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Accumulating research establishes that solidarity between people of color (PoC) unifies 
the political opinions of Black, Asian, Latino, and other racially stigmatized adults. Does 
solidarity also galvanize their political actions? By synthesizing research on PoC 
solidarity with insights about attitudes and behavior, we yield a set of pre-registered 
hypotheses that we evaluate by 1) testing whether solidarity galvanizes people of color 
to cast presidential ballots; and 2) pinpointing which PoC are more likely to engage in 
solidarity-based voting. Leveraging survey experimental data (N = 2,550) gathered 
three weeks before 2024’s presidential election, we find that inducing a sense of shared 
discrimination activated PoC solidarity, with this camaraderie boosting validated 
turnout among Black, Asian, and Latino adults. We corroborate this pattern in a 3-wave 
panel of these populations (N=3,627), showing that solidarity measured at Wave 1 (pre-
election) also reliably increased validated turnout independently of key covariates and 
time-invariant confounding. Finally, parting with previous work, we establish that 
solidarity significantly mobilized PoC who are Democrats, but demobilized PoC who 
are Republicans, implying these turnout gains benefit Democratic candidates. We 
discuss our results’ implications for political scientists and practitioners.  
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At nearly 40% of the U.S. population and growing, people of color (PoC) are 

shedding their misnomer as “minorities,” with Black, Asian, Latino, and other racially 

stigmatized adults tipping the country’s demographic scales in their direction (Pérez 

2021). These shifts have been recognized by non-Hispanic Whites—the current 

demographic majority—many of whom are now engaged in political backlash against 

these population trends and their implications for America’s culture and institutions 

(Craig and Richeson 2014; Abrajano and Hajnal 2016; Jardina 2019; Knowles et al. 2022). 

PoC sometimes counter these rollbacks by assembling coalitions based on shared 

grievances and mutual goals (Wilkinson 2015; Benjamin 2017; Cortland et al. 2017; Craig 

et al. 2022; Chin et al. 2023). These alliances are remarkable because they form despite the 

unique histories and social positions of racially stigmatized groups (Zou and Cheryan 

2017), which generally trigger conflict rather than cooperation (McClain and Karnig 

1990; McClain et al. 2007). Meta-analytic evidence reveals that a heightened sense of 

shared discrimination significantly boosts PoC solidarity, which then unifies their 

political opinions (Pérez et al. 2024a). For example, in the wake of shared 

discrimination, solidarity increases Latino support for pro-Black policies and Black 

support for pro-Latino policies—a pattern also displayed by Asian Americans, Middle 

Easterners and North Africans (MENAs), and Multi-Racials (Eidgahy and Pérez 2023; 

Pérez et al. 2025c). But does solidarity also influence people of color’s political behavior? 

 This is a deceptively simple question that tempts many political scientists to 

simply switch in a political action (e.g., voting) for a political attitude (e.g., issue 

support) when studying the effects of PoC solidarity. But theoretical and 
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methodological challenges stand in the way of drawing clear inferences about how 

solidarity shapes PoC’s political action. In theoretical terms, it is notoriously difficult to 

predict specific behaviors (e.g., voting) from attitudes (Azjen 2014; Azjen, Fishbein, 

Lohmann, and Albarracín 2018). One reason for this is the relative ease of expressing 

attitudes versus engaging in political action (i.e., cheap talk). Political participation 

requires time, energy, and resources (Farrell 1995; Hanmer et al. 2014; Fraga 2016; 

Cuevas-Molina 2023; Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Anoll 2022). And, since the 

probability that any one vote determines an election is trivially small (Riker and 

Ordeshook 1968), abstention is a rational response (Blais 2000). This means the direct 

effect from political attitudes to voting is likely mediated by mechanisms that are hard 

to pin down (Elster 1989). Yet social and political psychologists urge us to consider an 

array of cognitive, affective, and motivating factors that facilitate an attitudes-behavior 

connection (Fazio et al. 1986; Kunda 1990). One highly plausible mechanism here is PoC 

solidarity and how its possible convergence with partisanship drives voter turnout 

among people of color (Huddy 2013; Huddy et al. 2016).  

  However, even with a new theoretical synthesis, methodological obstacles limit 

researchers’ ability to properly evaluate the link between attitudes and PoC’s political 

behavior. Prior work approaches the attitude-behavior connection via tightly controlled 

lab experiments (Fazio et al. 1986). While internally valid, these studies are low in 

external validity given their scale (i.e., small, unrepresentative samples), the range of 

cases they evaluate (i.e., none or few participants of color), and the mundane and 

psychological realism of these studies (i.e., psychological processes and situations that are 
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uncommon in real-life politics). There are no easy single answers here. For example, one 

can run large-scale experiments among multiple populations of color to enhance the 

external validity of lab experiments on the attitude-behavior connection (Shadish et al., 

2002). Yet these would ultimately only show that larger, controlled, and more 

heterogeneous studies yield something comparable to prior lab studies.  

