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ABSTRACT 

 

I construct and implement an online survey to discover how people who know of mixed-

race ancestry identify, how central their identity is, and who they partner with, and the role racial 

discrimination and linked fate play in these outcomes. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 For people who know of multiple racial groups in their ancestry and could feel connected 

to multiple racial groups, how does experiencing racial discrimination impact which groups to 

whom they feel connected ? Their racial identification? How central their racial identity is to 

them?  The race of their intimate partner? These are the main questions I tackle throughout this 

dissertation. I provide an overview of the extant literature on multiracials, racial discrimination, 

linked fate, racial identification, racial centrality, and interracial relationships, which lead me to 

specific hypotheses connecting these phenomena. Next, I collect data on people who know of 

mixed-race ancestry who provide answers on questions not frequently included in survey data. I 

use various regression models to analyze the data collected, discuss these findings, and suggest 

future directions. The information provided herein allows researchers to better understand the 

mechanisms connected to racial identification for a population that may feel tied to multiple 

groups, allowing us to better predict future trends. 

Multiracials, or people who identify with more than one racial group, have captivated the 

minds of the American public. In her book What Are You?: Voices of Mixed-Race Young People, 

Japanese/White American journalist Pearl Fuyo Gaskins (1999) published poems and stories 

written by multiracials documenting their experiences. Providing information in this accessible 

format helped popularize the notion that young multiracials may have unique experiences that 

differ from older generations who were aware of mixed-ancestry, but treated as monoracials. 

One of the examples she provides of Tiger Woods’ assertion that he is Cablinasian – Caucasian, 
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Black, and Asian – emphasizes this shift from monoracial to mono- or multiracial identity 

options, indicating increased (although constrained) opportunity in racial identity choices. 

Black/White biracials in particular have been a major focus of national attention, as they 

are the offspring of racial groups constructed in opposition to one another, from National 

Geographic's (2018) “Black and White Special Issue” focusing on Black/White biracials, to 

Former President Barack Obama’s autobiography on being born to a Black father and White 

mother (Obama 2004). Yaba Blay (2014) extends this conversation in her book (1)ne Drop: 

Shifting the Lens on Race by offering insight into people with part-Black ancestry1 who racially 

identify in various ways. Now, 20 into the 21st century, the conversation continues with 

discussions of racial identity “choices”2 made by high profile figures such as former President 

Barack Obama (Masuoka 2017).  

Multiracials are one of the fastest-growing racial groups in contemporary United States 

society in terms of self-identification. From 2000 to 2010, the self-identified multiracial 

population in the U.S. increased 32 percent, from about 6.8 million people to 9 million people 

(Jones and Bullock 2012). This increase continues largely due to both the increase in interracial 

partnerings and the influence of the multiracial movement in the ‘90s (Masuoka 2017). The 

multiracial movement pushed for the U.S. Census to allow respondents to choose more than one 

racial category; the movement raised public awareness, discussions, and conceptualization of 

multiracials as a unique group. Multiracial identification is now available on surveys, and this 

opportunity to “choose one or more” racial category is being utilized at increasing rates. 

                                                           
1 Throughout this document, I use ancestry and heritage interchangeably. 
2 I use quotation marks around “choices” to emphasize that many individuals with mixed ancestry feel their racial 
identity is not something they choose, but rather an identity that is expected of them or that they are treated as 
(Khanna 2010). Many other individuals with mixed ancestry feel that they do have multiple identification options 
available (Rockquemore and Arend 2002), and still others report racial identities that vary over time (Doyle and 
Kao 2007). 
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Studying this growing population allows for better predictions of population trends and 

demographic changes. In addition, we avoid mischaracterizing experiences and perpetuating 

erroneous conclusions. For example, the one-drop rule was frequently used to classify all 

children in part-Black families as Black, a practice that no longer is true to the experiences of 

many part-Black people and which many reject (Khanna 2011; Roth 2005; Schachter, Flores, 

and Maghbouleh 2019). It is within this contemporary literature that I situate my work. 

Racial identity is an umbrella term encompassing multiple aspects of race (Roth 2016). 

The aspect that I focus on, racial identification,3 refers to the racial category(ies) individuals 

indicate on surveys with constrained options (Saperstein and Penner 2012). Roth (2016) and 

Morning (2018) remind us how nuanced the concept of race is, noting that racial ancestry and 

racial identification are not necessarily synonymous. The distinction between these two 

categories is important: only 39 percent of people with mixed ancestry self-identify as bi- or 

multiracial (Pew Research Center 2015). “Mixed ancestry” or “mixed race ancestry” refers to 

people who are cognizant of having two or more socially constructed racial groups (i.e., White, 

Black/African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander [NHOPI], American 

Indian/Alaska Native/Native American/Indigenous [henceforth referred to as the Census 

acronym for American Indian/Alaska Native, “AIAN”], Latinx, Middle Eastern/North African 

[MENA]) in their family history (Pew Research Center 2015; Roth 2016). 

The vast majority of surveys collect information on racial identification. Yet current 

survey formats negate or downplay the fact that some individuals use notions of ancestry to 

respond to the categorical race question. Self-identification is often used by researchers as a 

proxy for how that individual views and defines themselves. However, if a person indicates on a 

                                                           
3 Racial identification is also known as “self-classification” (Roth 2016), “expressed race” (Roth 2010), “expressed 

internal race” (Harris and Sim 2002), and “self-reported race” (Saperstein 2006). 
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form that they are White and Asian, are they identifying as biracial? Or are they indicating that 

they are aware of having both White and Asian ancestry, and would like to acknowledge this 

while actually identifying as one (or neither) of these categories? “Multiracials” and people 

aware of “mixed race ancestry,” therefore, are not perfectly overlapping groups: someone can be 

aware of having mixed ancestry and indicate this on a form, but not identify as multiracial. 

Discrepancies in interpretation of question formatting leads me to wonder how people who are 

aware of having mixed ancestry racially identify – do they tend to identify with a monoracial 

group, multiracial group, or neither? I collect data on people aware of mixed-race ancestry and 

then ask their racial identification, and am therefore able to determine if, when, and how these 

categories overlap. 

Surveys are used for a myriad of sociopolitical outcomes and therefore racial identity on 

surveys has important ramifications. For example, the U.S. Census is used to allocate resources 

by the population in an area. If a large percentage of the population has a similar attribute, such 

as racial identification, the government works to address the needs of this particular population. 

Population data is useful for making policy recommendations for a similar reason: the larger a 

percentage of people with a shared attribute, the more people will be positively or negatively 

affected by policy changes. In addition, survey measures offer insight into how survey creators 

(who could be researchers, government officials, and policy analysts, to name a few) see the 

contemporary world, interpret race, determine which types of people are grouped together, and 

which groups are treated as legitimate. 

Increases in “multiracial” identification on surveys largely indicate increases in biracial 

identification. Self-identified biracials – individuals who indicate having exactly two racial 

component groups – make up the vast majority (91 percent) of the multiracial population (Pew 
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Research Center 2015). The population of self-identified Black/White biracials in the United 

States has more than doubled in size from 2000 to 2010, increasing by over one million people 

(Jones and Bullock 2012). The population of Asian/White biracials has increased by three-

quarters of a million people or by 87 percent (Jones and Bullock 2012). American Indian/White 

biracials are the largest multiracial group, making up 50 percent of the multiracial population 

(Jones and Bullock 2012). Social scientists must pay attention to rising percentages in bi- and 

multiracial identity, because these racial identity patterns historically and contemporarily have 

social implications. 

Historically, part-White people were often grouped with their minority racial group 

(Davis 1991; Jordan 2014), and therefore experienced similar socioeconomic and political 

treatment (e.g., racial discrimination) as the minority group. There was little racial distinction 

between bi- and multiracials and their minority component group. Today, bi- and multiracials 

face less pressure to identify only as monoracial people of color, indicating a shift in our 

understanding of race (Morning 2000; Roth 2010; Webb and Gonlin 2019). Biracials likely have 

overlapping yet different experiences with race than other groups. They have the potential to 

form a unified multiracial group, resulting in political power and other group benefits. 

Alternatively, biracials may be incorporated into the minority group and experience the world 

through a monoracial person of color lens (e.g., various forms of racial discrimination; political 

power with the monoracial minority group). Finally, they may be subsumed into the majority 

White group and experience the benefits (e.g., White or White-adjacent privilege) and 

ramifications (e.g., colorblindness; minimizing racism) related to this identity construction. 

As a mix of multiple races, multiracials blur the boundaries imposed by race (Lee and 

Bean 2004; Miyawaki 2015; Morning 2000). People with mixed ancestry might identify as 
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monoracial, biracial, or multiracial. How biracial people identify, and their patterns of behavior, 

can provide insight into how racial boundaries are constructed and navigated. What constitutes a 

group, who gains access, and who becomes a member may fluctuate for multiracials more than 

monoracials. Our understanding and measurement of race and racial identity is constantly 

changing; biracials may denote where racial boundaries are drawn and how those boundaries are 

shifting. Multiracials may have weaker boundaries compared to monoracial peers, in that 

multiracials may be more able to transgress spaces and access various racial groups. 

Multiracial boundary transgression generally emphasizes entry into monoracial spaces 

and/or acceptance of multiracials by monoracials. I argue that by making monoracial experiences 

the norm and questioning how multiracials fit in, the unique experiences of multiracials are de-

emphasized. In this study, my emphasis is on people aware of mixed-race ancestry or who self-

identify as biracial. I consider that people who know of mixed-race ancestry could theoretically 

feel connected to (and affected by) at least two different monoracial groups. I also suggest that 

they may feel social solidarity with biracials. Linked fate – believing what happens to a certain 

racial group impacts you – influences one’s politics, ideologies, and self-concept (Dawson 1994; 

Sellers et al. 1997; Simien 2005). When individuals feel directly impacted by group membership, 

they tend to act in ways that they believe are best for the group. Hence, I question how linked 

fate influences multiracial identification, how central racial identity is to a person, and the race of 

their intimate partner. In addition, I expect variations in racial discrimination to impact the linked 

fate, racial identification, and racial centrality of people with mixed ancestry, and that linked fate 

will be an important factor in identity formation. Furthermore, I analyze variations in partner’s 

race considering differences by same-sex and different-sex partners. My work allows researchers 

to predict future patterns, build coalitions, and avoid erroneous conclusions and 
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mischaracterizations of this population. I advance interdisciplinary work on identity formation, 

linked fate, and interracial relationships (Dawson 1994; Ho, Kteily, and Chen 2017; Liebler 

2016; Simien 2005). 

Discrimination, linked fate, identity, and racial centrality are interrelated factors generally 

analyzed separately, and usually studied among monoracials. Data analyses from research 

centers like Pew Research Center (2015) provide information on perceived discrimination, linked 

fate, identification, and partner’s race, but do not connect these factors together. We do not have 

a thorough understanding of discrimination without an understanding of the co-constructed 

nature of these interrelated phenomena. To better understand the outcome of perceived 

discrimination, I analyze linked fate, identity, and centrality as interconnected phenomena that 

likely influence one another. I focus on people aware of mixed-race ancestry because the identity 

choices (albeit constrained) of this population are connected to disparate outcomes by group. 

