically, identity-

based mechanisms could plausibly lead to affinity, or to discrimination, depending on the 

circumstances.   

Two of the previously discussed interest-based explanations, ideological stereotyping and 

policy heuristics, ought to function in more or less the same way for different-ethnicity affinity 

as with same-ethnicity affinity. If all racialized candidates are ideologically stereotyped as left-

wing, this would seem to suggest different-ethnicity affinity, rather than discrimination. Of 

course, it is possible that some ethnic groups will be stereotyped differently, on different issues. 

An Arab candidate, for example, might be stereotyped as being socially conservative and a 
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Korean candidate not, but there is no actual evidence to suggest this is the case. More generally, 

on immigration and anti-racism positions, policy heuristics are likely to be similar. Therefore, if 

minority voters make use of specific policy heuristics or ideologically stereotype racialized 

candidates, this may result in different-ethnicity affinity voting.  

Interestingly, this suggests that different-ethnicity affinity voting ought to show weaker 

effects than same-affinity voting. If the logic of demographic heuristics is that candidates that are 

demographically similar are likely to have similar policies, then degrees of similarity ought to 

matter. Thus, a candidate of the same specific ethnicity is likely to show stronger affinity voting 

effects than a candidate who is racialized, but of a different ethnicity. Of course, this relies on a 

particular social construction of “non-White” ethnicity – but it is a construction that may well be 

prevalent.  

The third type of interest-based explanation, generalized group interest, may depend on 

inter-group relations, and therefore the economic and social context. Perhaps the most important 

theory of inter-group relations in this area is realistic conflict theory. This theory explains inter-

group conflict as a result of the external situation and context, rather than in terms of 

psychological attitudes, group identities, or self-esteem. Specifically, inter-group conflict stems 

from competition (Sherif 1966). If ethnic groups compete for economic or government resources, 

voters are likely to perceive candidates of other ethnic groups as not likely to act in their interest, 

and there will be discrimination, rather than different-ethnicity affinity voting.  

In general, lower income, residential proximity, greater inequality between groups, and 

competition over government resources should contribute to competition, and therefore lower 

levels of different-ethnicity affinity, if not outright conflict. For example, Gay (2006) found that 

economic disparity was related to inter-minority conflict. This might be caused by two factors: a 
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sense of competition (perhaps heightened by lack of resources) and a more general distrust and 

cynicism linked to economic hardship. Bobo and Hutchings (1996) suggest that perceptions of 

zero-sum competition lead to greater conflict between minority groups. Similarly, Meier et al. 

(2004) found competition between Blacks and Latinos in zero-sum political competition, but no 

competition when the situation was not zero-sum. Thus, they suggest that it is scarcity that drives 

competition between these minority groups.   

Notably, however, research shows that residential diversity actually reduces inter-

minority conflict and perceptions of threat (Morris 2000, Oliver and Wong 2003), rather than 

residential diversity increasing conflict because of local competition. We might expect that local 

diversity means local competition between members of different ethnic groups, for jobs and 

other resources, but this may simply not be the case.  Alternatively, the effect of competition 

may simply be overridden by the effects of contact – this would be consistent with evidence that 

local racial diversity promotes tolerance and trust (e.g. Allport 1954, Marshall and Stolle 2004). 

In sum, there are theoretical reasons to expect that competition leads to increased conflict 

between minorities, and at least some evidence that this is the reality. In any case, it certainly 

seems unlikely that competition leads to cooperation. Given this, different-ethnicity affinity 

voting is most likely to emerge where competition between minority groups is low, where there 

is residential diversity, incomes are relatively high, and inequality between groups is low. 

If we shift the focus to identity motivations, there are two mechanisms that might impact 

different-ethnicity affinity voting. What I term motivated social positioning shows how the 

desire for positive group attributions may lead ethnic minorities to support White candidates and 

discriminate against other minority candidates.  Conversely, identification with a more general 
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“racialized” or “ethnic minority” social group would lead to different-ethnicity affinity through 

the same kind of mechanisms that apply to same-ethnicity affinity voting.  

As one explanation for different-ethnicity conflict, I propose a novel psychological 

mechanism - motivated social positioning - in which group identity motivates people to 

“position” their group closer to the majority, and distance it from other minority groups. Recall 

that the Hagendoorn studies in Europe and the Barry and Kalin studies in Canada found the same 

type of ranking of ethnic groups: one’s own minority group on top, then the White majority 

group, followed by other minority groups (Barry and Kalin 1996, Kalin and Barry 1979, 

Hagendoorn 1995, Minescu et al. 2008). This ranking was consistent across a series of measures, 

including desired social distance and perceived “similarity” to the respondent. Why should all 

minority groups wish to associate themselves with the majority? As social identity theory 

suggests, people are motivated by a desire for positive group attributions. I argue that this may 

extend to ethnic group “position”: that is, the positive attribution in this case is the relative 

position of one’s own group in the status hierarchy. Perceiving oneself as closer and more similar 

to the high-status majority and less similar to other lower-status minorities is itself a positive 

group attribution.   

Moreover, this may be an instance of motivated reasoning: racialized minorities may 

want to be associated with the (White) majority for status reasons and so they conclude that they 

actually are more similar to the majority than to other minorities. There is considerable evidence 

that people are more likely to come to conclusions they want to come to, when their motivations 

distort cognitive processes and perceptions (Kunda 1990).  That is, people seek out, pay more 

attention to, and give more weight to information which fits with their own desires. This effect, 

however, only functions so long as people can construct apparently reasonable explanations – 
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thus, motivated reasoning has greater effects where there is ambiguity, and smaller effects when 

there are obvious contradictory facts.  

For example, in the Netherlands, ethnically Surinamese respondents report that they 

would rather associate with native Dutch people than residents of Turkish origins (Hagendoorn 

1995). Similarly, Kalin and Berry report that Punjabis say that they are closer and more similar 

to Anglophones, rather than German-origin Canadians (Kalin and Berry 1996). Both of these 

results, I suggest, are products of the social status hierarchy. Not only do people want to be 

associated with the high-status majority; they believe they actually are closer and more similar to 

the high status majority, and quite different from other low-status minority groups. Motivated 

reasoning bridges the gap between wanting to be closer and actually being closer. Thus, 

motivated reasoning links differences in social status to similarity-based heuristics. People want 

to be closer to a group, so they believe they actually are closer to that group, and therefore are 

more likely to support candidates of that group. The end result, according to motivated social 

positioning theory, is that all minority groups are more likely to support candidates of the 

majority (White) ethnicity, rather than candidates of other minority ethnic groups.  

At the core of the mechanism is the connection between relative group status and social 

identity, which produces the motivation for inter-minority relations. People desire association 

with the high-status ethnic majority, because this is itself a positive association for one’s own 

group. In fact, people may believe that they actually are similar to the high-status ethnic 

majority, because their perceptions are distorted by what they are motivated to believe.  

Next we must consider the question of when motivated social positioning is likely to 

occur. Greater status differences between the majority and minority ethnic groups are likely to 

lead to more inter-minority discrimination. As noted earlier, a desire for positive self-attribution 
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is the root of the desire for association with the high-status majority group, and by extension 

distancing from other low-status minority groups. Clearly, if the difference in status is not very 

great, then the need for motivated social positioning will diminish. If minority groups are not 

seen as lower status, then there is no reason for citizens to want to distance themselves. As a 

result, according to motivated social positioning, different-ethnicity discrimination is more likely 

to occur in contexts or societies where there is a considerable difference in status between the 

majority and minority ethnic groups.  

 A second type of identity-based mechanism has the opposite implication: identity may 

drive cooperation, rather than conflict, between racialized ethnic groups. This might occur if 

citizens draw on a more general identity as a racialized person, rather than a more specific 

ethnocultural identity. The motivated social positioning and realistic conflict models assume that 

citizens will draw on their ethnic identity defined in a relatively narrow way, and therefore the 

relations of different ethnic groups, determined by status difference or competition, are crucial to 

determining if there is inter-minority discrimination or affinity.  However, it is also possible that 

citizens might identify with a broader social group of racialized people more generally, 

depending on the context under which they are making their decision. Specifically, a choice 

between a White and racialized candidate might lead to a voter conceptualizing themselves in 

one of those two categories.  

This type of context-driven social group construction is supported by categorization 

theory, which is closely related to social identity theory. While social identity theory focuses on 

the effects of social identity, categorisation theory explains how people categorise themselves 

and others into social groups. The key insight here is that identification with a social group, that 

is, categorization, depends in part on the relationship of the perceiver in the social context. As 
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Turner et al. put it, “self-categories are reflexive judgements in which the perceiver is defined in 

terms of his or her changing relationship to others within the frame of references” (1994, p. 458). 

That is, identities vary, but not in a meaningless or random way. Rather, these categories are 

negotiated between a person’s long-term knowledge and opinions and circumstances relative to 

which they are making a judgement at any particular time. Thus, a given frame of reference 

interacts with a person’s long term knowledge about groups, resulting in their identification with 

a particular social category in a particular circumstance and time.  

The key is the effect the context of an election and voting has on people’s identities. The 

contexts we are most interested in are those where racialized voters choose either between a.) a 

White candidate and a racialized candidate of the same ethnicity as the voter or b.) a White 

candidate and a racialized candidate of a different ethnicity from that of the voter.
4
 Where there 

is a candidate of the same ethnicity, this suggests that a voter would categorise him/herself and 

that candidate in one specific ethnic group (e.g., Chinese-Canadians) and the White candidate in 

another group.  Where there is a candidate of a different ethnicity, the voter may – I argue – 

similarly categorise him/herself and the candidate in one group, but in this case as part of a more 

general social group of “racialized people” or “ethnic minorities”.  

This is supported by research using the Common Intergroup Identity Model, which 

suggests that inter-group discrimination can be mitigated by re-categorization – that is, by 

broadening the definition of the “in-group” to include others. Gaerdner et al. suggest this can 

occur for a number of reasons – and they use experimental context to successfully manipulate 

group identities. Notably, they apply their theory to ethnic group boundaries (Gaerdner et al. 

                                                           
4
 While the same mechanisms should apply to situations with multiple minority candidates, should one of the 

racialized candidates be of the same ethnicity as a voter this would likely be a simple case of same-ethnicity affinity. 

In STV vote systems, where second choices matter, this issue might be more important.   
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1993, 2000). It might well be that framing a choice between a White and a racialized candidate 

would result in voters re-categorizing themselves as Gaerdner and colleagues suggest, and that, 

in this setting, the reference group for in-group bias would be “racialized people”.  

As noted earlier, social categorisation is not entirely context-driven; context interacts 

with a person’s long-term knowledge, including, for example, substantive knowledge about 

ethnic groups, history, and the opinions of others. In this case, a person’s ethnocultural heritage 

is likely to have an influence on their social categorisation. Therefore, self-categorisation as a 

member of a racialized group is probably linked to identification with a more specific ethnicity. 

Moreover, as will be argued in Chapter 4, the strength and degree of a person’s self-

identification with that ethnocultural heritage is also no doubt important.   If the electoral context 

does induce identification with a general racialized category, it is likely those who have at least a 

moderate ethnic identity who are mostly likely to identify in this way. People with only weak 

ethnic self-identity may simply not categorize themselves at all this way. As a result, identifying 

strongly with one's own specific ethnic group should imply a greater likelihood of different-

ethnicity affinity voting. 

In addition, there is research that suggests that “real” social identities have stronger 

effects than so called “minimal groups” that are experimentally induced. If racialized identity is a 

group identity created by relatively uncommon circumstances, such as a particular candidate 

choice set, it may have weaker effects than a deeply rooted identity that structures social and 

cultural life. This implies different-ethnicity affinity effects might be weaker than same-ethnicity 

affinity effects.  Research suggests that experimentally induced “minimal group” effects are 

weaker than effects caused by relatively permanent, “real” groups, with which an individual may 

identify for many years or even a whole lifetime (Goette et al. 2006).  Importantly, it seems that 
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an in-group defined as “racialized people” would be less socially real, in the sense that this 

identity does not shape the daily lives of Canadians. There are, for instance, no “racialized” malls 

that people shop at, analogous to the Pacific Mall near Toronto, which is marketed as the largest 

indoor Chinese mall in North America. Nor are there holidays or family traditions that identify 

racialized people as such. Of course, it is true that racialized Canadians may be portrayed as a 

homogeneous group – often as immigrants – in the media, or that White Canadians may see them 

that way. The state itself also administers these categories, defining “visible minority” as an 

important administrative category. Yet there is no evidence that this is a persistent way of self-

identifying, and so the effects on behaviour may well be weaker.  

 Unfortunately, as with identity motivations for same-ethnicity affinity, there is very little 

research on identity motivations for different-ethnicity affinity voting. In fact, the only research 

may be a study that examines the effect of Latinos believing they have “a lot in common” with 

other Latinos on their opinions towards African-Americans. The study concludes that Latinos 

who say they have a lot (or a fair amount) in common with other Latinos also have more positive 

attitudes toward African-Americans (Kaufmann 2003). I argue this provides at least some 

support for an explanation based on general minority identity, since a strong specific ethnic 

identity is related to more positive attitudes toward another racialized group.  

 Clearly, there is a good deal of research demonstrating same-ethnicity affinity effects. 

While evidence regarding causal mechanisms is limited, there are good theoretical reasons to 

explore both interest- and identity-based explanations. On the other hand, there is little evidence 

of different-ethnicity affinity; in fact, most research finds conflict, rather than affinity. The 

theoretical accounts relevant to different-ethnicity affinity are also more complex. For interest-

based explanations, ideological stereotyping and specific policy heuristics are both likely to 
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produce different-ethnicity affinity. The effects of general group interest, on the other hand, 

depend on the context: realistic conflict theory suggests that different-ethnicity affinity should be 

contingent on the competitive relationships between groups. For identity-based explanations, 

there are also conflicting expectations. Motivated social positioning would suggest that when the 

racialized candidate is of a different ethnicity, racialized people might use their vote choice to 

position themselves as closer to the White candidate. On the other hand, when a broader 

identification as a racialized person is salient, different-ethnicity affinity voting may result.  

In sum, the theoretical explanations for affinity in existing research are dominated by 

interest-based explanations. The actual evidence for these explanations, however, is quite 

limited. In addition, there are good theoretical reasons, drawn from social and cognitive 

psychology, to expect affinity effects based on identity. However, these perspectives play 

essentially no role in existing research. 

2.9 Potential for Rainbow Coalitions in Canada 

What are the prospects of racialized political coalitions in Canada? The literature shows that 

there is strong empirical support for same-ethnicity affinity and only limited evidence of 

different-ethnicity affinity. However, it is not clear to what extent similar results will be found 

here. These dynamics are particularly important in Canada - not only are the numbers of 

racialized Canadians growing, but racialized Canadians are also very diverse in ethnic terms: 

while nearly 1 in 5 Canadians are classified as visible minorities, the largest sub-group, South 

Asians, comprises only 25 percent of the total visible minority population (Statistics Canada 

2011. While there is only a limited amount of evidence of same-ethnicity affinity voting in 

Canada (Bird 2011), there does not seem to be any particular reason to expect it not to apply to 

Canadian racialized voters. Though we know little about why, exactly, voters are more likely to 

support candidates of the same ethnicity, our expectation is same-ethnicity affinity will operate 
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in Canada as in the U.S. On the other hand, the likelihood of different-ethnicity affinity voting 

occurring is less clear. Facilitating conditions, such as experiences of prejudice or economic 

circumstances, are quite likely to vary between countries. Given this, what should we expect for 

different-ethnicity affinity effects in Canada? 

 As discussed earlier, according to much existing research, one important factor for inter-

minority conflict is interests. In multiple-group situations, the competitive situation between 

groups is an important determinant of whether people view members of a different racialized 

ethnicity as a threat to their interests (Gay 2004, Meier and Stewart 1991). Realistic conflict 

theory provides a robust theoretical explanation for this – where structural circumstances put 

groups in competition, members will adopt negative attitudes toward the other group (Sherif 

1966). There are a number of factors that could contribute to this pattern: low income (and hence 

greater sensitivity toward competition), income inequality between minorities, and competition 

for jobs or for government resources.  

A second possible category of factors includes general levels of prejudice in society and 

overall perceptions of discrimination.  Some, such as Gay (2006), have argued that perceived 

discrimination leads to a general hardening and suspiciousness of all other groups, thus leading 

to inter-minority conflict. On the other hand, research on linked fate found that a sense of 

common fate among group members leads to greater same-ethnicity affinity effects. (Dawson 

1994, McConnaughy et al. 2010). Since linked fate is both conceptually and empirically linked 

to discrimination, high levels of discrimination in society should be linked to greater same-

ethnicity affinity voting, but different-ethnicity discrimination, rather than affinity.  

Alternatively, this chapter previously suggested that discrimination might lead to 

motivated social positioning, that is, distancing of oneself from ethnic groups lower down in the 
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social hierarchy. In that case, higher levels of prejudice in society would promote different-

ethnicity conflict, not decrease it.  Thus, the effects of prejudice might be conditional on status 

difference between ethnocultural groups.  

How is Canada positioned on these dimensions relative to other countries? Good cross-

national comparisons are surprisingly difficult to find, especially for differences between ethnic 

minorities. For example, there are no cross-national studies of differences in income between 

racialized ethnic groups. In good part this is due to how “racial minorities” are defined in 

different countries. What data on economic outcomes and levels of discrimination as do exist, 

though, suggest that different-ethnicity affinity is at least as likely in Canada as in the United 

States, where most research has been conducted.  

One important source of data is the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development’s (OECD) cross-national analysis of immigrant outcomes (OECD 2012). Of 

course, not all racialized citizens are immigrants, but in developed countries a large proportion 

are, and this should give us at least some comparative insights. The OECD data include Canada, 

the United States, most European countries, and others such as Japan, Israel, and Australia. In 

general, immigrants in Canada are better off than the OECD average on most indicators, 

particularly as compared to immigrants in the United States. For example, 90 percent of 

Canadian immigrants live in suitably sized housing, as opposed to an OECD average of 80 

percent and 72 percent in the United States. Average disposable income levels are slightly higher 

in Canada ($21,600) than in the United States ($20,300) and considerably higher than the OECD 

average ($18,372)
5
. Employment rates follow a similar pattern, with 68 percent of foreign-born 

Canadians employed, compared to 67 percent in the U.S. and 65 across the OECD. Finally, 

                                                           
5
 This measure is calculated in annualized equivalent disposable income, in 2008 U.S. dollars. 
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poverty rates may have a particularly important effect, separate from income-level effects. On 

this measure, Canadian immigrant households are somewhat higher than the OECD average, 

with a poverty rate of 22.3 percent compared to an OECD average of 17.3 percent. Immigrant 

households in the United States, however, fare considerably worse than Canadian immigrant 

households, with a poverty rate of 31.2 percent. The same pattern seems to be emerging in 

education: an analysis of standardized test scores (PISA) shows that Canadian immigrants 

actually fare better than native-born Canadians, whereas scores in the United States, along with 

the OECD average, are somewhat worse (Schleicher 2006).  

It is not clear what magnitude of objective social differences is required to create the 

conditions for interest- or identity-based inter-minority conflict. Still, the pattern is clear: 

Canadian immigrants are significantly better off in terms of economic outcomes than immigrants 

in the United States and, in general, as compared to the OECD average. Importantly, these 

figures are for immigrants, and so exclude most African-Americans. This suggests that the 

difference in economic outcomes between Canada and the United States for racialized citizens as 

a whole are likely to be greater than these statistics show. If conflict is generated or increased by 

economic marginalization, it appears that the United States should be at the high end, 

Canada should experience considerably less conflict, and many OECD countries may fall in 

between. 

Residential integration also contributes to inter-minority affinity, with residential 

diversity reducing conflict between Black and Latino Americans. In general, in Canada 

residential patterns of ethnic minorities are characterized by “fragmentation and dispersal”, 

rather than concentration or segregation (Bauder and Sharpe 2008). Moreover, occupational 

segregation is (or at least was) on a downward trend (Balakrishnon and Feng Hou 1999). This 
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suggests that, in Canada, ethnic minorities both live and work in relatively diverse 

environments. Comparatively, racial and ethnic segregation in the U.S. has long been 

considered to be quite high (Massey and Denton 1988). Despite some evidence of decline, in 

part due to increasing numbers of Hispanic and other immigrants, residential segregation 

continues to be a significant issue (Charles 2003, Farley and Frey 1994). While unfortunately 

there is no direct international comparison, this suggests that residential segregation is likely to 

contribute to higher levels of inter-ethnic conflict in the United States than in Canada.  

 Finally, one of the identity-based explanations for inter-minority conflict, motivated 

social positioning, is conditional on status differences. While there is no direct data to support 

this, it seems reasonable to expect perceived status differences to be related to prejudice and 

discrimination. In societies where there is a great deal of discrimination against minorities, this 

suggests that those minorities will have low perceived social status. Unfortunately, levels of 

discrimination are difficult to evaluate. Many surveys do not have a large sample of immigrants 

or the racialized population, and there are often differences in both question wording and the 

meaning of terminology that make cross-national comparison difficult. That said, there are two 

useful sources of evidence. The first comes from the perceptions of discrimination expressed by 

racialized minorities and immigrants in a number of similarly worded surveys, and the second is 

attitudes of the general public toward racial minorities and immigrants in the World Values 

Survey.  

 Data from the European Social Survey (ESS) measures "belonging to a group that is 

discriminated against on the grounds of race, ethnicity or nationality" . The Canadian question 

asks if "in the past five years, you have experienced discrimination or being treated unfairly by 

others in Canada because of your ethnicity or culture, race or colour" (OECD 2012). While 
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these questions are different, in that the European question asks about discrimination against a 

group rather than an individual, they may provide some indication. These data are for 

immigrants, but are separated into low-income and high-income countries – which is important 

because most racialized immigrants will be from lower income countries. On these measures, it 

appears that Canada is about average: 18.4 percent of respondents said they had experienced 

discrimination, compared to 18.6 percent of European respondents who said the same (OECD 

2012). A survey by the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights gives significantly 

higher rates, with between 24 and 66 percent of racialized respondents reporting being 

discriminated against in the preceding 12 months, albeit with considerably different 

methodology (EU-FRA 2009)
6
. In the United States, however, perceived discrimination appears 

to be considerably higher: 35 percent of African Americans say they have “personally 

experienced discrimination or been treated unfairly because of their race or ethnicity over the 

past year” (Pew 2013). Similarly, 34 percent of Hispanics say they, a member of their family, or 

a close friend has experienced discrimination in the past five years (Pew 2010). Clearly, 

perceived discrimination in the United States is significantly higher than in Canada or Europe.  

Attitudes toward racialized minorities and immigrants among the general population are 

also useful measures of prejudice or hostility toward minority groups. According to the World 

Values Survey, Canada ranks very low on questions about hostility toward immigrants or racial 

minorities – certainly lower than the United States, and also lower than most European 

countries. Table 2.3 includes a comparison of selected countries - only 3.8 percent of Canadians 

said they would not want to have racial minorities as neighbours, compared to 8 percent of 

                                                           
6
 These percentages are the sum of a series of questions about discrimination in a variety of domains, such as work, 

personal life, being stopped by the police, etc. In addition, this was part of a quite long, face-to-face survey on 

discrimination, which might have affected responses.  
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Americans and, for example, 8.9 percent of French respondents. Negative responses to 

immigrants are higher across the board, but still only 4.6 percent of Canadians said they would 

not want to have immigrants as neighbours compared to 10.1 percent of respondents from the 

United States and 12 percent of those from France. Of course, these questions are probably low 

estimates, given the likelihood of social desirability effects. Still, this provides another piece of 

evidence that suggests that discrimination and racial tension in Canada are lower than the 

United States, as well as some, though not all, European countries.  

 

Table 2.3: Would Not Like to Have as Neighbours 

 
Different Race Immigrants 

Belgium 16.5% 18.2% 

Canada 3.4% 4.2% 

Czech Republic  9.8% 19.4% 

France 8.9% 12.0% 

Italy  15.6% 16.5% 

Sweden 2.5% 2.8% 

Great Britain 8.6% 15.5% 

United States 80.0% 10.1% 

 

Note: Responses are from the World Values Survey, 1999-2000. All respondents included. 

 

Clearly, this is only a limited picture of the factors that might influence inter-minority 

relations. Still, it may give some indication of what we should expect. One key factor in inter-

minority conflict is economic marginalization. On most measures, including income, housing, 

employment, and poverty rates, Canadian immigrants score higher than those in the United 

States and in some, but not all, European countries. Moreover, residential diversity, which 

should reduce inter-minority conflict, appears to be higher in Canada than in the United States. 

The other major factor was perceived discrimination and prejudice. Canadian immigrants from 
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low income-countries, who are likely mostly racialized, report considerably less discrimination 

than Hispanic and African-Americans. European data are more difficult to compare, but rates of 

reported discrimination may be similar to those in Canada. Finally, Canadians are more likely to 

say they are accepting of racial minorities and immigrants as neighbours than respondents in 

both the United States and most European countries.  

These data strongly suggest that, compared to the United States, both economic 

marginalisation of immigrants and discrimination against racial minorities are lower in Canada. 

On the other hand, compared to European countries, Canada tends to be higher than average, 

but is not an outlier. All of these factors suggest that Canada is a relatively favourable 

environment for different-ethnicity affinity, and certainly more favourable than the environment 

for Blacks and Latinos in the United States. Therefore, findings of inter-minority conflict in the 

U.S. may not generalize to Canada. At the same time, if there is cooperation and affinity 

between ethnic minority groups in Canada, this is not necessarily a unique situation – the same 

circumstances may well occur in a number of other countries.   

2.10 The Likelihood of Candidate Effects  

Even if there is different-ethnicity affinity at an attitudinal level, is it likely to manifest itself in 

votes for candidates? The focus in the present research is on local candidates simply because 

currently there have only been three visible-minority premiers
7
 and no visible-minority leaders of 

major federal parties. Importantly, much of the research cited so far has been conducted in the 

United States. Given loose party discipline and a candidate-centred electoral system, it is not 

surprising that research suggests that candidates are more influential in the United States than 

                                                           
7
 Joe Ghiz, of Lebanese decent, was the premier of Prince Edward Island from 1986-1993 and his son Robert 

Gihz was elected in 2007. Ujjal Dosanjh, a Sikh born in India, became premier after winning the BC NDP 

leadership, but lost the subsequent election. Unfortunately, there are no election studies associated with these 

party leaders.  
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elsewhere. Nonetheless, there is reason to think that there may still be important candidate 

effects here in Canada.   

 In Westminster systems, findings suggest that local candidate influence is smaller, and this is 

generally attributed to party discipline and stricter spending rules. The magnitude of Canadian 

estimates is similar to international findings – in an early study, Cunningham reported that that 

10 percent of voters stated that the local candidate was a decisive factor (not including the 

candidate’s own party identifiers [1971]). Krashinsky and Milne find incumbents get a greater 

share of the total vote than non-incumbents - 6-12 percentage points more in Ontario provincial 

elections and 3-4 percentage points more in federal elections (Krashinsky and Milne 1986, 

1983). Most recently, Blais et al. suggest that the local candidate was decisive for 5 percent of 

Canadian voters, and influential for 44 percent of voters, even controlling for feelings about 

parties and leaders (Blais et al. 2003).  

If we put the size of these candidate effects in context, there are a number of reasons to 

consider them an important factor. A difference of 5 percentage points – the percentage for 

whom the local candidate was “decisive”, according to Blais et al. (2003) - would certainly have 

decided many ridings across the country, and may well have been a deciding factor, in recent 

Canadian federal elections. In fact, 51 seats were decided with a margin of less than 5 percentage 

points in the 2011 Federal Election (analysis by author). Moreover, uniform change among 5 

percent of voters could actually produce a 10 percent swing, as one party gains and another loses. 

In addition, racialized Canadians are concentrated in a swath of battleground ridings in the 

Greater Toronto area (GTA), Vancouver, and urban ridings on the Prairies (Marwah et al. 2012). 

In other words, the citizens who are subject to the dynamics being investigated in this research 

tend to live in highly contested seats, magnifying the effect of even modest shifts in support.  
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Finally, even if affinity effects are not very large, this renders Canada a least-likely case 

(Eckstein 1975), in that the Canadian electoral and party system make candidate effects 

relatively unlikely. Least-likely cases are especially important for theory testing because, if a 

theory is confirmed in such a setting, it implies the phenomenon is likely to occur elsewhere – 

i.e., in more propitious settings.  In Carey and Shugart’s systematic classification of electoral 

systems according to systems’ incentives for developing a personal vote – support based on the 

individual candidate, rather than the party - Canada ranks at the very bottom (Carey and Shugart 

1995). In other words, candidates are likely to be more influential in other countries. Moreover, 

not only is Canada a least-likely case cross-nationally, local candidates are the least-likely case 

among political office holders – certainly the characteristics of local candidates are less 

influential than those of party leaders. If we find affinity effects of relatively small magnitudes at 

the local candidate level, therefore, it seems very likely similar or even larger effects will exist in 

regards to party leaders. 

In sum, candidate effects are probably modest, but still important.  Racialized citizens are 

a key battleground both geographically, in hotly contested ridings around Vancouver and the 

GTA, and demographically, with the Conservative Party mounting a concerted campaign to sway 

their support. In addition, the impact of local candidates varies based on structural factors such as 

the electoral system, and Canada is likely to be at the low end on this dimension – suggesting 

that analogous effects are likely to be larger in other countries. Thus, while the expectations of 

effects from candidate ethnicity should be modest, there are reasons to think they may not only 

affect electoral results, but also have major implications for more candidate-centric electoral 

contexts, such as party leader selection.  
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2.11 Summary of the Theoretical Framework 

Political coalitions of ethnic minorities may well become increasingly important in Canada and 

elsewhere. Even without dominating national discourse, the ethnicity of candidates and voters 

may affect political decisions in important ways. This project aims to understand if this influence 

is likely to lead to cooperation or conflict, and to understand its causes. Given that current 

research is dominated by findings of conflict between ethnic minority groups, this study looks to 

examine the possibility of different-ethnicity affinity voting under favorable conditions. 

Current research suggests that same-ethnicity affinity is common, and often the effects on 

voting can be quite large (Baretto 2007). Different-ethnicity affinity, on the other hand, is much 

less common. Most research finds conflict and discrimination, rather than affinity (Meier and 

Stewart 1991, McClain et al 2006). However, this research is largely focused on Blacks and 

Latinos in the United States, and often looks at more general attitudes and behaviours than vote 

choice. Moreover, there is some evidence of political coalitions between Blacks and Latinos 

(Tedin and Murray 1994, Browning et al. 1990). This suggests that different-ethnicity affinity 

may occur under some circumstances.  

To better understand the circumstances under which multicultural coalitions are likely, 

this chapter examined a number of theoretical explanations for affinity voting. These theories fall 

into two basic categories – interest-based explanations and identity-based explanations. There are 

a number of ways these may affect vote choice – interest-based explanations include general 

group interest, specific policy heuristics, and ideological stereotyping, while identity-based 

explanations include bias in perception of candidate attributes, persuasion effects, or expressive 

voting. Current research, however, is focused almost entirely on interests (Bobo and Hutchings 

1996, Gay 2006, Meier et al. 2004). Moreover, these findings often theorize, but do not directly 

test, a heuristic mechanism motivated by general group interest, or draw on measures of linked 
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fate with ambiguous implications. There are no studies that look at the role of ideological 

stereotyping or of specific policy heuristics for inter-minority relations. 

For identity-based explanations of relations between different racialized ethnic groups, 

again there is little research. Nonetheless, the chapter set out some possibilities, drawing on 

social psychology. Here there are competing theoretical perspectives. One possibility is 

motivated social positioning - that differences in status between the majority and minority ethnic 

groups would motivate racialized citizens to position their group as similar to the (White) 

majority and to socially distance themselves from other racialized ethnic groups. Therefore, 

ethnic group identity combined with status differences might lead to discrimination against 

candidates of a different racialized ethnicity. Alternatively, a more general racialized identity 

could lead to different-ethnicity affinity for other racialized candidates, and is likely to be 

associated with identification with more specific ethnic groups. This broader identity is likely to 

be situational, rather than deeply rooted, but it might be influential, nonetheless. Indeed, the little 

research that exists suggests that identifying with other Latinos is related to also identifying with 

Blacks (Kaufmann 2003, Sanchez 2008). This is consistent with the general minority identity 

explanation, where identifying with a specific ethnic group makes inter-minority affinity more 

likely.  