The question hanging in the balance, then, is whether an attitude-behavior 

connection reliably emerges in real-world politics where there is less researcher control, 

weaker pressure on participant compliance, and with respondents who are generally 

politically unaware (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Lippmann 1922). One solution here 

is panel data that tracks PoC across survey waves during an election. This would enable 

researchers to observe PoC’s political participation in the “wild,” while retaining a 

respectable degree of control over the temporal order of solidarity and political 

behaviors, plus leverage over major confounding threats (e.g., time-invariant variables).   

 Finally, irrespective of whether available data are (quasi-)experimental, a 

remaining challenge to inferences about PoC’s political behavior involves valid 

appraisals of the very actions that PoC solidarity is supposed to affect. In the case of our 

focal variable—voting—the most common and cost-effective measure is self-reports 

about turning out on election day. Research has long indicated these measures yield 

inflated voting rates (Belli et al. 1999; Bernstein et al. 2001), which compromise 

inferences about attitude effects on behavior. Many political scientists have innovated 

these self-reports, with clear improvements (Duff et al. 2007; Hanmer et al. 2014). Yet 

the gold standard here is still to directly confirm the act of voting without memory 
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limitations, social desirability pressures, and other extraneous factors that contaminate 

voting self-reports. This prospect is more feasible today given the availability of 

administrative voter records (Ansolabehere et al. 2012; Hersh 2015; Fraga 2018).  

 Our paper tackles these challenges by theorizing and testing when PoC solidarity  

motivates turnout. We argue that solidarity— a heightened sense of commitment and 

investment in coordinated activities with ingroup members (Leach et al. 2008)—

significantly motivates voter turnout when electoral contexts field candidates who 

reflect the norms and beliefs of an ingroup. In the 2024 presidential election, this logic 

predicts that solidarity should have heightened support for a candidate perceived as 

racially inclusive (i.e., Kamala Harris) and to oppose one perceived as racially 

exclusionary (i.e., Donald Trump) (Westwood and Peterson 2022; Zhirkov and 

Valentino 2022). We therefore expect solidarity to increase turnout among PoC whose 

partisan identity, or candidate support, aligns with these norms.  

Nonetheless, solidarity should not have uniform behavioral consequences for all 

PoC. Among people of color who are Republican, PoC solidarity clashes with the 

racially conservative norms and beliefs associated with the Republican Party (Zhirkov 

and Valentino 2020; Westwood and Peterson 2022). This tension can weaken turnout 

because PoC solidarity is misaligned with Republican partisanship (Huddy et al. 2016). 

Thus, we expect solidarity to mobilize PoC Democrats but demobilize PoC Republicans, 

with similar trends for supporters of Kamala Harris versus backers of Donald Trump. 

We test these predictions using a large-scale survey experiment and extensive 

panel data on Black, Asian, and Latino adults—with both datasets straddling the 2024 
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presidential election and containing individuals’ validated votes. Leveraging our 

survey experiment of Black (n = 850), Asian (n = 850), and Latino (n = 850) adults—

fielded three weeks before the 2024 presidential election—we establish that PoC 

solidarity mobilizes turnout. Specifically, exposure to shared discrimination catalyzed 

PoC solidarity, which was then reliably associated with downstream voting for Harris 

among Black, Asian, and Latino adults. This mobilizing pattern was driven by 

Democrat PoC. In contrast, solidarity had a demobilizing influence on Republican PoC.  

We corroborate this (de-)mobilizing pattern in our panel data. More precisely, solidarity 

levels at Wave 1 (June 2024) reliably galvanized PoC Democrats—but demobilized PoC 

Republicans—to vote for Kamala Harris in November 2024, net of key covariates (at 

Wave 1) and time-invariant confounders. We discuss the implications of these results 

for political scientists and political practitioners.  

When Does Solidarity Mobilize Voter Turnout?   

 A central challenge in predicting when solidarity will motivate political action is 

that attitudes rarely translate directly into behavior. Decades of accumulated research 

reveals a modest correlation between attitudes and behaviors caused by differences in 

people’s motivations and opportunities to express attitudes that steer actions (Ajzen 

and Fishbein 1970; Fishbein et al. 1976; Kraus 1995; Fazio and Towles-Schwen 1999; see 

also Riker and Ordeshook 1968). Specifically, one’s attitudes (e.g., solidarity) will be 

more robustly predictive of behaviors (e.g., voting) in contexts that facilitate this activity 

(e.g., elections). Consider the 2024 presidential contest, which pitted Democrat Kamala 

Harris against Republican Donald Trump. This matchup provided a highly relevant 
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context for PoC to express strong solidarity to elect a presidential candidate of color 

deemed “friendlier” to their political interests (Rogbeer and Pérez 2026; Downs 1957). 