Providing analyses of racial identification on surveys helps government officials and policy 

makers better serve their constituents, because the difference in identification versus ancestry 

could indicate divergent community needs. My research provides a deeper understanding of the 

varied impact of everyday racial discrimination. 

I use an online social psychological experiment to test these relationships. In order to test 

the theoretical mechanism of linked fate, I administer an online survey to determine the causal 

arrow relationship between linked fate and biracial identity. Rather than assuming identity 

impacts linked fate, I test the counterfactual: does linked fate lead to biracial identification? I use 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) because this online survey is available throughout the U.S., making 

my sample broader than the undergraduate audience at my university. Out of 3,000 attempted 

responses, my survey included 576 respondents who are aware of mixed-race ancestry and 100 
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respondents with no racial qualifications (to determine if and how my sample differs from the 

average MTurk respondent).  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Social Constructionist Approach 

Race is a human invention made to categorize human beings (Cornell and Hartmann 

2007; Hirschman 2004; Morning 2009; Omi and Winant 2014; Waters 1990). Race is socially 

created, shifting by space and context. Thus, the experience of race varies depending on place 

and individual and group characteristics (Campbell 2007; Cornell and Hartmann 2007; Nagel 

1994; Omi and Winant 2014; Roth 2010). While socially constructed, race has very real 

consequences for all people, depending on whether their racial designation has been 

systematically valued or devalued throughout history (Cornell and Hartmann 2007; Hirschman 

2004; Morning 2009; Omi and Winant 2014; Waters 1990). We see the socially constructed 

nature of race in historical shifts of racial group categories. For example, someone who would be 

identified as Black during Jim Crow may self-identify as White or biracial in the present-day 

United States. This same person may be identified by others as Colored in South Africa, and 

Brazilian in Brazil (Bailey, Loveman, and Muniz 2013; Schwartzman 2007) if that is their 

country of origin. 

Relatedly, racial identity refers to the racial group (e.g., Black, White, Latinx, Asian, 

American Indian) of which an individual considers themselves to be a member. Racial identity is 

fluid – it may change across time and context, and how someone racially identifies themselves 

may differ from the expectations of others (Omi and Winant 2014; Roth 2016; Saperstein and 

Penner 2012). In addition, self-identification may be inconsistent with how an individual 

believes they are racially perceived by others and how they are actually perceived (Roth 2010; 

2016; Vargas and Kingsbury 2016; Vargas and Stainback 2016). Racial identity is connected to 
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an individual’s private understanding, which is influenced by social interactions and expressed of 

perceived expectations (Khanna 2011). Understanding race as socially created (Omi and Winant 

2014), as fluid (Saperstein and Penner 2012), and as influenced by social interactions (Khanna 

2011) leads me to question how multiracial identity is formed. 

This study will focus on self-identified race, which may be tied to disparities in health, 

discrimination, political identification, and more. Observed race (also known as perceived race; 

see Vargas 2015) – the race that others place on an individual – is important in establishing 

experiences of overt discrimination, such as racial profiling shown in the frequency of stop-and-

frisk (Roth 2016). However, self-identified race is the more useful measurement of race for this 

study because it is connected to perceptions of discrimination and self-identification. Regardless 

of the “actual” amount of discrimination experienced, if individuals believe they are 

discriminated against this influences their racially identity (Roth 2016). 

The Social Construction of Biracial Identity 

Self-identified biracials form a new racial identity category, since the 2000 Census when 

U.S. adults were able to “choose one or more” racial group. Previously, this population was 

subsumed into monoracial group categories. The group is growing as some people who 

previously identified monoracially choose a biracial identification because they feel it is a more 

accurate representation of them, they feel rejection from one or more of their racial component 

groups (Khanna and Johnson 2010; Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008b), or they anticipate 

experiencing some benefit (Spickard 2003). On one hand, researchers theorize these benefits 

may include being more interesting than “just White” hence gaining friends or partners (Spickard 

2003), qualifying to receive affirmative action (Davenport 2018), and differentiating and 

absolving oneself from the racism of White ancestors (Spickard 2003). On the other hand, 
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benefits of asserting a biracial rather than monoracial identity may include dissociating from 

Blackness or other groups of color to avoid negative stereotypes associated with Blackness and 

thus superiority over peers (Khanna 2011). 

Alternatively, Khanna and Johnson (2010:394) find that many people with Black/White 

ancestry identify as Black for similar reasons: to fit in with peers, avoid White stigmatized 

identity, and obtain advantages associated with affirmative action. In addition, with minorities 

expected to be the majority of the U.S. population during this century, some White people, 

fearing their race is threatened with extinction by decreasing relative size, may try to accept 

certain peoples into the realm of Whiteness (Bonilla-Silva 2004). If the category of Whiteness 

expands, as it has in the past with the incorporation of Italians, Irish, Poles, and other Eastern 

European groups (Ignatiev 2008; Jacobson 1999), Whites may incorporate some biracials and 

multiracials, such as part-Latinxs and part-Asians, into the White category (Bonilla-Silva 2004). 

Up to this point, researchers have found that part-Blacks tend to practice hypodescent and self-

identify with the minority race, part-American Indians tend to practice hyperdescent and identify 

as White or American Indian, and part-Asians are more likely to identify as multiracial 

(Gullickson and Morning 2011; Roth 2005; Xie and Goyette 1997). Hence, multiracials have 

variation in identity development, feelings of shared racial fate (i.e., linked fate), and perceptions 

of discrimination. People with mixed-ancestry may identify as bi- or multiracial, identify as 

White, or identify with the minority group. 

Variations among Biracials by Racial Composition 

Given the divergent histories of racial groups in the U.S., researchers must consider how 

racial identity varies by component group (e.g., a Black/White individual compared to an 

American Indian/White individual). Scholars have advocated for disaggregating biracials, noting 
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that subgroups of biracials have different processes when choosing to identify as biracial or 

monoracial (Gullickson and Morning 2011; Liebler 2016; Liebler and Halpern-Manners 2008). 

For example, Black/White biracials are most likely to identify as Black or biracial, Latinx/White 

biracials’ identity is influenced by skin tone and class, and Asian/White biracials are most likely 

to identify as White or biracial (Davenport 2018; Golash-Boza and Darity Jr. 2008; Quiros and 

Araujo Dawson 2013). Liebler (2016) shows that, as of 2008-2010, people with Black/White 

ancestry are most likely to be identified by their parents as biracial (63 percent) or Black (21 

percent); people with American Indian/White ancestry tend to be reported as American Indian 

(53 percent) or White (23 percent); and people with Asian/White ancestry typically are reported 

as biracial (78 percent of Chinese/Whites, 74 percent of Japanese/Whites, and 68 percent of 

Asian Indian or Filipino or Korean/Whites).  

The absence of U.S. slavery among other historically underrepresented groups affects 

contemporary individuals’ racialized understanding and racial affiliations. American 

Indian/Whites, Asian/Whites, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (NHOPI)/Whites, 

Latinx/Whites, Middle Eastern or North African (MENA)/Whites tend to have more variation in 

their racialized self-understanding that Black/White biracials. For example, historically, 

American Indian boarding schools worked to assimilate American Indians into a White Anglo-

Saxon Protestant lifestyle by teaching them English, Christianity, and Protestant values in an 

attempt to eradicate American Indian lifestyle and promote an “American” way of living 

(Dunbar-Ortiz 2015). High rates of (consensual and nonconsensual) relationships between 

American Indians and Whites increased the number of American Indian/Whites, simultaneously 

diminishing the American Indian population if American Indian/Whites are understood as not 

“fully” American Indian (Dunbar-Ortiz 2015). Unlike enslaved Africans who historically had 
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various types of relations with Whites and retained a Black identity and slave status, American 

Indians were encouraged by Whites to assimilate to Whiteness. This is shown in contemporary 

understandings of racial connectedness: Pew Research Center (2015) reports that 61 percent of 

American Indian/White adults state they have a lot in common with Whites and 22 percent 

believe they have a lot in common with American Indians.  

Part-Asian Americans’ likelihood of identifying as biracial is linked to historical factors 

as well. Asians were initially excluded from citizenship and Whiteness, which were considered 

synonymous (Ngai 2004). Asian Americans were later treated as relatively assimilable to 

Whiteness, compared to other groups of color. Saenz et al. (1995) find that children with one 

White and one Asian parent tend to identify as White, and Qian (2004) notes that children of 

Asian American/White couples are most likely to be identified by their parents as White. Pew 

Research Center (2015) finds this trend continues, with 60 percent of Asian/White Adults 

reporting they have a lot in common with Whites and 33 percent feeling they have a lot in 

common with Asians, yet Gullickson and Morning (2011) find part-Asians are more likely to 

identify as multiracial. 

Theories Predicting Bi/Multiracial versus Monoracial Identity 

Most models predicting biracial identity focus on Black/White identity, as these children 

are products of parents crossing the strictest racial boundaries in U.S. society. For my work, the 

most theoretically useful of these models are the typology of racial identity (Rockquemore 

1999), hypodescent (Davis 1991; Jordan 2014; Webb and Gonlin 2019) and genealogy (Morning 

2000), kaleidoscope of identities (Morning 2018), identity theory, and racial/ethnic boundary 
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making (Wimmer 2008).4 All of these models are designed explicitly to predict the racial 

identification of people with mixed ancestry. After reviewing these theoretical models of bi- and 

multiracial identity formation, I discuss models created to measure racial identity. The former 

influence my hypotheses, and the latter are useful for methodological measurement and 

interpretation. 

Typology of Racial Identity 

The typology of racial identity (Rockquemore 1999) explains that bi- and multiracial 

individuals believe they have the ability to choose their own racial identity. Individuals feel their 

self-identified race is more significant than, or contributes to, how others in their social world see 

and react to them. Individuals may identify as racially (1) singular, (2) border, (3) protean, or (4) 

transcendent (Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008). Individuals may have a Singular Identity in 

which they feel a sense of belonging to one racial group even though they are aware of bi- or 

multiracial heritage. This singular identity is one of the most widely used (51 percent) forms of 

racial identity. Singular identity forms based on a variety of factors, including family position, 

community attitudes, hegemonic structure of the society, and phenotypic appearance. The second 

identity type is Border Identity; individuals see themselves as neither Black nor White, but rather 

a conglomeration of both races. For those with a border identity, bi- or multiraciality cannot be 

unmeshed, as this mix defines their lived experiences. The third form of identity is a Protean 

Identity. Individuals are able to emphasize and de-emphasize certain parts of their racial identity 

                                                           
4 One theory not discussed here is interaction validation. In interacting with others, identity may be 
validated or invalidated, and this process can influence one’s self-identification (Khanna 2011; 
Rockquemore 1999; Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008). While useful in individualized clinical and 
therapy settings, the interactional validation approach is limited in understanding different forms of 
discrimination, education and health outcomes, and other disparities that are imposed on groups of 
people. In this study, I do not analyze social networks and therefore do not include this theory, but I 
acknowledge its importance in biracial identity construction. 
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at will: they may move from Black to White and vice versa depending upon the circumstances, 

their personal needs, or the social issues involved at the time. The final identity formation is 

Transcendent Identity. Here, individuals do not subscribe to any racial identity at all, often 

referring to themselves as “human.” In order to incorporate the various identities described by 

this typology, I include in my sample all those who have mixed heritage, rather than only persons 

who identify as biracial or multiracial. I therefore am able to incorporate people using singular, 

border, protean, and transcendent identities in my analyses. 