Finally, the likelihood of these effects in the Canadian context was considered. In 

general, different-ethnicity affinity voting appears more likely in Canada than in the United 

States. Economic outcomes, including income, education, and housing, are better for Canadian 

immigrants, most of whom are racialized. Similarly, levels of perceived prejudice and 

discrimination are lower in Canada. Given that research into inter-minority conflict has argued 

that economic marginalization and discrimination are important causes (Gay 2006), this suggests 
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that in Canada different-ethnicity affinity is more likely than in the United States and in some, 

though not all, European countries.   

In understanding the possibilities of multicultural coalitions, there are four clear gaps in 

the research on affinity voting. First, there are essentially no studies of ethnic affinity voting 

outside the United States, or with groups other than Blacks and Latinos. Second, little research 

has studied identity-based motivations. In fact, there is even a lack of theorizing about identity, 

and studies that use measures that appear to be clearly about identities interpret them as interests 

(Kaufmann 2003). Third, the measures used have been ambiguous – linked fate is interpreted as 

being about interests (McConnaughy et al. 2010), but I have argued it may actually be heavily 

influenced by group identity. Similarly, the measure of ideological stereotyping may actually be 

a measure of group interests (McDermott 1998). This study aims to address these gaps by 

studying Canadian minorities, focusing on the influence of identity, and testing new measures of 

self-interest and ideological stereotyping.  
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Chapter 3: Data and Methodology 
 

 

3.0 Introduction  

In exploring the theories of ethnic affinity voting discussed in the previous chapter, the central 

evidence presented in this thesis is a survey including a voting experiment. The survey draws on 

a web-panel with a large over-representation of ethnic minorities. The key section of the survey, 

and the focus of the following chapter, is the voting experiment that manipulated the apparent 

ethnicity of a candidate in a hypothetical election. This chapter will begin by discussing 

methodological issues, with a focus on causal inference, measurement, and the challenges of 

studying attitudes toward race and ethnicity. Next, the chapter will discuss similar affinity 

experiments and set out, in some detail, the experiment and its factor structure. Finally, the 

sample will be evaluated with special regard for representativeness and external validity. 

3.1 Experimental Methodology and Ethnic Affinity Voting 

Establishing causality in social science is difficult in general and even more so when studying 

the effects of race and ethnicity. One important issue for establishing causality is often referred 

to as the “third variable” problem – that is, observational studies may find correlations, but it is 

always uncertain whether these are causal or reflect some other variable not incorporated in the 

analysis that is the true cause of the relationship. The more specific problem of studying 

behaviour related to race and ethnicity is that there may well be a significant difference between 

stated opinions and actual behaviour. Simply put, this is the problem of social desirability: 

people’s stated opinions are influenced by beliefs about what others will think. Inferring 

behaviour from attitudes may be somewhat problematic, generally speaking, but it is particularly 

relevant for the study of race and ethnicity given social norms against racism. These two 

problems give experimental methodology a significant advantage over standard survey research.  
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The classic requirements for causal claims are 1.) temporal precedence of cause and 

effect, 2.) co-variation of cause and effect, and 3.) a credible claim that the co-variation is not 

explained by some “third variable” (i.e. spurious correlation). Establishing basic co-variation is 

not a major challenge, at least for large-n data. Establishing that the cause occurred before the 

effect is usually possible – though with survey data, this must often be established theoretically 

rather than empirically demonstrated. However, the most difficult of the three requirements for 

causal inference using survey research is the “third variable” problem: determining that the 

effects are not spurious or caused by some other unobserved, confounding variable. Despite 

multivariate techniques, and the use of control variables, these difficulties persist. In fact, the 

difficulty with this requirement is one reason that surveys tend to be long and comprehensive – 

they must be in order to include all plausible third variables (Mutz 2011). Even with the apparent 

comprehensiveness of survey instruments, though, the possibility of spurious causation remains.  

This challenge of causation is particularly important when studying the effects of 

candidate ethnicity because, of course, in real elections candidates are not randomly assigned. 

For example, it is very plausible that racialized candidates are more likely to run in urban areas, 

perhaps because they believe they have a better chance at winning, or simply because they are 

more likely to live there (Black 2008). This means that we cannot simply look at election results, 

because ridings with racialized candidates would systematically differ in many ways. They may, 

for instance, contain greater numbers of racialized voters, exhibit different educational profiles 

and distributions of partisans, etc. Similarly, each candidate runs in only one riding, and so we 

must compare results for different candidates, who may be different in many ways other than 

their ethnicity. Indeed, there is a good deal of research on how female candidates tend to be 

“over-qualified” to compensate for their gender (e.g. Black and Erikson 2000, Carrol and 
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Strimling 1983), which implies that gender and candidate quality are confounded. Thus, both 

electoral districts and candidates present a host of plausible “third variables” that make 

establishing causality difficult.  

The regression models in the following chapter include demographic control variables 

(age, income, etc). These reduce the total unexplained variation, and therefore increase the 

precision with which the effect of the experimental treatment is estimated (Mutz 2011). These 

are not, it should be noted, controls in the sense often used in observational data – these are not 

required, since treatments are randomly assigned. That said, comparisons across non-randomly 

assigned variables (i.e. between South Asian respondents and Chinese respondents) should be 

treated differently. This is because groups defined by observed characteristics, like ethnicity, 

might differ systematically on some unknown, third variable. However, none of the formal 

hypothesis tests in this dissertation rely on this kind of comparison between groups.  

The problem of measurement is also a significant challenge for the study of race and 

discrimination. It is widely accepted that social desirability bias makes the measurement of 

racism and discrimination difficult (Crowne and Marlowe 1960, Heerwig and McCabe 2009). 

Simply put, people often do not express - or at least express to a lesser extent – their true 

opinions of other racial and ethnic groups because these sentiments and opinions may not be 

considered acceptable in society. There are examples of attempts at improving measurement, 

such as use of the implicit attitude test (IAT) (Kam 2007), unobtrusive survey questions and the 

modern racism scale (Henry and Sears, 2002
8
). Still, difficulties remain, in part because it is not 

clear what exactly these alternative measures are measuring (for example, on the modern racism 

scale, see Sniderman et al. 2000; on the IAT, see Ares and Tetlock 2004, Blanton et al. 2009). 

                                                           
8
The modern racism scale has been amended by the original authors. Henry and Sears (2002) is the most recent 

version.  
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Moreover, some alternative measures are not suitable for all situations – in particular, the IAT 

requires measuring very small differences in response time in reference to racialized questions or 

tasks. Sensitive timing measures such as these can be problematic outside the lab, because 

subjects are much more likely to be distracted or interrupted when responding to a survey in their 

home or other places.  

Compounding these problems with measuring attitudes toward other racial groups is the 

more general issue of the relationship between attitudes and behaviour. The psychological 

literature critiquing simple links between stated opinions and behaviour is longstanding (Wicker 

1969). As a recent meta-review put it, “for socially sensitive topics, the predictive validity of 

self-report measures was remarkably low” (Greenwald et al. 2009, p.32). That is, stated opinions 

often do not correspond to actual behaviour, and so standard survey methodology may not 

accurately estimate the effect of candidate ethnicity.  

Experimental methodology goes a long way toward addressing both the problem of 

attributing causality and the difficulty of measuring attitudes toward racial and ethnic groups. 

Randomly assigning candidate ethnicity means that we can be sure that any difference in support 

is indeed due to the treatment, and does not reflect a spurious “third variable”. This goes for both 

candidates and respondents. That is, unlike in real elections, we can have candidates who are 

completely identical, except for their ethnicity. In addition, respondents are randomly assigned to 

treatment groups, and so unlike in real ridings, the distribution of demographics and attitudes are 

the same.  This is the great strength of experimental methods: establishing internal validity. Of 

course, we still need to theorize about why the treatment has the effect it does – but experimental 

methodologies still provide a great advantage over traditional observational survey methods. 

Similarly, we should recognise that even with experimental methods there may still be social 
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desirability bias, since this type of survey is probably perceived as being less anonymous than 

actual electoral ballots. Nonetheless, the web-survey method generally has lower social 

desirability bias than other methods such as telephone and in-person interviewing (Krueter et al. 

2008, Braunsberger et al. 2007). 

In addition, the experiment used here – a choice between fictional candidates -  is more 

similar to the behaviour in which we are interested – voting for real candidates - than a survey 

about attitudes would be. As noted, attitudes on race and ethnicity are highly sensitive and 

vulnerable to social desirability bias. Asking respondents if they like or dislike a particular ethnic 

group might well not produce the same results as observing their actual behaviour, among other 

reasons because people often respond differently to abstract groups and individuals (Sears 1983). 

Of course, the experiment is not identical to actual behaviour – it is still a question on a survey 

and the conditions under which the respondents are “voting” for candidates are considerably 

different than in an actual election. Nonetheless, the campaign experiment is much more similar 

to actual electoral decision making than, for example, survey questions about how people feel 

about certain ethnic groups. Therefore, it should give us a much better idea of how candidate and 

voter ethnicity interact in elections. 

Clearly, studying ethnic affinity voting using experimental methodology has several 

important methodological advantages. Experiments are much less vulnerable to spurious 

correlation, which is a problem for analysis of observational data in general and real election data 

in particular. In addition, the experimental methodology is much more similar to the behavioural 

context of election choice than answering general questions about attitudes toward groups. That 

is, using a candidate experiment reduces both the measurement error from social desirability bias 

and attitude/behaviour differences.  
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3.2 The Candidate Experiment 

The core of this study is a voting experiment involving fictional candidates. The experiment 

consists of presenting respondents with short biographies of two candidates and asking 

respondents whom they would vote for. Several items are manipulated, most importantly the 

apparent ethnicity of one of the two candidates. This design follows an increasingly common 

approach, but improves on many previous studies by presenting two candidates and including a 

manipulation with party labels.  

Experiments that examine the influence of race on candidate choice have been used for a 

number of years, and are becoming increasingly common. In part, the increase may be due to the 

growing use of computer-based surveys and online web-panels that make use of long 

descriptions and photographs in a way that is not possible in telephone surveys. These 

experiments generally show a biography of one or more candidates, vary the race of the 

candidates, and ask respondents whom they would be likely to support (e.g. Bird 2011, 

McDermott 1998, Philpot and Walton 2007, Reeves 1997, Sigelman and Sigelman 1982, 

Sigelman et al. 1995, Kam 2003, Weaver 2013, Jones 2014).   

These previous experiments pose two major issues. First, most only ask about one 

candidate, rather than offering a choice between two. One benefit of using a choice between two 

candidates, rather than asking for an evaluation of a single person, as some studies have done 

(e.g. Bird 2011, Philpot and Walton 2007, Kam 2003), is that the two-candidate design presents a 

more realistic test for the question at hand. The two-candidate design replicates the structure of a 

real election, where citizens are asked to choose between multiple options, rather than to evaluate 

a single candidate. In addition, and of greater importance, asking respondents to “disapprove” of 

a single person may actually be setting a higher bar for discriminatory behaviour than simply 

requiring an expression of preference for one option over another. By allowing respondents to 
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choose from alternative options, the two-candidate design used in this study does not require a 

“negative” action – the explicit rejection of a candidate – that might be more likely to trigger 

socially desirable behaviour. A second issue is that many candidate experiments either do not 

take political parties into account at all, or do not vary party affiliation (Bird 2011, McDermott 

1998, Philpot and Walton 2007, Reeves 1997, Sigelman and Sigelman 1982, Sigelman et al. 

1995, Kam 2003). This is important because party may well condition the effects of candidate 

ethnicity. Further, while we are primarily interested in the direct effects of candidate ethnicity on 

voter behaviour, testing for interactions with party affiliation is also important for understanding 

electoral implications. To address these issues, this experiment will use a two-candidate design 

and manipulate both the presence and type of party labels applied to the candidates.  

Unlike some studies, no pictures of the candidates were used, in order to avoid 

confounding the effects of candidate attractiveness with candidate ethnicity. In addition, the 

omission of pictures reflects the reality of Canadian elections at the riding level, where most 

voters see signs with the local candidate’s name without a picture.
9
  

The content of the candidate biographies themselves was not manipulated: Candidate 1’s 

name (i.e. apparent ethnicity) and biography were constant across all conditions; only the name 

of Candidate 2 varied, while his biography was the same in all conditions. As a result, we cannot 

examine the effect of the biographies themselves, and we must assume that there are no 

important interactions between the content of the biographies and the variables of interest. 

Keeping this in mind, the biographies were written to present more or less equally qualified 

candidates to be Members of Parliament, balancing the need to have plausibly different 

candidates, while not introducing factors that might interact with the treatments. Each candidate 

                                                           
9 Quebec is the exception, where candidate photos on signs are used widely. As described below, however, the data for this study 

were collected outside Quebec. 



63 
 

was described as having a career in business and non-controversial community involvement. 

Note, however, that the order of presentation of the candidates’ biographies was randomised 

across subjects. 

One notable feature of the biographies presented is that each contained a “fault” – that is, 

some less-than-ideal (from the perspective of electoral politics) personal feature was attributed to 

each candidate. The importance of this design choice is that past research demonstrates 

discrimination is often evident only when there is an “excuse” for such behaviour (i.e. 

“covering” [Crandall and Eshleman 2003]). When evaluating a “perfect” candidate, even highly 

prejudiced people might not discriminate because there is no socially acceptable justification for 

doing so. This may be true of consciously prejudiced individuals seeking to avoid social censure. 

Likewise, a similar situation is possible with those who hold unconsciously prejudiced attitudes. 

That is, they may see themselves as tolerant but may (unconsciously) exaggerate and over-

emphasize a fault in a racialized candidate more than they would with regards to a White 

candidate. Thus, the faults in the biographies provide both an external social justification and an 

internal psychological justification for respondents who might have discriminatory tendencies.  

Specifically, Candidate 1 is described as having been laid off twice, before going on to found his 

own company. Candidate 2, on the other hand, is described as having run and lost in a previous 

election.  Of course, for reasons of plausibility these are different faults, and being laid off is not 

the same as losing an election. Nonetheless, all we are required to assume is that there is no 

interaction between the variables of interest and the type of fault (i.e., failure as an employee or 

as a candidate).   

The candidates are manipulated along two major factors – candidate ethnicity, and 

biography version. The central factor for the analysis is candidate ethnicity, which manipulates 
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the candidates’ names and, thus, their apparent ethnic origin. The second factor includes two 

theoretically distinct conditions – party labels, and a self-interest prime, which will be used to 

examine the mediators of and explanations for affinity effects. Table 3.1 illustrates the factor 

structure and reports cell sizes (of course, cell assignment was randomized).  

The key experimental treatment was a manipulation of candidate ethnicity. The control 

group was presented with two candidates both of whom had stereotypically European names: 

John Hawkes (Candidate 1) and Arthur Dorre (Candidate 2). The two treatment groups were 

presented with the same two candidate biographies, but Candidate 2 was given either a 

traditionally Chinese (Jun Zhang) or South Asian (Satveer Chaudhary) name. While, of course, 

names themselves are not necessarily a reliable signifier of ethnocultural background, pre-testing 

indicated that respondents accepted the implied ethnicities.  The names were chosen from a list 

of common Chinese and South Asian names in Ontario drawn from healthcare records (Shah et 

al. 2010). Several of these were selected and discussed with members of the respective  

 

Table 3.1: Factor Structure and Respondent Assignment 

 

Candidate condition: 

 

Biography Version 

White 

Candidate 

Chinese 

Candidate 

South Asian 

Candidate Total 

Conservative Candidate 2 127 (5%) 128 (5%) 127 (5%) 382 

Liberal Candidate 2 128 (5%) 126 (5%) 126 (5%) 380 

Independent Candidates 437 (18%) 440 (18%) 436 (18%) 1,313 

Financial Interest Question 141 (6%) 144 (6%) 142 (6%) 427 

Total 833 838 831 2,502 

Note: Cells show number of respondents. Approximate (rounded) likelihood of assignment in brackets. 
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communities, as well as researchers with relevant experience. Names that were the same as 

recent federal Canadian politicians or candidates were excluded. To do this, the names were 

compared to the list of federal election candidates of major parties from 2004-2011 (discussed in 

more detail in Chapter 8). In addition, an extensive internet search was conducted, and no 

Canadian provincial or municipal politicians with these names were discovered. Those that had 

highly specific religious associations (e.g. Singh) or that might also be European (e.g. Lee) were 

also avoided.  

In addition to candidate ethnicity, the second factor is biography version. This actually 

consists of two theoretically distinct types of conditions: the party labels conditions and the 

financial interest question condition. The first of these is straightforward – candidate biographies 

were experimentally manipulated such that the candidates were independent or had stated party 

affiliations. Specifically, rather than the last sentence of the biography (see below) reading, “Mr. 

Hawkes is an Independent candidate”, the biography read, “Mr. Hawkes is running for the 

Liberal Party” or “Mr. Hawkes is running for the Conservative Party.” To preserve experimental 

power, only two parties were used. The Liberal Party and Conservative Party are the two largest 

and (to date) most successful federal parties, and were therefore used in the experiment. 

Moreover, given the long history of visible minority Canadians supporting the Liberals (e.g. 

Blais 2005), not including the Liberal Party would make the experiment substantially less 

realistic. Where party labels are shown, the specific party (i.e. Liberal, Conservative) is also 

randomized. Thus Candidate 2, the candidate whose ethnicity was manipulated, has an equal 

chance of being Liberal or Conservative. For this manipulation, Candidate 1 is also manipulated 

and is assigned the alternate party. The party labels manipulation is analyzed in Chapter 7.  
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The second candidate biography manipulation involves the question wording itself. In 

order to test one explanation of ethnic affinity voting – self-interest – a subset of respondents 

were asked directly about which candidate would be in their financial self-interest, rather than 

which candidate they would vote for. This priming question is quite similar to the one used by 

Chong et al. (2001)
10

.  Note that this manipulation is parallel (not orthogonal) to the party-label 

manipulation – it is only asked of respondents who see an Independent candidate.  

The complete stimulus and candidate-preference questions read as follows, with 

manipulated sections bolded:   

 

Candidate 1 

 John Hawkes is an entrepreneur, and after being laid off twice he started the 

successful company Allsort Inc. Despite a busy schedule Mr. Hawkes works 

with a number of organizations, including Kids Help Phone, and served as Vice 

Chair of the Municipal Safety Committee. John Hawkes is an independent 

candidate /running for the Liberal Party /running for the Conservative 

Party. 

 

Candidate 2 

Arthur Dorre/Jun Zhang/Satveer Chaudhary is an active local businessman, 

who was recently honoured as “Businessman of the Year” for his many 

contributions. Mr. Dorre/Zhang/Chaudhary helps at the local community 

centre, and is the fundraising chair for the Hospital Foundation. A former 

                                                           
10 Chong et. Al. 2001 asked about a policy rather than a candidate, and the self-interest prime was two questions, one about “you”, and one about 

“other members of your family”. 
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provincial candidate, he lost in the most recent election.  Arthur Dorre/Jun 

Zhang/Satveer Chaudhary is an independent candidate/running for the 

Liberal Party/running for the Conservative Party. 

 

Which candidate would you vote for?/Which candidate is in you or your 

family’s financial interest? 

3.3 Survey Sample 

This survey is based on a national population sample, including respondents in all provinces 

except Quebec. There is a large oversample of racialized respondents – 1518 out of a total of 

2502 respondents. The sample was drawn from a web-panel recruited for general participation 

surveys from a number of sources, including random digit dialling, online recruitment, and 

targeted advertising. Note that this means that the sample is not strictly random. Respondents are 

validated by the survey company and then invited to participate in surveys. For the purposes of 

this survey, pre-validated respondents were contacted by email and asked if they would like to 

participate. At the beginning of the survey, a series of demographic screening questions are 

asked that are linked to quotas. In this case, gender, region, and racialized status were used as 

quotas, with the sample being constrained to 50 percent male, 40 percent outside Ontario, and 40 

percent White respondents.  

There might be some concern that the use of a web panel, rather than a random sample, 

could cause problems for external validity or the ability to generalize the study’s results. The 

classic dichotomy is that experiments have good internal validity and probability surveys have 

good external validity. That is, random-sample surveys are good at establishing that they are 

representative of the population as a whole, and experiments are good at ensuring that the results 

really are caused by the treatment, not some confounding or omitted variable. One criticism of 
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experiments, thus, is that they are not generalizable, since they often use small numbers of 

“convenient” respondents, such as students. The method used in the present research is a hybrid 

– it uses an experimental methodology using a survey with a wide, nationally-based sample. 

Clearly, this population is far more representative than most lab surveys. Nonetheless, the key 

question for external validity is whether the effects are likely to be the same in the general 

population as they are in the sample. That is, it is not necessarily a problem if the sample differs 

in some ways, but we should be concerned about whether the sample is different from the 

population in ways that affect the estimates of the effects being studied.  

There are two particularly relevant factors that might affect the results: recent immigrant 

status and political interest. The sample is quite likely to under-represent immigrants, particularly 

those with weak English language skills. Immigrant status is likely related to strength of 

identification – recent immigrants tend to have stronger ethnocultural identities, which, as 

Chapter 5 will show, is a crucial factor in ethnic affinity voting. This would suggest that recent 

immigrants should have stronger, rather than weaker, affinity effects as compared with those in 

the sample. In addition, political interest and knowledge tends to be higher in online samples, 

even controlling for demographics (Chang and Krosnick 2009). Since the key issue is vote 

choice, this sample issue may actually be a benefit, because the sample would represent the 

voting population better than census figures do. Put simply, the same variables that predict 

participation in internet surveys (e.g. political interest) also predict real political participation. If 

we are interested in the effects that ethnocultural identities have on vote choice, then a sampling 

bias toward likely voters makes the analysis more realistic. 

The sample also includes some non-citizens - 8.9 percent of the sample. Essentially all of 

these are permanent residents, many of whom have resided in Canada for more than five years 
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(only 4 percent of the sample moved to Canada less than five years ago). These are included in 

the analysis because the key psychological mechanisms – in-group bias, perceptions of group 

interest, etc. – are unlikely to be affected by citizenship. For some of the analysis the cell sizes 

are quite small, however, and so increasing the sample size by including non-citizens might be 

beneficial. Some key models are estimated with and without non-citizen respondents (see 

Appendix) and there is littl difference in the point estimates. Including the relatively small 

number of non-citizens in the analysis does not seem to bias the results.  

More generally, we can get a sense of the representativeness of a sample by comparing its 

demographics to the population. To do this, I compare the sample to both the 2011 Canadian 

Election Study and to census data. These are not precisely comparable, since, for example, the 

census data excludes aboriginals and includes children. Nonetheless, it does give some relative 

sense of representativeness. In addition, using the Canadian Election Study makes it clear that 

these representativeness issues apply to all samples and not just to web-panels.  

Table 3.2 shows the demographic information for racialized respondents of the 2011 CES 

and the sample used in this study. In general, the study’s sample is fairly representative by this 

criterion. For example, the average household income for racialized respondents in Canada was 

$69,000 (CMHC 2011) and in the study’s sample it is approximately $72,000.  The average 

household income in the CES, by comparison, is $78,000, substantially higher than both the 

present sample and official statistics.   

The median age of racialized respondents in the study’s sample is 43 – slightly, but not 

much, younger than that of the CES, which has an median age for racialized respondents of 46. 

The census data is not included here, since including children makes the median age 

considerably different. However, we can compare the percentage of older respondents; this is 
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important, given that a web-panel might well under-represent older Canadians. It appears, 

though, that there is good representation of older respondents in the study sample – 

approximately 10 percent of racialized Canadians are over 65 (Statistics Canada 2011)
11

, 

compared to 14 percent in the sample. Here the CES is comparable – 15 percent of racialized 

respondents are over 65.  

 

Table 3.2:  Demographics of Racialized Respondents 

 

Sample CES Census 

% Immigrant 65% 54% 65% 

Household Income $72,000 $78,000 $68,000 

Age (Median) 42 46   

% Over 65 14% 15% 10% 
 

Note: Census data exclude First Nations respondents. Census age data not comparable, since they include children. 

 

There is also a higher proportion of immigrants as a percentage of racialized respondents 

in the study sample – 65 percent – than in the CES, which has 54 percent. This difference is 

particularly important, given that immigrants may well show stronger affinity effects than native-

born racialized Canadians. However, comparing this to census data, it is the CES that may under-

represent immigrants, since census data puts the percentage of immigrants among racialized 

minorities in Canada at 65.1 percent (Statistics Canada 2011). On this measure, the sample is 

quite representative. 

The sample does have somewhat more educated respondents as compared to the CES. 

The sample has considerably more respondents with university degrees and fewer respondents 

                                                           
11 Since this survey only accepted respondents 18 or over, to provide an adequate, if imperfect, comparison the Statistics Canada 

Data was altered by dropping lowest category (under 15), merging the top two categories (65-75, and 75 and over) and then 

recalculating the percentage over 65.    
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with only a high-school education. Table 3.3 shows education by category. Only 39 percent of 

racialized respondents over the age of 15 in the census had university degrees (Statistics Canada 

2) as compared to 60 percent of the sample – a 21 percentage point difference. However, even 

the CES overestimates education levels compared to census data, which puts the average number 

of racialized respondents with at least a bachelor’s degree at 41 percent.  

 

Table 3.3: Educational Attainment of Racialized Respondents 

 
Web-sample CES 

Less than high school 0.3 2.6 

Some high school 1.3 4.4 

High school diploma 5.7 17.8 

Some college 6.5 4.7 

College diploma 15.4 14.9 

Some university 10.9 13.7 

Undergraduate degree 38.9 28.9 

Graduate or Professional degree 21.2 13.1 

    

 

Web-sample Mean=Some University 

CES Mean=Completed Technical/Community College 

 

Web-sample Median= Completed Undergraduate Degree 

CES Median= Completed Undergraduate Degree 
Note: Cell entries are percentage of total racialized respondents. Percentages rounded.  

 

In addition, the ethnicity of respondents in the sample differs from the population – 

specifically, among racialized respondents
12

, South Asian respondents are under-represented and 

Chinese respondents are over-represented. As Table 3.4 shows, 11.6 percent of the sample 

identified as South Asian, but in fact South Asians are the largest racialized ethnic group in 

Canada, at 25 percent of the racialized population. Conversely, 27 percent of respondents 

                                                           
12

 Of course, in the sample as a whole, all racialized groups are overrepresented by design. 
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identified as having Chinese origins, but the 2011 National Household Survey puts the Chinese-

Canadian population at only 21 percent of the population (NHS 2011). If ethnic affinity voting is 

quite different for respondents of different ethnicities, then this would be a serious problem. If 

nothing else, this requires that ethnocultural groups should be analysed separately. However, as 

Chapter 5 will argue, affinity effects are largely dependent on the self-identification with the 

ethnic group, rather than specific ethnicity. Thus, the difference in ethnocultural origins should 

be noted, but it does not undermine the key findings.    

Table 3.4: Ethnocultural Background of Respondents 

 

n % 

Arab 44 1.8 

Black 165 6.6 

Chinese 679 27.1 

Filipino 88 3.5 

Japanese 64 2.6 

Korean 27 1.1 

Latin American 80 3.2 

South Asian 290 11.6 

Southeast Asian 54 2.2 

West Asian 10 0.4 

First Nations 17 0.7 

White 984 39.3 
Note: The survey question read “Not a visible minority”, rather than “White” 

 

The sample has a broad geographic base, with respondents from every province except 

Quebec. Unfortunately, urban/rural data are not available. As Figure 3.5 shows, the overall 

majority of respondents, and 63 percent of the racialized respondents, are from Ontario. 

Nonetheless, the Western provinces have respectable numbers of respondents, with about 10 

percent of racialized respondents from Alberta and 20 percent from BC. These results are not 

surprising, since a large proportion of racialized Canadians live in the greater Toronto and 

Vancouver areas, although Ontario is still somewhat over-represented. Nonetheless, since we 
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have no particular reason to expect important interactions between provincial residence and the 

effects of ethnicity, the imperfect geographic representation is unlikely to pose a serious problem 

for the analysis.  

Table 3.5: Geographic Distribution 

 

White Racialized 

Newfoundland and Labrador 16 8 

Nova Scotia 45 27 

Prince Edward Island 4 1 

New Brunswick 25 12 

Ontario 593 958 

Manitoba 50 42 

Saskatchewan 32 26 

Alberta 95 151 

British Columbia 124 293 
Note: Cell entries are frequencies 

In summary, the demographic comparisons suggest that the sample is, as expected, not 

perfectly representative, but that the discrepancies are not severe. In addition, representativeness 

on all measures is not actually necessary. Rather, we should consider the issue in context – how 

serious the issues of representativeness are, and how they compare to other surveys. The sample 

includes a wide demographic and geographic range, and overall the demographic 

representativeness of this sample is relatively good. On age and income, the sample is more than 

adequate. In fact, on some measures it may well be more representative than the Canadian 

Election Study. Clearly, even well-funded, large-scale surveys like the Canadian Election Study 

are not perfectly representative – for example, the CES is biased toward educated respondents 

and those over 65.  

The most important issue is how the sampling procedure might affect the ultimate 

analysis. That is, we must consider whether the sample is different from the population in some 

way that would mean the effects of the experimental treatment would be very different for the 
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population in general. The two specific factors on which web-panels are likely to be un-

representative, recent immigrant status and political interest, do not pose problems for this 

analysis. If anything, the under-representation of recent immigrants suggest that the estimates for 

the average size of affinity effects are probably conservative. Although the sample is not 

perfectly representative, the differences discussed here do not pose a serious threat to the validity 

of the analysis.  

3.4 Conclusions 

This chapter began by discussing a number of methodological challenges in establishing 

causality generally, and for studying the political influence of race and ethnicity in particular. 

These include the “third variable” problem, social desirability and measurement issues in 

studying the effects of race, and the difficulty of using real election data to study candidate 

effects. Experimental methodology, it is argued, can go a long way to solving these problems.   

The methodology of the experiment was described in detail. Respondents are shown two 

candidates and asked for whom they would vote. By using two candidates, and including a flaw 

in the biographies, the design made it easier for respondents to express their prejudice. The key 

manipulation concerns the apparent ethnicity of one of the candidates. This is varied between 

White, Chinese, and South Asian ethnicity through altering the name of Candidate 2. In addition, 

candidate party affiliation was manipulated, and varies between Conservative, Liberal, and 

Independent. Finally, there was a manipulation that involved the measure of the dependent 

variable, which varies between a standard vote choice question and a question that taps self-

interest.  

The main data source, the web-panel sample, was also discussed, with particular attention 

to its representativeness. A number of demographic comparisons were made to census data and 
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the CES. Although the sample skews younger and better educated, these issues are also common 

in other surveys and the differences are not extreme. The sample includes respondents from all 

provinces except Quebec. Ontario is over-represented, although this is not surprising given the 

large number of racialized Canadians living there. More generally, web-panels tend to be more 

politically interested than the population and probably lack new immigrants with weak English 

language skills. The higher levels of political interest may make the results more representative 

of voters, rather than the general population – a benefit, if we are trying to explain electoral 

behaviour. In addition, as Chapters 5 and 6 will show, immigrants tend to have higher levels of 

ethnic affinity than the Canadian-born, thus the estimates are, if anything, probably conservative.
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Chapter 4: Evidence for Ethnic Affinity Voting 

 

4.0 Introduction 

This chapter will examine the evidence for same-ethnicity and different-ethnicity affinity effects 

for a number of different ethnocultural groups. Current research suggests that same-ethnicity 

affinity effects are widespread - as discussed in Chapter 2, there is a considerable amount of 

evidence that citizens are more likely to support candidates of the same ethnicity. Therefore, the 

first part of this chapter seeks to establish evidence for same-ethnicity affinity voting outside the 

United States and for respondents other then Black and Latino Americans.  

The second part of this chapter will look at the evidence for different-ethnicity voting – 

that is, where racialized voters support a candidate of a different racialized ethnicity than their 

own. This is a crucial question for the broader political significance of ethnicity, since single 

ethnicity coalitions will be smaller and less influential than “rainbow coalitions” would be, 

especially in countries such as Canada where racialized populations are quite ethnically diverse. 

Here, the expectations for different-ethnicity voting are much less clear. As noted in Chapter 2, 

the majority of research in the United States finds conflict, rather than affinity, between 

racialized ethnicities (Kaufmann 2003). Sociological research from other countries also generally 

shows relationships of conflict (Hagendoorn 1995). On the other hand, there are some examples 

of “rainbow coalitions” – that is, different-ethnicity affinity voting - under certain conditions 

(Browning et al. 1990, Kaufmann 2003, Saito 1998). Importantly, some of these conditions – 

such as economic success and perceived discrimination – suggest that the conditions for 

cooperation between racialized ethnic groups are better in Canada than in the United States. 