Indeed, prior work shows that individuals act on their attitudes when they have a 

vested interest in a specific domain (Johnson et al. 2014; Sivacek and Crano 1982) or if a 

domain is personally relevant (Fazio and Zanna 1978).  

Applying this logic to Black, Latino, Asian and other people of color, solidarity 

gives racially stigmatized individuals a vested interest in the collective well-being of the 

broader mega-category, people of color. Indeed, experimental research shows that 

perceiving discrimination as shared across groups reliably heightens perceptions of 

solidarity (Cortland et al. 2017), which increases individuals’ investment in this mega-

group and motivates coordination toward shared political goals (e.g., Eidgahy and 

Pérez 2023; Pérez et al. 2024a; Pérez et al. 2024b; see also Leach et al. 2008). Thus, our 

first hypothesis is that, when activated, PoC solidarity will drive Black, Latino, Asian 

and other racially stigmatized adults to turn out to vote when they have an opportunity 

to cast a ballot for a candidate that would potentially improve PoC’s well-being (H1). 

Which PoC are Driven to Vote?  

 Like most mega-categories, or superordinate groups (Gaertner et al. 1999; 

Transue 2007; Gaertner and Dovidio 2014), people of color are highly internally diverse, 

especially in their political orientations. Despite their generally pro-Democrat leanings 

(e.g., White and Laird 2020; Abrajano and Alvarez 2010; Wong et al. 2011), non-trivial 

shares of Black, Latino, and Asian Americans have long self-identified as Republicans 

(McClain and Carew 2018)—a fact underscored by the results of presidential elections 
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from 2016 onward, when Donald Trump mobilized Republican voters of color in visible 

fashion (e.g., Masuoka et al. 2018; Geiger and Reny 2024; Robertson and Tesler 2024; 

Fraga et al. 2025; Hartig et al. 2025; Wakefield et al. 2025). How should PoC’s 

partisanship condition the influence of solidarity between them?  

 One possibility is that partisanship does not meaningfully condition solidarity’s 

effects. Classic readings on the psychology of groups (Tajfel and Turner 1979; Tajfel 

1981) suggest that when a superordinate identity (e.g., PoC) becomes more salient 

relative to other possible categories, the centripetal forces behind ingroup formation  

reduces perceptions of internal differences when contrasted with an outgroup (Turner 

et al. 1987). Thus, solidarity should minimize internal political heterogeneity among 

PoC, making this ingroup more coherent and unified in its outlook and behavior.  

Other work, however, implies that partisanship is a key attribute distinguishing 

“real” people of color from those who are not. Research indicates that partisanship 

polarizes political behavior among PoC (e.g., Geiger and Reny 2024; Hopkins et al. 2023; 

Alamillo 2019), with centrifugal forces separating Republican PoC from the majority of 

Democrat PoC (cf. Ellemers and Jetten 2013; Turner et al. 1987). At the mass level, 

Americans have developed strong associative schemas that distinguish Democrats from 

Republicans, especially in terms of racial politics, with Democrats deemed the racially 

liberal party and Republicans the racially conservative one (Westwood and Peterson 

2022; Zhirkov and Valentino 2022; Alamillo 2019). These associations underscore the 

highly crystallized nature of partisanship among many PoC (e.g., White and Laird 2020; 

Hopkins et al. 2023), with some research demonstrating that many people of color 
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automatically associate their respective racial or ethnic group with the Democratic party 

(Pérez et al. 2025b). Consistent with this view, some studies suggest the convergence 

between one’s racial or ethnic identity and Democratic partisanship politically 

mobilizes some PoC  (Huddy et al. 2016).  

These insights imply that solidarity should have contrasting effects for people of 

color who are Democrats and Republicans. Since the Democratic party is broadly 

viewed as racially inclusive and aligned with the interests of racial “minorities” (Pérez 

et al. 2025b; Westwood and Peterson 2022; Zhirkov and Valentino 2022), solidarity 

should boost voter turnout among Democratic PoC. In contrast, because the Republican 

party is widely perceived as racially exclusive and opposed to efforts that remedy racial 

inequalities and structural racism, heightened solidarity may discourage Republican 

PoC from turning out to vote for candidates who speak directly to the concerns of 

racially stigmatized individuals (Rogbeer and Pérez 2026). Thus, our second hypothesis 

(H2) is that solidarity will have a mobilizing effect on turnout among PoC who are 

Democrats, but a demobilizing effect among PoC who are Republicans.  

While partisanship is widely considered individuals’ “standing decision” about 

politics (Green et al., 2002; Hopkins et al. 2023), similar theorizing can apply to short-

term forces like candidate characteristics. Much like Democratic PoC may be 

particularly likely to act on their solidarity to turn out to vote for more racially inclusive 

party platforms, so, too, do we think those higher in solidarity ought to be especially 

likely to turn out to vote if their preferred candidate is seen as more racially egalitarian. 