Ancestry: Hypodescent and Genealogy 

Commonly referred to as the one drop rule, hypodescent refers to the notion that 

Blackness is assigned to any person with “one drop” of Black “blood” (Davis 1991; Jordan 

2014). It is a vestige of slavery, in which anyone with an ancestor who was considered Black 

was also legally categorized as Black. The social construction of blood quantum groups led to 

distinctions where Black people were referred to as mulatto (one-half Black), quadroon (one-

fourth Black), octoroon/terceron/mustee (one-eighth Black), and even mustefino (one-sixteenth 

Black) (Bennett 1962; Catterall 1926; Davis 1991). This classification system divided the Black 

community by privileging lightness, which was described as closer to Whiteness and therefore 

the socially constructed positive attributes associated with Whites. Hypodescent could bring 

Blacks together via a united identity or be used to stratify the Black community. This pattern 

continues in present day U.S. society, with 58 percent of Black/White adults stating they have a 

lot in common with Blacks and only 19 percent report having a lot in common with Whites (Pew 

Research Center 2015). Although the “one-drop” rule is sometimes applied to the individuals 

with non-Black mixed heritage, these individuals tend to have more flexibility and choice in their 

racial identity than those who are part Black. This is because of the historical categorization of 
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anyone with “Black blood” as Black, which is an experience that individuals of color in the U.S. 

did not encounter. 

Using blood quantum to divide people into groups was widespread during slavery, and 

this idea still exists for American Indians’ tribal membership. Rather than hypodescent, the 

federal government uses hyperdescent to denote whether an individual has enough American 

Indian “blood” to have their tribal ancestry recognized (Garroutte 2003; Hagan 1985; Robertson 

2013). Hyperdescent is applied to determine whether or not someone is an American Indian 

tribal citizen (Robertson 2013). While hypodescent is prevalent in Black identification and 

hyperdescent is frequently used in American Indian identification, neither categorization is 

typically applied to part-Asians (Gullickson and Morning 2011). Rather, Gullickson and 

Morning (2011) find that people of part-Asian ancestry tend to be identified as multiracial. 

Today, hypodescent is generally denounced. Social scientists tend to agree that people 

who assert biracial or multiracial identity should be identified as such (rather than be assigned a 

monoracial category). However, researchers have found variations in whether or not hypodescent 

continues to be practiced. Roth (2005) reports that most families that include a Black spouse do 

not subscribe to hypodescent, yet Khanna finds variations in the racial identity of Black/White 

couples, often noting that hypodescent continues to be applied (Khanna 2010; Khanna and 

Johnson 2010). Hypodescent influenced the way individuals with complex racial backgrounds 

were identified and treated by others (Hollinger 2003), and for some this pattern continues. 

Hypodescent also paved the way for social scientists to study other options for individuals who 

identify as biracial or multiracial.  

A newer concept, genealogy, was introduced by Morning (2000) to explain which people 

with multiple racial heritages are likely to identify as multiracial. She asserts that those who are 
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the products of an interracial union are more likely to identify as multiracial on the Census than 

those whose multiracial heritage is more distant, such as having grandparents from multiple 

multiracial backgrounds. Bratter (2007) finds empirical support for this position, revealing that 

bi/multiracial individuals with two monoracial parents are indeed more likely classified as 

multiracial than individuals whose multiracial heritage is a number of generations away. 

However, classification varies by racial composition: respondents with one White parent tend to 

be classified as White or multiracial; those with one Black parent tend to be classified as Black 

or multiracial; those with one American Indian parent as American Indian or White; and those 

with one Asian parent tend to be classified as multiracial (Bratter 2007). Bratter’s findings 

emphasize that parents’ races are connected to the child’s classification. Clearly, multiracials are 

not a monolithic group that should be categorized together.5 

I expect that hypodescent, though declining in social acceptability, will remain a 

significant predictor for part-Black biracials in that they will likely find support in the Black 

community, which has historically accepted part-Black biracials as Black, encouraging part-

Black biracials to identify with Black people and view the Black struggle as their own. The 

absence of hypodescent in other communities of color suggests that other biracials will have 

more racial identities available to them. For those whose mixed ancestry is more distant, the 

concept of genealogy may be particularly important: they may be more likely to identify with the 

racial group most dominant in their known ancestry (e.g., a person with a White parent and an 

American Indian/White parent may feel closer to White people than to American Indians, feel 

that what happens to Whites is most likely to impact their own life, feel accepted by Whites, and 

identify as White). 

                                                           
5 While a different phenomenon from racial identity, classification is related to racial identity (Roth 2016) and the 

way in which one is classified may impact their racial identity. 
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Kaleidoscope 

 The increase in DNA testing has led researchers to consider that this new information can 

impact one’s self-identity in different ways. Morning (2018) hypothesizes four new 

kaleidoscopic types of racial identity – genetic, cosmetic, emotive, and constructed – in which 

racial groups become more heterogeneous. In this theoretical approach, racial categories will 

expand to incorporate “core and peripheral” members as having legitimate claims to a specific 

identity. Morning postulates that a member may enter via genes – if they have DNA attributable 

to certain racial groups, they may form a genetic concept of their race. A member may also gain 

entry cosmetically, by altering their physical appearance. This race concept is biologically – an 

individual believes themselves to be a certain race, and so alters their body to indicate this 

concept. Thirdly, Morning (2018) suggests an emotive membership type, in which an individual 

feels a sense of belonging and therefore identifies as a certain race. Finally, membership may be 

constructed, in that they recognize their classification by others and the phenomena of reflected 

race (the race one believes others see them as) impacts their self-construction. Morning does not 

dispute ancestry, appearance, socioeconomic status, or behavioral and cultural forms of race 

membership, but rather offers four new membership types that are and may continue to take 

place. My survey is designed to be all-encompassing, so that people who identify in these 

various ways may indicate their awareness of ancestry groups plus their own self-identified race. 

Social Identities 

 In addition to the aforementioned theories predicting bi/multiracial identification, social 

identities also have an important role. Identity Theory has a long tradition of explaining how the 

self is constructed in relation to others in society. The theory understands the self as being 

comprised of multiple identities and mediate the relationship between social structure and 
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interpersonal behavior (Hogg, Terry, and White 1995). Identity Theory is a micro-sociological 

theory intending to explain how the relationship between the self and society influences social 

behavior outcomes. It is postulated that how one identifies influences their behavior, and thus is 

useful in predicting the relationship between social identities and behaviors such as reporting 

discrimination, racially identifying on a form, and entering into interracial relationships. 

Social identities are influential in predicting racial identification among people with 

mixed-race ancestry: Davenport (2016) shows that gender, religion, and income impact racial 

identification for people with Latinx/White, Asian/White, and Black/White parents. Identifying 

as female rather than male greatly increases the likelihood of identifying as biracial instead of 

monoracial. In addition, economic influence and Jewish identification are associated with 

identifying with Whiteness, while respondents who associate with a religion generally connected 

with racial minorities are more likely to assert minority identification. 

Racial/Ethnic Boundaries 

 How people aware of mixed-race ancestry identify and their patterns of behavior provide 

insight into how boundaries are constructed and navigated, where boundaries are drawn, and 

how boundaries are shifting. People who know of multiple racial groups in their ancestries may 

have weaker racial boundaries than other groups because they could feel connected to multiple 

groups. Wimmer (2008) argues that characteristics of ethnicity change across cases because 

“ethnic boundaries,” or delineations of what a specific ethnic group is comprised of, are created 

and transformed over time. Wimmer asserts that ethnic boundaries are erected as a result of class 

struggles and negotiations for institutional order, distribution of power, and political networks, 

all of which impact which strategy of ethnic boundary-making is employed.  
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For example, Liebler (2016) analyzes data spanning over multiple decades and 

determines that the boundaries demarcating racial groups vary over time and across family types. 

Since 1980, interracial parents have identified children with Asian ancestry as multiracial. This 

trend in identification is not followed by many other family types; children with American Indian 

ancestry tend to be identified as monoracially Black (among Black/AIAN) or White (among 

White/AIAN). Over time, children with White ancestry are less likely to be reported as 

monoracially White, and children with Black ancestry are less likely to be reported as 

monoracially Black (though Black ancestry is still included in identification). Liebler thus argues 

that the predominance of multiracial Asian and multiracial Black responses indicsate that Asian 

multiracial and Black multiracial may potentially emerge as socially recognized categories. This 

work highlights how boundaries can shift for different groups, as people with mixed race 

ancestry are not a monolith but rather have distinctive differences by component groups. 

Liebler’s (2016) study focuses on parents’ understanding of race and racial boundaries, which 

undoubtedly influence their children’s racial identification. However, other factors may influence 

how one identifies; in this study, I ask respondents how they themselves identify. 

For example, if people with Black/White ancestry feel equal amounts of linked fate with 

Blacks and Whites, this may indicate a boundary change in who is accepted as White or Black. 

Linked fate allows me to consider mental boundaries between and within groups, while racial 

discrimination can work to keep boundaries intact, and can indicate if boundaries are shifting and 

in which ways. 

Perceived Racial Discrimination 

Perceived discrimination involves unfair treatment that people believe they encounter. 

This is not necessarily the “actual” amount of discrimination they experience, or the 
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discrimination they experience that was intentional versus unintentional. Perceived 

discrimination emphasizes the awareness and internal processing of events, which is related to 

how people believe others see them (Sellers and Shelton 2003) and strength of racial/ethnic 

identity (Gong, Xu, and Takeuchi 2017). Perceiving discrimination may impact an individual’s 

closeness to a particular racial group and the individual’s self-identity. Herman (2004) finds that 

darker-skinned multiracials perceived higher amounts of discrimination and linked this perceived 

discrimination with a racial minority identity. In addition, in their study of racial identity and 

discrimination among Black college students, Sellers and Shelton (2003) find that racial 

centrality is connected with perceived discrimination, and perceived discrimination is associated 

with increased levels of psychological distress. I add to these studies by introducing linked fate 

as the mechanism connecting discrimination and racial identity. The majority (55 percent) of 

U.S. adults with mixed-race ancestry report perceiving to be racially discriminated against (Pew 

Research Center 2015). To underscore variations in discrimination reported by people of mixed 

ancestry, I analyze general discrimination (i.e., how often people believe they are discriminated 

against) and of specific instances of discrimination (e.g., how often people are stopped by the 

police). 

Perceived everyday discrimination reported by people who know of mixed ancestry 

reflects the current U.S. racial hierarchy. Everyday discrimination is the routine and seemingly 

minor discrimination people experience that results in chronic discrimination (Essed 1991; 

Williams et al. 1997). People who identify as biracial or as a monoracial person of color tend to 

report similar percentages of discrimination, which are higher than respondents who are aware of 

mixed ancestry and identify as White. Using The Freshman Survey, Davenport (2018) finds 

90.1percent of self-identified Black/White biracials and 89.1 percent of self-identified Blacks 
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who have a White parent disagree that “racial discrimination is no longer a major problem,” 

while 77.4percent of self-identified Whites who have a Black parent disagree with this statement. 