Therefore, different-ethnicity affinity voting may emerge under these relatively positive 
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conditions. Given mixed findings in previous research, this part of the analysis is, in a sense, 

exploratory rather than deductive. Nonetheless, I maintain the language of hypothesis testing to 

provide clarity to the structure of the analysis.  

The following chapters will consider a number of explanations for the effects of 

candidate ethnicity on voters, such as strength of ethnic identity, self-interest, ideological 

heuristics, etc., but here we focus on the first step of establishing the basic structure of affinity 

preferences. To do this, the analysis draws on the web-survey experiment discussed in Chapter 3. 

As the first step in the analysis, only the independent-candidate conditions will be used to 

examine evidence for same-ethnicity affinity and different-ethnicity affinity. 

4.1 Hypotheses and Candidate Experiment 

Based on previous research, three hypotheses are considered concerning affinity among 

racialized voters in general, same-ethnicity affinity, and different-ethnicity affinity. First, we 

focus on the rainbow coalition thesis – in general, are racialized citizens more likely to support 

racialized candidates than other candidates? If racialized citizens see other racialized citizens as 

part of a common group (per the identity account) or as “like themselves” in relevant ways (per 

the heuristic account), then there should be affinity effects for racialized candidates in general.  

 

H4.1: Racialized respondents will be more likely to choose a racialized candidate than a 

White candidate. 

 

The next hypothesis proposes affinity effects on the basis of specific ethnicity. The 

question is, are racialized voters more likely to support candidates who share their ethnocultural 

background? Given positive findings for Black and Latino affinity in the United States, we 

expect affinity effects for ethnocultural minorities in Canada as well.  
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H4.2: Racialized respondents will be more likely to choose a candidate of their own 

ethnocultural background than a White candidate.  

 

The final hypothesis of the chapter is based on inter-minority relations research, which 

has mixed findings. Given the relatively positive conditions in Canada, on balance, it seems 

likely that there will be different-ethnicity affinity. However, these effects may be less reliable, 

and smaller, than same-ethnicity affinity.  

 

H4.3: Racialized respondents will be more likely to choose a candidate with a different 

racialized ethnocultural background than a White candidate. 

 

4.2 Affinity Effect Analysis and Results 

The results are presented in two stages. In the first stage, to convey an intuitive sense of the 

findings, simple comparisons of percentages across experimental conditions for specific groups 

of respondents are shown. In the second stage, I analyze estimates of logistic regression 

equations and construct specific hypothesis tests. The latter allows us to control for a range of 

observed covariates to enhance estimation precision – though as noted in Chapter 3, controlling 

for omitted variable bias is not necessary. Throughout the analysis, the primary measure reported 

is support for Candidate 2 – that is, support for the candidate whose name (and hence perceived 

ethnicity) was manipulated. The key comparisons are across experimental conditions, and 

therefore we are interested in different levels of support for the different versions of Candidate 2. 

The full candidate biographies and treatments are set out in Chapter 3, but this analysis only 

makes use of the independent (rather than party-label) versions of the biographies. The cell 
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assignment is shown in Table 4.1. Note that White respondents are included in the regression 

analysis – this improves the estimation of the effect of control variables (e.g. education, income) 

and, therefore, the precision with which the predicted probabilities of the main effects of ethnic 

affinity can be estimated. However, all values presented in the following chapters are for 

racialized respondents only.  

Table 4.1: Factor Structure and Assignment  

 Candidate condition: 

Participant ethnicity: 

White 

Candidate 

Chinese 

Candidate 

South Asian 

Candidate 

Chinese  117 118 116 

South Asian 50 51 50 

Other Racialized Respondents 96 97 97 

White Respondents 174 174 173 
Note: Cell entries are frequencies. 

 

Hypothesis 4.1 is that racialized respondents in general will be more likely to support 

racialized candidates. Figure 4.1 pools all racialized respondents and reports the percentage 

supporting Candidate 2 when the candidate is White (i.e. Arthur Dorre) and when the otherwise 

identical candidate has a South Asian or Chinese name (i.e. Satveer Chaudhary or Jun Zhang). 

The results confirm Hypothesis 4.1 - racialized respondents are clearly more likely to support 

Candidate 2 when he is a racialized than when he is an apparently White candidate. Specifically, 

7 percent more racialized respondents supported Candidate 2 with a racialized name than with a 

non-racialized name. While the effect is moderate in size, it is certainly not the negative effect 

that previous research suggested. Also, recall that there are more different-ethnicity pairs than 

same-ethnicity pairs, because the sample includes other racialized respondents that have no 

candidate of matching ethnicity. At the very least, this pooled analysis shows that the positive 
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effects of same-ethnicity must be considerably larger than the (hypothetical) countervailing 

negative effects of different-ethnicity candidates. On its face, this is a sign that rainbow 

coalitions are more plausible than some previous research has suggested.  

 

Focusing on respondents identifying as Chinese or South Asian, we now examine affinity 

along specific ethnocultural lines. Hypothesis 4.2 asserts that respondents will be more likely to 

support a candidate who belongs to their own ethnocultural group. As Figure 4.2 shows, support 

for Candidate 2 is higher when the candidate has an apparent ethnicity that matches that of the 

participant than when the same candidate appears to be White. This fits with the results for 

Hypothesis 4.1. While the point estimates show the same pattern, there are, however, clear 

differences in the size of the effect between Chinese and South Asian respondents. South Asian 

respondents show quite large affinity effects for the South Asian candidate – in this group, the 
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Figure 4.1—Racialized Affinity  

Note: Bars indicate percentage of support for Candidate 2, for the two treatment conditions.  
Support for Candidate 1 not shown. Racialized respondents only, independent version only.  n=792 
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South-Asian Candidate 2 “beats” the White Candidate 1 by over 16 percentage points. The 

impact of seeing a Chinese candidate for Chinese origin respondents, on the other hand, is much 

smaller: the corresponding margin is just 7 percentage points. While both results confirm the 

Hypothesis 4.2, the size of the effect seems to vary.  

 

Hypothesis 4.3 states that respondents will be more likely to support a candidate of a 

different racialized ethnocultural group as compared to a White candidate. For example, we 

would expect that fewer respondents who identify as Chinese will support the White version of 

Candidate 2 than support the South-Asian version of Candidate 2.  Figure 4.3 presents the 

percentage supporting Candidate 2, across his varying apparent ethnic affiliations, separately for 

Chinese, South Asian and other racialized respondents (excluding “matches” between voters and 

White  
Candidate 

South Asian 
Candidate 

South Asian Respondents 

White  
Candidate 

Chinese 
Candidate 

Chinese Respondents 

Figure 4.2: Same-Ethnicity Affinity 

Note: Darker bars indicate support for White Candidate 2; lighter bars indicate support for  
Candidate 2 with the stated implied ethnic identity.  Independent Condition only. n=335 
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candidates, e.g. support among South Asian voters for the South Asian candidate). The size of 

this generalized affinity effect is smaller than affinity effects for candidates of the voter’s same 

ethnocultural group, but positive nonetheless. The results here are even clearer than in Figure 

4.1, with all combinations of ethnicity showing affinity effects - this provides more evidence 

pointing toward the plausibility of rainbow coalitions. While the pattern is the same for all 

groups, similar to the affinity effects illustrated in Figure 4.2, there are clear differences in the 

size of the effect between ethnic groups. For instance, South Asian respondents again show the 

largest effect at 13 percentage points, but Chinese respondents are only 2 percentage points more 

likely to support the South Asian candidate than the White candidate.  

4.3 Logistic Regression Models of Affinity 

We now analyze a series of logistic regression models in order to provide rigorous tests of the 

aforementioned hypotheses. In the first model, Model 4.1, vote choice is a binary dependent 

Chinese Candidate 

Other Racialized            
Respondents 

Chinese Candidate 

South Asian Respondents 

South Asian Candidate 
Chinese Respondents 

South Asian Candidate 

Other Racialized       
Respondents 

Figure 4.3—Different-Ethnicty Affinity  

Note: Darker bars indicate support for the White Candidate 2; lighter bars indicate  
support for Candidate 2 with the stated implied ethnic identity. n=591  
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variable, where 1 is support for Candidate 2. The independent variables are candidate racialized 

status (i.e. the experimental treatment level) and participant racialized status. Finally, a variable 

for candidate version is included – in this chapter, however, all predicted values are generated 

within the independent condition, rather than the party label and financial interest conditions, 

which are analysed in subsequent chapters. Two- and three-way interactions between these 

variables were included in the model. In addition, control variables are also included. Since some 

respondents did not provide responses on some of these control variables, these cases are 

dropped from the models. Thus, for most of the regression models that follow, n=2223, as 

opposed to n=2502 as in some figures (particularly in Chapter 5). Models without control 

variables, and thus all cases, produce somewhat less precise estimates but not substantively 

different results. Note that, unlike in the preceding figures and discussion, the regression model 

also includes White respondents – though the predicted values are for racialized respondents 

only. This increases the precision with which certain model parameters can be estimated. Where 

possible I make use of the entire sample and include dummy variables for the different 

experimental manipulations, since this increases the precision of estimates. Given that the tables 

with model results are large, these are available in the Appendix and only the relevant predicted 

values, generated using the Margins command in Stata, are presented in the chapters.  

To provide a formal test of Hypothesis 4.1, I compare the predicted probability of 

racialized respondents voting for Candidate 2 under two conditions: seeing a White Candidate 2 

and seeing a racialized Candidate 2. The biography version variable was set to independent 

candidates. This allows us to consider the possibility of a rainbow coalition broadly defined: it 

answers the question, are racialized respondents more likely to support a racialized candidate 

than a White candidate? Similar to the results in Figure 4.1, the predicted probabilities in Figure 
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4.4 show evidence for the plausibility of a rainbow coalition: racialized respondents are 7 

percentage points more likely to support a racialized candidate than an identical White candidate. 

The difference between the predicted probabilities falls just short of the conventional 95-percent 

confidence level (p = .08). Contrary to some research on inter-minority conflict, I find affinity 

among racialized respondents in general - in other words, evidence for the plausibility of 

rainbow coalitions.  

To test Hypothesis 4.2, concerning affinity along specific ethnocultural lines, support for 

the White version of Candidate 2 needs to be compared to support for Candidate 2 when his 

ethnicity “matches” that of respondents. To do this, I estimate a second model, Model 4.2, where 

candidate and participant ethnicity are broken down into dummy variables for specific 

ethnicities. For candidate ethnicity, the categories are White, Chinese and South Asian; for 

participant ethnicity the categories are White, Chinese, South Asian, and other minorities. The  
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reference categories are White candidate and White respondents, respectively. Again, dummy 

variables for biography versions are included, but predicted values are only generated for the 

independent version. The dependent variable remains vote for Candidate 2. Predicted 

probabilities are generated for each combination of participant/candidate ethnicity, for the 

independent version of the candidates, and the first difference of the experimental manipulation 

is taken. This is the treatment effect, that is, the difference in support between the White and 

racialized versions of the candidates.  

Results are shown in Figure 4.5.  As the first two bars show, both “same-ethnicity” 

groups show evidence of affinity effects: South-Asian-identifying respondents are on average 17 

percentage points more likely to vote for a South Asian candidate than for an otherwise identical 

White candidate, while Chinese-identifying respondents are 8 percentage points more likely to 

support an apparently Chinese candidate.  The effects for South Asian affinity are significant at 

the 90-percent confidence level (p= .09); the affinity effect for Chinese origin respondents, 
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however, is not significant (p = .23). These results partially confirm Hypothesis 4.2; while there 

is clear evidence for affinity effects among South Asian-identifying respondents, the evidence 

for affinity effects among Chinese respondents is equivocal. 

Hypothesis 4.3 is about relations between different racialized ethnocultural groups – 

whether respondents are more/less likely to support a White candidate over a candidate of a 

different racialized ethnicity.  To test different-ethnicity affinity voting, I began with pooled 

categories - Model 4.3 is essentially the same as Model 4.1, combining all candidate and 

respondent ethnic categories into racialized/White respondents and racialized/White candidate. 

However, Model 4.3 drops those cases where the respondent sees a candidate of their own 

ethnicity. The data used to estimate this model, therefore, only includes respondents who saw a 

White candidate or a candidate of an ethnicity different from their own. Specifically, this 

includes four groups of respondents who were shown a different racialized candidate: Chinese 

respondents who saw the South Asian candidate; South Asian respondents who saw the Chinese 

candidate; other racialized respondents who saw the South Asian candidate; and other racialized 

respondents who saw the Chinese candidate. South Asian respondents who saw a South Asian 

candidate and Chinese respondents who saw a Chinese candidate are not included. The 

dependent variable is, again, support for Candidate 2. The independent variables are respondent 

racialized status, candidate racialized status, an interaction term between respondent and  

candidate racialized status, and demographic controls (income, education, age, gender, religion, 

immigrant status). As Figure 4.6 shows, respondents who saw a racialized candidate of a 

different ethnicity were 4 percentage points more likely to support that candidate than the 

identical White-candidate version, although the effect falls just short of significance at the 90 

percent confidence level (p-value=.11).  
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Having established some initial evidence for different-ethnicity affinity at the general 

level, I now examine more specific categories of ethnicity. While some of the results in Figure 

4.3 have been discussed previously, the others are relevant here. All four of the different-

ethnicity pairs are clearly consistent with Hypothesis 4.3 - support is higher for the candidate of a 

different ethnocultural background than when the candidate is White. These effects are generally 

smaller than for same-ethnicity pairs – the largest is South Asian Respondents, who are 11 

percentage points more likely to support a Chinese candidate than a White candidate. In fact, all 

four of the different-ethnicity pairs are more likely to support the racialized candidate than the 

White candidate. This suggests that racialized citizens have an affinity for racialized candidates, 

generally, rather than just for candidates of their own specific ethnocultural group. However, 

these effects are not estimated with much precision (South Asian Respondents/Chinese 

Candidate p=.23, Chinese Respondent/South Asian Candidate p=.69, Other Racialized 

Figure 4.6—Different-Ethnicity Affinity, Racialized Candidate  

Note: Bars indicate support for Candidate 2, for the two treatment conditions.  
Racialized Respondents only.  Same-ethnicity cases not included. n=1933 
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Respondents/Chinese Candidate p=.64, and Other Racialized Respondents/South Asian 

Candidate p=.64).  

Finally, it might be that other racialized respondents would respond the same way to a 

Chinese Candidate as a South Asian candidate, since neither “matches” the respondent’s 

ethnicity. Therefore, I estimate a model that merges the Chinese and South Asian candidate 

categories for other racialized respondents – Model 4.4. The dependent variable is support for 

Candidate 2, and the independent variables are biography version, demographic controls 

(income, education, gender, age, immigrant status, and religion) and respondent ethnicity (White, 

Chinese, South Asian, other racialized respondents). 

The predicted values in Figure 4.7 are therefore the likelihood of other racialized 

respondents supporting a racialized candidate or a White candidate. As the figure shows, other 

racialized respondents are 5 percentage points more likely to support a racialized candidate.  

However, the difference between the White and racialized candidate version is not statistically 

significant (p=.44). 
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Note: Bars indicate support for Candidate 2, for the two treatment conditions.  
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Taken as a whole, these data show at least some evidence for different-ethnicity affinity 

voting. Figure 4.6 shows that when the groups are pooled, on average racialized respondents are 

4 percentage points more likely to support a candidate of a different racialized ethnicity than a 

White candidate (p=.11). While a number of the results in Figure 4.5 are not statistically 

significant, the point estimates for each combination of ethnocultural group are positive, 

providing at least some evidence that these effects apply to all groups. In any event, the findings 

are certainly inconsistent with previous research on inter-minority conflict, albeit not decisively 

demonstrating affinity between different ethnocultural groups. 

4.4 Discussion  

This chapter examines the role that different kinds of ethnocultural identity play in affinity 

effects and begins with the expectation that there will be affinity between candidates and voters 

of the same ethnocultural group, and a similar, though weaker, affinity for candidates of a 

different racialized ethnicity. While the existence of ethnocultural affinity is confirmed, there is 

no evidence of discrimination between racialized ethnicities. In fact, affinity effects seem to 

extend to racialized candidates in general.    

All three hypotheses presented were confirmed and these findings suggest four broad 

conclusions. First, there are affinity effects for candidates of the same ethnocultural group. 

Second, there appears to be some affinity across ethnocultural lines: racialized respondents are 

more likely to support candidates from a different racialized ethnocultural group than White 

candidates. Third, different-ethnicity affinity effects are generally weaker than same-ethnicity 

affinity effects. Fourth, there appears to be some variation in strength of affinity between the 

different racialized respondent groups, particularly for same-ethnicity affinity.  

Hypothesis 4.1 is the simplest, but also focuses on the crux of the political issue – do 

racialized candidates on average attract less support from racialized minority citizens? The 
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extensive research showing political conflict and social distancing between minorities suggests 

the answer should be yes. However, the evidence presented here suggests that we should accept 

Hypothesis 4.1. Far from discriminating, the predicted probabilities indicate that racialized 

respondents are 7 percentage points more likely to support the racialized candidate than an 

otherwise identical White candidate, an effect significant at the 90-percent confidence level. If 

we are looking for evidence of the plausibility of a “rainbow coalition”, this is a good start.   

Affinity for candidates of the same specific ethnicity, Hypothesis 4.2, was partially 

confirmed. South Asian respondents were 17 percentage points more likely to support the South 

Asian version of Candidate 2 than the White version. Evidence for affinity effects among 

Chinese respondents, on the other hand, is more equivocal – while the point estimate suggests 

that Chinese origin respondents are 8 percentage points more likely to support the Chinese 

candidate, this difference is not statistically significant.  

Why should ethnic affinity effects vary so greatly between ethnic groups? One possible 

explanation is rooted in ethnicity and cultural factors – that South Asian and Chinese Canadians 

are distinct, perhaps due to cultural values, or experience with democracy in their countries of 

origin (Bilodeau 2008). Alternatively, the difference in affinity effects might be due to historical 

and structural factors that affect identification. Notably, Chinese immigrants were by far the 

earliest non-Europeans to arrive in Canada in significant numbers – they began to immigrate 

during the late 1800s. This means that some Chinese-Canadians are three or four generations 

removed from immigration, whereas immigration from most other non-European countries did 

not begin until the 1970s (Kelley and Trebilcock 1998). The point here is that one possible 

explanation relies on attributes of specific ethnocultural groups and the other on a more general 

concept of self-identification. This will be explored further in Chapters 5 and 6.  
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Hypothesis 4.3 was also confirmed and showed different-ethnicity affinity effects. 

Despite American research that suggests minority-group relations are often characterised by 

conflict, the results presented indicate that clearly this is not the case in Canada. Here, the 

analysis looked specifically at willingness to support other racialized ethnicities and found that 

racialized respondents did not discriminate against candidates of different racialized ethnicities. 

Combining all four different-ethnicity groups, racialized respondents are 6 percentage points 

more likely to support a racialized candidate of a different ethnicity than a White candidate 

(p=.08). The first differences are not statistically significant for specific ethnic groups, but there 

are positive point estimates for all groups. In part, this may be due to small sample numbers 

combined with modest effect sizes. Splitting the sample by candidate ethnicity and respondent 

ethnicity, though, leads to relatively small cells sizes – for example, only 51 South Asian 

Respondents saw the Chinese Candidate, and only 97 other racialized respondents saw the South 

Asian Candidate (cell assignments detailed in Figure 4.1). It seems plausible, then, that the 

problems with statistical significance may simply be the result of small sample size, rather than a 

real null effect. 

The evidence considered in this Chapter clearly suggests that affinity effects do apply in 

the Canadian context, for both same- and different-ethnicity candidates. While there is variation 

between ethnicities, pooling all respondents showed that racialized respondents are generally 

more likely to support racialized candidates. Looking at same-ethnicity affinity along specific 

ethnocultural lines, South Asians showed higher than average affinity, but Chinese respondents 

only showed a small positive, but non-significant affinity effect – a point which will be examined 

in later chapters. On this point the evidence is consistent with previous research, confirming that 
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ethnic affinity effects apply broadly, not just to Black and Latino Americans. There appears to be 

no reason these effects will not apply to established democracies generally, and perhaps globally.  

In addition, contrary to some previous research, there is evidence for different-ethnicity 

affinity voting. While these effects are generally weaker than with same-ethnicity voting, they 

seem to apply to all ethnic groups. There appears to be no discrimination against other ethnic 

minorities, or preference for White candidates. In fact, there appears to be at least some different-

ethnicity affinity, with all four combinations showing positive effects (though two are not 

significant). This suggests that “rainbow coalitions” are somewhat more plausible than the 

general findings indicate, at least in Canada.   

These results for different-ethnicity affinity, however, are contrary to many findings of 

conflict between minorities (e.g. Kaufmann 2003). Are relations between racialized ethnic 

groups in Canada systematically different from those in the United States? As discussed in 

Chapter 2, we do have some reasons to expect this, perhaps due to greater economic success of 

racialized Canadians, and lower levels of prejudice and discrimination. Having established the 

basic pattern of effects, the following chapters will investigate the moderators of, and 

explanations for, ethnic affinity voting. 
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Chapter 5: Ethnocultural Group Identification 

 

5.0 Introduction 

This chapter makes an argument for the importance of self-identity rather than simply ethnic 

group membership, and examines the measure of self-identification used in this study - the 

Identification with a Psychological Group Scale.  The basic pattern of affinity effects was 

established in the previous chapter – there was clear evidence of same-ethnicity affinity, and 

more limited evidence for different-ethnicity affinity. Now we turn to the explanations and 

motivations for these effects. Recall the two key types of explanations for affinity effects 

discussed in Chapter 2: identity and interests – the following two chapters explore identities, and 

interests are taken up in Chapter 7. The discussion of identity-based explanations begins here 

with the theoretical foundation and key measure of self-identification, and the following chapter 

will examine the evidence for self-identification’s role in ethnic affinity effects.  

In this chapter I argue that using a measure of ethnic self-identification is better than 

simply relying on ethnic group membership – as Chapter 4 did - for two reasons: it is more 

methodologically precise and provides insights into the mechanism of affinity. Group 

membership is, generally speaking, a binary state, but political science has long recognised that 

we can gain better estimates of social group effects by using a scale measure that rests on the 

strength of identification with that group. In addition, many of the identity-based explanations 

for affinity effects, such as in-group bias, rest on self-identification. Conversely, interest-based 

mechanisms are more likely to be moderated by simple group membership, rather than self-

identification.  
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The chapter is divided into three parts – first, a general discussion of the importance of 

measuring self-identification with a group, then an examination of the Identification with a 

Psychological Group Scale (IDPG), and finally, details of the scale used in this study along with 

some basic analysis. As will become clear, self-identification is most strongly related to the age 

at which a person immigrated to Canada.   

5.1 Degrees and Dimensions of Social Group Identification 

Group self-identification measures are the focus of considerable current research but also are 

prominent in some of the earliest behavioural studies. Along with the development of 

partisanship as a social identification, The American Voter examined the influence of race, 

ethnicity, religion, unions, and other social groups (Campbell et al. 1960). The analysis began 

with simple group membership but acknowledged that there would be important differences 

between those who identified with that membership and those who did not. While age, income, 

or other characteristics might distinguish sub-sets of the population behaving in distinctive ways, 

these are different from real social groups. Rather than just being defined as a set of individuals 

who are distinct, the group itself exerts causal influence.  

In addition, self-identification is portrayed in The American Voter as a kind of “degree” of 

membership. In fact, the first hypothesis that Campbell et al. set out is that “the higher the 

identification of the individual with the group, the higher the probability that he will think and 

behave in ways that distinguish the members of the group from non-members” (1960, p. 307).  

This is a crucial point: “nominal members”, who belong to the group but do not identify 

psychologically with it, are less likely to be influenced by group membership (1960, p. 297). 

Though the authors do not discuss the concept in detail, the sense seems to be that strength of 

identification is membership by degree – strong identifiers are “more” of a member of the group 

and nominal identifiers are “less”. As a result, the authors discuss their findings in these terms, 
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and ask the so-called “commonality” question, which reads, “Would you say you feel pretty 

close to (group) people in general…”. Versions of this question have been asked in several 

studies and for a number of social groups13. For the authors of this seminal voting-behaviour 

study, the “degree of psychological membership” (Campbell et al. 1960) is a key way of 

understanding, and more precisely predicting, the effect of social groups.  

More recent research in social psychology has suggested that there seem to be three 

dimensions of attitudes toward social groups. Rather than strength of identification being simply 

a scale of social group membership, it is multidimensional, composed of cognitive, evaluative, 

and affective aspects (Ellemers et al. 1999). Distinguishing these three dimensions is actually 

quite natural. It is certainly possible to recognise that one is categorised as belonging to an ethnic 

group (cognitive) without necessarily having a positive view of that group in general 

(evaluative). Similarly, someone might identify as a racialized person, not because they strongly 

self-identify as such (affective), but because they know they fit the government-determined rules 

for the category (cognitive).  

Cognitive group membership and affective self-identification with the group probably go 

together most of the time – but they need not always. Since race and ethnicity are, to a great 

extent, imposed rather than chosen, cognitive understanding of membership and affective sense 

of identification might be quite different. That is, for “chosen” social groups, self-identification 

and membership are likely to go together, but this may be less true for imposed group 

memberships. If a person ceases to self-identify as a partisan, they can also choose to cease being 

a member of that party. Conversely, demographic categories, such as gender or race, are 

                                                           
13This question has been formulated in several slight variations. For example, an influential piece by Miller et al. (1981) draws on 

data from the 1972 and 1976 ANES, which asked of 16 groups “"which of these groups you feel particularly close to-people who 

are most like you in their ideas and interests and feelings about things” – with response categories ranging from very close to not 

close at all. The language of “close to”, however, continues to be consistent.  
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essentially imposed by the expectations and opinions of others. Imposed group memberships are 

not chosen – and leaving the group is difficult, if not impossible. This characteristic is sometimes 

defined as the “permeability” of the group (Tajfel 1981, Jackson et al. 1996). Even more 

importantly, the state accepts and reproduces these categories – as made clear by the Statistics 

Canada question used in this study (discussed in Chapter 3). Clearly, visible minority status is a 

bureaucratic category with an “objective” definition based on family heritage and skin colour.  

Even if a person does not identify with those characteristics, they are likely to recognise that the 

category, as defined by society and the state, still applies to them. A person might easily 

recognise that they meet the bureaucratic criteria of being Chinese-Canadian, even if that is not 

an important part of their self-identity. As a result, there is probably more “slippage” between 

self-identification and group membership for imposed groups like ethnicity than for choice 

groups like political parties. Self-identification and group membership are more likely to be non-

congruent for groups with low permeability, such as race and ethnicity. 

Not only is the difference between cognitive group membership and affective self-

identification especially important for racial and ethnic groups, a number of the mechanisms for 

affinity effects depend on self-identification. Ellemers et al. argue that the affective dimension is 

about “emotional involvement” with the group (1999, p. 375), and that it is this dimension that 

leads to in-group favouritism.  As already mentioned in Chapter 2, affective self-identification 

with a group along with desire for positive self-attributions leads to in-group bias. Self-

identification is the link between self-esteem and group attribution. If a person’s ethnicity is not 

an important part of their self-identity, then their self-esteem is unlikely to be impacted by the 

performance of other members of that ethnic group.  In-group bias underlies a number of the 

identity mechanisms for affinity voting - direct effects from wanting a member of their own 
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group to win the election, indirect effects from seeing candidates of their own group as more 

honest or hardworking, and persuasion effects from being more likely to believe the campaign 

messages of candidates belonging to their group. This is a key point – it is self-identification 

with a group that leads to in-group bias, and therefore the other identity-based mechanisms 

discussed in Chapter 2. Cognitive group membership, on its own, ought not to produce in-group 

bias.  

On the other hand, many of the interest-based explanations only require cognitive 

membership in the group. This is because group interests are generally related to group 

membership and not subjective self-identification. That is, a person who recognizes they are a 

member of a group, because of how the government classifies them, or how others perceive 

them, would also recognize they have interests in common with that group. Discrimination, for 

example, is caused by the perceived (socially imposed) membership in a group, not an 

individual’s subjective self-identification. If ethnic affinity voting is caused by a policy heuristic 

about anti-discrimination policy, then it ought to be correlated with membership in the ethnic 

group, rather than the degree of self-identification.  

This means that the interest-based mechanisms discussed in Chapter 2, such as policy 

heuristics or general group interest, should be contingent on group membership, but identity-

based mechanisms should require identification with the group, not just membership. As a result, 

the different dimensions of group membership are probably linked to different mechanisms for 

affinity effects. Of course, there are many reasons why attitudes might vary within a single 

group, but considering the relative effects of group membership and self-identification can give 

us at least some purchase on the motivations for affinity voting.  
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5.2 Measures of Ethnic and Racial Group Identity in Political Science 

Surprisingly, studies on racial affinity have not tended to include measures of ethnic or racial 

self-identity - instead they have been inclined to simply use group membership (e.g. Bird 2011, 

Barretto 2007, Philpot and Walton 2008, McDermott 1998). However, in related research, two 

variables have been widely employed: group commonality and linked fate. Sanchez, for 

example, uses a measure of Latino commonality by asking about the relations between national 

groups such as Mexicans and Cubans: “Do you feel [insert respondent’s nationality group] have 

a lot, a fair amount, or nothing in common with the following groups (Mexicans, Cubans, Puerto 

Ricans, and Central/South Americans)?”. This pan-Latino identity, he finds, also predicts a sense 

of commonality with Blacks (“How much do [respondent’s group] have in common with African 

Americans?”) (Sanchez 2008). Karen Kaufman comes to similar conclusions, using the same 

dataset and commonality questions (Kaufman 2003). These studies, however, focus on general 

inter-group attitudes, rather than vote choice or opinions of candidates. In addition, measures that 

ask about “having much in common” are imprecise. Using Ellemers et al.’s (1999) schema, as 

discussed above, it isn’t clear if this is a cognitive or affective measure.  The question could 

easily be interpreted as being about objective similarities, and the measure is not discussed or 

evaluated specifically as a measure of self-identity.  

 A related concept, “linked fate,” has been highly influential in research on African 

Americans, and to a lesser extent on Latinos and Asian Americans (Dawson, 1994, Herring et al. 

1999, Tate, 1994). Dawson argues that their long history of discrimination has generated a sense 

that the success or failure of African American individuals has been, to a great extent, 

determined – linked – to the fate of the group in general. As a result, he proposes the “black 

utility heuristic”: that African-Americans can and do infer self-interests from African-American 

group interests more generally (1994, p.61). The strength of this sense of linked fate has been 
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used to explain relative unity in policy preferences (Herring et al. 1999) and voting behaviour 

(Tate 1993). Linked fate has been so influential that Simien notes  “political scientists have relied 

almost exclusively on one single indicator - the linked fate item - to measure race identification 

among African Americans” (2005, p. 530).  

The classic linked fate measure is actually a pair of questions: "Do you think what happens to 

Black people in this country will have something to do with what happens in your life?" and 

"Will it affect you a lot, some, or not very much?” This question wording is used in many 

studies, including the Black National Election Study.  While most research on linked fate is 

focused on Black Americans, the measure has also been applied to Latinos. Sanchez and 

Masuoka (2010) asked two versions of the linked fate question: “How much does your (or 

Latinos/Hispanics) ‘doing well’ depend on other Latinos/Hispanics also doing well?” Some 

recent studies have also applied linked fate to Asian-Americans, although there seem to be 

considerable differences between national sub-groups (Lien et al. 2004).  

Dawson’s original interpretation of linked fate, however, was as a self-interest heuristic, not 

group-identity as such. Indeed, Bobo et al. interpret linked fate as about interests as well (2001), 

and Sanchez and Masuoka (2010) find that it is primarily related to marginalization due to 

economic and immigration status. Nonetheless, I argue that linked fate actually contains a 

number of implied dimensions – about both respondent group membership and about the 

structure of society – but its predominant meaning seems to be about perceived discrimination. 