Conversely, supporters of racially exclusionary candidates should display the opposite 
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pattern. Since their candidate’s politics conflict with the racially inclusionary spirit of 

PoC solidarity, these individuals will be less likely to turn out to vote. Thus, our third 

and final hypothesis (H3) predicts that solidarity will mobilize people of color who 

support a racially inclusionary candidate but demobilize PoC who support a racially 

exclusionary presidential aspirant. We present our hypotheses in Table 1, which were 

pre-registered along with our analytic plan for the experimental 

(https://aspredicted.org/84vy-ydvq.pdf) and panel data 

(https://aspredicted.org/q6hk-nnn5.pdf).  

Table 1. Hypotheses About PoC Solidarity’s Influence on Voting 

Prediction: Empirical signature: 

H1: Solidarity mediates shared 
discrimination’s effect on turnout 

Positive indirect effect of shared 
discrimination on voting through solidarity 

H2: Solidarity mobilizes Democrats but 
demobilizes Republicans 

Positive downstream effect of solidarity on 
Democratic turnout but negative downstream 
effect of solidarity on Republican turnout 

H3: Solidarity mobilizes Harris 
supporters, but demobilizes Trump 
supporters 

Positive downstream effect of solidarity on 
Harris supporters but negative downstream 
effect on Trump supporters 

 

Study 1: Parallel Survey Experiments with People of Color 

We first tested our hypotheses with a trio of experiments conducted in October 

2024 in partnership with YouGov. YouGov recruited a nonprobability sample of eligible 

Black, Latino, and Asian American adults—America’s three major populations of color 

(Pérez 2021)—from its respondent platform. These respondents consented to providing 

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https:/aspredicted.org/84vy-ydvq.pdf___.YzJ1OnN0b255YnJvb2s6YzpnOjE2NDJiZTRkYTNiNzJjM2IwMjkxYWM2MzkxZTJiOTljOjc6MjQwYTpjMWQwOTdlNGM0NWEyZDMxNGQwNzdkOTM2NzQ4NDY3Mjg1YjkyNDlmMGUyMWJlMWNmZTE3ODA1NTgyM2VmM2EyOnA6VDpG
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https:/aspredicted.org/q6hk-nnn5.pdf___.YzJ1OnN0b255YnJvb2s6YzpnOjE2NDJiZTRkYTNiNzJjM2IwMjkxYWM2MzkxZTJiOTljOjc6NjFhYTpjMDlmOGYyYWU0NDIyMzBlZDI4ODdiYzIxMzFmOGM0ZDViMTA4NGU4NTAwNzM3NzgwMzkxOWE1M2VmN2I0YWY4OnA6VDpG
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their data to YouGov upon registering on the platform and complete surveys in 

exchange for points redeemable for small monetary rewards. YouGov then matched 

respondents to a politically representative modeled sampling frame of U.S. adults1 and 

weighed the data according to their standard propensity score procedure. The final de-

identified dataset consisted of representative samples of Black (N = 850), Latino (N = 

850), and Asian (N = 850) American adults. Descriptive statistics are reported in A.1.  

 Our experiments followed prior published work by manipulating shared 

discrimination between PoC, measuring PoC solidarity, and then gathering validated 

turnout months after the election was over, after this information became available and 

accessible by YouGov. We innovated a previously used manipulation by activating 

shared discrimination between participants’ racial ingroup and two minority outgroups 

simultaneously (rather than the typical one ingroup/one outgroup pairing). This freed 

us from the common assumption that shared discrimination only emerges between 

groups who are discriminated similarly to each other (i.e., as foreigners versus as socially 

inferior) (Pérez et al. 2024a; see also Zou and Cheryan 2017). The manipulation was 

informational in nature and closely resembled content participants could plausibly 

encounter in everyday news coverage. 

Participants in the treatment group read an article describing rising hate crimes 

toward other communities of color. Here, Black adults read about hate crimes against 

 
1 The frame was constructed using the American Community Survey (ACS) public use microdata file, 
public voter file records, the 2020 Current Population Survey (CPS) Voting and Registration supplements, 
the 2020 National Election Pool (NEP) exit poll, and the 2020 CES surveys. Each group of respondents 
were matched and weighted separately to produce the three final weights. 
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Latinos and Asians; Latino adults read about hate crimes against Blacks and Asians; 

and Asian adults read about hate crimes against Blacks and Latinos. The treatment was 

titled “Never Fully American, Always an Outsider: 2024 Highlights the Decades-Long 

Exclusion of [Asian and Latino/Black and Asian/Black and Latino] People in the U.S.” 