The difference is smaller among respondents with an Asian parent and a White parent (83.8 

percent of Asian/Whites; 83.5 percent of Asians with a White parent; 79.3 percent of White with 

an Asian parent).  Among people with a Latinx parent and a White parent, the differences are the 

smallest (out of these three groups): 82.4 percent of Latinx/Whites and 81.6 percent of Latinxs 

with a White parent do not agree that “racial discrimination is no longer a major problem,” and 

77.1 percent of Whites with a Latinx parent disagree. I anticipate obtaining similar findings, but 

in addition to the aforementioned groups I will also study perceived discrimination reported by 

people with Middle Eastern or North African (MENA)/White ancestry, a group that is largely 

understudied due to the historic and contemporary classification of MENA as White (Beydoun 

2013), and connect these findings to discrimination and linked fate. 

In addition to general discrimination, the amount and type of discrimination reported 

varies by racial composition. Among people with known multiracial ancestry, the highest 

percentages of discrimination are reported by people with Black/White ancestry: 71 percent of 

people with Black/White ancestry report experiencing racial slurs or jokes, 57 percent perceive 

experiencing poor service at restaurants or other businesses, and 41 percent believe they have 

been unfairly stopped by police. Among people with Asian/White ancestry, 60 percent report 

being told racial slurs or jokes, 25 percent believe they have experienced poor service, and six 

percent say they have been unfairly stopped by police. Finally, 47 percent of people with 

American Indian/White ancestry report experiencing racial slurs or jokes, 30 percent believe they 

have received poor service, and 15 percent perceive having been unfairly stopped by the police 

due to their racial background (Pew Research Center 2015). As Khanna (2011) notes, biracials 
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may perceive discrimination from multiple groups. Therefore, I specifically ask respondents 

about discrimination due to each component group, as well as due to biraciality. I obtain not only 

whether they experience discrimination, but also their perception of the catalyst for this 

discrimination. 

To quantify perceived discrimination, I use the Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS), 

Williams et al. (1997). The EDS creates an additive measure of reported frequency of being 

treated with less courtesy than others, less respect than others, receiving poorer service than 

others in restaurants or stores, people acting as if they are not smart, as if they are better than the 

respondent, as if they are afraid of the respondent, as if they think the respondent is dishonest, 

being called names or insulted, and being threatened or harassed. Increased frequency of 

everyday discrimination is associated with significant decreases in well-being and significant 

increases in self-reported ill health, psychological distress, and number of days physically 

incapacitated due to physical health and emotional distress (Williams et al. 1997). I incorporate 

the EDS into my online survey in order to determine the amount of racial discrimination 

perceived by people with mixed ancestry. 

Perceived discrimination, racial identity, and racial centrality are connected in circular 

and reciprocal ways. Racial centrality is significantly associated with perceived discrimination, 

and perceived discrimination is associated with increased levels of psychological distress. In 

their sample of Black college students, Sellers and Shelton (2003) find that perceiving 

discrimination influences how Black students believe they are racially seen. Researchers 

consistently conclude that if a person believes they are discriminated against, their physical and 

emotional health declines (Araujo 2009; Monk 2015; Perez et al. 2008; Sellers and Shelton 2003; 

Williams et al. 1997). In this study, I emphasize discrimination as a major factor able to 
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influence identity and centrality, because the experience of differential treatment can exacerbate 

these variables. 

Linked Fate 

The theory of linked fate purports that an individual’s closeness to people who identify 

with a specific racial group is associated with the individual’s belief that their life chances are 

tied to the group (Dawson 1994; Gay and Tate 1998; Jaynes and Williams Jr. 1989). Linked fate 

involves the belief that what happens to the group affects individual group members. Historical 

factors connected to linked fate “reflect a sense of belonging or conscious loyalty to the group in 

question” (Simien 2005). 

Linked fate is frequently linked to political participation as an indicator of racial 

connectedness (Jones-Correa 2011; McConnaughy et al. 2010; Simien 2005; Wilkinson 2014; 

Wong, Lien, and Conway 2005). These studies indicate that feeling a common fate with a 

specific racial group is connected to behavioral outcomes, such as variations in voter turnout 

(Chong and Rogers 2005). Given this, scholars have broadened the applicability of linked fate to 

the intersecting identities of race and gender (Simien 2005), and race, class, and religion (Gay, 

Hochschild, and White 2016), showing the significance of racialized identity even when other 

identities are considered. I extend the idea of linked fate by applying this concept to multiracial 

identification. 

I expect that people of mixed heritage who feel more connected to one racial group are 

more likely to racially identify with that group than as biracial. Among those that identify as 

biracial, feeling more linked fate with one group should still be associated with the individual 

acting in the perceived interests of that group. Pew Research Center (2015) finds that a minority 

of multiracials feel “a lot” of common bond with other multiracials, with 34 percent reporting a 
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common bond with others that are the same mix of races as them and 17 percent feeling a 

common bond with people who are a different mix of races than them. I build on this work by 

analyzing whether biracials tend to feel linked fate with specific monoracial groups, to biracials, 

or to human beings in general. 

It is important to acknowledge the connection to other similar concepts used in academic 

literature. A similar concept, common fate, is one of the Gestalt principles for grouping the 

visual world (Wertheimer 1938). Used frequently in group dynamics literature, the idea of 

common fate emphasizes similarity over time and grouping of items with visually similar 

characteristics. 

Stigma-based solidarity offers another component to linked fate. Craig and Richeson 

(2012, 2016) assert that minority group members who perceive that different minority group 

members experience discrimination in similar ways (e.g., race), they are more likely to feel 

connected to and solidarity with that minority group. In addition to testing linked fate with a 

group leading to sharing that group identity, I also analyze respondents’ linked fate with other 

racial groups. 

Racial Centrality 

Racial centrality involves the general importance of racial identity to an individual. For 

this study, that means as racial discrimination increases, I expect respondents to see this race as 

central to themselves. In addition, if people with mixed ancestry tend to believe their lives are 

affected by what happens to a specific racial group (linked fate), I expect they are likely to also 

feel this racial identity is significant to their lived experiences across space (centrality). 

Sellers and colleagues (1998) discuss racial salience, regard, ideology, and centrality as 

four different but connected aspects of Black racial identity. While salience is the significance of 
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one’s race in specific situations, regard emphasizes how one (positively or negatively) feels 

toward their racial group, and ideology refers to one’s idea of how members of the race should 

act, centrality highlights self-concept. Racial centrality refers to “whether race is a core part of an 

individual’s self-concept,” “normative perceptions of self…across a number of different 

situations,” is considered relatively stable across space, and indicates a “hierarchical ranking of 

different identities relative to their proximity to the individual's core definition of self,” (Banaji 

and Prentice 1994; Gurin and Markus 1989; Sellers et al. 1997, 1998). Centrality is particularly 

interesting when applied to people who know of mixed ancestry, as this population is more prone 

to identities that shift across spaces and time (Rockquemore and Brunsma 2002; Root 1998). The 

concept of linked fate helps to address potential differences in the meaning and relevance of race 

to an individual; not all people who identify as a certain race view this identity as a defining 

characteristic, which may lead to divergent outcomes within same-group members. 

Sellers and colleagues (1998) assert that centrality affects behavior in an indirect manner. 

They believe centrality impacts racial salience, which influences racial ideology and racial 

regard, both of which lead to appraisal or construal, which leads to behavior. Instead of testing 

this path, I focus on the connection between centrality and behavior which has been indicated in 

empirical data. Sellers and associates (1997) devised the Multidimensional Inventory of Black 

Identity (MIBI) in order to measure racial identity. Intended to measure the Multidimensional 

Model of Racial Identity (MMRI), the MIBI was designed to study the significance and 

implications of Black identity across various dimensions of identity, including racial centrality. 

Using the MIBI, Sellers and colleagues found that Black “individuals with a Black best 

friend scored higher on the Centrality and Nationalist6 scales and lower on the Minority, 

                                                           
6 The MMRI consists of four philosophies: 1) Nationalist, which emphasizes the importance and uniqueness of 
being of African descent; 2) Minority, characterized by the view that all minorities are oppressed and emphasizing 
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Assimilation, and Humanist ideology scales. Centrality and Nationalist scores were positively7 

associated with contact with Blacks, while Centrality and Nationalist scores were negatively 

associated with contact with Whites” (Sellers et al. 1997:810). In addition, Rowley (2000) found 

that, among Black college students, the MIBI is a valid measure of identity and is connected to 

race-related behavior. Participants whose best friend was Black scored higher on the Centrality 

Scale, compared to Black students whose best friend was not Black (Rowley 2000). Both studies 

indicate a clear positive relationship between the MIBI Centrality Scale and close same-race 

relationships.  

I expect increased racial discrimination to be associated with greater racial centrality, and 

higher levels of linked fate with a certain racial group to be connected to greater likelihood of 

identifying with that racial group. Increased discrimination will highlight the significance of 

one’s race, or at least, bring to the forefront the racial identification that respondents believe 

others assign to them (i.e., reflected race). Emphasizing one’s race in a negative manner such as 

discrimination may increase the likelihood that this identity will become an important part of 

their self-concept, thus making race more central to how they see themselves because it 

influences how respondents interact with others and engage with the world at large. I expect 

linked fate to play a role as well: when respondents believe their fate is tied a certain racial 

group, they may be more likely to see this identity as central to themselves because it influences 

with which group(s) they feel their fate is tied and how they interpret the world and their 

experiences (e.g., if my fate is tied to Black people, then when I think about how others interact 

                                                           
commonality across oppressed groups; 3) Assimilationist, which focuses on commonalities between Blacks 
Americans and the rest of American society; and 4) Humanist, which underscores commonalities among all 
humans (Sellers et al. 1997:806).  
7 Private Regard – the amount of positive or negative feelings towards African Americans and one’s own 
membership in that group – was also positively associated with contact with Blacks. Salience, centrality, ideology, 
and regard are the four dimensions of MMRI.  
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with me and how I move in the world it is with the understanding that it is because I am Black 

and the treatment I receive is that which Black people in general receive, which strengthens how 

central Blackness is to my identity). I also expect the interaction of high levels of discrimination 

and linked fate to be associated with increased racial centrality. For example, if a respondent 

experiences racial discrimination but does not feel that what happens to a certain racial group 

impacts them, they may be less likely to see race as highly central to their self-concept, whereas 

a respondent who experiences racial discrimination and believes what happens to a specific 

racial group impacts them is more likely to see race as central to themselves. 

Intimate Relationships: Different-Sex and Same-Sex Racialized Partner Choices 

Sociohistorical and social demographic factors impact interracial partnerings. Though 

interracial marriage is now legal in the U.S., the majority of Americans (93 percent in 2010) 

choose to marry someone of the same race (Lofquist et al. 2012). What leads people to choose 

same-race or different-race partners? I delve into historical and contemporary patterns of racial 

exclusion and inclusion and different-sex intimate relationships. Then, I discuss intimate 

relationships among self-identified bi/multiracials. I examine Black/White relationships in depth 

because these relationships were the basis for laws interjected to restrict interracial relationships. 