The reason that the fate of the individual is linked to the group is because generalised prejudice 

stops the individual from succeeding on their own merits. While important, this is quite different 

from a sense of self-identification with a group. In fact, this interpretation of linked fate points 

toward the importance of the distinction between group membership and self-identification – a 
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high sense of linked fate suggests that the respondent believes their own self-identification is 

irrelevant, and that it is the socially imposed racial identity that will determine their place in the 

world.   Herring et al. (1999) grapple with this issue, and attempt to evaluate the different aspects 

of closeness, group salience, and common fate using a type of factor analysis and a set of 12 

questions from the Black National Election Study. They conclude that these seem to be distinct 

dimensions, but the “closeness” measure might tap both cognitive and affective dimensions. 

Thus, while linked fate and “close to” measures have proven both informative and influential, 

they also have drawbacks – the nature of the psychological construct they draw on is not clear 

(affective, cognitive, evaluative) and the implied target of the question is sometimes mixed (self-

identification, structure of society). 

5.3 Identification with a Psychological Group 

While group identity measurement in political science research has something of a mixed record, 

there is a considerable amount of research in psychology focused on evaluating these kinds of 

measures that can provide valuable insights. One influential concept is “identification with a 

psychological group”, which is the “feeling of oneness with a defined aggregate of persons, 

involving the perceived experience of its successes and failures” (Mael and Tetrick, 1992, p. 

851). The theory with which that this concept is perhaps most identified is Social Identity Theory 

(Tajfel 1982) and the closely related Categorisation Theory (Tajfel and Turner 1986). Both 

theories focus on how the ‘self’ is constructed relative to social groups, and the resulting effect 

on behaviour.  

There are a number of scales focused on measuring identification with a social group, but 

one increasingly influential measure is the Identification with a Psychological Group (IDPG) 

scale, which was developed by Mael. This scale focuses on identity rather than affective attitudes 

or behavioural intentions, and it emphasises the symbolic rather than concrete relationship to 
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other members of the group. Mael and Ashforth argue this measure is perceptual rather than 

evaluative. That is, the IDPG focuses on self-identity – it describes “perception of oneness” with 

the group - rather than positive or negative attitudes toward that group (1989). In addition, the 

Mael IDPG scale is symbolic, in the sense that it asks hypothetical questions about how a person 

might react, or how they typically express themselves. It does not, by contrast, ask how often an 

individual actually socialises with members of the group. This makes it quite different from, for 

example, measures of bonding social capital, which focus on substantive social relationships 

(Kay and Johnston 2011). Notably, the one study of identity-based explanations for ethnic 

affinity voting uses questions about actual social relationships, such as “who you associate with 

in your daily life” (McConnaughy et al. 2010). While variables like ‘associating with people of 

the same ethnicity’ might be related to a strong ethnic identity, conceptually they are quite 

distinct. Finally, Mael and Ashforth argue that IDPG is different from measures such as 

organisational commitment, which also include questions on acceptance of values, willingness to 

exert effort, and desire to achieve the same goals (e.g. Wiener 1982). In other words, people with 

high levels of IDPG may behave in ways that are typical of the group, but this behaviour – or 

intention to behave in certain ways – is not part of the measure. Since we intend to use this scale 

to predict behaviour, keeping the measure focused strictly on identification, not behavioural 

intentions, is crucial.   

The IDPG scale has been widely adopted with numerous studies in multiple research 

areas applying versions of it. Since the original intent of the scale was to measure identification 

with organisations, it is not surprising that a substantial number of the studies are in management 

and organisational behaviour research (for a meta-analysis, see Riketta 2005). Nonetheless, the 

IDPG scale has also been applied to a number of other identity groups, such as gender (Walsh 
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and Smith 2007), military units (Mael and Alderks 1993), friendship groups (Tong and Chang 

2008), and religious identities (Patrikios 2013). Importantly, one study has validated the use of 

IDPG for use with ethnicity. Kester and Marshall (2003) applied the IDPG scale to Chinese-

Canadian immigrants looking at their identification as ethnically Chinese. While this study 

focused on the interaction of gender and inter-generational transmission of ethnicity, the scale 

seems to work quite well to measure identification with a minority ethnicity in an immigrant 

population. 

Given the wide array of applications of the IDPG scale to measure social identity, it is 

surprising that it has been little used in political research. The one major exception is a series of 

studies by Steven Greene, which adapted IDPG for partisan identification. Greene argues that the 

early characterisation of partisan identification in The American Voter describes a social group 

membership, similar to ethnicity or religion. That is, partisanship is not just an attitude toward a 

party, it is a social group membership (Greene 2002).  This means that the instinctive 

categorisations of the world into “us” and “them”, and the in-group/out-group bias that results, 

apply to parties. Greene then uses the IDPG scale, with partisans as its target group, to develop a 

theoretically richer understanding of partisanship and the motivations for perceptual bias, dislike 

of other parties, and behaviour of “leaning” independents. In fact, one of his findings is that 

“independent” is itself a social identity, which helps explain why independents who “lean” 

Democrat or Republican are just as likely (and sometimes more likely) to vote for their party as 

weak partisans. Although Greene does not describe it in this specific way, we can understand this 

as the separation of evaluative and affective dimensions discussed by Ellemers et al. (1999). In 

other words, identifying with a group is not the same as having positive evaluations of that 

group. A person might like the Republican Party, yet identify as independent. In this way, the 



 

103 
 

distinctions between different dimensions of group identity help us better understand this 

puzzling effect of partisanship, and may also shed light on other political phenomena. 

The substantial amount of testing and validation of the IDPG, and its focus on self-

identification as an affective attitude toward a social group, suggests its use would be an 

improvement on other group-identity measures used in political science. In addition, it has been 

applied to political constructs (partisanship) and ethnicity (Chinese immigrants to Canada) with 

success. While measures such as linked fate and group commonality may continue to be 

informative, IDPG offers a good option for examining social-identity-based explanations for 

affinity effects.  

 

5.4 The IDPG Scale 

The original IDPG scale, as developed by Mael, is a 10-question scale focused on organisational 

identification with several reversed questions. Given survey-length constraints, a shorter version 

of the scale, which has been used in a number of studies, was adopted for this research (Patrikios 

2013).  Following pre-testing feedback, one question was dropped because it was suggested that 

it did not fit well with ethnicity.  The question dropped was “[Group's] successes are my 

successes”14. The following three questions were administered to the web-panel. The response 

categories were a five-point scale, ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.  

 When someone criticizes [group], it feels like a personal insult 

 When I talk about [group], I usually say “we” rather than “they” 

 When someone praises [group], it feels like a personal compliment. 

                                                           
14

 Space considerations only allowed a three-question scale. A number of pre-testers listed this as the least related to 

self-identity. For example, one noted that it seems to suggest benefiting from stereotypes. 
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These questions were asked in a two-step sequence. As part of the screening survey, 

respondents were asked if they belonged to a racialized group, and provided with the Statistics 

Canada categories (Arab, Black, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Latin American, South 

Asian [e.g. East Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan], Southeast Asian [e.g. Vietnamese, Cambodian, 

Malaysian, Laotian], West Asian [e.g. Iranian, Afghan]). The category selected in response to the 

Statistics Canada ethnicity question defined what was inserted into the question at [group]. So, 

for instance, the participant might read: “When someone criticises South Asian people, it feels 

like a personal insult”. However, since the Statistics Canada question includes both national 

terms (Chinese, Korean) and broader ethnic identifications (South Asian, Arab), this might make 

comparisons across groups problematic. Therefore, for the applicable categories, broader ethnic 

identifications were substituted for national identifications. Specifically, Japanese, Chinese, and 

Korean respondents were asked about “Asian”15 people, and Filipino respondents were asked 

about “South-East Asian” people. The other categories provided by Statistics Canada, noted 

above, could be used without modification (i.e. Arab, Latin American, etc.). There was no 

hypothesis for the identification of White respondents, so the social identity questions were not 

administered to those respondents.  

The screening survey filtered respondents by racialized status to ensure a sufficiently 

large sample, but it did not have specific quotas for ethnicity. Since a number of ethnocultural 

categories provided by Statistics Canada had very few respondents, respondents were combined 

into three categories – Chinese, South Asian, and Other Racialized Minorities. While the Other 

Racialized Minorities category is obviously very heterogeneous, including respondents who 

reported they were Black, Arab, Filipino, etc., the crucial thing they have in common is their 

                                                           
15

 After discussion with community members, it was decided that Asian, rather than East Asian, was a more natural 

sounding category and would be easily understood in this context.  
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relationship to the candidates in the experiment (White, Chinese, and South Asian). That is, the 

ethnocultural backgrounds of those classified as Other Racialized Minorities are all different 

from those of the candidates shown (which, recall, were White, Chinese and South Asian), and 

therefore they can be grouped together to examine how they respond to a candidate of a different 

ethnic minority.  

5.5 IDPG Descriptive Statistics 

Responses to the three questions were combined into a fifteen-point additive index and scaled to 

the (0, 1) interval. The Cronbach’s Alpha score is .678, which is well within the acceptable range 

(Nunnally 1967). Notably, this is higher than scores for scales used in past analyses of Canada 

Election Studies data (Gidengil et al. 2005, Soroka et al. 2013). Combined with the fact that the 

IDPG scale has been extensively tested elsewhere, this gives us good reason to be confident in 

the scale.  

 As Figure 5.1 makes clear, the mean scores are relatively similar across ethnicities, and 

questions. The means range from .54 to .65, and there do not seem to be interactions between the 

Figure 5.1—Mean IDPG Scores by Ethnocultural Group 

Racialized Respondents Only. Scale and Individual Questions. n=1518  
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questions and the ethnicity of respondents, nor are there clear outliers. One methodological 

concern might be that seeing a racialized candidate would affect the strength of identity 

questions, but in this case the difference in the mean value of the strength of identity scale 

between treatment groups is very small (.011) and statistically insignificant. Table 5.1 also 

provides the 25
th

 and 75
th

 percentile - an intuitive measure of what a person located moderately 

high or low on the scale might score.  

Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics for Ethnicity and IDPG 

 

Mean 25
th

 75
th

 Standard Deviation 

Chinese 0.61 0.5 0.75 0.18 

South Asian 0.64 0.5 0.83 0.23 

Other Racialized 0.6 0.5 0.75 0.21 

 

The examination of histograms of the IDPG scale by ethnicity (Figure 5.2) suggests two 

points. First, there seem to be a significant number of South Asian respondents at the high end of 

the scale – above .8. This is different from the Chinese or Other Racialized Minority 

respondents, for whom there seem to be fewer high scores. This result is reflected in the 

percentiles in Table 5.1 – for South Asians, the 75% percentile is .833, as opposed to .75 for the 

other groups. In addition, for all three groups there are a large number of respondents around .5 – 

but very few lower. This suggests that there are a considerable number of respondents who are 

Figure 5.2—Histograms of IDGP Scores by Ethnocultural Group 
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somewhat indifferent toward the ethnic group in question. However, there are very few who 

actively distance themselves from their ethnic group or see themselves as very unlike other 

members of the group. Very few report, for example, that they “strongly disagree” that they say 

“we” instead of “they” when speaking about their ethnic group (4 percent of all racialized 

respondents). It seems that racialized Canadians may be indifferent toward their ethnic group, 

but they rarely distance themselves from it.  

 

5.6 Demographic Predictors of IDPG 

We are also interested in knowing who strongly identifies with their ethnic group, as measured 

by the IDPG scale. To examine demographic predictors, an OLS regression model with IDPG 

scores as the dependent variable is used. Three versions of the model are estimated – one with 

ethnicity as an independent variable, a second including standard demographic variables, and a 

third with variables related to immigration.  

 Model 5.1 estimates the relationship of respondent ethnicity to the IDPG scores, and the 

results are shown in Table 5.2. Note that in this chapter the full model is included in the text (and 

for that reason, not duplicated in the Appendix). Since this measure was only asked of racialized 

respondents, no White respondents are included in the model. Chinese, therefore, is the reference 

category. Clearly, ethnicity alone does not explain variation in the IDPG scores – the coefficients 

are very small, and one is insignificant. While the coefficient for South Asian is close to 

significance at the 95-percent level (p=.076), suggesting there is a systematic difference in the 

IDPG scores between Chinese and South Asian respondents, the size of the difference is small 

(.02). It appears that while there are small differences in average scores, the scale produces 

scores of more or less similar magnitudes across ethnicity.  
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Table 5.2: Model 5.1, Ethnicity and IDPG 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

South Asian Respondent 0.025 1.78 0.076 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.006 -0.53 0.598 

Intercept 0.611 79.53 0 

    r
2
 =0.0018 

  n= 1518 
   Note: OLS Regression, with IDGP as dependent variable. Chinese 

Respondents are the reference Category.  

 

 We turn now to demographic predictors of ethnic self-identification, beginning with 

racialized respondents as a whole, and then specific ethnicities. Given the importance of the 

IDPG variable, it may be useful to understand, in simple descriptive terms, who identifies 

strongly with their ethnic group. In addition, this may shed some light on moderators of these 

effects – the socialising effect of education in Canada, for example, might reduce the distinctness 

of a person’s ethnic identity. Similarly, income may affect identity, perhaps because it indicates 

residential and economic segregation, or because it is connected to a sense of exclusion and 

prejudice from the host society (Rumbaut 2005). In addition, immigration-related variables are of 

particular interest since they may give some indication of the long term implications of ethnic 

identities, and if these identities are likely to have increasing effects in Canada as the proportion 

of ethnic minorities continues to increase, or if they tend to fade relatively quickly after 

immigration.  

Model 5.2 uses OLS regression and the IDPG scale as the dependent variable. 

Demographic indicators are included as independent variables, and include income, education, 

gender, age, and immigration status. Since its impact may be non-linear, age is constructed as a 

series of dummy variables. Since education received in Canada might have quite a different 

effect on ethnic identity than education completed outside Canada, this variable is also included 
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in the model. Respondents were asked if their highest level of education was from an institution 

in Canada or outside Canada – the responses to this item were interacted with the level of 

education. Results are shown in Table 5.3. Surprisingly, very few of the demographic variables 

seem to be related to the strength of identity scale. None of the independent variables are 

significant, except for age and immigration status. Immigration has a positive and  

 

Table 5.3: Model 5.2, Demographic Predictors of IDPG 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Income 0.006 0.018 0.733 

Education 0.018 0.029 0.534 

Foreign Education 0.027 0.041 0.513 

Foreign Education*Education 0.032 0.051 0.535 

Age 

   30-40 0.006 0.015 0.712 

40-50 -0.029 0.016 0.06 

50-60 -0.030 0.017 0.086 

Over 60 -0.042 0.020 0.031 

Gender(Male) -0.001 0.010 0.906 

Immigrant 0.040 0.012 0.001 

Intercept 0.573 0.025 0 

    r
2
 =0.0265 

  n= 1518 
   Note: OLS Regression, with IDPG as dependent variable. 

 

significant coefficient, meaning that, on average, immigrants have a higher IDPG score than 

Canadian-born respondents. Age is negatively related to strength of identity – older respondents 

show lower IDPG scores. However, the difference is relatively small – the coefficient for the 

highest and age category (over 60, compared to the reference category of under 30) is only .042. 

While statistically significant (p =.04), it appears that the size of the effect of age on strength of 

identity is modest.  
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Since interactions can be difficult to interpret, Figure 5.3 shows predicted values for the 

difference between Canadian and Foreign Education, and for different levels of education 

(generated using Model 5.2). The predicted values are for immigrants, since few non-immigrants 

are educated outside Canada. Other demographic variables are set to their means. The effect of 

receiving an education outside of Canada appears to be conditional on the level of education – 

respondents with an undergraduate or graduate degree have a statistically significantly higher 

level of strength of ethnic identification. For those educated outside Canada, with only high-

school or some university or college education, the effect is not significant.  However, the 

difference between being educated in Canada and education received elsewhere is not very large. 

For those with an undergraduate degree – the median category – those with a degree from a 

Canadian university scored, on average, .03 points lower on the IDPG than those with an 

undergraduate degree from outside Canada, and those with a graduate or professional degree, .04 

Figure 5.3—Effect of Foreign Education on IDPG Scores, for Different Levels of Education 

Note: Racialized Immigrant Respondents Only. n=979 
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lower. As with age, education in a foreign country does appear to have a significant effect, but 

the increase in IDPG scores is not very large.  

 Three of the variables discussed above – age, place of education, and immigration status - 

are closely related. One reason is that since non-European immigration, for the most part, only 

began in the 1970s, most second-generation respondents are young. In addition, those educated 

outside Canada are more likely to have arrived in Canada at an older age than those educated in 

Canada.  Finally, on average, older respondents are also more likely to have lived in Canada 

longer than younger respondents. The relationship between identification with an ethnic group 

and these four variables – age, time resident in Canada, education in Canada, and age at time of 

immigration, is examined in Model 5.3. In Model 5.3, the IDPG scale is again the dependent 

variable, and the four immigration-related variables - age, time resident in Canada, education in 

Canada, and age at time of immigration - are the independent variables, along with the variables 

from the previous model (income, gender, education). Since their impact may be non-linear, age, 

years in Canada, and age at immigration are constructed as a series of dummy variables. For this 

analysis, the sample is restricted to racialized immigrants.  

The results of Model 5.3 show that ‘years resident in Canada’ is not related to ethnic self-

identification – none of the coefficients are significant. In other words, it seems that even if 

immigrants integrate into Canadian society in other ways, their sense of identification with their 

ethnic group does not decline. Age is significant and negatively correlated with IDPG scores. 

Respondents in their 50s, for example, on average have IDPG scores .067 points lower than 

respondents under 30. These coefficients are consistent with those in Model 5.2, but controlling 

for more variables seems to have increased the size of the age coefficients. There does not seem 

to be an obvious theoretical explanation, once we have controlled for immigration-related 
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variables, for why older people should have weaker ethno-cultural identities. Perhaps most 

importantly, age at immigration is both significant and strongly correlated with the IDPG scale. 

Respondents who immigrated to Canada when they were younger have a weaker identification 

with their ethnocultural group, and nearly all of the coefficients are statistically significant.  

Table 5.4: Model 5.3, Immigration Related Predictors of IDPG 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Income 0.031 0.022 0.154 

Education -0.017 0.042 0.676 

Foreign Education -0.022 0.049 0.659 

Foreign Education*Education 0.067 0.060 0.262 

Under 30 -0.022 0.023 0.344 

30-40 -0.058 0.028 0.039 

40-50 -0.064 0.036 0.078 

Over 50 -0.090 0.047 0.054 

Gender(Male) 0.009 0.013 0.451 

Years in Canada     

11-20 0.009 0.021 0.653 

20-30 -0.006 0.032 0.854 

Over 30 0.020 0.039 0.601 

Age at Arrival     

10-19 0.060 0.023 0.010 

20-29 0.079 0.028 0.005 

30-39 0.084 0.038 0.027 

40 and Over 0.127 0.050 0.011 

Intercept 0.586 0.042 0.000 

    r2 =0.0256 
  n= 1518 

   Note: Logistic Regression, with IDGP as dependent variable 
 

 

Figure 5.4 illustrates that respondents who were between 10 and 19 years old when they 

immigrated to Canada are on average 6 points higher on the IDPG scale than those who were 

under 10 years old. The difference is statistically significant (p=.01).  This effect increases the 

longer the respondent has lived in their country of origin - those who were over 40 when they 
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immigrated to Canada are on average, 14 points higher on the strength of identity scale (p-value 

of the difference =.001) than those who were under 10 years old.   This is an interesting finding – 

it seems that it is not time residing in Canada that leads to a weaker ethnic identity, but rather 

lack of time lived in another country.  

Clearly, the most important predictors of ethnic self-identity are those related to 

immigration. Specifically, immigrating to Canada at a later age is the best predictor of strongly 

self-identifying with an ethnic group, as measured by the IDPG. Socialisation in the country of 

origin, usually in a society where their ethnicity is in the majority, leads to a strong self-identity 

for members of that ethnic group. Interestingly, the obvious alternative – time spent residing in 

Canada, where these ethnicities are minorities – does not reduce the strength of ethnic self-

identification. It may be because multiculturalism has reduced the “pressure” to assimilate 

ethnically. Certainly some have argued that multicultural policies emphasize difference, rather 

than reduce it (this includes many commentators and politicians, but also see Sniderman and 

Hagendoorn 2009).  Or, perhaps racial and ethnic groups have innately high barrier to exit; that 

Figure 5.4—IDPG by Age at Immigration 

Note: Racialized Immigrant Respondents Only. n=979 
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is, it is simply very difficult to stop being “ethnic,” in part because of the way the perspectives of 

others shape our identities.  

5.7 Conclusions 

As suggested at the beginning of the chapter, group identity is multidimensional, with important 

cognitive, evaluative, and affective aspects. Most studies of social groups in politics use simple 

group membership, or scales such as the “close to” questions or linked fate for which the 

psychological content is unclear.  Not only are scale measures of identity likely to produce more 

accurate estimates of effects, they may help distinguish between explanations for those effects. 

Using a measure of self-identification, I argue, more accurately taps into the key affective 

dimension of group identification, rather than cognitive membership. Many of the identity-based 

explanations hinging on in-group bias are actually caused by the connection between the group 

and one’s self-identity.  Conversely, interest-based mechanisms ought to be linked to cognitive 

group membership, rather than self-identification.   

Importantly, I argue the IDPG scale is not a cognitive measure, and so respondents can 

express membership without identification. That is, people would not place themselves high on 

the IDPG scale for purely cognitive reasons, such as objective group membership, or for reasons 

relating to their interests. While we cannot test for this directly using these data, there are a 

number of reasons to think that the IDPG scale is not strongly related to cognitive factors. As 

already noted, the IDPG score is not correlated with many variables usually thought of as linked 

to interests, such as income. In addition, on the face of it, the IDPG questions appear to tap 

emotional connection to a group, rather than cognitive factors. There doesn’t seem to be a clear 

reason related to cognitive group membership, for example, why people would feel personally 

insulted when their group is criticized. Moreover, the measure avoids questions about real social 

situations, such as number of friends of that ethnicity, or language spoken at home, which some 
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measures of identity have used (e.g. McConnaughy et al. 2010). By and large, the cognitive 

measure (group membership) and affective measure (IDPG) appear to be distinct, and so we 

should be able to use them to pull apart the different affinity mechanisms.   

 One possible complication is whether the IDPG scale is correlated with perceptions of 

shared group interests. While there is no direct evidence here, it seems plausible that there is at 

least some correlation – certainly the literature on linked fate would imply that (Dawson 1994). 

Some leverage can be gained from thinking about the behaviour of indifferent or weak identifiers 

– that is, those placing themselves at the middle and low end of the IDPG scale. We would 

expect that there would be no identity-based affinity effects if the respondent is indifferent to the 

identity group (at the middle of the IDPG scale). On the other hand, if the respondent is at the 

middle of the IDPG scale (or, at least, not at the bottom), but still considers themselves to be 

members of that group, then there should still be at least some interest-based effect. Even though 

they do not strongly identify with a group, acknowledging their membership in the group also 

implies an acknowledgement that their interests are connected to the group, at least to some 

degree. Thus, at the middle of the IDPG scale, identity- and interest-based explanations have 

different implications for affinity effects.  This will be discussed at greater length in the 

following chapter.   

 The IDPG scale is a good measure of self-identification, and has previously been used to 

study partisanship, ethnicity, and other social groups. While there is no research directly 

applying the IDPG scale to inter-ethnic relations, other measures of psychological group 

membership, such as linked fate, are correlated with relations to other ethnic groups and support 

for same-ethnicity candidates. The evidence so far suggests that this scale is a good measure for 

exploring those issues in more detail.   
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 The demographic predictors are interesting, and quite plausible, suggesting that time 

living in the country of origin is the most important factor. As research previously discussed 

suggests, self-identification with a social group can have important behavioural effects. The lack 

of correlation with demographic indicators suggests that the social situation and interests in 

Canada are not the primary drivers of ethnocultural identity. For example, there is little 

difference between the IDPG scores of people with different incomes, education levels and age. 

While we might imagine interests based on immigration status (such as settlement assistance, 

anti-discrimination policies, credential recognition, immigration policy generally, etc.), there 

does not seem to be a reason why these would be related to the age at immigration.  

These results have two important implications: the effects of self-identification with an 

ethnic group are probably durable and long-lasting throughout an individual’s lifetime, but they 

will likely be weaker in subsequent generations. This means that the effects of ethnic identities 

are not confined to recent immigrants, but rather may continue to be strong for decades after 

immigration. On the other hand, though the number of non-immigrant racialized respondents is 

relatively small, they do seem to have distinctly weaker ethnocultural identities. This is not 

surprising given that time living in the country of origin has such a powerful effect. It is likely 

that in the long term, Canada’s racialized population will continue to grow, but the percentage of 

those who are immigrants will decline as the number of racialized Canadian-born citizens 

increases. Over time this will moderate the growth of effects of ethnocultural identity, which is 

strong among immigrants, but more modest amongst those born in Canada.  

In addition, these data suggest that ethnic identity is not primarily caused by the 

experience of prejudice or discrimination. It is age at immigration, and hence the number of 

years spent in the country of origin, rather than years spent in Canada,  that is correlated with 
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strength of ethnic identity. If identification were related to experiences in Canada, there ought to 

be an effect from time spent living in Canada – yet there is no such relationship here. The fact 

that perceptions of discrimination are often stronger in second generation immigrants is 

consistent with this conclusion (Reitz and Banerjee 2007). Thus, self-identification with one’s 

ethnocultural group seems to be driven primarily by socialisation, and developing an identity in 

the country of origin, rather than about the social position and experiences of the respondent in 

Canada.  

This chapter has argued that to understand the effects of ethnocultural backgrounds on 

behaviour it is crucial to measure self-identification with the ethnic group, rather than to simply 

consider membership in the ethnic group category. This is important not only because it will 

produce more accurate estimates of effects, but also because the distinction between cognitive 

group membership and self-identification could help distinguish between interest and identity 

based explanation for affinity effects. To that end, the Identification with a Psychological Group 

(IDPG) scale was introduced, and it appears to work well as a measure of self-identification with 

an ethnocultural group. The key finding of the analysis of predictors of IDPG scores is that the 

strongest determinant of IDGP scores is age at immigration. This suggests that it is socialisation 

in the country of origin, rather than the experience of prejudice in Canada or material interests, 

that drives ethnic self-identification. In turn, this result has implications for the effects of ethnic 

self-identification. It is to these effects that we turn in the following chapter.  
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Chapter 6: Affinity and Ethnocultural Identity 

 

6.0 Introduction 

The evidence thus far has convincingly demonstrated that there are indeed ethnic affinity effects 

in Canada, that these apply to both Chinese and South Asian Canadians, and that the size but not 

the direction of the effects depends on whether the candidate is of the same or different racialized 

ethnicity as the voter.  As Chapter 4 demonstrated, the pattern of ethnic affinity voting among 

racialized Canadians appears to be strong effects for same-ethnicity voting and more modest but 

still positive effects for different-ethnicity affinity voting. Chapter 5 argued that the degree of 

self-identification with the ethnic group is crucial, underpinning identity-based explanations, and 

explored the IDPG scale as a measure of ethnic self-identification. In this chapter, the IDPG 

scale will be incorporated into the analysis of ethnic affinity voting.  

Identity-based ethnic affinity voting, as I described in Chapter 2, is based on the effects 

of in-group bias, such as candidate evaluation effects, expressive voting, and persuasion source 

effects. All these mechanisms rest on how social identity links the group to the individual’s self-

esteem. If the group affiliation between candidate and voter is weak, the performance of the 

candidate is unlikely to affect the voter’s self-esteem, and there would be little or no direct effect 

on voting from a desire for the candidate to win. Similarly, without self-identifying as a member 

of the group, there is no reason for bias in candidate attribute evaluations, or source effects on 

the persuasiveness of campaign messages. 

 To explore identity-based explanations for ethnic affinity voting, this chapter tests 

whether ethnic affinity voting is conditional on self-identifying with an ethnocultural group. If 
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identity-based mechanisms do indeed play an important role, a stronger ethnic identity should be 

positively correlated with ethnic affinity voting. To examine this conjecture, the following 

analysis adds the IDPG measure of strength of identification with an ethnic group to the analysis 

of the candidate experiment.   

6.1 Ethnic Self-Identification and Affinity Voting 

The theoretical framework set out in Chapter 2 and the discussion of self-identity in Chapter 5 

suggest several possible effects of ethnic self-identification on vote choice. For same-ethnicity 

affinity these are relatively straightforward. Self-identification with an ethnic group is likely to 

be correlated with same-ethnicity affinity effects, because it is self-identification with the group 

that underlies identity-based mechanisms.  

  For different-ethnicity affinity, there are conflicting theoretical predictions. Overall, 

political research from the United States and sociological and attitudinal research from Europe 

and Canada suggests that the key identity categories for affinity effects are specific ethnocultural 

groups and not racialized status in general. Not only has this research shown political conflict 

between minorities, but each minority group seems to prefer affiliation with the White majority 

over affiliation with other minorities. Chapter 2 suggested that this may be explained by 

motivated social positioning, since relative group position is a group attribution, and people are 

motivated to seek positive group attributions. This may motivate racialized citizens to associate 

their group with the high-status White majority, and not with other lower-status racialized 

groups.  

On the other hand, identification with an ethnic group could also promote affinity, rather 

than conflict, between ethnic groups, leading to different-ethnicity affinity. The Common 

Intergroup Identity Model (Gaertner et al. 1993) suggests that circumstances can create broader 

“racialized” or “minority” group identities. It may be that the choice set in the present 
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experiment, between a White and a racialized candidate of a different ethnicity, frames the 

decision in such a way as to activate this kind of racialized identity.  

 There is very limited empirical evidence on whether identifying with one’s own ethnic 

group can produce affinity for other racialized groups.  Specifically, Latinos who say they have 

“a lot in common” with other Latinos have been found to be more likely to feel positively toward 

African-Americans (Kaufmann 2003). Although Kaufmann only looks at general attitudes, rather 

than vote choice, on the basis of these findings, together with the theoretical arguments in 

Chapter 2, it is hypothesized that stronger identification with one’s ethnocultural group should 

increase both same-ethnicity affinity and different-ethnicity affinity. This leads to two 

hypotheses: 

 

H6.1: Ethnocultural minorities who have a stronger ethnic group identity will be more 

likely to choose a candidate of the same ethnocultural background than those with a 

weaker ethnic group identity.  

 

H6.2: Ethnocultural minorities who have a stronger ethnic group identity will be more 

likely to choose a candidate of a different ethnocultural background than those with a 

weaker ethnic group identity.  

 

6.2 Testing Ethnocultural Identity and Ethnic Affinity Voting 

To test these hypotheses, I introduce the strength of group identification measure to the analysis. 

The models in this chapter are similar to those in Chapter 4, but with the addition of an 

interaction with strength of identity. For Model 6.1, the dependent variable is, again, support for 

Candidate 2, with dummy variables for Chinese and South-Asian versions of Candidate 2, and 

indicators for Chinese, South Asian, and other racialized respondent identification. Demographic 
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controls are also included (income, education, gender, age, religion, and immigrant status). To 

evaluate the moderating effect of strength of ethnocultural identity, the strength of identity scale 

is included in the model and interacted with participant ethnicity, candidate ethnicity, and the 

biography version, to form a four-way interaction (along with its constituent terms). As in 

Chapter 4, all predicted values are generated using the independent biography version, not the 

party labels or self-interest biography version.  Since there is no hypothesis for White 

respondents, IDPG is not measured for them. Therefore, non-racialized respondents are dropped  

from the model and other racialized respondents (non-Chinese or South Asian) are made the 

reference category.  Then, predicted probabilities for candidate support are generated across 

different levels of strength of group identification (that is, at 0, .25, .5, .75, 1).   

Figure 6.1 compares the support for the White and racialized versions of Candidate 2, and 

clearly shows that the affinity effects are considerably stronger for respondents with stronger 

ethnocultural group identities, confirming Hypothesis 6.1.   In fact, both Chinese and South 

Asian affinity effects are large and highly significant at high levels of strength of identity. South 

Asian respondents show strong and significant affinity effects for South Asian candidates. At .75 

on the strength of ethnic identification scale, South Asian respondents are 24 percentage points 

more likely to choose the South Asian candidate than the White candidate, and at the top of the 

strength of identification scale, South Asian respondents are 38 percentage points more likely to 

choose the South Asian candidate than the White candidate. South Asian affinity voting effects 

are significant at the 95-percent confidence level, at both .75 (p=.03) and 1 (p=.02) on the 

strength of identity scale. In addition, whereas Chinese origin respondents showed no statistically 

significant affinity effect when strength of identification was not taken into account (Figure 4.2, 

Chapter 4), now Chinese respondents with high levels of ethnic group identification are much 
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more likely to vote for the Chinese candidate than the White candidate. At .75 on the IDPG scale 

they are 26 percentage points more likely to vote for the Chinese candidate (p = .003), and at the 

top of the IDPG scale they are 47 percentage points more likely to vote for the Chinese candidate 

than the White candidate (p< .001). This is an important finding, since it shows that affinity 

effects are not limited to South Asian respondents and that such effects also manifest among 

Chinese respondents who display higher levels of strength of ethnic group identification. 