This news brief underscored how other racially stigmatized outgroups are 

discriminated like one’s own ingroup. The brief concluded with the following passage, 

linking the discrimination faced by the two racial minority outgroups to participants’ 

own racial group through an established similarity principle (Cortland et al. 2017): 

“As a recent victim of one of these hate crimes toward [Asian and Latino/Black 

and Asian/Black and Latino] people stated (on condition of anonymity): “It’s so 
scary—and frustrating—that you can give so much of yourself to this country, 
and yet still be treated like an outsider, even if you and your family have been 
here for generations.” These words ring true among many 
[African/Latino/Asian] Americans throughout the U.S., who have been the 
targets of discrimination for decades.” 
 

In turn, the control article was of comparable length and style but discussed the gradual 

extinction of giant tortoises. The full-length articles are reported in (A.2). 

Post-treatment, participants completed a manipulation check before responding 

to three statements capturing PoC solidarity that have been previously validated across 

Black, Asian, and Latino adults in a factor-analytic context (Pérez et al. 2025a).2 Using a 

5-point scale, participants indicated their degree of (dis)agreement with: “I feel 

solidarity with people of color, which includes Asian, Black, and Latino people,” “The 

 
2 Participants replied to a true/false statement matched to their assigned condition: “The information I 
read highlighted how [giant tortoises are in decline] or [Asian people/Black people/Latino people] are 
still viewed as outsiders and not fully American.” Most Black (86.0%), Latino (83.8%), and Asian (89.4%) 
participants passed this check. Our analyses retain all participants, per our pre-registration.  
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problems of Black, Latino, Asian, and other people of color are similar enough for them 

to be allies,” and “What happens to people of color in this country has something to do 

with what happens in my life as a [Black/Latino/Asian] person.” The final item 

matched the race of respondents (αpooled = .725). We create an averaged scale of these 

items and transform it to a 0-1 continuous interval (Mpooled =.658, SD  = .226; MBlacks 

=.704, SD = .220; MLatinos =.645, SD = .215; MAsians =.627, SD = .237).  

 Our focal outcome, turnout, is based on validated vote data gathered by YouGov 

that indicates whether or not panelists cast a ballot in the 2024 U.S. presidential election. 

We received these data for all our experimental participants in October 2025.   

 Our predictions call for two moderators: partisanship and candidate choice. We 

measured partisanship with the traditional ANES 7-point scale arraying adults from 1-

strong Republican to 7-strong Democrat, which we rescale to a 0-1 range. 

Approximately half of the Black (67%), Latino (47%), and Asian (52%) respondents 

identified as or lean Democrat which, when pooled, amounts to 55% of our total 

sample. In turn, we capture candidate choice with a single item reflecting who 

respondents reported voting for post-election, which we code as 1 = Democrat, Kamala 

Harris or 0 = Republican, Donald Trump or others (MKamala=.668, SD=.471).3 

Study 1’s Results: PoC Solidarity Indirectly Shapes Voting Among Democrats  

 Our first hypothesis tests whether solidarity transmits the effect of shared 

discrimination onto validated voter turnout. This is a direct extension of solidarity’s 

 
3 Given the dichotomous nature of this item, the mean reported here reflects the proportion of the sample 
reporting a vote for Harris.  
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influence from political attitudes to political behavior. As a prediction involving 

mediation, support for (H1) entails observing a significant direct effect from shared 

discrimination to PoC solidarity, and then a reliable downstream association between 

PoC solidarity and turnout. Multiplication of these two coefficients should yield a 

positive indirect effect or ACME (average causal mediation effect). Table 2 displays the 

relevant quantities. Consistent with prior work (Chin et al. 2023; Engelhardt et al. 2025; 

Pérez et al. 2024a), these estimates are from a model that pools across racially 

stigmatized groups, given that the mega-category, people of color, operates like other 

ingroups in a coherent and unified fashion.  

Table 2. Shared Discrimination Impacts Validated Turnout Through PoC Solidarity 

 Solidarity 
(Mediator) 

 Validated Turnout 
(Outcome) 

 
Shared discrimination  
(Treatment) 

 
.037** 
(.011) 

 
     Solidarity → 

(Mediator) 

 
.121** 
(.049) 

 
 
Black participant 

 
.078** 
(.014) 

  
-.002 
(.027) 

 
Asian participant 

 
.007 

(.593) 

  
.100* 
(.027) 

 
Intercept 

 
.620** 
(.011) 

  
.617* 
(.037) 

 
R2 

 
.030 

  
.014 

N 1,620  1,620 
 
ACME [95% CI] 

 
 

 
.005 [.001, 010] 

 

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. In this 
framework, path ‘a’ relates the treatment to a mediator, while path ‘b’ relates a mediator 
to an outcome. The reported ACME multiplies the coefficients for paths ‘a’ and ‘b’, 
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which assesses whether this indirect path is statistically significant, while account for 
sampling variability (Hayes 2022). *p < .05 and **p < .01.  
 Consistent with (H1), we find that solidarity’s mediating political influence 

applies to PoC’s voting behavior. Specifically, exposure to our shared discrimination 

treatment reliably increases PoC solidarity by nearly four percentage points (.037, 

SE=.011, p<.001), which aligns with prior meta-analytic evidence on solidarity and 

PoC’s policy opinions (Pérez et al. 2024a). Moreover, once activated, solidarity is 

positively and significantly correlated with casting a ballot in the 2024 presidential 

elections (.121, SE=.049, p<.001). These two patterns, when multiplied together, yield a 

positive and reliable ACME or indirect effect (.005, 95% CI [.001, .010]) (Hayes 2022; 

Imai and Yamamoto 2013). These three layers of evidence provide clear support for 

(H1), namely, solidarity does appear to motivate PoC to turnout to vote.  