Understanding the history of these regulations is crucial to understanding the practices of all 

interracial couplings. The progeny of interracial relationships is the basis for my study as they 

might claim a multiracial identity. Furthermore, the histories of interracial relationships impact 

the ability and likelihood that people with mixed-race ancestry identify monoracially or 

bi/multiracially. 
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Historical and Contemporary Patterns of Racialized and Gendered Exclusion 

 Interwoven racialized and gendered power structures prevented specific types of 

interracial relationships from forming. In 1619, when free Africans arrived to the U.S., they 

labored alongside of Europeans and generally shared the same rights as Whites in the same 

socioeconomic class (Smedley 2007). Approximately 50 percent of 17th century Africans 

married White women (Parent 2003). After free poor Africans, Europeans, and some American 

Indians united against governmental corruption and abuse of power in 1676 for Bacon’s 

Rebellion, the colony rulers introduced laws to prevent future coalitions among the working class 

and provide plantain laborers by establishing racial slavery (Smedley 2007). In the late 17th and 

early 18th centuries, Africans’ rights were stripped away, and no form of interracial relationships 

between Blacks and Whites was legally acceptable. 

The power structure and laws protecting Whites allowed White male slave owners to 

have sex with African slave women, usually in the form of rape, and consider their progeny to be 

slaves. In 1662, the law stated children inherited the status of the mother, leading any child born 

to a Black woman to be considered enslaved (Hening 1823). Accordingly, any child born to a 

White woman would be considered free (though any White person fornicating with a Negro 

would be heavily fined). To restrict White women’s agency and prevent them from partnering 

with Black men, the practice switched from following the condition of the mother to 

hypodescent, leading any child born with “one drop” of Black blood to be considered Black, 

which was interchangeable with slave. This shift restricted White women’s agency and relations 

with Black men, because White women worked to prevent their children from being slaves. 

Hence, White men asserted power over Black women’s bodies and monetarily benefited, and 

restricted access to White women’s bodies by requiring White women to uphold White racial 

purity and keep wealth within the White family. 
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After the abolition of slavery in 1865, the prevention of interracial couplings continued. 

White men exerted power and fear by continuing to rape Black women. Even when these 

relationships were consensual, White men benefited from structural power that Black women did 

not. This racialized, patriarchal power structure operated differently for Black men and White 

women. Black male/White female relationships were strongly discouraged, occurred 

infrequently, and both parties were penalized if a relationship formed. Anti-miscegenation laws 

were implemented to prevent “race mixing” by criminalizing marriage between Blacks and 

Whites. White men “protected” White women from Black men. White women, described as pure 

and chaste, were instructed to defend themselves against Black men, constructed as hypersexual 

and animalistic, by calling on their White brethren.  

Under Jim Crow laws, a Black person “improperly” looking at a White person, especially 

with sexual intent, was punishable by death. The idea of improper looking was known as 

“reckless eyeballing,” a phrase generally ascribed to a Black man purportedly looking at a White 

woman. Reckless eyeballing convictions provided a legal means for Whites to assert power, fear, 

and dominance over Blacks after the abolishment of slavery. The creation and implementation of 

these absurd laws indicates how policy-making Whites impacted the power structure, interracial 

relationships were sanctioned, and Black men were imprisoned or killed under the pretense of 

protecting White women’s virtue. 

As late as 1951, Matt Ingram was convicted for reportedly looking at a White female 

neighbor from 65 feet away, and prosecutors in State v. Ingram demanded he be convicted of 

assault with intention to rape. The North Carolina Supreme Court ruled that Ingram was guilty if 

he used “intentional threats or menace of violence such as looking at a person in a leering 

manner, that is, in some sort of sly or threatening or suggestive manner…he causes another to 
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reasonably apprehend imminent danger,” but after pressure from the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People and African American media reports, the State Court removed 

Ingram’s conviction and asserted that “it cannot be said that a pedestrian may be assaulted by a 

look, however frightening, from a person riding in an automobile some distance away” (Devin 

1953). This ruling led the groundwork for legal conviction of assault only if there was 

“reasonable apprehension” of danger, such as a body movement or movement in the direction of 

the person under observation. Social expectations were codified in law by restricting any form of 

Black male/White female interracial relationships. 

The structures preventing Black/White relationships were used to structure other types of 

interracial couplings. After slavery ended, Whites needed cheap labor sources, which they found 

via sharecropping (which was another form of slavery for Blacks) and using international 

migrant labor. The Chinese Exclusion Act explicitly prevented Chinese from immigrating to the 

U.S., and the Gentlemen’s Agreement in 1908 curtailed Japanese immigration. After increased 

strikes from Japanese workers in 1909, the Hawai‘i Sugar Planters Association recruited laborers 

from the Philippines as an alternative source of workers (Ngai 2004). California and Washington 

State encouraged Filipino laborers to migrate and work at jobs that White Americans refused to 

submit to, leading to an increase in Filipino male migrants. To the fury of White men, by the late 

1920s Filipino men began having relations with White women. While White women typically 

did not marry Filipino men, they would have romantic relations. White men shamed White 

women by calling them race traitors, but they found the more effective method of retaining 

“their” women was to disgrace Filipino men. They did so by effeminizing Filipino men as not 

“real” men, asserting Filipino men were homosexuals who lacked masculinity, stereotyping 

Filipino men as sentimental and emotional, and propping White men up as the only viable suitors 
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(Ngai 2004). Filipino/White relationships were not legally prevented the way Black/White 

relations were because the racial classification of Filipinos was legally ambiguous. Nonetheless, 

the fear of White women race-mixing with Filipino men was a major catalyst for anti-Filipino 

race riots in the 1930s in California, Washington, Chicago, and Florida (Ngai 2004). Filipino 

man/White woman relationships were met with violence and, in some cases, imprisonment of the 

Filipino counterpart. Very little is known about the children of these couples. 

Concurrently, in the 1920s, there was in influx of Mexican laborers arriving to the U.S. 

They were paid incredibly low wages, but still earned more than they did working in Mexico and 

sent remittances home whenever possible. In the 1920s, Whites frequently grouped Filipino and 

Mexican men together in a middle-tier category of workers who were not as civilized as Whites 

but still above Blacks. Historian Ngai (2004:132) describes this socioeconomic period as such: 

“Imported colonial labor occupied a transitional site between chattel slavery and free labor.” 

Valued as cheap sources of labor, these immigrant men were treated as disposable workers. They 

were expected to come to the U.S., work for little pay, then return to their sending country. As 

with Filipinos, Mexican men were encouraged by the U.S. government to come work in the U.S. 

Joining the Mexican Americans who lived in the U.S. before it was the U.S., many Mexican 

laborers and their families settled in the southwest in the 1930s. 

Legalizing Interracial Marriage and Multiracial Identification 

As an international war tactic, the U.S. began to address matters of racial discrimination 

(Dudziak 2000). Concerned with its international presence during the Cold War (1947-1991), the 

United States worked towards increasing civil rights for marginalized groups. Lynching, racial 

segregation, and racial violence and discrimination occurring in the U.S. was reported via 

international news outlets. U.S. government officials determined that the most effective response 
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to foreign critics of American democracy was to enact social change at home: “We feel that one 

of the most effective, firm, and noticeable ways in which we can show the rest of the world we 

believe in democracy is to practice such a virtue…at home. We believe this will still Russian 

propaganda against us for this gross injustice in this country” (reprinted in Dudziak 2000: 85). In 

response to international pressures and pressures at home, the U.S. government reacted to racial 

injustices and protests for racial justice by passing laws to end racial segregation in the U.S. 

army, introduce race-neutral laws and procedures, and enact Supreme Court decisions to uphold 

democratic values of freedom and equality (Bonilla-Silva 2003; Dudziak 2000).  

During this time frame, the civil rights movement (1954-1968) was ongoing. A social 

justice struggle to secure freedoms for Black Americans, the civil rights movement protested 

injustices via sit-ins, marches, speeches, and boycotts. Through protesting, which was shown on 

news stations across the world, civil rights activists and people in other nations pressured the 

U.S. government to pass a number of civil rights acts (Dudziak 2000). The Civil Rights Act of 

1964 ended segregation in public places and banned employment discrimination on the basis of 

race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; the Voting Rights Act of 1965 prohibited racial 

discrimination in voting; and the Civil Rights Act of 1968 banned housing discrimination on the 

basis of race, color, religion, or national origin (Anon 1964, Anon 1965, Anon 1968).   

The civil rights movement effectively pressured the U.S. government to pass laws and 

write Supreme Court decisions ruling against segregation and discrimination. These rulings set 

the stage for the 1967 Loving v. Virginia Supreme Court decision. Prior to Loving, interracial 

marriage was illegal in the U.S. and was punishable by imprisonment and/or death. Famously, 

Mildred and Richard Loving, a Black woman and a White man, were sentenced to a year in jail 

for marrying each other and they fought anti-miscegenation laws until they were seen before the 
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Supreme Court. Individual states had begun to repeal anti-miscegenation laws, but 16 states still 

had laws against intermarriage. In 1967, the landmark Supreme Court case Loving v. Virginia 

was passed, declaring all race-based legal restrictions on marriage to be unconstitutional (Anon 

1967). 

Legalizing interracial marriage, an increase in interracial unions and biracial children, 

and the civil rights movement paved the way for the multiracial movement. Williams (2003) 

argues that the success of the civil rights movement allowed for new differentiations among the 

Black community that were not previously feasible, leading to more overt heterogeneity among 

Blacks. This weakened the unity among Black Americans, unity that had been necessary for the 

civil rights movement. This allowed space for other disenfranchised groups in the Black 

community to politically assert themselves: the civil rights movement became a model for other 

excluded populations, such as women and gay people, to fight for their rights using civil rights 

tactics (Williams 2003). In addition, the political climate after the civil rights movement was less 

hostile, providing a political opportunity for multiracial activism (Williams 2003). Once anti-

miscegenation laws were repealed in 1967, a multiracial movement became possible and groups 

began forming in the late 1970s. In addition, once legal, interracial marriages rapidly increased. 

Rates of intermarriage grew from approximately 3 percent of newlyweds in 1967 to 17 percent 

of newlyweds in 2015 (Bialik 2017). Among all married couples in 2015 (not just newlyweds), 

10 percent are intermarried for a total of 11 million people (Bialik 2017). Interracial unions 

produced children who could be identified as multiracial. The civil rights movement, legality of 

interracial marriage, and increase in intermarriage and biracial children enabled the multiracial 

movement to form and prosper. 
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The multiracial movement fought for acceptance of multiracials and the allowance of 

multiracial identification. Many parents in interracial unions believed forcing their children to 

“choose only one” racial category on the Census encouraged children to identify with one parent 

and deny the other or be relegated to the “other” category. To combat this, organizations formed 

on the West Coast in the late 1970s and early 1980s, but did not gain prominence or a large 

following until a decade later. 