Notably, these are not extreme values - .75 on the strength of ethnic identification scale is the 

75
th 

percentile, meaning that 25 percent of the sample scored .75 or higher. A large portion of the 

sample seems to show high levels of ethnic affinity voting.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By contrast, both Chinese and South Asian low-identifying respondents, at the 25
th 

percentile of the strength of ethnic identification scale (.5), showed no significant affinity voting. 

In other words, at the 25
th

 percentile of the strength of ethnic group identification, Chinese- and 

Figure 6.1 – Affinity for Same Ethnic Group, by Strength of Identification 
Note: Difference in Predicted Probability of Choosing Candidate 2, between White and Racialized  

Candidate Versions, for respondents of the same ethnicity. n=1355 
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South-Asian-origin respondents are indifferent to whether or not the candidate is of their own 

ethnicity. At the bottom of the scale, some respondents actually showed discrimination against 

candidates of their own ethnic group – Chinese respondents scoring .25 on the strength of 

identification scale are 31 percentage points less likely to select the Chinese candidate, which is 

significant at the 95-percent confidence level. While the point estimates of low-identifying South 

Asians (i.e. at 0 on the IPDG scale) are also negative, they are not statistically significant. 

Notably, these scores on the strength of ethnic identification scale, .25 and below, are quite rare: 

only 5 percent of the sample scored .25 or below. Thus it seems that although there are some 

respondents who identify with their ethnic group very little or not at all, and who also 

discriminate against candidates of their own ethnic group, there are not very many of them. Dis-

identification with one’s own ethnic group, and the corresponding rejection of candidates 

belonging to one’s ethnic group, seems uncommon. Far more common, at least in this sample, 

are respondents who seem indifferent about their ethnic self-identification, and who show neither 

affinity nor discrimination.   

At the mid-point of the IDPG scale (.5), there is no evidence of affinity voting. Not only 

are they not statistically significant, the coefficients have different signs: .09 (p=.45) for the 

South Asian Candidate/South Asian Respondent, and -.03 for the Chinese Candidate/Chinese 

Respondents (p=.73). As discussed in Chapter 5, indifference to the group, or the midpoint on 

the IDPG scale, implies no affinity on the identity-based account. Conversely, indifference to a 

group of which one, nonetheless, describes himself as a member, should not eliminate interest-

based affinity effects. The evidence here - the lack of effects at the midpoint of the scale –

appears to be consistent with identity-based explanations, but not interest-based explanations for 

affinity effects. Interest-based explanations will be explored further in Chapter 7, but here we 
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have at least some evidence in favour of identity-based explanations, and against interest-based 

explanations for affinity.   

More generally, these results are a clear confirmation of Hypothesis 6.1: respondents who 

identify strongly with their ethnocultural group are more likely to vote for a candidate of their 

ethnocultural group, but those who identify only weakly with their ethnocultural group are not. 

These effects are quite large and highly significant statistically. Importantly, this shows that 

affinity effects are not limited to South Asian respondents. Recall that, in the analysis without 

strength of identification, Chinese affinity voting effects were not statistically significant. Here, 

however, there is strong evidence for affinity voting among candidates and voters of the same 

ethnicity, for both Chinese and South Asian identifiers.   

 Hypothesis 6.2 states that respondents who have a stronger ethnic group identity will be 

more likely to support a candidate of a different ethnocultural background than those with a 

weaker ethnic group identity. This combines expectations about affinity voting with those of 

strength of group identity. Given that we found evidence of different-ethnicity affinity in Chapter 

4, and Hypothesis 6.1, about the conditioning role of strength of identity, was confirmed, 

Hypothesis 6.2 now seems quite likely. However, it is possible that people with particularly 

strong ethnic group loyalties will have more negative opinions of other minority groups, or 

perhaps group identities are to some extent mutually exclusive – a stronger specific ethnocultural 

identity might mean a weaker broader racialized group identity.  

The most general test of Hypothesis 6.2 is to group all racialized respondents and 

candidates together, but to drop those cases where respondents saw a candidate of their own 

ethnicity (leaving 1065 cases). Model 6.2 allows predicted probabilities to be generated that 
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compare racialized respondents who saw the White version of Candidate 2 with those who saw a 

racialized Candidate 2 of a different ethnicity than themselves. Effectively, this merges the cells  

for the four different-ethnicity respondent/candidate pairs. The dependent variable for Model 6.2 

is vote for Candidate 2, and the independent variables are seeing a White or racialized candidate, 

strength of ethnic identification, an interaction between seeing a racialized candidate and 

strength of ethnic identification, and demographic controls. 

The predicted probabilities in Figure 6.2 show that racialized respondents at .75 on the 

strength of identification measure are 8 percentage points more likely to support a different 

minority ethnicity candidate than a White candidate (p=.11). Racialized respondents at the top of 

the strength of identification scale were 16 percentage points more likely to support a different- 

ethnicity candidate, falling just short of significance at the 95-percent confidence level  (p=.06). 

These results provide much stronger support for different-ethnicity affinity voting. Consistent 

with Hypothesis 6.2, racialized citizens who strongly identify with their own ethnic group are 

more likely to support candidates of other racialized ethnic groups, although the effects are 

smaller – roughly half the size – than those for same-ethnicity affinity voting.  
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Figure 6.2—Different-Ethnicity Affinity, by Strength of Identification 
Note: Difference in Predicted Probability of Choosing Candidate 2, between White and Racizlized Candidate  

Versions, for Respondents of Different Ethnicity. Same-ethnicity cases not included. n=1065 
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To test this hypothesis for specific ethnic groups I return to Model 6.1, which includes 

specific ethnic group variables, rather than a White/racialized dichotomy. This time I generate 

predicted probabilities for the White and ethnic minority versions of Candidate 2 for each of the 

four combinations of ethnocultural minority participant and candidate pairs, and at different 

levels of the strength of identity measure.  Figure 6.3 presents the difference between the White 

and minority candidate – effectively, the size of the treatment effect for each different-ethnicity 

combination.  

The results are consistent with Hypothesis 6.2 – in most cases, it seems that stronger 

ethnic identification makes racialized respondents more likely to support the racialized 

candidate. Three of four voter/candidate pairs have positive slopes – respondents who strongly 

identify with their own ethnic group are more likely to support a candidate of a different ethnic 

minority group. However, these effects are less precisely estimated than the comparable IDPG 

moderation for the same-ethnicity affinity effects. South Asian respondents at the top of the 

strength of identity scale are 28 percentage points more likely to support a Chinese candidate 

than a White candidate, which falls just short of the conventional 95-percent confidence 

threshold (p = .063). At .75 on the strength of identity scale, South Asians are 12 percentage 

points more likely to support a Chinese candidate, but the effect is not significant (p = .168). 

South Asians at the bottom of the strength of identification scale are 36 percentage points less 

likely to support a Chinese candidate, which again falls just short of the 95-percent confidence 

threshold (p =. 074). Chinese respondents at the top of the strength of identification scale are 23 

percentage points more likely to support a South Asian Candidate, but the effect is not 

statistically significant (p =.19). Effects among Chinese respondents at other levels of strength of 

identification are also not statistically significant. None of the predicted probabilities for the 
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Other Racialized Respondents category are significant. In particular, while the other racialized 

respondents/South Asian candidate line appears to be negative, in fact, it is far from statistically 

significant. Overall, these results suggest different-ethnicity affinity voting effects, although only 

effects at the extremes of the scale approach the 95-percent confidence level. In any case, there is 

certainly no evidence of inter-minority discrimination, even if we cannot draw firm conclusions 

about positive affinity effects across all of the ethnocultural groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Finally, there is no theoretical reason to expect that there would be different reactions 

from other racialized respondents towards South Asian and Chinese candidates – both are cases 

of different-ethnicity affinity.  Therefore, we should be able to combine these categories to get a 

more precise estimate of different-ethnicity affinity for other racialized respondents. To do this, I 

estimate a model that includes candidate racialized status and respondent specific ethnicity. As 

before, Model 6.3 has vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable, and the independent 

Figure 6.3—Affinity for Different Ethnic Groups, by Strength of Identification 
Note: Difference in Predicted Probability of Choosing Candidate 2, between White and Minority Candidate  

Versions, for Respondents of Different Ethnicity. n=1355 

-0.13

-0.04

0.05

0.14

0.23

-0.36

-0.21

-0.05

0.12

0.28
0.23

0.17

0.10

0.04 -0.03

-0.13

-0.07

0.01

0.10

0.19

-0.40

-0.30

-0.20

-0.10

0.00

0.10

0.20

0.30

0.40

E
ff

ec
t 
o

f 
C

an
d

id
at

e 
T

re
at

m
en

te

0                                    .25                                     .5                                       .75    1   
Strength of Ethnic Group Identification

Chinese Candidate /South Asian Respondents South Asian Candidate/Chinese Respondents

South Asian Candidate/Other Racialized Respondents Chinese Candidate /Other Racialized Respondents



 

128 
 

variables are seeing a White or racialized candidate, strength of ethnic identification, biography 

version, and respondent ethnicity, which are interaction in a four way interaction, constituent 

terms, as well as demographic controls.  

 The predicted values are shown in Figure 6.4. Clearly, there is no effect from the 

interaction of strength of affinity and the point estimates are quite small. At the top of the 

strength of identity scale, other racialized respondents are only 6 percentage points more likely to 

support a racialized candidate than a White candidate, and this is not statistically significant (p 

=.65). Further, there is essentially no difference in affinity effects between the high and low ends 

of the strength of identity scale (effect size of vary from .04 to .06). In sum, while the moderation 

of affinity voting effects was strong among Chinese and South Asian Respondents, there is no 

clear evidence that affinity voting among other racialized respondents is conditional on strength 

of identity.  
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Figure 6.4—Different-Ethnicity Affinity of Other Racialized Respondents  
by Strength of Identification 

Note: Difference in Predicted Probability of Choosing Candidate 2, between White and Minority Candidate  

Versions, for Respondents of Different Ethnicity. n=1502 
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6.3 Discussion 

Affinity voting effects are clearly concentrated among those who have a stronger identification 

with their ethnocultural group. As Figures 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 illustrate, a stronger racialized 

ethnocultural identity increases the likelihood of supporting a racialized candidate. The pattern of 

results is similar to those in Chapter 4, showing strong same-ethnicity affinity and more modest 

different-ethnicity affinity effects. Both, however, are strongly conditional on the IDPG measure 

of ethnocultural group self-identification. 

The strongest effects found are for same-ethnicity affinity; that is, strong ethnic 

identifiers are far more likely to support a candidate of their own ethnicity than an otherwise 

identical White candidate, and the effects are highly significant.  Conversely, those who are 

indifferent to their ethnocultural identity show no effect and those who reject their ethnic group 

actually discriminate against those candidates. These findings apply to both Chinese and South 

Asian respondents, demonstrating that affinity effects apply to different ethnic groups.  

These results also confirm the usefulness of the IDPG scale for evaluating the influence 

of ethnicity in politics. While the IDPG scale has previously been used in sociological studies of 

immigrants (Kester and Marshall 2003), its only use in political science has been to study 

partisan identities (e.g. Greene 2002).  The results in this chapter clearly demonstrate that the 

IDPG scale is a useful tool for evaluating the effects of ethnicity on vote choice, and is a 

considerable improvement on simple membership in an ethnocultural group.   

The strength of ethnic identification measure also helps clarify the general applicability 

of affinity effects. In Chapter 4 the predicted probabilities for the treatment effect showed no 
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significant affinity for the Chinese candidate by Chinese-identifying respondents. These results 

indicated that affinity effects might be limited to South Asian respondents – a group that, in 

Canada, is well known as exceptional in terms of political participation (Bird 2005). However, 

once we have modelled the conditioning effect of strength of ethnic group identification, the 

predicted probabilities show strong Chinese identifiers as 47 points more likely to support the 

Chinese candidate. Incorporating in the analysis the concept of strength of ethnic identification, 

as measured by the IDPG scale, results in affinity effects for Chinese-origin respondents. In other 

words, the lack of affinity effects for Chinese-origin respondents in Chapter 4 is not because 

there is something fundamentally different about Chinese origin respondents as such.  

Nonetheless, respondents clearly distinguish between their own ethnic group and other 

ethnic minorities – the size of the effects for different-ethnicity affinity are roughly half the size 

of those for same-ethnicity affinity. That is, stronger ethnic group identity increases the effect of 

both, but support for the candidate of the same ethnocultural group is still higher. South Asian 

strong identifiers, for example, are 23 points more likely to support the Chinese candidate, but 38 

points more likely to support the South Asian candidate. Respondents clearly differentiate 

between their own and different ethnocultural minority groups, but there is no evidence of 

discrimination. When specific ethnic groups are examined for different-ethnicity affinity, as 

Figure 6.3 showed, the results have low levels of statistical significance. However, this may 

simply be a result of modest effect sizes and small cell sizes. When the categories are combined, 

as in Figure 6.2, the evidence for different-ethnicity affinity is much more convincing.  This is 

clear evidence for different-ethnicity affinity, conditioned by strength of identity measures. 

6.4 Self-Identity and Affinity Voting  

The research presented here relates to some insights found in current research, but also goes 

considerably further. As noted in Chapter 4, affinity research has, surprisingly, to-date neglected 



 

131 
 

identity-based explanations. These findings confirm the crucial role that self-identification, rather 

than simple objective membership in an ethnocultural group, plays in influencing behaviour. The 

data in Chapter 4 produced evidence of affinity effects - that racialized voters across the board 

are more likely to support racialized candidates. This held true for candidates of the same 

ethnicity, and to a lesser extent for those of a different racialized ethnicity. Chapter 5 argued that 

we need to focus on self-identification, rather than membership, since it is self-identification that 

is likely to drive key psychological processes, such as in-group favouritism. The evidence here 

seems to confirm this – self-identification does indeed condition the effect of seeing a racialized 

candidate, and in fact does so quite strongly.  

These outcomes are in sharp contrast to the single study that examined identity effects for 

same-ethnicity voting, which found no conditioning effect of ethnic identity (McConnaughy et 

al. 2010). This divergence might be explained by the measure used, which, as discussed in 

Chapter 2, is an ad hoc scale measure composed of a series of variables, not all of which are 

clearly related to self-identification. This underlines the importance of using carefully 

constructed measures of identification, such as the IDPG scale.   

Conditioning effects of identity are also consistent with linked fate research, which 

suggests it is correlated with affinity effects. As was argued previously in Chapter 5, linked fate 

combines considerations about self-identity, social discrimination, and the impact of group 

membership. A substantial amount of research suggests that high levels of linked fate are 

correlated with greater affinity effects among black Americans (e.g. Dawson 1994). That is 

consistent with the results in this chapter, which show that affinity effects are related to group 

identity. However, while linked fate may be related to a series of considerations, including 

categorisation by others or expectations of discrimination, self-identification need not be. A 
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person might well not self-identify as Latino, yet still believe that their success or failure is 

related to those of other Latinos, because of general discrimination against that group. To clarify, 

linked fate is a belief about the world, not about the self. As a result, the present findings 

demonstrate something different from the research on linked fate. If we are interested in the 

effects of identity, then we need a measure of self-identification. This IDPG scale is just such a 

measure, and clearly it strongly conditions the response that people have to candidates of their 

ethnic group.  

Finally, two possible ways for identity to affect different-ethnicity affinity were discussed 

– motivated social positioning and the generation of a common inter-group racialized identity. 

While we do not have direct evidence of a common racialized identity, it appears that stronger 

identification with one’s own ethnic group leads to affinity with other racialized ethnic groups. 

If, as previously argued, the IDPG scale measures self-identification with an ethnic group, and 

implies in-group bias, the implication is that respondents are more likely to support minority 

candidates because they see them as belonging to the same social group. In other words, 

racialized status does form a kind of social group. Of course, same-group affinity effects are 

much stronger – perhaps because self-identification with a specific ethnocultural identity is much 

more personally important. Importantly, this analysis shows no evidence of motivated social 

positioning. One reason for this might be a result of relatively small status differences. That is, 

perhaps in Canada, neither Chinese nor South Asian candidates are perceived as especially low 

status, and therefore there is little motivation for distancing. If correct, this suggests that 

motivated social distancing might still operate in other circumstances. Though speculative, this 

might apply to Black or Aboriginal candidates
16

. 

                                                           
16

 While there is little research on social status as such, these groups are clearly among the most marginalized. For 

example, Black Canadians have the lowest income and educational achievement of any visible minority group, and 
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The evidence for different-ethnicity affinity voting also confirms the findings in Chapter 

4, which is a contrast to a substantial amount of research on inter-minority relations.  As 

discussed in Chapter 2, research on inter-minority relations often finds conflict, rather than 

cooperation (Kaufman 2008, Hagendoorn 1995). Inter-minority political cooperation is 

empirically rare, at least among Blacks and Latinos in the United States. However, this does not 

appear to be the case here, perhaps, as previously suggested, because of better economic 

outcomes and lower levels of prejudice and discrimination.  

That said, the important role played here by strength of ethnocultural identity is 

consistent with a small number of studies that found that the primary variable associated with 

inter-minority cooperation is group identity. Specifically, both Kaufman (2003) and Sanchez 

(2008) found that, for Latinos, identifying strongly as Latino was correlated with positive views 

of Blacks. Similarly, McClain et al. (2006) also suggested that a sense of linked fate between 

Latinos was correlated with fewer negative stereotypes of Blacks.  These studies, however, only 

ask about general dispositions and attitudes toward racial groups in general.  The present 

research goes a step farther and confirms that these effects have electoral implications – 

minorities who identify strongly with their own ethnic group also seem more likely to support a 

candidate of a different minority group. 

One question might be whether the results in this chapter really reflect affinity effects or, 

rather, an aversion to the White candidate. That is, ethnic affinity voting might really be a 

measure of anti-White sentiment, rather than pro-ethnic group sentiment. However, there are two 

reasons to think this is not the case.  Generally speaking, research suggests that in-group bias and 

out-group hostility are actually separate phenomena (Brewer 1999). This means that a high IDPG 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Aboriginals are lower still (Statistics Canada Designative Groups Profile).  
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score implies preference for one’s own ethnic group, but not necessarily hostility toward other 

groups. In addition, research in Canada suggests that perceived discrimination (and presumably, 

anti-White sentiment) is higher in the second generation (Reitz and Banerjee 2007) than among 

first generation immigrants. Yet, in Chapter 5, it was immigrants, rather than Canadian-born 

racialized respondents, who had higher levels of IDPG (see Model 5.2). Thus, Canadian-born 

racialized respondents have lower levels of ethnic affinity voting, rather than higher as we would 

expect if these findings were driven by discrimination and anti-White sentiment.  

Finally, in understanding the causes of ethnic affinity voting, the results here provide 

important evidence for identity-based explanations.  It is clear that ethnic self-identification 

strongly conditions ethnic affinity voting. The implication, I argue, is that affinity voting effects 

are a result of social identity and in-group bias. The conditioning effect of self-identification is 

far stronger than objective membership in the group. In fact, respondents low on the IDPG scale 

actually discriminate against their own group. Moreover, the IDPG measure is specifically 

focused on self-identity. The questions asked are about whether attributions of the ethnic group 

are taken on by the individual. This kind of “depersonalisation”, where self-identity is fused to 

the group identity, is precisely when the social-identity perspective suggests in-group favouritism 

will occur.  

Recall that, in Chapter 5, it was argued that cognitive (i.e. knowledge of “objective”) 

group membership, affect toward the group, and self-identification toward the group were 

distinct phenomena. Here, it appears that the ethnic group self-identification measure (IDPG) 

performed considerably better than the cognitive group membership measure (ethnicity) - 

ethnocultural categories have no effect at the midpoint of the IDPG scale, when respondents are 

relatively indifferent to the group but still claim membership. This suggests that simple 
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membership in a category, in and of itself, does not produce affinity voting. Interest-based 

explanations would suggest that even at the indifference point, membership in a group should 

produce some affinity effects – but there is no evidence of that here. Self-identification, with its 

implications for in-group bias, is more important than cognitive group membership. These points 

do not necessarily rule out interest-based explanations, but they do suggest that identity has 

important effects separate from the effects of interests.  

  



 

136 
 

 

Chapter 7: General Group Interest, and Ideological Stereotyping 

 

 

7.0 Introduction 

This chapter will explore two possible explanations for ethnic affinity voting – ideological 

stereotyping and self-interest. The ethnic affinity voting demonstrated in Chapter 4 demands an 

explanation – why are racialized voters more likely to support candidates of their own 

ethnocultural group, and also candidates of other racialized ethnocultural groups? Chapter 2 set 

out two basic types of explanations: identity-based explanations and interest-based explanations. 

Clear evidence was presented for identity-based effects in Chapter 6, showing that affinity voting 

is strongly conditional on strength of identification with one’s ethnocultural group. Now, this 

chapter will examine two types of interest-based explanations: group interest and ideological 

stereotyping.  

Ideological stereotyping, as described in Chapter 2, explains affinity effects as the result 

of racialized candidates being stereotyped ideologically. That is, racialized candidates are 

perceived as more left-leaning than a White candidate would be – and also that racialized 

citizens tend to prefer candidates who are left-leaning. This explanation is suggested by 

McDermott (1998) for both race and gender affinity. Two versions of ideological stereotyping 

will be tested here – first, that racialized candidates are perceived as more left-leaning, and 

second, that racialized voters see racialized candidates as ideologically closer to them than White 

candidates, be they left- or right-leaning.   

The second possible interest-based explanation for ethnic affinity voting that is examined 

in this chapter is the general group interest explanation. A considerable amount of inter-minority 
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conflict literature relies on perceptions of competition and interest-based accounts. Perhaps 

voters support a candidate of the same ethnicity because they believe that candidate is more 

likely to take actions or positions that benefit them. A substantial amount of research on the 

influence of self-interest in politics, however, has suggested that self-interest is much less 

influential than sometimes thought. To test the self-interest explanation in the present study, a 

subset of respondents were asked which candidate would be in their interest, rather than the 

standard question about who they would vote for. This wording should prime self-interest 

considerations.  

Of course, ideological stereotyping and self-interest explanations for ethnic affinity 

voting might co-exist alongside identity effects. Distinguishing between these causes of affinity 

is methodologically difficult, because candidate support is likely to bias candidate evaluations, 

and therefore asking evaluation and support questions of the same candidate in the same survey 

is problematic. More substantively, identity effects such as in-group bias might also influence 

perceptions of self-interest or candidate ideology. Nonetheless, this chapter makes some attempt 

to at least rule out possible explanations, or confirm them as possibilities which deserve further 

research.  

7.1 Ideological Stereotyping 

Ideological stereotyping, as discussed in Chapter 2, suggests that voters stereotype racialized 

candidates in terms of their perceived ideological positions. This explanation is based on 

McDermott’s (1998) study, which in addition to demonstrating ideological stereotyping of 

visible minority candidates, argued that these effects cause affinity voting. Rather than simply 

having affective orientations toward groups – liking or disliking them – citizens attribute certain 

characteristics to certain social groups. These attributes are transferred to candidates via 

stereotyping and support depends on the voter’s opinion of the attributes. Affinity effects, 
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therefore, are not simply about positive or negative affects toward the group, but about the 

content of the stereotype.  

To test this explanation, I employ an ideological position question. Respondents were 

shown a biography of a candidate and asked “Where would you place this candidate on a left-

right spectrum?” A 10-point scale was shown, with the endpoints labelled “Left-wing” and 

“Right-wing”. Then the second candidate was shown and the question was repeated. The same 

candidate biographies were used for this question as for the vote question – i.e. with names 

manipulated to imply ethnicity. That is, each respondent was shown a set of candidates and 

asked to make a vote choice (as was analysed in Chapter 4 and 6). Later, respondents were 

shown the same candidates again, first one and then the other, and asked the ideological 

perception question. This question was placed so as to minimise the biasing effect of the vote 

choice question, although of course bias is still possible. While it would have been possible to 

show a set of different candidates to ask about perceptions of ideology, systematically asking 

questions about multiple racialized candidates might also lead to bias in responses. The ideology 

question was asked for all of the biography versions, including both the party and independent 

versions. Of course, we would expect party labels to have a large effect on perceived ideology, 

and so the main analysis is performed on the independent version. The inclusion of a variable for 

biography version, as noted below, will allow us to test this. While the ideology question was 

asked about both Candidate 1 and Candidate 2, the analysis here focuses only on Candidate 2, 

the one whose ethnicity was manipulated. If the above hypothesis is correct, then ideological 

stereotypes may explain the patterns of ethnic affinity voting discussed in Chapter 4.  

7.2 Validating the Measure of Perceived Ideology 

Before testing the impact of candidate racialized status on perceived ideological position, the 

measure will be validated. After all, it could be that respondents did not understand the question, 
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or that the left-right scale held little meaning for them. Given the conflicted history of the study 

of ideology and vote choice, this is entirely possible. To test this, I draw on an experimental 

manipulation that alters the party affiliation of the candidate.
17

 While most of the analyses so far 

have drawn on candidate biographies with an independent candidate, a subsample of respondents 

were shown candidate biographies that included political party labels. Only the Liberal Party and 

the Conservative Party were used. Given concerns about sample size and conserving power, the 

NDP was not included. The party labels were randomly assigned to Candidate 1 or Candidate 2. 

This produces a 3-by-3 factorial design, with three possible candidate ethnicities 

(White/Chinese/South Asian) and three possible party labels for Candidate 2 (Liberal, 

Conservative, or Independent).  These manipulations were discussed in detail in Chapter 3.   

If respondents did comprehend the ideology question, and understood the measure in 

conventional terms, then they ought to associate parties with different ideological positions. If 

party labels have an effect on perceived candidate ideology, this suggests that the measure itself 

functions properly. The hypothesis is therefore:  

H7.1: Conservative Candidates will be perceived as more right-wing, and Liberal 

Candidates as more left-wing. 

Model 7.1 has perceived candidate ideology as the dependent variable, scaled 0-1, with higher 

values farther to the right. The independent variables are party labels 

(Conservative/Liberal/Independent) and respondent racialized/White status. These variables are 

interacted and constituent terms are included. This estimates the impact of party labels on 

perceived candidate ideology, for both White and racialized respondents and for the 

                                                           
17

This manipulation is discussed at greater length in Chapter 8. 
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Conservative and Liberal version. If the candidate ideology measure functions properly, there 

should at least be a difference between Liberal and Conservative candidates.  

Figure 7.1 shows the predicted values for Model 7.1, for the (White) Liberal and 

Conservative version of Candidate 2. The perceived ideology of Liberal Candidates is clearly 

lower (more left-wing) than those of Conservative Candidates. Independent Candidates are in the 

middle, as we might expect. The difference between Liberal and Conservative candidates for 

White respondents is .19, and highly significant (p<.001). For racialized respondents, the 

difference is smaller (.06), but still in the expected direction, and nearly significant at the 95-

percent confidence level (p=.06). Interestingly, although both White and racialized respondents 

show the same pattern of responses, for each party label, racialized respondents are more 

moderate. That is, they perceive the Liberal candidates and Conservative Candidates as more 

centrist than do the White respondents. In any case, these results indicate that respondents do 

understand the ideological position questions and are capable of discerning between candidates. 

Figure 7.1—Percieved Candidate Ideology 
Note: Perceived candidate ideology, higher being further right.  

White candidate only.  n=2223 
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Of course, the effects of race may be smaller than party – party labels are a strong treatment with 

clear ideological content – but clearly the measure functions as intended.   

7.3 Testing Ideological Stereotyping of Racialized Candidates 

As noted earlier, it is difficult to establish that ideological stereotyping is the cause of affinity 

voting. Specifically, support for a candidate might influence perceived candidate ideology, rather 

than the other way around. Correlation is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for 

demonstrating ideological stereotyping explanations of affinity effects. The test in the present 

chapter is simple: if racialized candidates are perceived as systematically more left-wing, then 

the ideological stereotype explanation is plausible. On the other hand, if there is no systematic 

difference in ideological perceptions between the White and racialized versions of the candidate, 

then traditional left-right ideological stereotypes cannot possibly explain the affinity effects 

found in these data. The hypothesis is as follows:  

 

H7.2: Racialized candidates will, on average, be perceived as more left-leaning than 

White candidates.  

  

To test Hypothesis 7.2, predicted probabilities were generated using Model 7.1 again, 

which employs OLS regression to estimate the effect of candidate racialized status on perceived 

candidate ideology. Figure 7.2 displays the difference in predicted values for candidate ideology 

for White and racialized candidates. That is, it shows the effect of candidate racialized status on 

ideological perceptions of the candidate. Since we are interested in explaining the affinity effects 

found in Chapter 4, the predicted values here are also generated for the Independent candidate 

and racialized respondents. As Figure 7.2 shows, the difference in perception of ideology 

between the White and racialized candidates is very small, only .01, and not statistically 
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significant (p=.53). The ethnicity of the candidate does not seem to affect the perceived right- vs. 

left-wing positioning of the candidate, at least among these respondents. This suggests that 

ethnicity as an ideological heuristic cannot possibly be the explanation for ethnic affinity voting.  

It is possible that these ideological stereotypes only emerge as interactions with specific 

ethnicities. Perhaps, for example, the South Asian Candidate is stereotyped as left-wing, and the 

Chinese candidate is not. Alternatively, stereotyping may only occur among respondents of a 

different ethnicity – so South Asian respondents would not stereotype South Asian candidates, 

but other racialized respondents might. Model 7.2 examines this possibility, using OLS 

regression to look at the impact of specific ethnicity on candidate ideology. The dependent 

variable is, as before, perceived candidate ideology.  The independent variables are candidate 

ethnicity (White/Chinese/South Asian) and respondent ethnicity (Chinese/South Asian/Other 

Racialized Respondents).  

Figure 7.2—Perceived Ideology of Independent  

White and Racialized Candidates  
Note: Higher score is further right. Racialized respondents only.  n=2223 
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Figure 7.3 shows the difference in predicted values for candidate ideology for this model 

– that is, the difference between the White and the Chinese or South Asian candidates. None of 

the differences are statistically significant and the point values are very small. For example, the 

largest effect is found amongst South Asian respondents who see Chinese candidates as .05 

farther right than the White Candidate, but this is not statistically significant (p=.23).  

So far, the data seems to rule out the ideological stereotype explanation. There is simply 

no evidence that racialized candidates, either Chinese or South Asian, are perceived as more left-

wing than White candidates. Nor, indeed, is there any evidence they are perceived as more right-

wing than White candidates – instead, ethnicity seems to have no relation to ideology at all.  

A second, related, possibility is that ethnicity might not be correlated with a specific 

ideological direction, but that it is simply a heuristic about ideological proximity. Racialized 

respondents might see the racialized candidate as more similar to themselves ideologically, 

whether that be more left-wing or more right-wing. Importantly, this version is empty of 

substantive content. Unlike the previous account, it does not imply knowledge of the policies of 
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Figure 7.3—Effect of Candidate and Res pondent Ethnicity on  

Candidate’s Perceived Ideological Position  
Note: Higher score is further right. Racialized respondents only.  n=2223 



 

144 
 

political parties or beliefs about ethnic groups. It is certainly a less demanding account, but also 

less encouraging from a democratic point of view. Citizens are voting for a member of their own 

social group, in this account, because they think they are more likely to have the same 

ideological position. In this case, respondents would be more likely to view a racialized 

candidate as closer to their own ideological position than a White candidate. If this is the case, 

then we would expect that: 

 

H7.3: Racialized respondents will perceive racialized candidates as being ideologically 

closer to themselves than White candidates. 