Next, we turn to our evaluation of (H2), which anticipates the downstream 

relationship between solidarity and turnout to be significantly moderated by 

partisanship. This entails a mobilizing solidarity effect for Democratic PoC and a 

demobilizing one for Republican PoC. The raw results in table 3 confirm this 

hypothesis. As predicted, we observe a negative association between solidarity and 

turnout among Republican PoC (-.625, SE=.108, 95% CI [-.836, -.413],  p<.001). This 

relationship turns into a mobilizing pattern among Democrats, as indicated by the 

interaction term for this model (.999, SE=.143, p<.001). This moderated pattern is 

depicted in figure 1, panel A. We see that a unit shift in a pro-Republican direction in  

partisanship scale reduces the influence of solidarity on turnout by about 63 percentage 
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points. In contrast, a unit shift in partisanship in a pro-Democrat direction increases 

solidarity’s influence on turnout by about 37 percentage points (95% CI [.236, .513]).  

 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Estimating Turnout Likelihood from Solidarity and Shared Discrimination in 
(1) Republicans, (2) Trump Voters, and (3) Latino Adults 

 Validated Turnout 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Solidarity 
-.625** 
(.108) 

-.300** 
(.085) 

.181** 
(.084) 

Democrat 
-.486** 
(.097) 

 
— 

 
— 

Solidarity x Democrat 
.999** 
(.143) 

 
— 

 
— 

Voted for Harris 
 

— 
-.187** 
(.065) 

 
— 

Solidarity x Voted for Harris 
 

— 
.415** 
(.104) 

 
— 

Black adult 
 

— 
 

— 
.010 

(.093) 

Asian adult 
 

— 
 

— 
.192** 
(.077) 

Solidarity x Black adult 
 

— 
 

— 
-.024 
(.127) 

Solidarity x Asian adult 
 

— 
 

— 
-.143 
(.110) 

Shared discrimination 
-.009 
(.022) 

.012 
(.021) 

-.011 
(.022) 
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Intercept 
1.010** 
(.066) 

.960** 
(.045) 

.578** 
(.059) 

R2 .042 .020 .015 

N 1,553 1,393 1,620 

Note: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05 and **p < .01. 
 

Finally, clear support for (H3) is provided by solidarity’s moderated relationship 

by candidate choice. The raw results in table 3 show that solidarity’s association with 

turnout is significantly negative among Trump supporters, indicating another 

demobilizing effect (-.300, SE=.085, p<.001). In turn, among Harris supporters, this 

pattern becomes a mobilizing one as reflected in the significant interaction between 

solidarity and Harris support (.415, SE=.104, p<.001). This (de)mobilizing effect is 

depicted in figure 1 (panel B). Here, a unit shift in pro-Harris support marginally 

increases solidarity’s impact on casting a ballot by about 11 percentage points (.114, 95% 

CI [-.06, .235]). This quantity amounts to a drop of nearly 30 percentage points among 

Trump supporters (-.300, 95% CI [-.466, -.134]), with the difference between both 

patterns being significantly different from each other at the 1% level.   

 Lastly, although not part of our pre-registration, we examine this solidarity 

mobilization pattern by race/ethnicity. The reasoning here is that, by virtue of Kamala 

Harris being both Black and Asian, members of these two racial populations would be 

significantly more mobilized by solidarity than their Latino counterparts (Bejarano et al. 

2021). The null interaction terms in our third model suggest that solidarity mobilized 

members of all three groups to a similar extent, which aligns with prior work on the 
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internal dynamics of the mega-category, people of color (Engelhardt et al. 2025; Perez et 

al. 2025a). This pattern is depicted in panel C, in figure 1.  

 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Solidarity’s Downstream Association with Likelihood of Having Voted in the 
2024 U.S. Presidential Election by Partisanship, Self-Reported Presidential Vote, and 
Race/Ethnicity (Parallel Experiments).  
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Study 2: Panel Survey of People of Color 
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 The (de)mobilizing effects of solidarity observed in Study 1 depended on the 

activation of shared discrimination within a controlled experimental setting. However, 

real-world political environments are saturated with information and competing 

narratives (Rogbeer et al. 2025), raising concerns about whether effects detected in 

laboratory contexts translate into actual political behavior. To examine whether our 

predictions generalized to a more real-world electoral context, we recruited large 

samples of Black (N = 1,292), Latino (N = 1,296), and Asian (N = 1,039) American adults 

from AmeriSpeak, a probability-based panel of survey respondents.  