The multiracial movement of the 1990s was initiated predominantly by White women in 

interracial marriages who were concerned that their children would be categorized monoracially 

as the minority race. Working against hypodescent, these mothers wanted their Whiteness to be 

represented as much as the minority race. In 1988, major multiracial-centered organizations (I-

Pride, BFN, IFC, MASC, and later Project RACE) joined together to form the Association of 

MultiEthnic Americans (AMEA) with the number one priority being to pressure the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) to allow for multiracial categorization (Brown and Douglass 

2003). They therefore lobbied for the 2000 Census to allow respondents to check more than one 

box. Meanwhile, APFU worked for a colorblind society and included in its membership anyone 

involved with interracial relationships. Although they had different specific goals, all of these 

organizations advocated for multiracial categorization (Brown and Douglass 2003). 

A multiracial category was supported by many Republicans and, according to Newt 

Gingrich in 1997, reflected “the melting pot which is America,” but was opposed by a number of 

civil rights organizations (Masuoka 2017). The National Association for the Advancement of 

Colored People (NAACP), National Urban League (NUL), National Council of La Raza 

(NCLR), Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), National Asian 

Pacific American Legal Consortium (NAPALC), and National Congress of American Indians 



36 

 

(NCAI) believed that a multiracial census category would reclassify racial minorities, reducing 

the size of federally protected minority populations and thus diminishing state and federal 

programs intended for minorities (Masuoka 2017; Williams 2003). Given this concern, the OMB 

worked to incorporate multiracials while simultaneously capturing experiences of discrimination. 

In 2000 the U.S. Census allowed respondents to “choose one or more” racial group in 

their self-identification. For the first time in decades (previously multiracials had been included 

on the Census as mulattoes, quadroons, and octaroons, but those designations were observer 

assigned), multiracials were represented on the U.S. Census. To avoid undercounting minorities, 

the OMB counted groups in ranges from minimum to maximum counts, such as including 

multiracials in a separate category and also in their component group categories (Perlmann and 

Waters 2002). This change enabled researchers to include multiracials in their analyses of racial 

groups, and attempt to incorporate multiracials in analyses in various ways (Liebler and Halpern-

Manners 2008). Since 2000, the number of self-identified multiracials has increased among all 

groups of multiracials as this racial designation becomes more socially acceptable and as 

intermarriage rates continue to grow. Hence, sociologists are able to research a group of 

individuals that previously were not encapsulated in Census data. 

By 2003, 13 percent of marriages in the U.S. were interracial, indicating a shift in our 

conception of the acceptability and desirability of these marriages. Yet there continues to be 

resistance against intermarriage, shown clearly by the Mississippi wedding venue that in 2019, 

refused to marry a Black/White couple (stating they do not “do” gay weddings or mixed-race 

weddings) (Chiu 2019), and the Louisiana justice of the peace who in 2009, refused to marry a 

Black/White couple. The latter case led to a federal civil rights lawsuit against the justice of the 
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peace and a different justice of the peace marrying the couple (The Associated Press 2009a, 

2009b). 

My focus throughout this section on Black/White interracial relationships emphasizes the 

historical systems that constructed and treated two racial groups posed as direct opposites, and 

pitted the hypersexualized, animalistic Black stereotype against that of White purity and virtue. 

The histories of other minority/majority interracial relationships indicate a similar goal of 

protecting the purity of White women while allowing White men to exoticize racial minoritized 

women’s bodies. For example, the Mexican population coming to the U.S. shifted in the 1940s 

with the implementation of the Bracero Program. Set up to regulate mass emigration, this 

program encouraged young, able-bodied Mexican men to come as contract workers who could 

work in the U.S. for a limited time then return to their home country. Many braceros were 

discriminated against by White women; those who did enter relationships with White women 

were met with violence (Ngai 2004; Zatz 1993). In fact, Mexican men reportedly sexually 

abusing White women is cited as one of the main reasons for the Zoot-Suit Riots (Mirandé 

1987). This trend of White men valuing immigrant men of color as cheap labor sources but 

fearing their inclusion in U.S. society and sexual relations with White women has continued to 

impact present-day relations. 

The histories of Asian/White and Middle Eastern/White interracial relationships “protect” 

White women by constructing men of color as effeminate and therefore unsuitable partners. 

Unlike all other groups, American Indian and White relationships were encouraged by federal 

policy intended to forcibly assimilate American Indians into Whiteness and to steal land from 

tribes (Cornell 1988). Deeply gendered and racialized, these historical systems have grown into 

the formation of certain types of interracial relationships today. 
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Contemporary Intimate Partner Choices and Rejection 

Today, interracial relationships are impacted by racialized and gendered patterns of 

exclusion. Rather than explicitly excluding certain racial groups, which is now seen as racist, 

many people refer to racial preferences (Feliciano, Lee, and Robnett 2011). Describing a 

“preference” is a safe way for people in power to espouse racist ideologies (e.g., “I do not date 

Asian men because they are weak”) without explicitly stating these racist ideas (e.g., “I just 

prefer not to date Asian men - nothing against them, just not my thing”). The ability to assert a 

preference in the first place denotes power and position in society. Hence, White men and 

women are the most likely to reject outgroup members, yet the least likely to be rejected by other 

racial groups (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). These monoracial patterns of exclusion will likely 

also be reflected in biracial respondents’ desire and ability to date interracially, particularly 

among biracials who feel closer to a monoracial group than to other biracials. 

Racialized stereotypes can influence perceptions of desirability and impact racialized 

patterns of exclusion. For example, Hebl and colleagues (2012) find that fictitious Facebook 

profiles with more Afrocentric features, which included broad noses and darker-skin tone 

(Feliciano 2016), who requested interracial friendships were more likely to be denied than less-

stereotypical Blacks, preventing even platonic interracial relationships. Indeed, interracial 

relationships were less common for Blacks perceived as more racially stereotypical (Hebl et al. 

2012). More-stereotypical Blacks had fewer interracial connections, even when they initiated the 

interaction, than less-stereotypical Blacks, and Whites’ reactions to Blacks was more negative 

towards darker-skinned Blacks with Afrocentric features than towards lighter-skinned Blacks 

with less prototypical facial features (Hagiwara et al. 2012; Hebl et al. 2012). In addition, gender 

and race intersect to fuel these patterns in interracial relationships in gendered ways. This may be 

seen in the feminization of Asian men and stereotype of demure of Asian women, the 
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exoticization of Middle Eastern women and terror associated with Middle Eastern men, the 

hypersexualization of Blacks and Latinxs, and the animalistic stereotype of Blacks. 

Robnett and Feliciano's (2011) analysis of interracial dating patterns online supports the 

presence of racialized exclusion. Data from these platforms provides arguably the most liberal 

and honest assertions of interracial partnering preferences because online anonymity encourages 

freedom from social norms. Because interracial dating is more frequent than interracial marriage 

(owing to its status as being less permanent), analyzing data websites provides rich information 

on interracial partnering. They find that Black women and Asian men are the groups most likely 

to be rejected, and this remains true for Asian and Middle Eastern men regardless of income 

level. Their findings indicate how people take actions in response to cultural stereotypes, such as 

the hypersexualization of Black women which promotes sleeping with but not dating Black 

women. The stereotype of Asian women as diffident and supporting the man fits the ideal image 

of women, and heterosexual men are highly unlikely to exclude Asian women from their 

“preferred” dating groups. These stereotypes work in the opposite direction for Asian men; the 

feminization of Asian men works to delegitimize their status as viable suitors for women, and the 

outcome of this stereotype may be seen in heterosexual women’s purported “preference” not to 

date Asian men. Black people in general are the most likely to be excluded by other groups (94 

percent of Asian men and women, 91 percent of White men and women, 81 percent of Latinos, 

and 76 percent of Latinas exclude Blacks), and Blacks are most likely to exclude Whites (76 

percent Black women, 33 percent Latinas, and 11 percent Asian women exclude White men; 72 

percent of Black men exclude White women) (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). 

To test gendered and racialized preferences, researchers have asked participants who they 

would prefer to date and marry, and analyze differences in reported preferences (Campbell and 
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Herman 2015; Robnett and Feliciano 2011). These expressed preferences undoubtedly impact 

patterns of seeking partners. While we cannot choose who we fall for, we can choose who we 

date and marry. If this were not true, then we would not see specific patterns emerge for intra- 

and interracial marriage. For example, Whites are more likely to marry Asians than they are 

Blacks. Why do we see this pattern? Whites and Asians are more likely to work and live in 

similar areas than Whites and Blacks, leading to a higher White/Asian partnership rate because 

we tend to date the people we work and live with because we meet and interact with them at high 

rates.   

However, if location were the only factor, we would expect there to be no gender 

differences: in heterosexual relationships, White men would date and marry Asian women at the 

same rate that White women date and marry Asian men. Yet researchers show that these 

predictions do not hold true – White men date and marry Asian women at much higher rates than 

White women date and marry Asian men (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). Therefore, White 

proximity to Asians is not the only, or even the main factor, driving these relationships. White 

men are most likely to prefer Asian women and Latinas while White women are most likely to 

prefer Latinos as out-group partners (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). Black people tend to prefer 

Latinxs as out-group partners, Asians and Latinxs are most likely to prefer Whites and most 

likely to exclude Blacks (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). Seldom have scholars analyzed different-

sex interracial relationships (notable exception being Steinbugler 2012) or biracial relationships 

by race (notable exception being Littlejohn 2018). 

Same-sex Interracial Relationships 

 Same-sex interracial relationships have occurred for centuries, yet the historical 

purposeful neglect of research on this subject diminishes knowledge and acceptance of the 
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viability of these relationships. Steinbugler (2012), in her groundbreaking book on same- and 

different-sex interracial relationships, asserts that in the late 1800s and early 1900s, same-sex 

interracial partnerships were treated as individual psychosis, particularly disturbing due to the 

dual social infractions occurring. Due to this framing, same-sex interracial partnering was 

historically not discussed frequently and was not met with the same ferocity as in anti-

miscegenation laws. In fact, Steinbugler (2012:14) asserts that, though historians have 

documented same-sex interracial relationships, “same-sex interracial intimacy is virtually absent 

from the historical literature on interraciality…it speaks to a broader pattern that emerges within 

these histories, namely that gay and lesbian interracial partners were most visible to other gays 

and lesbians.” Racial differences in partnerships was not a major concern among couples who 

were already considered “perverse.” She works to address this lack of inclusion of interracial 

same-sex relationships in studies on interracial relations, and I move the needle by incorporating 

biracials into my discussion on interracial same- and different-sex relationships, perceived 

discrimination, and linked fate. 

Contemporarily, same-sex interracial relationships continue to be under-researched, 

which prevents an analysis of how race and gender intersect in ways that mirror and differ from 

different-sex couplings. Though the LGBTQ+ community is not free from racialized and 

gendered patterns of dating exclusion, rates of interracial relationships are higher (Rafalow, 

Feliciano, and Robnett 2017; Schwartz and Graf 2009). Same-sex interracial relationships are 

more common than heterosexual interracial relationships, perhaps because individuals engaging 

in same-sex relations are already marginalized and would suffer fewer social repercussions. 