 

Model 7.3 examines this hypothesis. The dependent variable is a measure of respondent-

candidate ideological distance. Before placing candidates on a left-right scale, respondents were 

asked to place themselves on the same scale. This measure is then subtracted from the candidate 

ideological scale. The result is then converted to an absolute value, with 0 being the same 

ideological score for candidate and respondent, and 1 being the opposite end of the ideological 

spectrum. This is therefore a measure of how different (or similar) the respondent perceives the 

candidate compared to themselves, on an ideological left-right scale. The independent variables 

are the same as in Model 7.1: candidate racialized status, respondent racialized status, and  

Liberal/Conservative/Independent/Self-Interest version. Predicted values are generated for 

ideological differences between White and racialized, for the Independent candidate version and 

among racialized respondents. 
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Figure 7.4 shows that on a 0-1 scale of ideological difference, White candidates, on 

average, are at .172, and the racialized candidate is at .174, meaning the effect of candidate 

ethnicity on ideological difference is .002, a difference  that is certainly not statistically 

significant (p=.92). Hypothesis 7.3 is rejected - just as with Model 7.2, Model 7.3 provides no 

evidence that racialized candidates are perceived as being ideologically different from White 

candidates.  

 

Model 7.4 repeats the analysis of the ideological distance heuristic using specific ethnic 

groups.  The dependent variable is, again, the ideological distance measure, and the dependent 

variables are candidate ethnicity (White/Chinese/South Asian) and respondent ethnicity 

(Chinese/South Asian/Other Racialized Respondents), interactions between candidate and 

respondent ethnicity, and demographic controls.   

As with Figure 7.4, Figure 7.5 reveals only small effects, and no significant differences 

between the White and racialized candidates, for any of the respondent ethnic categories. We 

Figure 7.4—Effect of Candidate Racialized Status on  

Perceived Ideological Difference  
Note: Higher score is greater ideological difference. Racialized respondents only.  n=2223 
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should note that one category – South Asian Respondents – viewed the Chinese candidate as .07 

points more ideologically different from themselves as compared to the way they viewed the 

White candidate. This approaches statistical significance (p=.07).  However, we have no 

theoretical reason to imagine that this pair should be more likely to seen as more ideologically 

different than any other pair of ethnocultural groups. Given the large number of coefficients 

generated in this analysis so far, and the otherwise null finding of ideological perceptions, this 

may simply be a chance finding.  

Despite null findings so far, one possibility is that ideological stereotyping only occurs 

among the more politically knowledgeable. As famously noted by Converse, the more politically 

sophisticated generally have more coherent ideological beliefs (1964). Similarly, more recent 

research on heuristics has emphasised that many heuristics require a significant amount of 

political knowledge (Lau and Redlawsk 2006). The heuristic here, that racialized candidates are 

more likely to take left-wing positions on policy issues, might indeed require at least moderate 

levels of political knowledge, since it requires both ideological opinions and some knowledge of 
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the political system.  For perceptions of ideological distance, on the other hand, political 

knowledge is unlikely to matter since this is simply a kind of restatement about ethnic similarity. 

If there is any systematic difference in perception of the ideological position of racialized 

candidates, it would probably be by the most politically knowledgeable respondents. Given this, 

the hypothesis is: 

 

H7.4: Racialized respondents with high levels of political knowledge will perceive 

racialized candidates as being ideologically closer to themselves than White candidates. 

 

To test this hypothesis, Model 7.5 includes an interaction with political knowledge. The 

measure of political knowledge is comprised of three multiple choice questions – “Who is the 

current Prime Minister of Canada?”, “Which party is the official opposition in Ottawa?”, and 

“Whose responsibility is it to determine if a law is constitutional or not?”. An additive scale is 

constructed and scaled 0-1. The mean of the scale is .68 for racialized respondents and .76 for 

White respondents. Given the large number of variables (including a four-way interaction), 

racialized categories rather than specific ethnicities are used to increase cell size and avoid 

problems with statistical significance. Model 7.5 is similar to Model 7.1, but includes an 

interaction with political knowledge. Perceived candidate ideology is the dependent variable. 

The independent variables are racialized candidate, racialized voter, biography version, and 

political knowledge. These are interacted to produce a four-way interaction and its constituent 

terms. In addition, demographic controls are included (age, income, education, gender, religion, 

and immigrant status).  
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Figure 7.6 shows the predicted probabilities of the effect of racialized candidate 

treatment, for racialized respondents, over various levels of political knowledge. Point estimates 

are not included in this figure because they are too clustered together – which makes the key 

point. As the figure shows, there is no effect from political knowledge – respondents high in 

political knowledge are no more likely to view a racialized candidate as leftwing than those with 

low political knowledge.  

Overall, these findings provide strong evidence that the ideological stereotype account of 

affinity effects is not correct. Ethnicity seems to be essentially irrelevant for the ideological 

perception of candidates, at least in Canada. The effects from party labels in Figure 7.1 suggest 

that the results of the other models – that is, findings of no effect of ethnocultural categories on 

perceived ideology - are substantive, rather than reflecting problems with the survey questions.  

In addition, these questions do not seem likely contenders for social desirability effects. Given 
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that these are candidates for political office, giving them an ideological position does not seem to 

be an especially negative or positive attribution, and certainly respondents are willing to do so 

for candidates with party labels.  Since a link between ideology and ethnicity is a necessary 

condition of both versions of the ideological heuristic explanations, this suggests that ethnic 

affinity voting cannot be explained by ideological stereotyping heuristics. Certainly perceptions 

of candidate ideology cannot possibly explain the ethnic affinity effects evident in Chapter 4.  

7.4 Self-interest and Ethnic Affinity Voting 

We turn now to another important possible explanation for ethnic affinity voting – general group 

interest. At its most basic, this explanation is that citizens vote for candidates of their own 

ethnicity because they expect the candidate will pursue policies that will benefit them. This is a 

heuristic in the classic sense: candidate ethnicity is a mental shortcut for the candidates’ future 

actions and policy positions. It is a quite different motivation from the identity-based 

explanations discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. General group interest, as defined here, is a type of 

self-interest. That is, it holds that people are motivated by their own self-interest, and that 

candidate ethnicity is a heuristic – voting for a racialized candidate is in the interest of a 

racialized voter. This is quite different from identity-based explanations that rely on in-group 

favouritism or on the persuasiveness of campaign messages.   

In defining self-interest, the approach adopted here is that of the symbolic politics school, 

as the: “(1) short-to-medium term impact of an issue (or candidacy) on the (2) material well-

being of the (3) individual’s own personal life (or that of his or her immediate family)” (Funk 

and Sears 1990, p. 248). Chong et al. take a similar position, defining self-interest as “tangible, 

relatively immediate, personal or family benefits of a policy” (2001, p. 542). This is self-interest 

defined narrowly – that is, the voter supports the candidate because he/she believes the candidate 

will benefit them in some concrete way. In addition, this definition of self-interest is based on 
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subjective knowledge and intention, not objective measures of group interest or competition, 

contrary to much of the inter-minority conflict literature (e.g. Gay 2006). While there is very 

likely a connection between objective and subjective self-interest, self-interest in the present 

analysis does not include objective conceptions of self-interest that do not involve subjective 

awareness on the part of the citizen. The question is not whether interests have some role to play 

– they surely do. Rather, the question here is about whether the motivation at an individual level 

is a self-interested one: do racialized respondents believe that a candidate of their own 

ethnocultural group will be good for their interests? 

While self-interest is often taken for granted in politics, research on self-interest in voting 

behaviour suggests its influence is actually very constrained. Research on self-interest suggests 

that it can have an effect when the stakes are clear, direct, and significant (Sears and Funk 1990, 

Chong et al. 2001). Thus, for example, homeowners are more likely than non-homeowners to 

support a property tax cut (Sears and Citrin 1982). However, in general, matters of public policy 

do not have a clear and immediate benefit to individuals, and so for most political situations, 

political values and attitudes toward groups are much more influential than self-interest.   

  At the same time, the methodological difficulties here are similar to those referred to in 

the discussion on ideological stereotyping – asking about candidate support is likely to bias other 

measures. Due to bias towards consistency, we cannot ask respondents to choose a candidate, 

and at the same time ask if that candidate is in their own self-interest. Similarly, distinguishing 

between self-interest and symbolic identity motivations for ethnic affinity voting is actually quite 

difficult. If social identity considerations bias the voter toward supporting a candidate, the same 

in-group bias might well affect the voter’s perceptions of self-interest in relation to that 

candidate. Ruling out social identity explanations in favour of self-interest is, therefore, not 
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possible here. However, it is possible to do the reverse: we could show that self-interest is not a 

relevant consideration. If we can highlight self-interest considerations, while downplaying 

identity considerations, the effect of ethnic affinity voting should be smaller – if, in fact, self-

interest is not a relevant motivation.  

7.5 Testing Self-interest Motivations 

To test the general group interest explanation - if racialized candidates are perceived as in the 

interest of racialized respondents - a subset of the sample was asked a different question about 

the candidate. This question attempted to prime self-interest considerations. Rather than being 

asked, “Which candidate would you vote for”, these respondents were asked, “Which candidate 

would be financially better for you and your family?” The cell assignments are reported in Table 

7.1. A total of 427 respondents were asked this version of the question, including 115 Chinese 

respondents, 49 South Asian respondents, and 96 Other Racialized Respondents. The reference 

to family follows the definition used by symbolic politics literature (e.g. Chong et al. 2001) and 

should capture a wider range of policy benefits. While self-interest is not necessarily financial, 

the reference to economic benefits is likely to prime self-interest considerations (Chong et al. 

2001). 

Table 7.1: Cell Assignments for Self-Interest and Independent Vote Choice Questions 

 

White Chinese South Asian 

Other Racialized 

Respondents 

Self-Interest 167 115 49 96 

Vote 521 351 151 290 

Note: Cell entries are respondents 
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Since the question asks explicitly about self-interest considerations, if candidate ethnicity 

is relevant to self-interest then we would expect that priming these considerations should 

increase the effect of candidate ethnicity. Conversely, if there is no link between candidate 

ethnicity and self-interest, then the prime should have no effect. Of course, this assumes that the 

effect of self-interest considerations is not already maximized, thus leaving no room for the 

prime to increase the effect of self-interest. However, this seems unlikely given the relatively low 

level of self-interest in most political decisions (Sears and Funk 1990), and that self-interest 

effects are strongest when the benefits are large and clear (Chong et al. 2001), neither of which is 

the case here. Thus, the hypothesis reads:   

 

H7.6: The effect of ethnic affinity will be greater when respondents are asked the self-

interest version of the question than when asked who they would vote for.  

 

In Model 7.6, the dependent variable is vote for Candidate 2, as in previous models. An 

independent variable with the question wording (self-interest/vote choice) is included, as well as 

independent variables for candidate racialized status and respondent racialized minority status, 

two- and three-way interaction terms for these variables, and demographic controls.   

Figure 7.7 shows the predicted values for the effect of seeing a racialized candidate for 

both versions of the question – self-interest and vote choice – for racialized respondents. The 

treatment effect of candidate ethnicity is nearly identical for the vote and self-interest questions – 

there is a 47 percent chance of choosing the racialized version of Candidate 2 when the question 

is about voting, and 49 percent chance under the self-interest wording. The effect of the 

candidate treatment – the difference between a White and racialized candidate – is .07 under the 
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standard “which candidate would you vote for” question, and .09 under the “which candidate is 

in the financial interest of you or your family”. The difference between these two numbers is 

only .02 - that is, the conditioning effect of the self-interest manipulation on the racialized 

candidate treatment is very small. It is also not statistically significant (p=.8). Respondents show 

similar levels of affinity effects when asked which candidate is best for their own self-interest as 

they do when asked which they would vote for. This is contrary to Hypothesis 7.6, which 

suggested weaker effects under the self-interest manipulation than the vote choice manipulation.  

Next, I examine the interaction of the self-interest question wording with more detailed 

ethnocultural categories. Model 7.7 repeats the above analysis, but with specific ethnocultural 

categories as the independent variable rather than racialized status. Figure 7.8 shows the second 

difference in predicted probabilities of choosing Candidate 2 between the White and racialized 

candidates, for each combination of respondent and candidate ethnicity, and for the self-interest 

and vote choice versions of the dependent variable – the difference in treatment effects is small, 

and none are statistically significant. Again, there seems to be little difference between the vote 
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choice and self-interest versions of the question. Notably, there is also no evidence of inter-

minority discrimination, even when respondents are questioned specifically about their own self-

interest 

 

 Finally, I test the interaction of the self-interest question with the IDPG scale. While I 

argued in Chapter 5 that self-interest should primarily be determined by cognitive group 

membership, it is possible that perceptions of self-interest are conditional on group self-

identification. That is, high identifiers would see a candidate of the same ethnicity as being in 

their interest, but low identifiers would not. This would make self-interest a mediator between 

identity and vote choice. Alternatively, self-interest might be primarily a result of recognizing 

“objective” membership in a group, and not the degree to which that group is linked to their 

sense of self-identity. If the former, then the impact of candidate ethnicity should be correlated 

with IDPG scores for the self-interest question, just as it was for the as vote choice question. If 

Figure 7.8—Effect of Candidate and Res pondent Ethnicity  

under Vote Choice and Self-interest Question Versions  
Note: Second differences, between size of candidate treatment effect under vote and  

self-interest version. Racialized respondents only.  n=2223 
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identity is linked to perceived self-interest, the IDPG scale should be correlated with the 

likelihood of seeing a racialized candidate as being in their own interest.  

 

H7.7: Racialized respondents with strong ethnic self-identities will be more likely to view 

racialized candidates as in their self-interest  

 

 Testing Hypothesis 7.7 uses Model. 7.8, which has support for Candidate 2 as the 

dependent variable. The independent variables are racialized candidate, racialized respondents, 

and IDPG scale – and biography version, which allows comparison between the vote choice and 

self-interest question. This produces a four-way interaction, along with constituent terms. 

Demographic controls are also included (income, education, gender, age, religion, and immigrant 

status). Given the four-way interaction and the smaller number of respondents in the self-interest 

treatment, analysis of specific ethnic groups is likely to be unreliable, and so no similar model 

with specific ethnicities is estimated.  

I generate predicted values for the impact of candidate racialized status, over various 

values of IDPG, on response to the self-interest question, and for the vote choice question. Figure 

7.9 clearly shows differences between the self-interest question and vote choice question. 

Respondents with low IDPG scores are more likely to say racialized candidates are in their self-

interest, but not more likely to vote for them. This is contrary to Hypothesis 7.8, but it fits with 

the interpretation that people who cognitively recognize their group recognize that a racialized 

candidate is in their interest, yet for other reasons – perhaps social positioning or symbolic 

considerations – would not vote for that candidate. Conversely, high ethnic self-identifiers are 
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more likely to vote for the racialized candidate. This again emphasises the distinction between 

the effects of identity and perceived interests.  

One apparent puzzle is that in Figure 7.9 high ethnic identifiers do not seem to see 

racialized candidates as in their interest – in other words, why is the slope negative? This could 

be misleading. The difference in the effect of racialized candidate status, between high and low 

ethnic identifiers (0 and 1 on the IDPG scale), is not significant (p=.18). In other words, the slope 

shown in Figure 7.9 might, in fact, be flat, or at least not as steep as the point estimates suggest. 

Combined with the fact that there is no theoretical reason to think that high ethnic identifiers 

would not see racialized candidates as in their own interest, this suggests we should view the 

negative correlation between strength of ethnic self-identification and seeing a racialized 

candidate in their interest cautiously. In any case, the other pieces of evidence – in particular the 

fact that low ethnic self-identifiers say that racialized candidates are in their interests but do not 

vote for them– is consistent with the interpretation that it is identity-based factors which 

primarily drive vote choice.  

Figure 7.9—Racialized Candidate Effect Under  

Vote and Self-Interest Conditions, by IDPG 
Note: Racialized respondents only.  n=2223 
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7.6 Summary and Discussion 

This chapter investigates two possible explanations for ethnic affinity voting: ideological 

stereotyping and self-interest. Ideological stereotyping as an explanation for affinity voting has 

been suggested by research on gender affinity, as well as McDermott’s study of racial affinity 

among African Americans (1998). Two versions of this theory were tested: that racialized 

candidates are stereotyped as left-leaning and racialized citizens are also left-leaning, or, 

alternatively, that racialized citizens perceive racialized candidates as ideologically closer to 

them, whether voters/candidates are left- or right-leaning. Both Hypothesis 7.2 and 7.3 were 

rejected - there is no evidence that racialized candidates are stereotyped as left leaning, either by 

White or racialized  respondents. Nor is there any evidence that racialized respondents see 

racialized candidates as ideologically closer to themselves than White candidates. Yet 

Hypothesis 7.1 was confirmed - Conservative, Liberal and Independent candidates were placed 

in appropriate positions on the ideological scale, which suggests that the measure was understood 

by respondents and, therefore, the performance of the measurement itself can be ruled out as the 

reason for the null finding. Together, these findings provide quite strong evidence that ethnicity 

does not have clear ideological associations in Canada. These results convincingly reject left-

right ideological stereotyping explanations for ethnic affinity voting. Whatever the cause, the 

ethnic affinity voting found in Chapter 4 is not a result of the perceived ideological positions of 

racialized candidates.   

A second possible motivation for ethnic affinity voting is self-interest. According to this 

theory, candidate ethnicity is a shortcut for the candidate’s future actions or policy positions, and 

racialized voters use this information to vote according to their own self-interest. To test this 

possibility, respondents were asked which candidate would be in their self-interest or the self-

interest of their family. Asking about financial self-interest should prime self-interest 
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considerations, and not referencing voting or elections should reduce identity-based 

considerations. However, Hypothesis 7.4 was rejected – priming self-interest had no effect on 

ethnic affinity, which suggests that self-interest is not strongly connected to ethnic affinity voting  

Combined with the lack of effects from simple group membership, the results presented 

in this chapter are another strike against interest-based mechanisms. As discussed in Chapters 5 

and 6, cognitive group membership alone is not enough to produce affinity effects. Here we see 

that priming self-interest considerations does not increase the size of effects, as we would expect 

if interests were an important factor in ethnic affinity voting. Moreover, respondents low on the 

IDPG scale seem to recognize that racialized candidates are in their interest, yet do not 

necessarily vote for them.  Together the evidence is clearly in favour of identity-based 

mechanisms, and there is little evidence showing that interests play an important role.   

These results are also consistent with the findings in previous chapters of different-

ethnicity affinity, in that they suggest that the primary difference between different-ethnicity 

affinity and same-ethnicity affinity is one of degree, rather than kind. We might think, for 

example, that identity effects drive same-ethnicity effects, and policy heuristics drive different-

ethnicity affects – but these data do not support that kind of interpretation. Instead, the null 

findings for both self-interest and ideological stereotyping are consistent across all combinations 

of candidate and voter ethnicity.  

In conclusion, then, these research findings rule out one possible motivation for ethnic 

affinity voting - ideological stereotyping.  This is an important finding, since the results directly 

contradict one of the few studies to-date that has examined the causes of racial affinity 

(McDermott 1998). Additionally, the findings here do not rule out a second possible motivation 

for ethnic affinity voting – self-interest – but they do make it less persuasive. Estimates of ethnic 
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affinity voting were essentially the same for the vote choice question and the self-interest 

question, which suggests that racialized Canadians do not see other ethnic minority groups as a 

threat to their own self-interest.  
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Chapter 8: Ethnic Affinity in Canadian Federal Elections 

 

 

8.0 Introduction 

This chapter considers ethnic affinity effects in the context of federal elections in Canada. The 

previous chapters established clear evidence of both same-ethnicity and different-ethnicity 

affinity voting among racialized Canadians. This chapter evaluates these effects in the context of 

electoral politics in two ways: by considering the effect of political party labels and by looking at 

the demographic geography of candidates and voters.  

The first part of this chapter will evaluate how political party labels condition the effect 

of candidate ethnicity. This arises from research that suggests racial or ethnic heuristics are not 

influential when voters have access to party cues (Kam 2007). In other words, if candidates have 

party labels, affinity effects might be weaker, or non-existent. If this is the case, then elections at 

the federal and provincial level in Canada are unlikely to be influenced by ethnic affinity voting. 

To test this issue, the presence and type of party labels in the voting experiment is manipulated.  

The second part of the chapter will consider the similarity of the experimental setup to 

common electoral choice sets. Specifically, the experiments considered here involve racialized 

respondents evaluating a White candidate and a racialized candidate, but not multiple racialized 

candidates. If a single racialized candidate is an uncommon occurrence at the riding level, then 

the experimental set-up might not represent the electoral choice set of most voters. Similarly, if 

racialized candidates rarely face voters of different racialized ethnic groups, different-ethnicity 

affinity would have limited applicability. This situation could be caused by local ethnic 

homogeneity – in other words, ridings that have a single large, racialized ethnic group in turn 
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would be most likely to nominate candidates of that ethnic group. Two new data sources are 

introduced here: data on some 4000 candidates from federal elections in 2004, 2006, 2008, and 

2011 for all major parties, and census data on visible minority Canadians, by Federal Electoral 

District.  

Taking these considerations into account could, in principle, threaten to make the 

psychological findings discussed in previous chapters less relevant to real-world electoral 

politics. However, as will become clear, such concerns do not seem founded. At least here, there 

is no evidence that the presence of political party affiliations eliminated the effect of candidate 

ethnicity on voting. Similarly, where there are racialized candidates in real-world Canadian 

elections, the most common composition of electoral slates is to have one racialized candidate 

and several White candidates – which is comparable to the experimental set-up. Finally, most 

racialized candidates face electorates where the population of their own ethnic group is 

significant, but still represents only a plurality of racialized voters, much less a majority of all 

voters. These results suggest that ethnic affinity voting is indeed relevant to partisan elections, 

and to a large percentage of the Canadian population.  

8.1 Political Party Labels 

Political parties dominate electoral politics at the national and regional level in essentially all 

established democracies, and citizens rely heavily on partisan cues in making political judgments 

(Lau and Redlawsk 2006, Rahn 1993, Campbell et al. 1960). This is an especially important 

consideration for the present research because of a study by Cindy Kam, who finds that partisan 

cues eliminate the effect of racial cues (2007). In partisan elections, candidate ethnicity may not 

matter, or at least matters less. These findings are consistent with several other studies, as 

Sigelman and Sigelman (1982) suggest (see also Citrin et al. 1990, Rahn 1993). On the other 

hand, despite including party labels in candidate biographies King and Matland (2003) found 
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effects of candidate gender, and McDermott (1998) found both gender and race effects. This 

evidence suggests that while party labels are important, they may not have the straightforward 

suppressing effect that Kam finds.  

To examine this issue, the candidate biographies in the voting experiment were 

experimentally manipulated to list party affiliation.
18

As discussed in Chapter 3, a subset of 

respondents was shown candidates that were labeled Liberal or Conservative, rather than 

Independent. Otherwise, candidate biographies and manipulations of candidate ethnicity were the 

same as in the rest of the experiment. Specifically, rather than the last sentence of the biography 

reading, “Mr. Hawkes is an independent candidate”, the bio read, “Mr. Hawkes is running for the 

Liberal Party”, or, “Mr. Hawkes is running for the Conservative Party.” Since there might be an 

interaction between parties and candidate ethnicities, this was also manipulated. That is, 

Candidate 2, the candidate whose ethnicity was manipulated, had a 50 percent chance of being 

Liberal and a 50 percent chance of being Conservative. We might expect, for instance, that a 

Liberal candidate already benefits from being seen as the “tolerant” candidate, and thus receives 

no further increase in support from being racialized. The Independent versions of the candidates 

are the same as in the previous chapters. Together with the candidate ethnicity, this produces a 3-

by-3 factorial design. A detailed discussion of the factor structure and the biographies was set out 

in Chapter 3.  

As Table 8.1 shows, 1,313 respondents were assigned to the independent condition, 382 

were assigned to the condition with a Liberal Candidate 2, and 380 with a Conservative 

Candidate 2. The likelihood of assignment to the Independent version was higher because most 

of the planned analysis was on respondents within that condition. Given previous research, 

                                                           
18

This is the same manipulation as used to validate the measure for perceived ideological position of candidates in 

Chapter 7. The details of the manipulation are set out in Chapter 3. 
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especially Kam’s study (2007), the hypothesis is that party labels will reduce the effects of ethnic 

identification. 

 

H8.1: Ethnic affinity effects will be smaller when candidates have party affiliations than 

when the candidates are independent 

 

Table 8.1: Cell Assignment for Candidate Experiment 

 

Candidate 2 Party Labels 

Respondent Ethnicity Liberal Conservative Independent 

White 149 147 521 

Chinese 100 113 351 

South Asian 43 47 151 

Other Racialized 90 73 290 

Total 382 380 1,313 
Note: cell entries are respondent frequencies 

 

To test Hypothesis 8.1, I first merge the Conservative and Liberal cells, since the hypothesis 

states that party labels in general will suppress the effect of candidate racialized status. This will 

increase the size of the cells, and therefore the precision with which the parameters can be 

estimated. Model 8.1, as before, has support for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable. The 

independent variables are: candidate racialized status, strength of ethnic self-identification, and 

the party label/independent variable, which are interacted, as well as demographic controls.  As 

in previous chapters, since the strength of ethnic-self-identification question was only asked of 

racialized respondents, White respondents are not included in this analysis. 
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The predicted values are shown in Figure 8.1. With party labels, at the top of the strength of 

the identification scale, racialized respondents are 17 percentage points more likely to support a 

racialized candidate than a White candidate (p=.118), and at .75 on the strength of the 

identification scale, the effect of candidate racialized status is 10 percentage points (p=.128). 

These results are, again, contrary to Kam’s findings, and Hypothesis 8.1. While the point 

estimates for the effect of candidate race are slightly smaller under the party condition than the 

Independent condition, the difference is not statistically significant – the second difference 

between the effect of candidate racialized status, at .75 on IDPG scale, is .04, with a p-value of 

.63, and .7 with a p-value of .59 at 1 on the IDPG scale. Clearly, the difference between the party 

version and the Independent version does not even approach statistical significance.  

Model 8.2 is a similar test, but separates the two party label conditions – Liberal and 

Conservative. The dependent variable, as before, is the likelihood of voting for Candidate 2. The  

 

Figure 8.1—Effect of Candidate Racialized Status,  

For Party Label vs Independent Conditions  
Note: Racialized respondents only.  n=1125 
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independent variables are: candidate racialized status, strength of ethnic self-identification, and 

party label. The party label variable has three values – independent, Candidate 2 as Liberal, and 

Candidate 2 as Conservative. These three variables are interacted and their constituent terms and 

demographic controls are also included.  

 Figure 8.2 shows the results of Model 8.2. First differences are presented – the difference 

in the probability of voting for a White Candidate 2 as compared to a racialized Candidate 2. 

Effectively, this is the size of the candidate-ethnicity treatment effect. Only predicted 

probabilities for racialized respondents are shown. Therefore, positive values indicate that the 

average racialized respondent is more likely to vote for a racialized candidate than a White 

candidate – in other words, ethnic affinity voting. Three sets of values are shown – one for the 

Independent version of the candidates, one where Candidate 2 is Liberal, and one where 

Candidate 2 is Conservative. There is, essentially, not a great deal of difference in ethnic affinity 

Figure 8.2—Effect of Candidate Racialized Status,  

Under Conservative, Liberal, and Independent Conditions 
Note: Racialized respondents only.  n=1355 
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voting between the Independent, Liberal, and Conservative versions, as Figure 8.2 shows – 

although there may be a possible interaction with the Conservative Party label. Consider the 

predicted probabilities at .75 on the IDPG Scale. For the Independent candidates, the effect of 

candidate racialized status is .13 – that is, racialized respondents are 13 percentage points more 

likely to support a racialized, Independent Candidate 2, than a White, Independent Candidate 2. 

However, racialized respondents are only 7 percentage points more likely to support a racialized, 

Conservative Candidate 2 than a White, Conservative Candidate 2. By contrast, the effect of 

candidate racialized status under the Liberal condition is 13 percentage points – identical to the 

Independent condition. The difference in the treatment effect is greater at the top of the IDPG 

Scale -.25 for the Independent candidate, .22 for the Liberal candidate, and .14 for the 

Conservative candidate.  These differences, however, are not even close to statistically 

significant – the difference in the treatment effect, between the Independent and Conservative 

party conditions, at .75 on the strength of identification scale has a p-value of 0.549, and at 1 on 

the strength of identification, a p-value of .519.  

The effects of candidate racialized status under the party conditions are not significantly 

different from those under the Independent condition. On the other hand, effects of candidate 

racialized status under the party conditions are also not significantly different than zero. This 

leads to the rejection of Hypothesis 8.1, that party labels should attenuate the effect of candidate 

ethnicity. Contrary to expectations based on Kam’s study, there is no evidence of weaker ethnic 

affinity effects when candidates have party labels, as compared to Independent candidate 

characteristics. Instead, the estimates are essentially the same in all conditions. So far, the 

relatively wide confidence margins do not allows us to make strong claims that party labels 
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absolutely do not reduce ethnic affinity effects–that is, these results do not rule out Kam’s 

theory, but the effects which she found failed to materialize here. 

8.2 Explaining Affinity Voting with Party Labels 

When candidates have party affiliations, there is evidence that ethnic affinity voting persists, and 

certainly no evidence that it is attenuated. To what extent do these results clash with Kam’s 

(2007) findings? Perhaps less than it initially seems. It is significant that Kam has no strong a 

priori reason to expect weaker candidate ethnicity effects with party labels, other than that 

parties are important in evaluating candidates in many ways. Nonetheless, Kam interprets the 

results in light of a primary mechanism – heuristics – and a secondary mechanism– aversive 

racism.  

The heuristic mechanism is not explored at any length in Kam’s research – which is 

unfortunate, because there is no clear theoretical reason to expect this effect. Kam notes that 

“citizens will use party cues over attitudes towards an ethnic group because party cues are widely 

shared heuristics that seem more appropriate and more legitimate for political decision-making” 

(2007 p. 362). However, it is not obvious why this would be so. Certainly citizens use 

inappropriate or illegitimate information for political decisions all the time, as the large body of 

research on prejudice and discrimination illustrates. We might interpret this as really being about 

relevant information – that citizens believe that party is a more accurate heuristic than race, and 

hence abandon race as a heuristic when party labels are available. Note that this relies on the 

assumption that citizens have an idea about which heuristics are more accurate, and that they will 

abandon worse heuristics in favour of better ones. This is a relatively rationalistic account of 

heuristics which is plausible, but hardly certain. In any case, we do not have a strong theoretical 

reason to think that party heuristics are necessarily privileged over racial heuristics. A third 

possibility is that these results are simply based on proportional influence – with only a few 
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pieces of information about a candidate, each is very influential, and the more information is 

available, the less influential any particular piece is. Thus, adding party labels would decrease 

the relative weight of candidate ethnicity. 

The second mechanism that Kam suggests may be responsible for the attenuation of 

candidate race effects when party cues are present is aversive racism. Aversive racism theory 

holds that people are likely to discriminate under ambiguous conditions. In other words, given a 

lack of knowledge, people tend to assume the worst about racialized candidates and vote 

accordingly. Party labels reduce ambiguity, such as about possible policy positions, and therefore 

may reduce discriminatory behaviour. The aversive racism theory also provides a possible 

explanation for the divergent findings here. As ambiguity declines there is less bias, because 

people are unwilling to engage in obvious discrimination – either recognizing that this behaviour 

is wrong or because of what others might think. Ethnic affinity voting, however, is probably not 

unacceptable in the way that discrimination is. In other words, these respondents may be 

perfectly willing to vote for a minority candidate consciously or publicly, in a way that Kam’s 

respondents would be unwilling to vote against the minority candidate. 

These findings also lend more credence to identity-based explanations over interest-based 

explanations. If candidate ethnicity is a heuristic for future actions or policy positions, then party 

labels ought to reduce this influence. Party affiliation, after all, would be an excellent heuristic 

for policy positions and other similar considerations. On the other hand, if ethnic affinity voting 

is driven by identity-based mechanisms, such as desiring a member of one’s group to succeed, or 

in-group bias in evaluating candidate characteristics, then party labels should have no particular 

effect. Of course, party labels would still have an independent effect, but they would not replace 

the effect of in-group favoritism the way they would replace ethnicity as a policy heuristic.  
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This analysis examined whether party labels would suppress the effect of candidate 

ethnicity, as previous research has shown. I find no such evidence here. Although some analysis 

is hampered by small cell sizes, the point estimates of ethnic affinity voting for candidates with 

party affiliations was similar to Independent candidates. Certainly there were no statistically 

significant differences. If anything, the somewhat smaller effect for the Conservative, but not 

Liberal, party manipulation, suggests that there may be interactions between ethnic affinity and 

specific parties, rather than a universal attenuating effect. In addition, the fact that the effect of 

ethnicity is not replaced by party heuristics, when they are available, suggests that these effects 

may be more a function of identity considerations than interest-based candidate heuristics.   