Data was initially collected in June 2024 (Wave 1) through an online survey or 

telephone interview, which were available in English and Spanish. Panelists who 

consented to participate were compensated $2 for completing a pre-election survey in 

which we embedded the same solidarity (αpooled = 0.720, Mpooled =.621, SD  = .228; MBlacks 

=.674, SD = .214; MLatinos =.588, SD = .229; MAsians =.596, SD = .230) and partisanship 

(Democrat %: Black =  33.7; Latino = 55.8; Asian = 45.5) items from Study 1. Post-

election, we obtained validated voter turnout and self-reported presidential vote choice 

from AmeriSpeak. Demographic statistics for each sample are provided in A.1.  

Study 2’s Results: Solidarity-Based Voter Turnout in “the Wild” of Electoral Politics 

 To test whether solidarity with PoC had a bearing on whether PoC voted in the 

2024 U.S. presidential election (H1), we fit a linear regression model that predicts 

validated turnout from solidarity while controlling for panelists’ race, age, gender, 

nativity, education, and partisanship—variables that tend to be associated with voting 
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among racial minorities (Hajnal and Lee 2011; Wong et al. 2011). The results, presented 

in Table 4, were obtained using weighted estimates (weighted estimates in A.4).  

Like Study 1, we find that PoC solidarity and turnout are positively correlated, 

although this pattern is imprecisely estimated (b = .030, SE = .042, p = .474). However, 

when we examine this effect by partisanship (inclusive of leaners), we find clear 

support for (H2): solidarity was significantly mobilizing for Democrats (.165, SE=.056, p 

<.010), but significantly demobilizing for Republicans (-.145, SE= .063, p <.050). These 

raw results correspond to a 16.5 percentage point (.165, 95% CI [.056,  .274]) increase in 

likelihood of turning out to vote per unit shift in the pro-Democrat direction and a 14.5 

percentage point (-.145, 95% CI [-.269,  -.021]) decrease in turnout probability per unit 

shift in the pro-Republican direction (Table 4, model 2).  

In turn, when we examine whether these results are moderated by candidate 

choice, we find directional support for (H3), but again, this pattern is statistically 

imprecise. Specifically, we find that solidarity slightly boosted turnout for Harris 

supporters’ (.032, SE= .045., p = .473), while weakly reducing it among Trump 

supporters’ (-.093, SE = .061., p = .131), with the full pattern depicted in Figure 2, panel 

A. Importantly, the difference in solidarity’s effect on turnout between Harris and 

Trump supporters is marginally significant (.125, SE = .075, p = .095), providing some 

support for (H3). Lastly, we again tested whether solidarity’s effect vary across racial 

and ethnic subgroups. Consistent with the experimental findings, we find no robust 

evidence that solidarity’s relationship with turnout differs across Black, Latino, and 

Asian respondents (Figure 2, panel C).  
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Table 4. Estimating Turnout Likelihood from Solidarity in (1) Pooled PoC Sample, (2) 
Republicans, (3) Trump Voters, and (4) Latino Adults 

 
Note: OLS coefficient estimates controlling for age, gender, nativity, and educational 
attainment (see A.3 for full result table). Robust standard errors shown in parentheses. 
*p < .05 and **p < .01. 
 

 Validated Turnout  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Solidarity 
0.030 

(0.042) 

-0.145* 

(0.063) 

-0.093 

(0.061) 

0.030 

(0.061) 

Democrat 
0.158** 

(0.020) 

-0.023 

(0.053) 

0.072** 

(0.023) 

0.160** 

(0.020) 

Solidarity x Democrat 
 

— 
0.310** 
(0.084) 

 
— 

 
— 

Voted for Harris 
 

— 
 

— 
-0.054 

(0.049) 

 
— 

Solidarity x  
Voted for Harris 

 
— 

 
— 

 

0.125 

(0.075) 

 
— 

Black adult 
-0.096** 

(0.021) 

-0.094** 

(0.021) 

-0.071** 

(0.019) 

-0.148* 

(0.060) 

Asian adult 
0.012 

(0.027) 

0.013 

(0.026) 

0.000 

(0.022) 

0.107 

(0.071) 

Solidarity x Black adult 
 

— 
 

— 
 

— 
0.078 

(0.090) 

Solidarity x Asian adult 
 

— 
 

— 
 

— 
-0.157 
(0.111) 

Intercept 
0.410** 

(0.036) 

0.504** 

(0.044) 

0.704** 

(0.041) 

0.410** 

(0.044) 

R2 0.136 0.142 0.058 0.138 

N 2039 2039 1736 2039 
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Figure 2. Solidarity’s Downstream Association with Likelihood of Having Voted in the 
2024 U.S. Presidential Election by Partisanship, Self-Reported Presidential Vote, and 
Race/Ethnicity (Panel Survey).  
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Conclusion 

Leveraging the 2024 U.S. presidential election, we examined whether feeling 

solidarity with PoC influenced political behavior among Black, Latino, and Asian 

Americans. Our findings advance research on PoC solidarity by moving beyond its 

well-established effects on political attitudes and demonstrating that solidarity can also 

shape political action under specific conditions.  