Indeed, 9.5 percent of all different-sex married couples in 2010 were interracial, compared to 

20.6 percent of all same-sex couples in 2010 (Lofquist et al. 2012). If ousted by family or 
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community, an individual may be more open to an interracial partnership, rationalizing that if 

they are to be excluded for being in a same-sex relationship they cannot be excluded again for 

being in an interracial relationship. The typical barriers to an interracial relationship – 

disapproval or even being cut off from family members, fear for the children’s wellbeing, and 

fear of “tainting” the race – would already be addressed in many same-sex cases, with the 

individual having accepted or overcome these obstacles. Hence, there may be less of a barrier for 

someone who is comfortable in a same-sex partnership to entering an interracial relationship than 

someone who prefers a different-sex partnership entering an interracial relationship. 

Interracial Couples’ Classification of their Children 

Racial classification options for the offspring of interracial coupling have shifted from a 

monoracial to mono- or multiracial classification. This change may be explained by the 

relatively recent phenomenon of accepting biraciality as a separate racial category. Until 2000, 

the U.S. Census did not allow respondents to select more than one race, instead encouraging 

respondents to “choose one.” This lack of options is in line with the historical treatment of 

people with mixed ancestry as the minority race, such as applying the one drop rule to assert that 

any person with “a drop of Black blood” is Black. In this conception, the product of an 

interracial couple is a lighter-skinned monoracial person of color. Therefore, quantitative 

researchers analyzed interracial relationships between two monoracial partners. 

Since the addition of the “one or more racial group” option to the 2000 Census, scholars 

are able to study the group of people who self-identify as bi/multiracial. While there is a 

fascination in the U.S. with interracial couples and the racial category of their offspring, who 

multiracials partner with is largely understudied, the two major exceptions being Bratter (2007) 

and Littlejohn (2018). Bratter (2007) researches families with one multiracial parent and one 
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monoracial parent and compares them to families with two monoracial parents. She finds that 

two monoracial parents are more likely to assign a multiracial identity to their child than families 

with one self-identified multiracial parent. In the latter cases, the two parents tended to share a 

single race category (e.g., Asian/White mother and White father). This exemplifies how 

monoracial identities are considered more divergent from each other than multiracial identities, 

as the parents themselves assign a different category to their child when partnering with someone 

of a different race. If only parents who share a single race category tend to assign this category to 

their child, having “one drop of blood” is no longer the major determining factor in determining 

identity, indicating a shift away from hypodescent. Therefore, the theories we use to predict and 

explain identity may need to be revamped, as do our expectation around racial centrality and 

partner’s race. 

Parental classification of their children varies by parents’ racial identities. Bratter (2007) 

finds important differences by racial composition groups: when the asserted race of the parents 

overlapped, Black/non-Black families were more likely than any other group to assign this 

overlapping (i.e., Black) identity to their child; when one parent identified as multiracial and the 

race of the parents did not overlap, Asian/non-Asian families were most likely to assign a 

multiracial identity to their child; and when the parents both identified as monoracial, they were 

more likely to assign a monoracial person of color classification to their child if one parent was 

American Indian. Bratter’s work emphasizes that partner’s race impacts the racial categorization 

parents place on their children, and that this is apparent for self-identified multiracial parent(s) in 

ways that are different than for two monoracial parents. A decade later, Littlejohn (2018) studies 

the racialized partner choices of bi/multiracials. Bratter (2007) and Littlejohn (2018) increase our 
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understanding of heterosexual couples that include a self-identified multiracial partner, but there 

is little other scholarship delving into same-sex couples with a bi/multiracial partner. 

Same-Sex Support among Self-Identified Bi/Multiracials 

As relatively little is known about self-identified biracials in same-sex relationships, the 

most relevant work relates to biracials’ attitudes toward same-sex relationships. As a group, self-

identified biracials are overwhelmingly supportive of same-sex marriage (Davenport 2018). 

Citing similarities between laws prohibiting interracial marriage and laws prohibiting same-sex 

marriage, biracials tend to conclude that these laws are unnecessary governmental involvement 

in individuals’ intimate affairs and restrict civil rights. One of Davenport’s (2018:131) 

interviewees asserts “I’m strongly for [gay marriage] because my parents wouldn’t have been 

able to get married back in the day. Who is to say who can marry who? (Black-White female).” 

In addition to being a logical argument frequently asserted by biracials, it is an attitude that may 

be reflective of being raised in a more socially progressive environment. The processes that led 

two monoracial parents to form a union that produces a child who identifies as biracial may 

likely differ than an environment that produces a child who is aware of mixed ancestry and 

identifies monoracially. In the former, a self-identified biracial person may have more socially 

liberal parents who are comfortable crossing racial lines to form an intimate relationship. Hence, 

supporting gay marriage may be a logical conclusion formed from socially progressive 

teachings, and this socially progressive attitude may lead to biracials being more open to 

engaging in same-sex relationships. To be clear, having socially progressive ideas does not then 

lead to sexual orientation; rather, it may contribute to an increased willingness to engage in said 

relationships. 
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Attitudes tend to be the first step before engaging or disengaging in a social activity 

(Herman and Campbell 2012). Given their general support of both interracial marriage and same-

sex marriage, self-identified biracials may be more open to personally engaging in these socially 

progressive relationships than their monoracial counterparts. Hence, the percentage of biracials 

in same-sex partnerships may be greater than that of monoracials in same-sex partnerships. This 

is not to say that the majority of same-sex relationships include a biracial partner. On the 

contrary, 6.9 percent of the U.S. population knows of two or more racial groups in their ancestry 

(Pew Research Center 2015), and it is highly probable that out of all self-identified biracials the 

percentage in same-sex partnerships is higher than monoracial counterparts, and the majority of 

same-sex relationships do not include a biracial partner. 

Interracial Relationships as a Site of Boundary Contestation 

Interracial relationships are conceptualized by many sociologists as the final step in the 

assimilation process (Alba and Nee 2003; Gordon 1964), as it may indicate an acceptance and 

incorporation of one racial group into the dominant White group on both personal and structural 

levels. In this process of assimilation, boundaries of Whiteness may be crossed or transgressed, 

in which a person of color is able to marry a White person but what it means to be White does 

not change; blurred, so that the distinction is less clear; or shift, so that a group is incorporated 

that was not previously included in the definition of Whiteness (Miyawaki 2015). Thus, my 

analyses of the race of respondents’ partners may be understood not as an individual 

phenomenon but rather as an indicator of boundary porosity, or how open boundaries are.  

In addition, boundary contestation operates differently by racial group, as seen with the 

vast majority of self-identified AIAN/Whites (72 percent) and Asian/Whites (69.1 percent) 

marrying Whites instead of members of other groups, compared with Black/Whites (54.1 
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percent) marrying Whites (Miyawaki 2015). As previously discussed, likelihood of rejection also 

varies by race and phenotype (Robnett and Feliciano 2011). Thus, partnering is a complex 

relationship involving choosing a partner and being chosen in return, and having the opportunity 

to do both, which varies by likelihood of rejection and proximity to people of different races. 

Controls: Skin Tone, Gender, Socioeconomic Status, Religion, Political Leaning, and 

Region 

Skin Tone 

Skin tone is connected with variations in educational attainment, occupational status, 

marital attainment, income, and other life outcomes in the U.S. (Glenn 2009; Goldsmith, 

Hamilton, and Darity Jr. 2006, 2007; Hagiwara, Kashy, and Cesario 2012; Hebl et al. 2012; 

Herring, Keith, and Horton 2004; Hochschild and Weaver 2007; Martin et al. 2017; Monk 2014, 

2015; Weaver 2012). Skin tone significantly impacts the amount of perceived racial 

discrimination, with perceptions of differential treatment increasing as skin tone darkens (Hersch 

2006, 2008; Rondilla and Spickard 2007). Klonoff and Landrine (2000) go as far as asserting 

skin tone is a marker of discrimination, an assertion supported by their findings that darker-

skinned Blacks were 11 times more likely than lighter-skinned Blacks to report high levels of 

racial discrimination. Darker-skinned Black Americans tend to have lower levels of educational 

attainment, household income, and occupational status than co-ethnics (Monk 2014). Many 

Asian Americans receive messages from family members, media representations, and beauty 

campaigns that lighter-skin is preferable (Rondilla and Spickard 2007). Latinxs, Arab 

Americans, and South Asian Americans, while tending to reject Whiteness, idolize lighter-skin 

and experience racialized outcomes that worsens as skin tone darkens (Grewal 2009; Quiros and 

Araujo 2013). Latinxs with darker-skin are rated as having lower occupational prestige, lower 

wages, and higher levels of depression than lighter-skinned Latinxs or Whites (Bonilla-Silva 
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2004; Espino and Franz 2002; Hochschild and Weaver 2007); yet lighter-skinned Latinxs are 

more likely to identify as White (though they do not always identify as such) and darker-skinned 

Latinxs receive benefits from not identifying as Black (Golash-Boza and Darity Jr. 2008; Quiros 

and Araujo Dawson 2013). While other physical attributes, such as hair and body shape, are 

purported as more or less desirable, skin tone is the master marker of difference (Herring et al. 

2004). People of color with darker-skin continue to be perceived more negatively and are more 

likely to experience multiple forms of discrimination (Hebl et al. 2012; Monk 2014, 2015; 

Rondilla and Spickard 2007).  

The effect of skin tone is not always unidirectional. For example, lighter-skinned Blacks 

are more likely to have their Black authenticity questioned than medium or darker-skinned 

Blacks (Hunter 2007) and hence experience rejection from Blacks. Medium skinned Blacks are 

less likely to have their authenticity challenged than lighter-skinned Blacks or to be 

discriminated against at the same rate as darker-skinned Blacks, allowing them to avoid these 

different forms of rejection. Therefore, I test the effect of light skin and dark skin as two 

dichotomous variables compared to medium skin. Though darker skin is consistently associated 

with increased discrimination, the effect of lighter and medium skin varies across racial minority 

group and gender. 

Gender 

There are also clear gender differences in preference for light skin tone. Darker skin is 

usually viewed as strong and aggressive, which has a positive connotation for men and negative 

for women (Grewal 2009; Hamilton, Goldsmith, and Darity 2009). Stereotypical gender roles 

suggest that men should be strong and dominant, and women should be soft and delicate. Darker 

skin fits the socially constructed ideal masculine image but not the preferred feminine image. 
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Within Black, Asian, and Latinx cultures, lighter-skin and Eurocentric features are frequently 

upheld as signs of beauty and higher social status among women (Grewal 2009; Hunter 2002; 

Quiros and Araujo 2013). Lighter-skinned Black women tend to report higher levels of self-

esteem, while skin tone has no effect on Black men’s self-esteem (Thompson and Keith 2001, 

2004). Among men, skin tone has little effect on ratings of attractiveness (Hill 2002; Maddox 

and Gray 2002). Darker-skinned Black men are not dismissed by women as readily as darker-

skinned Black women are dismissed by men (Hunter 2002, 2013). Interacting gender with skin 

tone has important implications for discrimination and patterns of rejection and acceptance.  