8.3 Distribution of Federal Candidates 

The final major question dealt with in this thesis is the extent to which the circumstances 

examined in the experiments occur in actual elections. In other words, even if the experimental 

effects observed and analyzed here are true, they may only occur under rare conditions. The 

experimental setup looked at the reaction of a.) racialized voters to candidates of their own 

ethnocultural backgrounds, and to those of different ethnocultural backgrounds, and b.) did so by 

asking voters to choose between a White and a minority candidate. The rest of this chapter 

analyses data on some 4000 candidates across four federal elections, combined with census data, 

and argues that the experimental setup represents the competitive conditions of a large number of 

ridings, for millions of visible minority Canadians
19

.  

There are two possible ways in which the electoral and residential “facts on the ground” 

might be significantly different from those in this study. The first possibility relates to the 

location where visible minority candidates tend to be nominated, and more specifically to how 

                                                           
19The census and candidate data refer to visible minorities, since they exclude the First Nations population. This is a good 

comparator to the sample, which includes only a very small number of First Nations respondents (17 out of 2502 respondents).   
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many visible minority candidates are nominated in each riding. The experiment was set up as a 

choice between a White and (sometimes) visible minority candidate, but a choice between 

multiple visible minority candidates might lead to significantly different results. It is certainly 

plausible that the likelihood of the nomination of visible minority candidates is related to the size 

of the visible minority population in a geographical area, meaning that visible minority 

candidates may tend to be concentrated in the same ridings. If most visible minority candidates 

compete in ridings with multiple visible minority candidates, then the experimental setup may 

not be a good representation of the circumstances of actual elections. 

To test these possibilities, I developed a dataset of candidates in four federal elections – 

2004, 2006, 2008, and 2011. The list of candidates, ridings, and political affiliations was 

provided by Elections Canada. Generally, this includes 60 candidates for the Bloc Quebecois and 

308 candidates for the Conservatives, Liberals, and NDP, in each election. In a small number of 

cases, the major parties did not run candidates – the Conservatives did not run a candidate 

against the independent André Arthur in 2008 and 2011, and the Liberals did not run a candidate 

against Elizabeth May in 2008. Other candidates and parties were not included, even when they 

won: for example, independent candidates André Arthur in Quebec and Bill Casey in Nova 

Scotia, or the Green Party’s Elizabeth May in BC. This gives a total of 3993 candidates. 

The candidates were coded using the same method as a number of other studies, such as 

Black (2006, 2013) and Tossutti and Najem (2002).The coding involves drawing on publicly 

available data, such as candidate biographies, newspaper articles, websites, and, where 

necessary, surname analysis. For the most part, these sources are quite accurate – multicultural 

media such as the South Asian Times, for example, often publish lists of South Asian candidates. 
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In addition, the CBC and Globe and Mail publish riding profiles with candidate photos and 

biographies dating back to 2004.  

The coding of ethnicity draws on the Statistics Canada categories, however, the coding 

combines two sets of categories. Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Filipino, and South-East Asian 

Candidates are combined into a single East-Asian/South-East Asian category. Similarly, Arab 

and West-Asian Candidates (e.g. Iranian, Afghan) are combined into a Middle Eastern/West-

Asian category. This was done both because the numbers are quite small, but also because 

distinguishing between these groups can be quite difficult. Note that while data on Aboriginal 

candidates was collected, they are defined as non-visible minorities by Statistics Canada, and 

therefore grouped with White candidates rather than visible minority candidates.  

These data should be regarded as an estimate – there certainly may be errors and, more 

importantly, the coding is not based on self-identification by candidates. However, a comparison 

to data collected by Jerome Black indicates a low level of divergence. The 2004 election showed 

the greatest divergence from the present data set: Black’s dataset has 13 more visible minority 

candidates than the present data set, out of a total of 999 candidates. In 2006 and 2008, the 

difference in visible minority counts is only 1 and 3, respectively. This suggests a relatively low 

error rate, between 1.3 percent and .03 percent, even dating back almost 10 years. In addition, 

there may be errors in individual coding despite similarities in the total number. However, Black 

provided detailed data to the author for 2011, and there were only four instances of divergent 

coding (of 999 candidates), which indicates strong consistency of method and results. There also 

may well be errors in the coding of specific ethnicities, rather than just visible minority status. 

Nonetheless, the close convergence of the two datasets is encouraging, and the error rate seems 
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to be in the low single digit percentages, which certainly compares favorably to error rates in 

other political data sources.   

The first question, how many ridings have visible minority candidates, is addressed in 

Table 8.2. It sets out the number of visible minority candidates per riding, by election year. In the 

most recent election, 2011, 54 ridings had a single visible minority candidate, 14 had two visible 

minority candidates, and 9 had three. Clearly, the most common situation is one visible minority 

candidate competing against multiple White candidates. This replicates the experimental setup, 

though affinity effects should apply to ridings with multiple visible minority candidates as well. 

The relatively high dispersal of minority candidates in many ridings, rather than being 

concentrated in a few, suggests that ethnic affinity voting has a large potential influence.  

 

Table 8.2: Visible Minority Candidates Per Riding 

 

2004 2006 2008 2011 

0 240 236 226 231 

1 53 53 62 54 

2 14 18 16 14 

3 1 1 4 9 

 

 

These numbers are essentially stable across all four elections, with the exception of 

ridings with three candidates or more, where there is a sharp increase in more recent elections. 

Since the raw numbers are still relatively small, it is hard to tell if this is a real trend. Put in 

percentage terms, the election with the lowest percentage of ridings with at least one visible 

minority candidate was 2004 with 22 percent, and the highest was in 2008 with 26 percent of 

ridings with a single minority candidate. Visible minority candidates clearly run in a large 

portion of ridings, and thus are potentially influential for a large percentage of the population.  
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8.4 Distribution of Visible Minority Voters 

Having established that visible minority candidates run in a large percentage of ridings, how 

does the distribution of visible minority candidates relate to the distribution of visible minority 

citizens? Are there, in fact, many visible minority citizens whose choice of candidates resembles 

the experimental setup? To evaluate this, the candidate data were merged with riding-level 

census data on population ethnicity from 2006. Since the 2011 long-form census was cancelled, 

and questions about ethnicity moved to the non-mandatory National Household Survey, this 

more recent data is not easily comparable. Nonetheless, the 2006 data is not far removed from 

most elections included in this dataset, and so should be relatively representative for the period.  

Riding-level census data is linked to the candidate data discussed previously in order to 

calculate the number of visible minority citizens living in ridings with visible minority 

candidates. This shows, for example, that the riding of Beauharnois—Salaberry had one visible 

minority candidate in 2011 (Anne Minh-Thu Quach), and 43,930 visible minority citizens living 

there. Similarly, the riding of Willowdale had two visible minority candidates (Mehdi 

Mollahasani and Chungsen Leung), and 62,235 visible minority citizens. It is then a simple 

process to calculate how many visible minority Canadians have local electoral choices that 

resemble those in the experiment– that is, with only one visible minority candidate. To do this, I 

sum the visible minority populations living in those ridings with a single visible minority 

candidate in the most recent election (2011). This is then converted to a percentage of visible 

minority citizens across the country. This calculation shows that in 2011, 4.1 million visible 

minority Canadians (31 percent) live in ridings with at least one visible minority candidate. 

Clearly, large numbers of visible minority Canadians are faced with electoral choices that might 

produce ethnic affinity voting.   
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Another issue might result from the potential for national diversity - but regional 

concentration - of ethnic groups. If ridings are often dominated by single ethnocultural groups, 

this would make different-ethnicity relations irrelevant at the local level. For this to matter, 

visible minority candidates would have to often be nominated in ridings where their own ethnic 

group is demographically dominant. To test if visible minority candidates are nominated in 

ridings dominated by their own ethnic group, I compared the percentage of the population 

belonging to the same ethnic group as the candidate, with the percentage of the population of all 

other visible minority groups. As Figure 8.3 shows, the average minority candidate does not run 

in a riding dominated by their own ethnic group. In fact, for most ethnocultural categories, the 

mean percentage of the candidate’s ethnic group is less than half the percentage of other visible 

minority groups. The one exception is the East Asian/Southeast Asian ethnicity, where the 

average candidate ran in a riding where 10.1 percent of the population was East Asian/Southeast 
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Asian, and 18.4 percent of the population was of other ethnic minorities. There may be a few 

ridings dominated by one ethnic minority group, but generally speaking, racialized candidates 

face electorates where their own ethnocultural group is only a plurality.  

Of course, it is still probably true that minority candidates are more likely to be 

nominated in diverse areas and in areas with greater numbers of people of the same ethnic 

background. Not only are more potential candidates living there, but they could recruit people of 

the same cultural community to vote in nomination meetings. In other words there is likely a 

correlation between the local size of an ethnocultural group in a riding, and the likelihood of a 

candidate belonging to that ethnocultural group. However, this does not mean they dominate the 

riding in total numbers. As Figure 8.5 shows, visible minority candidates generally run in a 

riding where their own ethnic group is outnumbered by people of other visible minority 

ethnicities by a large margin.  

8.5 Conclusions 

This chapter discusses the possible implications of the findings of ethnic affinity voting in 

federal elections in Canada. It considered three major issues: the effect of party labels, the 

distribution of visible minority candidates, and the distribution of visible minority citizens. The 

first issue draws on Kam’s (2007) research, which suggested that the effects of candidate 

ethnicity would be suppressed by party labels. If this was the case, then affinity voting might be 

much less likely to occur in federal and provincial elections. Model 8.1 tests this by comparing 

ethnic affinity voting when the candidates are Independent and when they have party labels. 

Contrary to Kam’s findings, the coefficients are essentially identical under both the independent 

and party conditions.  

 Two important conclusions are implied by the party label findings. The first is that ethnic 

affinity voting effects also apply to party-based elections. Had there only been affinity effects 
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under the Independent condition, as suggested by Kam’s work, this would imply ethnic affinity 

voting might be prevalent in municipal elections, where the candidates do not have party 

affiliations, but not in provincial or federal elections. As it turns out that is not the case – there is 

no evidence that party affiliation reduces the effect of candidate ethnicity – all else being equal, 

the racialized status of candidates had essentially identical effects for Independent, Liberal, and 

Conservative candidates. There is no reason to think that ethnic affinity voting will not occur in 

elections at all levels of government. Of course, there may be other reasons that effects would be 

smaller than demonstrated here – for example, knowledge about local candidates, especially of 

their ethnicities, is no doubt greater in this experiment than in real-world elections. Nonetheless, 

this analysis suggests that candidate ethnicity is influential at a psychological level, even when 

candidates have party affiliations. 

Another implication of these findings is that the party label analysis again reinforces the 

importance of identity, rather than interests, as the explanation for affinity effects. If candidate 

ethnicity was a heuristic for the actions of the candidate in office, as all of the interest-based 

explanations suggest, then party labels ought to reduce this effect. Party affiliation, after all, 

might seem to be a good predictor of what a candidate will do in office – at least better than 

ethnicity. As noted earlier, if voters do indeed chose “better” heuristics over less reliable ones, 

then party cues ought to replace ethnic cues. The fact that ethnic affinity voting is not lower in 

the party affiliation condition than in the Independent condition suggests that respondents are 

primarily motivated by factors other than interest-based considerations about the candidate’s 

actions in office. 

The persuasiveness of this evidence is greater in conjunction with the results of the 

ideological stereotypes test. Recall that, in Chapter 7, there was no evidence that racialized 



 

177 
 

candidates are stereotyped as more left-leaning than White candidates. In fact, the perceived 

ideological position of White and racialized candidates was essentially identical. The results of 

the party manipulation are similar – if ethnicity was a heuristic for candidate policy positions, 

then we would expect to see the effect of ethnicity decline when party labels are provided. In 

fact, candidate party affiliation does not supersede the effects of candidate ethnicity. Together, 

this suggests that explanations for ethnic affinity voting that rely on heuristics about what a 

candidate would do in office – in other words, interest-based explanations - are not the primary 

driver of ethnic affinity voting.     

  The second half of this chapter examined a different issue regarding the implications of 

the experimental findings for actual elections: how widely the circumstances of the experiment 

apply to Canadians. One important factor is the candidate choice set – how many ridings expose 

voters to a visible minority candidate?  The dataset on actual candidates who ran in the 2004, 

2006, 2008, and 2011 federal elections showed that visible minority candidates are widespread – 

in most elections, ¼ of ridings had at least one visible minority candidate. Moreover, some 4.1 

million visible minority voters live in those ridings, illustrating the potential reach of ethnic 

affinity effects.   

Finally, census data were combined with the candidate data to consider the possibility of 

regionally concentrated ethnic groups. Despite the diversity of ethnicity at the national level, 

local homogeneity might make different-ethnicity effects unimportant. However, the data 

considered here suggests this is not the case: the mean percentage of the population of the 

candidate’s ethnic group is generally less than half the size of other ethnic groups. That is, the 

candidate’s ethnic group is usually only a plurality, rather than a majority, even just among 

visible minority citizens. This suggests that different-ethnicity relations are indeed politically 
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important, because most candidates cannot rely on their own ethnocultural group being 

demographically dominant, even at the riding level.  

These analyses all point to the plausibility of electoral effects of the ethnic affinity voting 

dynamics explored in earlier chapters. A number of possible objections to ethnic affinity voting 

are considered and rejected. Party labels do not seem to automatically reduce ethnic affinity 

effects, suggesting that there is no reason to think that the mere existence of parties should 

reduce the effect of candidate ethnicity. Similarly, the analysis of candidates in four federal 

elections show that most visible minority candidates face White opponents, as do the 

hypothetical candidates in the experiment, and run in ridings where their ethnic group is only a 

plurality – single ethnic groups do not dominate most ridings.  
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Chapter 9: Conclusions 

 

 

9.0 Introduction 

Ethnic affinity effects appear to be widespread, cross ethnic lines, and be driven in large part by 

identity, rather than interests. Racialized voters are more likely to support racialized candidates 

in general, and even more so candidates of their own ethnicity. Contrary to research in the United 

States, there is no evidence of discrimination against candidates of other racialized ethnicities – 

on the contrary, there is evidence for different-ethnicity affinity. As a result, prospects for 

rainbow coalitions in electoral politics are much better than previous research suggested. Perhaps 

most importantly, these effects are strongly conditional on ethnic self-identification, a previously 

marginal explanation.  

This dissertation makes five important research contributions. First, it demonstrates 

effects of ethnic affinity voting outside the United States, and for ethnicities other than Blacks 

and Latinos. Second, it shows that ethnic affinity voting can apply not just to the voter’s own 

ethnic group, but also to candidates of different racialized ethnic groups. Third, it adapts and 

applies a new measure of self-identification with an ethnic group, the IDPG scale. Fourth, it 

shows that ethnic affinity voting is strongly conditional on this measure of ethnic self-

identification. Fifth, it argues that there are substantial, if not entirely decisive, reasons to be 

skeptical of interest-based explanations, such as ideological stereotypes and general group 

interest. These key contributions, as well as some discussion of other findings and implications, 

are discussed first with reference to the electoral implications, and then in reference to theoretical 

explanations of ethnic affinity voting.  
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9.1 Empirical Implications 

The evidence for ethnic affinity voting has important implications for electoral politics. Most 

obviously, the data confirms same-ethnicity affinity effects – Chinese and South Asian 

Canadians are more likely to support candidates of their own ethnic group. Perhaps more 

importantly, the prospects for rainbow coalitions are much better than previous research 

suggests. If ethnic affinity voting was limited only to candidates of the same ethnicity, this would 

have sharply limited the size and influence of ethnic affinity voting. The ethnic diversity of 

racialized Canadians, both nationally and locally, means that most racialized candidates face 

electorates where their own ethnic group is only a plurality among racialized voters. However, it 

appears that affinity voting extends beyond specific ethnic groups – all else being equal, 

racialized voters are more likely to support candidates of different racialized ethnicities than a 

White candidate. This greatly increases the potential size of racialized coalitions and broadens 

the applicability of ethnic affinity effects.  

 These effects are quite large – South Asian respondents who strongly identity as South 

Asian (i.e. 1 on the IDPG Scale) were 38 percentage points more likely to support a South Aisan 

candidate than a White candidate. One implication of these effects is that the demographic make-

up of a riding may have a significant impact on the prospects of racialized candidates. Racialized 

candidates nominated in ridings with a high percentage of racialized voters may have a 

considerable advantage over those in primarily White ridings. The benefit from ethnic affinity 

voting would be largest where voters are of the same specific ethnicity as the candidate, but will 

also exist to a lesser extent among all racialized voters. This may compensate for lower support 

from White voters, though it is unclear if there is much explicit electoral discrimination against 

racialized candidates in Canada, at least at an aggregate level (Black and Erickson 2006). 
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In some ways, ethnic affinity effects as they occur in Canada are a product of 

immigration – not simply because it creates ethnic diversity, but because socialisation in another 

country is in large part responsible for the strength of ethnocultural identities. Two key 

implications follow. The first is that ethnic affinity voting is likely to grow as the percentage of 

Canadians who are immigrants increases. Given that immigration is very likely to continue 

indefinitely, ethnic affinity voting may continue indefinitely as well. At the same time, this 

implies a limit to ethnic affinity voting’s influence. Ethnic affinity voting is not a product of 

biology, nor even primarily of family history. Although the descendants of immigrants may 

continue to check off the same ethnicity box on the census, the further they are removed from 

immigration, the weaker ethnic affinity effects will be.  

A more explicitly electoral implication of this research is that ethnic affinity voting may 

well occur in partisan elections. While most analysis drew on a candidate experiment with 

independent candidates, the party manipulations in Chapter 8 suggest that ethnic affinity voting 

may well apply to party-dominated elections. Previous research had suggested that party labels 

will reduce or eliminate the effects of candidate ethnicity (Kam 2007) – but here, candidate 

ethnicity has similar effects for candidates who are independent or have party affiliations. This 

suggests that ethnic affinity voting will apply not only to municipal or other non-partisan 

elections, but also to provincial and federal elections.  While the reasons for this are unclear, it 

may be that the effects of discrimination are reduced by party labels, but positive effects of 

affinity are not.  

What are the cross-national or comparative implications? There is no reason to think that 

these effects will not occur in other countries. While much previous research in the United States 

found conflict rather than affinity between racialized ethnic groups, it seems likely that it is the 
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United States that is the outlier here. Recall that Canada is comparable to many OECD countries 

on key indicators related to inter-minority conflict, such as levels of social prejudice and 

economic marginalisation. While Canada is ahead of the United States on these measures and 

above the OECD average, it is not an outlier. Given this, it seems likely that we would find these 

kind of ethnic affinity effects in a number of European countries, and perhaps elsewhere.  

9.2 Theoretical Contributions 

The theoretical contribution of the dissertation includes both the development of explanations for 

affinity effects and empirical evaluation of these theories. First, it sets out strong evidence that 

one major explanation for ethnic affinity voting, ideological stereotyping (McDermott 1998), is 

incorrect, at least in Canada.  Second, it sets out a number of persuasive, if not definitive, pieces 

of evidence against interest-based explanations in general. Third, it demonstrates that identity 

plays a crucial role in ethnic affinity voting. This explanation has been neglected, and the single 

study examining it found no support (McConnaughy et al. 2010) – at least in part, I argue, 

because of poor measurement.   

One of the earliest studies to explore the causes of ethnic affinity voting was McDermott 

(1998), who argued that ideological stereotyping explains affinity voting among African-

Americans. In other words, race is a heuristic for ideological position. This explanation was 

examined in Chapter 7, and surprisingly, there was no evidence of ideological stereotyping of 

racialized candidates. There was good reason to expect ideological stereotyping. A considerable 

amount of evidence from the United States shows that racialized candidates are stereotyped as 

both Democratic and liberal (Jones 2014). In addition, racialized voters in Canada have a long 

history of supporting the Liberal Party, and Canadian partisans have quite different opinions on 

diversity issues. Yet, here respondents did not rate racialized candidates as more left-wing than 

White candidates. In fact, race and ethnicity seem to be essentially irrelevant to the perceived 
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ideological positions of candidates. This is quite strong evidence that ethnic affinity voting is 

unlikely to be a result of ethnicity as a heuristic for ideology.  

The lack of relationship between candidate ethnicity and perceived ideology also 

suggests that other possible explanations that link ethnicity to ideology are less persuasive. For 

example, one explanation for why Republican voters are less likely to support minority 

candidates is because they view these candidates as ideologically liberal. Therefore, some argue, 

what appears to be discrimination may not be a result of prejudice against ethnic minorities, but, 

rather, a result of ideological positions – a much less troublesome explanation (“principled 

conservatism”, for example, see Sniderman and Piazza 1993). The evidence here suggests that 

this kind of argument may not apply in Canada, even if it is true elsewhere – it seems quite 

unlikely that discrimination could be a product of perceived ideology, because there is simply no 

relationship between perception of candidate left-right position and ethnicity.  

While interest-based explanations dominate much current research, this dissertation sets 

out four pieces of evidence against such accounts. These include 1.) the lack of effect from 

cognitive group membership alone, 2.) the non-effect of the self-interest manipulation, 3.) the 

finding that low ethnic identifiers see candidates as in their interest, yet do not vote for them, and 

4.) the persistence of affinity effects even in the presence of party cues.  Together, these points 

make a persuasive case that interest-based mechanisms are at least less important than otherwise 

thought, and perhaps have very little influence at all.  

In separating the effects of identity and interests, the crucial distinction is between 

cognitive group membership and self-identification. Interests, I argue, are likely to be linked to 

cognitive (“objective”) group membership, rather than self-identification. This is because 

interests are, in large part, linked to the behaviour of others, and the social position of the 
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individual, rather than to internal psychological dispositions. The fact that there were no affinity 

effects from cognitive group membership in the middle of the IDPG scale (i.e., when 

respondents are indifferent to the group) is evidence against interests as an explanation for those 

affinity effects.  

A second piece of evidence is the non-effect of the self-interest manipulation, which, 

rather than querying vote choice, instead asked if a candidate was in the respondent’s or the 

respondent’s family’s financial self-interest. The test attempted to prime self-interest 

considerations and downplay other considerations, such as symbolic representation. In fact, no 

such priming effect was found –the treatment effects in the self-interest condition show nearly 

identical point estimates to those in the vote choice question. Given that we would expect larger 

effects when a key consideration is primed, this suggests that interests are, in fact, not a major 

consideration in voting for a racialized candidate.  

These results are clarified by the interaction with the self-identification scale – it turns out 

that low identifiers are quite likely to say that a racialized candidate is in their interest, but not to 

vote for that candidate. This is consistent with the interpretation that cognitive group 

membership drives perception of interest, but not necessarily vote choice. This suggests that the 

vote choice decision is quite different from the perception of interests, at least for respondents 

who do not strongly identify with their ethnic group.  

The final strike against interest-based explanations is the persistence of affinity effects in 

the presence of party labels. Party affiliation is a widely known, and generally accurate, heuristic 

for the policy positions that a candidate will take. Since the interpretation of interest-based 

explanations is, at bottom, about the policy positions and future actions of the candidates, it 

would be hard to imagine that candidate ethnicity is a better heuristic than candidate party 
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affiliation. If we assume a relatively rational heuristic process, when given the opportunity, 

voters will replace candidate-ethnicity heuristics with party heuristics. In fact, this is not the case: 

ethnic affinity effects appear to be just as strong when the candidates have party labels as when 

they are independent. This implies that ethnic affinity effects are caused by something other than 

the presumed policy positions of the candidate, and therefore something other than the voter’s 

self-interest.  

Although there is little support for interest-based explanations, there is strong evidence in 

favour of the importance of ethnic self-identity. In examining the role of self-identification this 

project goes considerably farther than existing research. The vast majority of studies on ethnic 

affinity voting ignore the issue of identification both in terms of measurement and theory. 

Instead, they simply use membership in a social group as the independent variable. That is, a 

citizen is Black, or Chinese, or Latino, or White. Yet, I argue, this misspecifies the key concept. 

For many of the relevant effects, it is not mere group membership, but rather self-identity, that 

matters. While the two often go together, citizens understand the difference between their 

“objective” ethnocultural heritage, which is the correct answer on a census form, and the degree 

to which that forms part of their self-identity. It is this self-identity that underlies many important 

psychological effects, in particular in-group bias.  

To that end, this project adapts a widely used social-psychology measure, the 

Identification with a Psychological Group (IDPG) Scale. This allows not only the measurement 

of the correct concept - self-identification with an ethnic group - but also the degree to which 

people self-identify in that way. This theoretical innovation produces clear empirical results - it 

is clearly demonstrated that ethnic self-identification plays a crucial role in ethnic affinity voting. 

Racialized Canadians who strongly self-identify with their ethnocultural background are far 
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more likely to support a racialized candidate than those who identify only weakly with their 

ethnocultural group. 

This research demonstrates the importance of ethnic affinity voting, both establishing its 

psychological mechanisms and electoral effects. Citizens are more likely to support candidates of 

their own ethnic group, and for those who closely identify with their ethnic group, these effects 

can be very strong. Contrary to much previous research, it appears that ethnic affinity can apply 

to racialized citizens and candidates rather than only to more narrow ethnic groups – rainbow 

coalitions are more plausible than previously suggested. In addition, this study draws on 

theoretical resources from social psychology, in particular social identity theory, which detail the 

way that in-group bias can play an influential role in influencing behaviour. These perspectives 

can not only help us understand when and how ethnic groups influence electoral behaviour, but 

also to understand why they do so. Identity, rather than interests, appears to be the major 

motivating factor.  
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Appendices  

 

Appendix A 

Model 4.1: Racialized Affinity 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.614 0.385 0.111 

Racialized Respondent -0.174 0.394 0.659 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent 0.746 0.487 0.125 

Liberal 0.459 0.434 0.290 

Independent -0.277 0.347 0.425 

Self-Interest -0.261 0.424 0.539 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.538 0.538 0.318 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.959 0.436 0.028 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.902 0.530 0.089 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal -0.072 0.553 0.896 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.407 0.444 0.360 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.225 0.545 0.680 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Liberal -0.349 0.684 0.610 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Independent -0.814 0.552 0.140 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Self-Interest -0.670 0.673 0.320 

Income -0.163 0.141 0.248 

Education 0.674 0.196 0.001 

Age -0.002 0.003 0.517 

Gender (Male) 0.215 0.088 0.015 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.133 0.102 0.190 

Religion (No Religion) 0.055 0.130 0.673 

Immigrant -0.063 0.098 0.522 

Intercept -0.601 0.377 0.110 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0203 

 n= 2223 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 
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Model 4.2: Ethnic Affinity 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Chinese Candidate -0.860 0.460 0.061 

South Asian Candidate -0.351 0.448 0.433 

Chinese Respondents 0.121 0.492 0.805 

South Asian Respondents -0.253 0.621 0.684 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.452 0.511 0.377 

Chinese Candidate*Chinese Respondents 0.329 0.703 0.640 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.246 0.977 0.801 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.908 0.753 0.228 

South Asian Candidate*Chinese Respondents 1.096 0.709 0.122 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.729 0.858 0.396 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.770 0.708 0.277 

Liberal 0.464 0.434 0.285 

Independent -0.279 0.347 0.422 

Self-Interest -0.251 0.424 0.555 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.774 0.634 0.222 

Chinese Candidate*Independent 1.172 0.517 0.023 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 1.332 0.621 0.032 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.287 0.620 0.643 

South Asian Candidate*Independent 0.731 0.506 0.148 

South Asian *Self-Interest 0.437 0.620 0.481 

Chinese Respondents*Liberal -0.304 0.679 0.654 

Chinese Respondents*Independent 0.446 0.552 0.419 

Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest 0.082 0.666 0.902 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal 0.019 0.886 0.983 

South Asian Respondents*Independent 0.213 0.701 0.761 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest 0.193 0.837 0.818 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 0.104 0.720 0.885 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent 0.449 0.580 0.438 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest 0.341 0.750 0.649 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal -0.333 0.971 0.732 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent -0.307 0.795 0.699 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.272 0.947 0.774 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.314 1.332 0.813 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian 

Candidate*Independent -0.118 1.090 0.914 

Chinese Candidate *South Asian Respondents *Self- -0.657 1.269 0.605 
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Interest 

Chinese Candidate *Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.390 1.071 0.715 

Chinese Candidate *Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -1.080 0.849 0.203 

Chinese Candidate *Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest -1.174 1.059 0.268 

South Asian Candidate *Chinese Respondents *Liberal -0.016 0.994 0.987 

South Asian Candidate *Chinese Respondents 

*Independent -1.369 0.798 0.086 

South Asian Candidate *Chinese Respondents *Self-

Interest -0.861 0.973 0.376 

South Asian Candidate *South Asian Respondents 

*Liberal -1.404 1.246 0.260 

South Asian Candidate *South Asian 

Candidate*Independent -0.423 0.983 0.667 

South Asian Candidate *South Asian Respondents *Self-

Interest 0.144 1.220 0.906 

South Asian Candidate *Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.164 1.011 0.872 

South Asian Candidate *Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -0.889 0.808 0.271 

South Asian Candidate *Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest -0.552 1.013 0.586 

Income -0.195 0.144 0.176 

Education 0.673 0.199 0.001 

Age -0.003 0.003 0.374 

Gender(Male) 0.227 0.089 0.011 

Non-Christian -0.030 0.106 0.775 

Non-Religious 0.188 0.145 0.194 

Immigrant -0.086 0.100 0.389 

Intercept -0.623 0.378 0.100 

    Pseudo r
2
 =.0324 

  n= 2223 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 
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Model 4.3: Different-Ethnicity Affinity 

 

Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.613 0.385 0.111 

Racialized Respondent -0.192 0.395 0.628 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent 0.849 0.502 0.091 

Liberal 0.466 0.435 0.284 

Independent -0.283 0.347 0.414 

Self-Interest -0.258 0.425 0.544 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.528 0.538 0.327 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.956 0.436 0.028 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.899 0.530 0.090 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal -0.079 0.553 0.886 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.415 0.445 0.351 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.217 0.545 0.691 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Liberal -0.137 0.709 0.847 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Independent -1.050 0.568 0.065 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Self-Interest -0.936 0.694 0.177 

Income -0.060 0.152 0.694 

Education 0.714 0.210 0.001 

Age -0.003 0.004 0.353 

Gender(Male) 0.218 0.095 0.021 

Non-Christian -0.099 0.110 0.366 

Non-Religious 0.043 0.147 0.769 

Immigrant -0.045 0.105 0.670 

Intercept -0.648 0.385 0.092 

    r2 =0.0217 
   n= 1934 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with support for Candidate 2 as the dependant variable 
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Model 4.4: Racialized Identity for Other Racialized Respondents 

  Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.608 0.385 0.114 

Chinese Respondents 0.122 0.492 0.805 

South Asian Respondents -0.246 0.620 0.692 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.448 0.510 0.380 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese Respondents 0.671 0.600 0.263 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.605 0.765 0.429 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.867 0.626 0.166 

Liberal 0.462 0.434 0.288 

Independent -0.279 0.347 0.422 

Self-Interest -0.250 0.424 0.555 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.536 0.538 0.319 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.955 0.436 0.028 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.893 0.530 0.092 

Chinese Respondents*Liberal -0.300 0.678 0.658 

Chinese Respondents*Independent 0.446 0.552 0.419 

Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest 0.083 0.665 0.901 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal 0.023 0.885 0.979 

South Asian Respondents*Independent 0.214 0.700 0.760 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest 0.190 0.837 0.820 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 0.102 0.720 0.887 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent 0.447 0.579 0.440 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest 0.338 0.750 0.652 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Candidate*Chinese 

Respondents*Liberal -0.183 0.836 0.827 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese Respondents*Independent -0.800 0.679 0.239 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest -0.519 0.820 0.527 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Liberal -0.662 1.089 0.543 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent -0.390 0.871 0.654 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest -0.442 1.044 0.672 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.300 0.892 0.737 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -1.011 0.712 0.155 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest -0.889 0.901 0.324 

Income -0.198 0.143 0.166 
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Education 0.656 0.197 0.001 

Age -0.003 0.003 0.435 

Gender(Male) 0.223 0.089 0.012 

Non-Christian -0.035 0.106 0.739 

Non-Religious 0.177 0.144 0.218 

Immigrant -0.080 0.099 0.420 

Intercept -0.624 0.378 0.099 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0261 

 n= 2223 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

 