Our results demonstrate that PoC solidarity impacts political behavior under 

conditions where this attitude is made salient. In our survey experimental data, priming 

shared discrimination reliably increased solidarity, which in turn raised the likelihood 

of turnout among Black, Latino, and Asian adults, with additional support provided by 

our panel dataset. These patterns align with research showing that attitudes are most 

likely to affect behavior when they are temporally proximate and salient at the time of 

decision-making (e.g., Taber and Lodge 2016; Tesler 2015). Harris’s campaign 

messaging, which emphasized economic policy over identity-related appeals, may have 

limited the extent to which solidarity was activated as a mobilizing force (Rogbeer and 

Pérez 2026), which could explain some of the marginally weaker results observed in our 

longitudinal data. Taken as a whole, however, our results from both studies indicate 

that while solidarity can motivate turnout, its effects are context-dependent, emerging 

most clearly in settings where it is explicitly activated. 

Our paper also establishes that the behavioral effects of PoC solidarity are 

contingent on partisan identity. Across our experimental and panel data, solidarity 

increased turnout among Democratic-identifying PoC but decreased turnout among 
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Republican-identifying PoC. This highlights that solidarity is not a uniform mobilizer; 

its effects depend on whether it aligns with or conflicts with other core political 

commitments (Huddy et al., 2016; Green et al., 2002; Westwood and Peterson 2022). Our 

moderated analyses of candidate choice generally mirrored the partisan patterns we 

observed in both datasets, suggesting that solidarity can both compel and repel PoC 

from group-based activity favoring the meta-category, people of color (Downs 1957). 

Our research also underscores the influence of partisanship as a stable 

interpretive lens for evaluating solidaristic commitments around race and race relations 

(Zhirkov and Valentino 2020; Westwood and Peterson 2022). Partisanship is a highly 

crystallized, long-term predisposition that shapes how individuals interpret political 

information and attach meaning to social identities over time (Campbell et al. 1960). 

Political science research has long suggested that Asian and Latino Americans are 

unlikely to develop crystallized partisanship due to limited parental socialization (Cain 

et al. 1991). Recent studies challenge this view (Hopkins et al. 2023). They show that 

PoC identify with a political party and that this identification remains relatively stable 

over time (Hajnal and Lee 2011; White and Laird 2020; Pérez et al. 2025b).  

Additionally, over the past decade, rising political polarization in the United 

States has increasingly linked the Democratic and Republican parties to racial 

egalitarianism and racial conservatism, respectively (Zhirkov and Valentino 2020; 

Westwood and Peterson 2022; see also Huddy et al. 2016; Mason 2016). Thus, since 

individuals typically vote for candidates perceived to represent their group’s interests 

(Bejarano et al., 2021), the mobilizing force of partisanship is likely amplified when it is 
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reinforced by congruent social identities. For Democratic PoC, solidarity with racial 

minorities aligns with both partisan and racial commitments, explaining higher turnout. 

For Republican PoC, solidarity conflicts with dominant partisan norms, producing 

demobilizing effects (Mason 2023). This demonstrates that even salient superordinate 

identities, like “people of color,” do not automatically unify behavior (Gaertner and 

Dovidio 2014; Transue 2007). 

In our experimental data, candidate evaluations were salient, temporally 

proximate, and experimentally constrained, allowing candidate choice to structure how 

solidarity translated into action. In the panel, where political behavior unfolded over a 

longer horizon and under weaker informational control, partisanship more consistently 

moderated solidarity’s effects than candidate choice. This implies that solidarity 

interacts more powerfully with psychologically entrenched orientations, rather than 

with transient or electorally proximate evaluations. 

Finally, we note that our findings carry important implications for political 

practitioners and scholars of coalition politics. Appeals to shared discrimination and 

intergroup solidarity can mobilize voters of color, but such appeals are unlikely to be 

uniformly effective across partisan lines. For campaigns and advocacy organizations, 

solidarity-based messaging may deepen turnout among Democratic PoC while 

simultaneously alienating or demobilizing Republican PoC. For scholars, our results 

caution against treating political solidarity as a monolithic force and highlight the need 

to theorize more explicitly about conflicting identities and boundary conditions in 

models of PoC’s political participation. 
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