 

Model 6.1: Ethnic Affinity with IDPG 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Chinese Candidate 0.474 1.780 0.790 

South Asian Candidate 2.166 2.046 0.290 

South Asian Respondents 1.752 1.927 0.363 

Other Racialized Respondents 0.585 2.185 0.789 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents -3.261 3.163 0.303 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -1.441 2.878 0.617 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents -2.786 2.915 0.339 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -2.816 2.812 0.316 

IDPG 0.939 2.432 0.699 

Chinese Candidate*IDPG -1.670 2.942 0.570 

South Asian Candidate*IDPG -2.237 3.206 0.485 

South Asian Respondents*IDPG -3.814 3.311 0.249 

Other Visible Minority Respondents*IDPG -1.736 3.448 0.615 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*IDPG 5.525 4.830 0.253 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*IDPG 3.187 4.517 0.480 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*IDPG 4.269 4.693 0.363 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*IDPG 3.846 4.374 0.379 

Liberal 2.542 2.231 0.255 

Independent 1.236 1.585 0.435 

Self-Interest 0.353 1.860 0.849 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal -4.480 2.962 0.130 
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Chinese Candidate*Independent -3.050 2.095 0.145 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.298 2.362 0.900 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal -3.561 3.072 0.246 

South Asian Candidate*Independent -3.720 2.261 0.100 

South Asian *Self-Interest -2.714 2.723 0.319 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal -0.779 3.601 0.829 

South Asian Respondents*Independent -2.334 2.199 0.288 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest -3.352 2.871 0.243 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal -2.189 3.156 0.488 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent -1.784 2.369 0.451 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest -1.314 2.851 0.645 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Liberal 8.371 5.627 0.137 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent 5.294 3.578 0.139 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest 4.844 4.187 0.247 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal 6.159 4.415 0.163 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Independent 3.307 3.247 0.308 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest 3.908 3.770 0.300 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Liberal 2.776 4.732 0.557 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent 3.443 3.303 0.297 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest 5.579 4.325 0.197 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 4.913 4.095 0.230 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent 5.326 3.134 0.089 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest 7.162 3.864 0.064 

Liberal*IDPG -3.761 3.577 0.293 

Independent*IDPG -1.816 2.625 0.489 

Self-Interest*IDPG -0.866 2.991 0.772 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 7.800 4.698 0.097 

South Asian Respondents*Independent*IDPG 6.577 3.461 0.057 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 2.242 3.785 0.554 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 5.953 4.789 0.214 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent*IDPG 4.957 3.547 0.162 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 3.590 4.182 0.391 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 1.814 6.000 0.762 

South Asian Respondents*Independent*IDPG 4.018 3.681 0.275 
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South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 6.136 4.675 0.189 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 3.991 4.873 0.413 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent*IDPG 2.869 3.743 0.443 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 2.632 4.639 0.571 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -11.731 8.610 0.173 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -8.947 5.470 0.102 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG -8.853 6.374 0.165 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -9.673 6.759 0.152 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -6.632 5.130 0.196 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG -8.278 6.085 0.174 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -6.629 7.661 0.387 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -4.493 5.253 0.392 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG -7.775 6.674 0.244 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -7.837 6.293 0.213 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -7.641 4.870 0.117 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG -11.312 6.155 0.066 

Income -0.377 0.194 0.052 

Education 0.354 0.280 0.207 

Age -0.001 0.005 0.872 

Gender (Male) 0.245 0.117 0.037 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.242 0.147 0.100 

Religion (No Religion) -0.039 0.176 0.825 

Immigrant -0.064 0.128 0.618 

Intercept -0.725 1.488 0.626 

        

Pseudo r
2
 =0.0535       

n= 1355       

Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable   
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Model 6.2: Racialized Affinity for Different Ethnicity Candidates 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.631 1.026 0.538 

IDPG -1.220 1.265 0.335 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG 1.430 1.620 0.377 

Liberal 0.949 1.257 0.450 

Independent -0.299 0.878 0.733 

Self-Interest -1.282 1.103 0.245 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.374 1.626 0.818 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -0.049 1.160 0.966 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 2.427 1.420 0.088 

Liberal*IDPG -0.828 1.973 0.675 

Independent*IDPG 0.715 1.407 0.611 

Self-Interest*IDPG 2.067 1.768 0.242 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal*IDPG -0.033 2.507 0.990 

Racialized Candidate*Independent*IDPG -0.066 1.824 0.971 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest*IDPG -4.037 2.242 0.072 

Income -0.114 0.210 0.588 

Education 0.374 0.307 0.222 

Age -0.002 0.005 0.741 

Gender (Male) 0.188 0.128 0.140 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.341 0.153 0.026 

Religion (No Religion) -0.193 0.177 0.275 

Immigrant 0.006 0.137 0.964 

Intercept 0.265 0.839 0.752 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.024     

n= 1065       

Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 
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Model 6.3: Racialized Affinity for Other Racialized Respondents 

 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate 0.907 1.658 0.584 

South Asian Respondents 1.737 1.926 0.367 

Other Racialized Respondents 0.580 2.185 0.790 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents -2.100 2.429 0.387 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -1.625 2.475 0.511 

IDPG 0.921 2.432 0.705 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG -1.371 2.713 0.613 

South Asian Respondents*IDPG -3.781 3.308 0.253 

Other Racialized Respondents*IDPG -1.732 3.447 0.615 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*IDPG 3.751 3.991 0.347 

Racialized Candidate*Other racialized 

respondents*IDPG 2.826 3.901 0.469 

Liberal 2.538 2.231 0.255 

Independent 1.227 1.585 0.439 

Self-Interest 0.340 1.860 0.855 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal -3.578 2.600 0.169 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -2.791 1.857 0.133 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest -0.991 2.183 0.650 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal -0.777 3.605 0.829 

South Asian Respondents*Independent -2.326 2.198 0.290 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest -3.339 2.871 0.245 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal -2.211 3.155 0.483 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent -1.784 2.369 0.451 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest -1.319 2.850 0.644 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Liberal 3.902 4.260 0.360 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent 3.283 2.782 0.238 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest 4.155 3.517 0.237 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese Respondents*Liberal 4.996 3.660 0.172 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese 

Respondents*Independent 3.672 2.749 0.182 

Racialized Candidate*Chinese Respondents*Self-

Interest 4.933 3.318 0.137 

Liberal*IDPG -3.754 3.576 0.294 

Independent*IDPG -1.801 2.625 0.493 
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Self-Interest*IDPG -0.839 2.990 0.779 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal*IDPG 6.183 4.133 0.135 

Racialized Candidate*Independent*IDPG 4.847 3.031 0.110 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest*IDPG 2.197 3.466 0.526 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 1.821 6.006 0.762 

South Asian Respondents*Independent*IDPG 4.000 3.678 0.277 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 6.100 4.673 0.192 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 4.016 4.872 0.410 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent*IDPG 2.866 3.742 0.444 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 2.631 4.638 0.571 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -6.813 6.908 0.324 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -5.284 4.491 0.239 

Racialized Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG -7.077 5.558 0.203 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG -7.935 5.647 0.160 

Racialized Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG -6.217 4.332 0.151 

Racialized Candidate* Racialized Minority 

Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG -8.957 5.368 0.095 

Income -0.361 0.192 0.059 

Education 0.291 0.276 0.292 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.950 

Gender (Male) 0.237 0.116 0.040 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.236 0.145 0.103 

Religion (No Religion) -0.040 0.172 0.815 

Immigrant -0.050 0.126 0.689 

Intercept -0.702 1.487 0.637 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0407     

n= 1355       

Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

     

 

 

Model 7.1: Perceived Ideological Position of Racialized Candidates 
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Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.011 0.036 0.757 

Racialized Respondent -0.032 0.038 0.396 

Racialized Candidate* Racialized Respondent -0.005 0.046 0.909 

Liberal -0.190 0.042 0.000 

Independent -0.052 0.033 0.116 

Self-Interest -0.048 0.040 0.232 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.097 0.051 0.057 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.001 0.041 0.984 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest -0.002 0.050 0.960 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal 0.128 0.053 0.016 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.021 0.042 0.618 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.027 0.052 0.599 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Liberal -0.080 0.065 0.221 

Racialized Candidate* Racialized 

Respondent*Independent 0.025 0.052 0.634 

Racialized Candidate* Racialized Respondent*Self-

Interest 0.038 0.064 0.553 

Income -0.016 0.014 0.225 

Education 0.045 0.019 0.015 

Age 0.000 0.000 0.646 

Gender(Male) 0.017 0.008 0.045 

Non-Christian 0.005 0.010 0.630 

Non-Religious 0.005 0.013 0.707 

Immigrant 0.008 0.009 0.395 

Intercept 0.602 0.036 0.000 

    r
2
 =0.0261 

   n= 2223 
   Note: OLS Regression, with perceived ideology of Candidate 2 as dependent variable 

 

 

\ 

 

Model 7.2: Perceived Ideological Position of Candidates by Ethnicity 
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Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Chinese Candidate -0.013 0.041 0.754 

South Asian Candidate -0.008 0.042 0.841 

Chinese Respondents -0.005 0.048 0.912 

South Asian Respondents -0.073 0.059 0.219 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.037 0.047 0.437 

Chinese Candidate*Chinese Respondents -0.011 0.065 0.862 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.018 0.088 0.836 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.019 0.068 0.785 

South Asian Candidate*Chinese Respondents -0.049 0.067 0.463 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.043 0.082 0.599 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -0.022 0.066 0.744 

Liberal -0.19 0.042 0 

Independent -0.052 0.033 0.117 

Self-Interest -0.048 0.04 0.234 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.135 0.059 0.022 

Chinese Candidate*Independent 0.015 0.046 0.752 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 0.003 0.057 0.958 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.062 0.059 0.296 

South Asian Candidate*Independent -0.013 0.048 0.781 

South Asian Candidate*Self-Interest -0.009 0.058 0.88 

Chinese Respondents*Liberal 0.063 0.066 0.336 

Chinese Respondents*Independent -0.007 0.053 0.898 

Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest -0.012 0.064 0.846 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal 0.164 0.085 0.054 

South Asian Respondents*Independent 0.054 0.067 0.415 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest 0.053 0.08 0.508 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 0.184 0.068 0.007 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent 0.032 0.054 0.553 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest 0.068 0.069 0.326 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal -0.097 0.092 0.292 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent 0.049 0.074 0.506 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 0.061 0.089 0.496 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal -0.15 0.123 0.223 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Independent 0.028 0.099 0.781 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Self-Interest 0.061 0.117 0.602 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal -0.14 0.101 0.164 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -0.051 0.077 0.513 
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Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest -0.041 0.098 0.672 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.026 0.094 0.782 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent 0.104 0.076 0.169 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 0.063 0.093 0.494 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal -0.045 0.119 0.706 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian 

Candidate*Independent -0.038 0.094 0.683 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Self-

Interest -0.063 0.116 0.59 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.093 0.096 0.333 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent 0.023 0.076 0.761 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest 0.065 0.095 0.491 

Income -0.019 0.014 0.155 

Education 0.046 0.019 0.014 

Age 0 0 0.557 

Gender(Male) 0.017 0.008 0.043 

Non-Christian 0.007 0.01 0.5 

Non-Religious 0.008 0.014 0.562 

Immigrant 0.007 0.01 0.478 

Intercept 0.603 0.036 0 

    r2 =0.0261 
  n= 2223 

   Note: OLS Regression, with perceived ideology of Candidate 2 as dependent variable 

 

Model 7.3: Ideological Difference Between Candidate and Respondent 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate 0.003 0.036 0.923 

Racialized Respondent -0.071 0.038 0.059 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent 0.033 0.046 0.469 

Liberal -0.048 0.042 0.251 

Independent -0.033 0.033 0.321 

Self-Interest -0.036 0.040 0.375 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal -0.045 0.051 0.375 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -0.010 0.041 0.804 



 

216 
 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest -0.012 0.050 0.809 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal 0.032 0.053 0.550 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.028 0.042 0.506 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.033 0.052 0.527 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Liberal 0.048 0.065 0.465 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Independent -0.023 0.052 0.657 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Self-

Interest 0.001 0.064 0.992 

Income -0.019 0.014 0.154 

Education 0.026 0.019 0.171 

Age -0.001 0.000 0.059 

Gender(Male) -0.020 0.008 0.018 

Non-Christian -0.009 0.010 0.338 

Non-Religious -0.016 0.013 0.201 

Immigrant -0.015 0.009 0.111 

Intercept 0.292 0.036 0.000 

    r
2
 =0.0243 

  n= 2223 
   Note: OLS Regression, with difference between respondent and Candidate ideological placement as 

dependent variable 

 

Model 7.4: Ideological Difference with Ethnic Groups 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Chinese Candidate 0.021 0.040 0.602 

South Asian Candidate -0.019 0.042 0.657 

Chinese Respondents -0.118 0.047 0.013 

South Asian Respondents -0.057 0.059 0.333 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.042 0.047 0.376 

Chinese Candidate*Chinese Respondents 0.084 0.064 0.193 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.046 0.087 0.599 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.073 0.068 0.281 

South Asian Candidate*Chinese Respondents -0.018 0.067 0.793 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents -0.065 0.082 0.428 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.063 0.066 0.340 

Liberal -0.049 0.042 0.244 
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Independent -0.033 0.033 0.318 

Self-Interest -0.037 0.040 0.358 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal -0.052 0.059 0.376 

Chinese Candidate*Independent -0.037 0.046 0.425 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.026 0.057 0.647 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal -0.035 0.059 0.555 

South Asian Candidate*Independent 0.020 0.047 0.672 

South Asian Candidate*Self-Interest 0.006 0.058 0.919 

Chinese Respondents*Liberal 0.050 0.066 0.448 

Chinese Respondents*Independent 0.034 0.053 0.525 

Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest 0.068 0.064 0.287 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal -0.041 0.085 0.631 

South Asian Respondents*Independent 0.055 0.066 0.411 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest -0.032 0.079 0.690 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 0.062 0.068 0.361 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent 0.012 0.054 0.821 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest 0.051 0.069 0.459 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.018 0.091 0.844 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent -0.050 0.073 0.493 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.045 0.088 0.609 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.042 0.123 0.732 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian 

Candidate*Independent -0.102 0.099 0.303 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Self-

Interest 0.007 0.116 0.951 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.057 0.100 0.566 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -0.071 0.077 0.357 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest -0.101 0.097 0.300 

South Asian Respondents**Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.103 0.093 0.269 

South Asian Respondents**Chinese 

Candidate*Independent 0.058 0.075 0.444 

South Asian Respondents**Chinese Candidate*Self-

Interest 0.030 0.092 0.748 

South Asian Respondents**South Asian 

Candidate*Liberal 0.150 0.118 0.205 

South Asian Respondents**South Asian 

Candidate*Independent 0.028 0.094 0.761 

South Asian Respondents**South Asian Candidate*Self-

Interest 0.123 0.115 0.288 
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South Asian Respondents**Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal 0.043 0.096 0.650 

South Asian Respondents**Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -0.046 0.075 0.543 

South Asian Respondents**Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest -0.020 0.094 0.828 

Income -0.017 0.014 0.205 

Education 0.033 0.019 0.080 

Age -0.001 0.000 0.062 

Gender(Male) -0.019 0.008 0.028 

Non-Christian -0.019 0.010 0.064 

Non-Religious -0.018 0.014 0.190 

Immigrant -0.012 0.009 0.223 

Intercept 0.291 0.036 0.000 

    r
2
 =0.0244 

  n= 2223 
   Note: OLS Regression, with perceived ideology of Candidate 2 as dependent variable 

 

Model 7.5: Ideological Distance and Political Knowledge 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate 0.089 0.103 0.389 

Political Knowledge 0.215 0.101 0.033 

Racialized Candidate*Political Knowledge -0.129 0.126 0.303 

Racialized Respondent 0.054 0.102 0.595 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent -0.110 0.125 0.380 

Racialized Respondent*Political Knowledge -0.103 0.128 0.419 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Political 

Knowledge 0.143 0.158 0.363 

Liberal 0.162 0.129 0.210 

Independent 0.081 0.094 0.391 

Self-Interest -0.025 0.112 0.821 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal -0.108 0.154 0.485 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -0.078 0.118 0.508 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.086 0.142 0.548 

Liberal*Political Knowledge -0.471 0.164 0.004 

Independent*Political Knowledge -0.172 0.115 0.134 

Self-Interest*Political Knowledge -0.019 0.139 0.889 
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Racialized Candidate*Liberal*Political Knowledge 0.271 0.196 0.166 

Racialized Candidate*Independent*Political Knowledge 0.101 0.144 0.482 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest*Political Knowledge -0.123 0.175 0.481 

Liberal*Racialized Respondent -0.103 0.153 0.503 

Independent*Racialized Respondent -0.018 0.116 0.876 

Self-Interest*Racialized Respondent -0.050 0.139 0.719 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.168 0.183 0.359 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.077 0.143 0.588 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.069 0.174 0.693 

Liberal*Racialized Respondent*Political Knowledge 0.297 0.196 0.131 

Independent*Racialized Respondent*Political Knowledge 0.039 0.145 0.790 

Self-Interest*Racialized Respondent*Political Knowledge 0.101 0.178 0.570 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized 

Candidate*Liberal*Political Knowledge -0.349 0.236 0.140 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized 

Candidate*Independent*Political Knowledge -0.071 0.180 0.694 

Racialized Respondent*Racialized Candidate*Self-

Interest*Political Knowledge -0.059 0.220 0.789 

Income -0.017 0.014 0.218 

Education 0.041 0.019 0.031 

Age 0.000 0.000 0.463 

Gender(Male) 0.016 0.008 0.060 

Non-Christian 0.005 0.010 0.598 

Non-Religious 0.007 0.013 0.573 

Immigrant 0.010 0.009 0.293 

Intercept 0.444 0.085 0.000 

    r
2 

 = .0429 
  n = 2223 

   Note: OLS Regression, with  ideological placement of Candidate 2 as dependent variable 

 

 

 

 

Model 7.6: Racialized Affinity in Vote Choice and Self-Interest Conditions 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 
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Racialized Candidate -0.614 0.385 0.111 

Racialized Respondent -0.174 0.394 0.659 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent 0.746 0.487 0.125 

Liberal 0.459 0.434 0.290 

Independent -0.277 0.347 0.425 

Self-Interest -0.261 0.424 0.539 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.538 0.538 0.318 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.959 0.436 0.028 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.902 0.530 0.089 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal -0.072 0.553 0.896 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.407 0.444 0.360 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.225 0.545 0.680 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Liberal -0.349 0.684 0.610 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized 

Respondent*Independent -0.814 0.552 0.140 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Self-

Interest -0.670 0.673 0.320 

Income -0.163 0.141 0.248 

Education 0.674 0.196 0.001 

Age -0.002 0.003 0.517 

Gender (Male) 0.215 0.088 0.015 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.133 0.102 0.190 

Religion (No Religion) 0.055 0.130 0.673 

Immigrant -0.063 0.098 0.522 

Intercept -0.601 0.377 0.110 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0203 

 n= 2223 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

 

 

 

 

Model 7.7: Ethnic Affinity in Vote Choice and Self-Interest Conditions 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 
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Chinese Candidate -0.860 0.460 0.061 

South Asian Candidate -0.351 0.448 0.433 

Chinese Respondents 0.121 0.492 0.805 

South Asian Respondents -0.253 0.621 0.684 

Other Racialized Respondents -0.452 0.511 0.377 

Chinese Candidate*Chinese Respondents 0.329 0.703 0.640 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.246 0.977 0.801 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.908 0.753 0.228 

South Asian Candidate*Chinese Respondents 1.096 0.709 0.122 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents 0.729 0.858 0.396 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents 0.770 0.708 0.277 

Liberal 0.464 0.434 0.285 

Independent -0.279 0.347 0.422 

Self-Interest -0.251 0.424 0.555 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal 0.774 0.634 0.222 

Chinese Candidate*Independent 1.172 0.517 0.023 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 1.332 0.621 0.032 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.287 0.620 0.643 

South Asian Candidate*Independent 0.731 0.506 0.148 

South Asian *Self-Interest 0.437 0.620 0.481 

Chinese Respondents*Liberal -0.304 0.679 0.654 

Chinese Respondents*Independent 0.446 0.552 0.419 

Chinese Respondents*Self-Interest 0.082 0.666 0.902 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal 0.019 0.886 0.983 

South Asian Respondents*Independent 0.213 0.701 0.761 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest 0.193 0.837 0.818 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal 0.104 0.720 0.885 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent 0.449 0.580 0.438 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest 0.341 0.750 0.649 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal -0.333 0.971 0.732 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent -0.307 0.795 0.699 

Chinese Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.272 0.947 0.774 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal 0.314 1.332 0.813 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Independent -0.118 1.090 0.914 

Chinese Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Self-Interest -0.657 1.269 0.605 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.390 1.071 0.715 

Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -1.080 0.849 0.203 
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Chinese Respondents*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest -1.174 1.059 0.268 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Liberal -0.016 0.994 0.987 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Independent -1.369 0.798 0.086 

South Asian Respondents*Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest -0.861 0.973 0.376 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Liberal -1.404 1.246 0.260 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian 

Candidate*Independent -0.423 0.983 0.667 

South Asian Respondents*South Asian Candidate*Self-

Interest 0.144 1.220 0.906 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal -0.164 1.011 0.872 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent -0.889 0.808 0.271 

South Asian Respondents*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest -0.552 1.013 0.586 

Income -0.195 0.144 0.176 

Education 0.673 0.199 0.001 

Age -0.003 0.003 0.374 

Gender(Male) 0.227 0.089 0.011 

Non-Christian -0.030 0.106 0.775 

Non-Religious 0.188 0.145 0.194 

Immigrant -0.086 0.100 0.389 

Intercept -0.623 0.378 0.100 

    Pseudo r
2
 =.0324 

  n= 2223 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 7.8: Vote Choice and Self-Interest, with IDPG 
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Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.575 0.942 0.541 

IDPG -1.169 1.266 0.356 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG 1.166 1.503 0.438 

Liberal 0.971 1.259 0.440 

Independent -0.265 0.878 0.763 

Self-Interest -1.240 1.104 0.261 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal -0.092 1.491 0.951 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -0.289 1.070 0.787 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 2.065 1.317 0.117 

Liberal*IDPG -0.864 1.976 0.662 

Independent*IDPG 0.656 1.408 0.641 

Self-Interest*IDPG 2.014 1.770 0.255 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal*IDPG 0.398 2.319 0.864 

Racialized Candidate*Independent*IDPG 0.693 1.697 0.683 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest*IDPG -3.017 2.087 0.148 

Income -0.296 0.186 0.112 

Education 0.376 0.270 0.163 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.984 

Gender (Male) 0.211 0.113 0.061 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.361 0.134 0.007 

Religion (No Religion) -0.148 0.151 0.327 

Immigrant -0.048 0.121 0.694 

Intercept 0.281 0.828 0.735 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0222 

   n= 1355 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 8.1: Party Conditions Combined  
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Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.860 0.507 0.090 

IDPG -0.472 0.622 0.448 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG 1.851 0.790 0.019 

Party 0.645 0.729 0.376 

Racialized Candidate*Party 0.248 0.887 0.780 

Party*IDPG -0.919 1.145 0.422 

Racialized Candidate*Party*IDPG -0.529 1.383 0.702 

Income -0.282 0.203 0.164 

Education 0.313 0.292 0.284 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.978 

Gender (Male) 0.241 0.123 0.050 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.457 0.147 0.002 

Religion (No Religion) -0.302 0.166 0.069 

Immigrant -0.019 0.132 0.885 

Intercept 0.070 0.520 0.892 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0191 

   n=1125 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 

 

 

 

Model 8.2: Liberal, Conservative, and Independent Conditions 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.575 0.942 0.541 

IDPG -1.169 1.266 0.356 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG 1.166 1.503 0.438 

Liberal 0.971 1.259 0.440 

Independent -0.265 0.878 0.763 

Self-Interest -1.240 1.104 0.261 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal -0.092 1.491 0.951 

Racialized Candidate*Independent -0.289 1.070 0.787 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 2.065 1.317 0.117 

Liberal*IDPG -0.864 1.976 0.662 

Independent*IDPG 0.656 1.408 0.641 
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Self-Interest*IDPG 2.014 1.770 0.255 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal*IDPG 0.398 2.319 0.864 

Racialized 

Candidate*Independent*IDPG 0.693 1.697 0.683 

Racialized Candidate*Self-

Interest*IDPG -3.017 2.087 0.148 

Income -0.296 0.186 0.112 

Education 0.376 0.270 0.163 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.984 

Gender (Male) 0.211 0.113 0.061 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.361 0.134 0.007 

Religion (No Religion) -0.148 0.151 0.327 

Immigrant -0.048 0.121 0.694 

Intercept 0.281 0.828 0.735 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0222 

   n= 1355 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable 
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Appendix B 

 

This appendix examines the effect of including non-citizens in the analysis. It does so by 

comparing three key models including all respondents to the same models excluding non-

citizens. The figures draw on both the original models used in the chapters, and the ‘citizens 

only’ duplication models (detailed below). Model 4.1 shows affinity among all racialized 

citizens, Model 6.1 shows same-ethnicity affinity across the IDPG scale. Model 8.1 is also 

duplicated, since it includes political parties, and their effects might be related to citizenship. As 

the figures below make clear, excluding citizens makes little difference. The largest difference is 

between South Asian respondents at 0 on the IDPG scale – and if anything, shows that including 

non-citizens leads to a more conservative estimate.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10.1—Racialized Affinity 

Note: Bars indicate treatment effect 
Racialized respondents only. 
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Figure 10.2 – Same-Ethnicity Affinity by Strength of Identi fication 
Note: Difference in Predicted Probability of Choosing Candidate 2, between White and Racialized  

Candidate Versions, for respondents of the same ethnicity.  
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Figure 10.3—Effect of Candidate Racialized Status  

With Party Labels  
Note: Racialized respondents only. 
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Model 4.1B Racialized Affinity (Citizens Only) 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -0.562 0.386 0.146 

Racialized Respondent -0.263 0.406 0.517 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent 0.743 0.502 0.139 

Liberal 0.420 0.437 0.336 

Independent -0.256 0.348 0.462 

Self-Interest -0.214 0.432 0.621 

Racialized Candidate*Liberal 0.540 0.545 0.322 

Racialized Candidate*Independent 0.881 0.438 0.044 

Racialized Candidate*Self-Interest 0.794 0.541 0.142 

Racialized Respondent*Liberal 0.115 0.569 0.840 

Racialized Respondent*Independent 0.524 0.458 0.252 

Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest 0.200 0.569 0.725 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Liberal -0.376 0.710 0.596 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Independent -0.809 0.568 0.155 

Racialized Candidate*Racialized Respondent*Self-Interest -0.504 0.702 0.473 

Income -0.142 0.150 0.344 

Education 0.668 0.206 0.001 

Age -0.001 0.004 0.716 

Gender (Male) 0.258 0.093 0.005 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.113 0.106 0.284 

Religion (No Religion) 0.017 0.140 0.904 

Immigrant -0.062 0.104 0.551 

Intercept -0.691 0.383 0.071 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0211 

 n= 2015 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable. Citizen respondents 

only.  
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Model 6.1B – Ethnic Affinity with IDPG (Citizens Only) 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Chinese Candidate 0.297 1.789 0.868 

South Asian Candidate 1.972 2.331 0.398 

South Asian Respondents 2.660 2.217 0.230 

Other Racialized Respondents 1.252 2.365 0.596 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents -4.747 3.497 0.175 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -1.840 3.127 0.556 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents -1.933 3.475 0.578 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents -3.044 3.202 0.342 

IDPG 0.845 2.443 0.729 

Chinese Candidate*IDPG -1.556 2.966 0.600 

South Asian Candidate*IDPG -1.721 3.535 0.626 

South Asian Respondents*IDPG -6.682 4.342 0.124 

Other Racialized Respondents*IDPG -3.301 3.814 0.387 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*IDPG 9.804 5.814 0.092 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*IDPG 
3.981 5.008 0.427 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*IDPG 
3.431 6.088 0.573 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*IDPG 
4.525 4.944 0.360 

Liberal 2.937 2.302 0.202 

Independent 1.054 1.590 0.507 

Self-Interest -0.239 1.901 0.900 

Chinese Candidate*Liberal -5.302 3.110 0.088 

Chinese Candidate*Independent -2.528 2.115 0.232 

Chinese Candidate*Self-Interest 0.325 2.412 0.893 

South Asian Candidate*Liberal -4.239 3.665 0.247 

South Asian Candidate*Independent -3.364 2.536 0.185 

South Asian *Self-Interest -1.096 3.017 0.716 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal -5.232 4.728 0.268 

South Asian Respondents*Independent -2.792 2.472 0.259 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest -5.318 3.420 0.120 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal -3.125 3.351 0.351 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent -2.110 2.543 0.407 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest -1.823 3.053 0.550 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Liberal 13.077 6.534 0.045 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent 
6.205 3.911 0.113 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self- 7.125 4.710 0.130 
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Interest 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal 
9.920 5.187 0.056 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent 
3.382 3.505 0.335 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Self-

Interest 
4.211 4.033 0.296 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal 
8.113 6.355 0.202 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent 
1.542 3.856 0.689 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest 
4.279 5.067 0.398 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal 
5.862 4.702 0.213 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent 
5.138 3.521 0.144 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest 
5.714 4.231 0.177 

Liberal*IDPG -4.453 3.727 0.232 

Independent*IDPG -1.499 2.645 0.571 

Self-Interest*IDPG -0.102 3.041 0.973 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 9.103 4.921 0.064 

South Asian Respondents*Independent*IDPG 5.811 3.510 0.098 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 1.244 3.856 0.747 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 6.982 5.568 0.210 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent*IDPG 4.155 3.870 0.283 

Other Visible Minority Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG 
1.221 4.537 0.788 

South Asian Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 11.071 8.358 0.185 

South Asian Respondents*Independent*IDPG 6.343 4.654 0.173 

South Asian Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 10.330 5.795 0.075 

Other Racialized Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 6.087 5.257 0.247 

Other Racialized Respondents*Independent*IDPG 3.792 4.103 0.355 

Other Racialized Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 4.375 4.987 0.380 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 
-21.431 10.574 0.043 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG 
-12.074 6.416 0.060 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG 
-13.985 7.439 0.060 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 
-15.601 7.933 0.049 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG 
-6.952 5.634 0.217 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized Respondents*Self- -8.465 6.533 0.195 



 

231 
 

Interest*IDPG 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 
-16.922 10.994 0.124 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG 
-1.706 6.611 0.796 

Chinese Candidate*South Asian Respondents*Self-

Interest*IDPG 
-5.905 8.101 0.466 

Chinese Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Liberal*IDPG 
-9.854 7.174 0.170 

South Asian Candidate*South Asian 

Respondents*Independent*IDPG 
-7.722 5.447 0.156 

South Asian Candidate*Other Racialized 

Respondents*Self-Interest*IDPG 
-10.013 6.676 0.134 

Income -0.312 0.213 0.144 

Education 0.292 0.302 0.334 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.935 

Gender (Male) 0.293 0.127 0.022 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.199 0.155 0.199 

Religion (No Religion) -0.177 0.192 0.356 

Immigrant -0.113 0.137 0.408 

Intercept -0.684 1.493 0.647 

        

Pseudo r
2
 =0.0651   

n= 1185       

Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable   
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Model 8.1B: Party Conditions Combined (Citizens Only) 

 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

Racialized Candidate -1.022 0.534 0.056 

IDPG -0.621 0.650 0.340 

Racialized Candidate*IDPG 2.103 0.842 0.012 

Party 0.659 0.775 0.396 

Racialized Candidate*Party 0.316 0.952 0.740 

Party*IDPG -1.050 1.239 0.397 

Racialized Candidate*Party*IDPG -0.574 1.502 0.702 

Income -0.239 0.219 0.276 

Education 0.316 0.312 0.311 

Age 0.000 0.005 0.990 

Gender (Male) 0.278 0.132 0.035 

Religion (Non-Christian) -0.455 0.154 0.003 

Religion (No Religion) -0.364 0.179 0.042 

Immigrant -0.022 0.139 0.875 

Intercept 0.150 0.542 0.782 

    Pseudo r
2
 =0.0211 

 n=988 
   Note: Logistic Regression, with vote for Candidate 2 as the dependent variable.  

 

 

 