Gender alone is also an important implication for multiracial identity. Among children of 

Black/White interracial couples, men are more likely to identify as Black and women are more 

likely to identify as biracial (Davenport 2018). This is due, according to Davenport (2018), to 

variations in discrimination experienced and rates of acceptance by others. For example, 

Davenport (2018) reports that part-American Indian women are more likely to be accepted than 

men, because of the matrilineal societal format. Women play a central role in many native 

communities, increasing the likelihood that they will be welcomed as and identify as American 

Indian. Yet among those with Black/White ancestry, men are more likely to explain that they are 

treated as Black and therefore identify as such. Women are unlikely to offer this explanation; 

instead, women with Black/White ancestry report feeling hostility or rejection from Black 

women (Khanna 2011).  

Socioeconomic Status, Religion, Political Leaning, and Region 

 In addition to skin tone and gender, socioeconomic status (SES) plays a significant role in 

multiracial identification. SES involves the effects of education, income, and occupation, and 

may also consider residential segregation. Masuoka (2017) finds that people of mixed heritage 
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who are college educated are more likely to identify as multiracial. In fact, some of the 

multiracial organizations Masuoka interviews expressly seek out members at universities, stating 

that college attendees are more likely to be open to multiracial identification. This may be related 

to socioeconomic status more broadly – those who are more able to and desire to attend college 

may be from higher income families and/or grew up in wealthier neighborhoods with more 

access to educational resources. Davenport (2018) finds supporting evidence: the higher 

proportion of racial minorities in a neighborhood, the higher the likelihood of identification with 

the minority race.  

Religion is another important factor in multiracial identification. Davenport (2018) states 

the connection between specific religious affiliations and identity: Baptists are more likely to 

identify as Black, Jews as White, and Catholics as Latinx. As religiosity increases, so does the 

likelihood of multiracial identity (Masuoka 2017). Political leaning is also connected to racial 

identity; biracials who identify as multiracial or singular minorities tend to have more liberal 

attitudes than biracials who identify as monoracial White (Davenport 2018).  

In addition, the identity of people with multiracial heritage is connected to region. Those 

living in the Pacific West and Northeast are likely to identify as Asian/White or Latinx/White 

than monoracially (Davenport 2018; Masuoka 2017), Midwesterners are all more likely to 

identify as multiracial than White or a monoracial minority regardless of their racial composition 

(Davenport 2018), and Southerners tend to identify as the minority race (Davenport 2018). 

Finally, people living in rural communities are more likely to identify as the minority race than 

people living in suburban areas (Masuoka 2017). 
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Group Connections 

The majority of Americans have same-race close friends. The Public Religion Research 

Institute (2014) finds the average White person’s friend group is 91 percent White and the 

average Black person’s friend group is 83 percent Black. In an analysis of wedding party photos, 

Berry (2006) finds that Whites are significantly unlikely to have Black friends that are close 

enough to be in their wedding party; Blacks have Whites in their wedding parties twice as often 

as Whites have Blacks; Blacks have Asians in their wedding parties five times more than Asians 

have Blacks; and Whites and Asians are equally likely to be in each other’s weddings parties. 

Close connections include spouses, who arguably are one of the closest connections people have. 

Just as people tend to have friends who racially identify the same way they do, people tend to 

partner with someone with the same racial identity. 

Theoretical Links 

Theories supported by empirical evidence lead me to hypothesize specific pathways 

leading to multiracial or monoracial identities. Drawing on past literature, I apply theories to an 

understudied population: people with known mixed-race ancestry. 

The prerequisite theory to linked fate was the idea of common fate. Gestalt principles 

(also known as Gestalt laws) were created to organize the world by visually-similar groups. One 

of the Gestalt principles, common fate, describes the tendency to group together objects that have 

similar destination. Common fate emphasizes time: groups becomes similar over time. Common 

fate is frequently used by psychologists interested in studying group dynamics, because the 

group and the individual are inextricably connected. Brewer (2000) challenged this notion and 

postulated that common fate leads to social identity. 
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Political scientist Dawson (1994) introduced the idea of linked fate to refer specifically to 

political power and connection. While common fate is a way of organizing and categorizing, 

linked fate highlights who one believes by whom their life is impacted.  Dawson (1994) asserts 

that when Black people experience racial discrimination this leads to linked fate with other Black 

people. Lu and Jones (2019) add that, even if racial minorities do not experience racial 

discrimination themselves, perceiving discrimination against their group is an equally strong 

predictor in their feelings of racially-linked fate. In addition, Ho, Kteily, and Chen (2017) find 

that Blacks’ perception of Black/White biracials’ discrimination leads them to feel linked fate 

with Black/White biracials. In addition, they find Blacks’ linked fate with Black/White biracials 

increases the likelihood that Black’s use hypodescent to categorize Black/White biracials as 

Black (Ho et al. 2017). Furthermore, Herman (2004) finds that racial discrimination increases the 

likelihood of a racial minority identity, and Brewer (2000) asserts common fate influences social 

identity. Sellers and Shelton (2003) assert racial centrality is connected to perceived 

discrimination, which impacts racial identity. Specifically, they find the more important being 

Black is to Black Americans, the more racial discrimination they have personally experienced in 

the last year (Sellers and Shelton 2003: 1088). 

I build on the theoretical relationships asserted by previous scholars by applying 

theoretical pathways to an understudied but growing population: people with known mixed-race 

ancestry. In addition, I manipulate linked fate, which is uncommon in the aforementioned 

studies. I manipulate linked fate by influencing with which of their racial ancestry groups’ 

respondents feel linked fate. Inducing empathy with a group allows me to determine how 

malleable the identity choices of respondents of mixed ancestry are, if their identification is 
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heavily influenced by being prompted to feel connectedness. Thus, I can test how linked fate 

does or does not lead to racial identification. 

I assert that, among people aware of mixed racial ancestry, increased perceived racial 

discrimination leads to increased linked fate with that race, which increases the likelihood of 

identifying as monoracial or biracial, which increases the centrality of one’s racial identity, 

which leads to a greater likelihood of partnering with that race. I recognize that these processes 

are interrelated and likely influence each other. Therefore, my overarching goal is to analyze 

how these concepts are related. I visually outline my theoretical connections in Figure 1 below. 

The green arrows indicate new theoretical contributions; the White arrows show theoretical paths 

that other scholar have tested on self-identified monoracial populations, which I now test on 

people who know of multiple racial groups in their ancestries. 

Figure 1: Hypotheses Flow Chart of Key Variables 

  

I discuss discrimination as a continuous variable, so that low levels of discrimination 

(i.e., someone who reports they experience discrimination once a year) should be associated with 

low levels of linked fate, racial identity, centrality, and same-race partnerships; medium levels of 
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discrimination (i.e., someone who reports they experience discrimination monthly) should be 

associated with medium levels of linked fate, et cetera; and high levels of discrimination (i.e., 

someone who reports they experience discrimination daily) should be associated with high levels 

of linked fate and the accompanying variables.  

I anticipate variations in identity formation based on racial group composition. For 

example, I expect that for a person aware of Black and Asian ancestry, an increase in perceived 

discrimination due to Blackness will increase this person’s feeling that what happens to other 

Black people impacts them, which increases their likelihood of identifying as Black, increases 

how central Blackness is to their self-concept, and increases the likelihood that they will partner 

with another Black person. Alternatively, if perceived discrimination is due to Asianness, I 

expect this person to feel a greater linked fate with Asians, be more likely to identify as Asian, 

view Asianness as central to themselves, and partner with an Asian person. Relatedly, if 

discrimination is due to biraciality, I expect all of the aforementioned outcomes to lead to a 

biracial identity and an openness to partners of various racial groups. If an individual experiences 

discrimination due to both monoracial and multiracial factors, I expect that the form of 

discrimination that occurs the most often will be the most salient. In addition, rather than 

assuming identity impacts linked fate, I test the counterfactual: does linked fate lead to biracial 

identity? I specify my hypotheses based on racial group composition, shown in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2: Hypotheses Connecting Racial Discrimination, Linked Fate, Racial Identification 

Racial Centrality, and Partner’s Race among Respondents with Mixed Racial Ancestry 

Known 

Ancestry 

Racial Discrimination and 
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Identification 

Racial 
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White/ 

Minority 

as racial discrimination ↑ 
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↑ likelihood of 
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POC or biracial 
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respective 

POC  

identification 

↑ likely to 

choose POC 

partner with 

overlapping 

race 

as racial discrimination ↑ 

as linked fate with POC ↑ 

high levels of racial 

discrimination * high levels 

of linked fate with POC 

as discrimination ↑ linked 

fate with POC ↓ 

↑ identify as 

White 

↑ centrality of 

White 

identification 

 ↑ likely to 

choose White 

partner 

as racial discrimination ↓ 

as linked fate with Whites ↑ 

high levels of racial 

discrimination * high levels 

of linked fate with Whites 

Minority/ 

Minority 

as racial discrimination ↑ 

linked fate with POC ↑ 

 

↑ centrality of 

POC 

identification 

↑ likely to 

choose POC 

partner with 

overlapping 

race 

as racial discrimination ↑ 

as linked fate with POC ↑ 

high levels of racial 

discrimination * high levels 

of linked fate with POC 
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I hypothesize that, for people who know of mixed-race ancestry: 

Presented in Chapter 4: 

H1: Everyday racial discrimination will increase feelings of linked fate with monoracial 

people of color.  

Presented in Chapter 5: 

H2a: Higher levels of everyday discrimination will be associated with greater likelihood 

of identification as a multi- or monoracial person of color, as opposed to identifying as 

White. 

H2b: Higher levels of linked fate with a specific racial group will be associated with 

greater likelihood of identification as a member of that racial group. 

H2c: An increase in linked fate will be associated with greater likelihood of identification 

as a multi- or monoracial person of color (as opposed to identifying as White) for 

respondents who also report high levels of discrimination. 

Presented in Chapter 6: 

H3a: Increased everyday discrimination will increase racial centrality. 

H3b: Increased linked fate with a specific racial group will increase racial centrality 

with that racial group. 

H3c: An increase in linked fate will have a stronger positive relationship with racial 

centrality for respondents who also report high levels of discrimination. 

Presented in Chapter 7: 

H4a: Increased racial discrimination will be associated with a higher likelihood of 

partnering with a person of color compared to partnering with a White person. 
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H4b: Increased of linked fate with a specific racial group will be associated with a 

higher likelihood of partnering with someone of that race. 

 I test these hypotheses, founded on relevant literature, to determine the life experiences 

and identity choices of people with mixed-race ancestry, noting that their identification is 

influenced by sociohistorical factors that lead to the ever-changing construction of race.  
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CHAPTER III 

DATA & METHODS 

 

What factors are associated with biracial identity? Do perceptions of racial discrimination 

among people with mixed heritage increase linked fate to a specific racial group? How do 

feelings of linked fate influence racial identity formation? What impact does racial identity have 

on whom biracials choose as intimate partners? I used an online social psychological experiment 

on Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to test these relationships.  

I conceptualized most of my variables as both independent and dependent variables. For 

example, I first hypothesized perceived discrimination as an independent variable impacting the 

dependent variable linked fate. After this relationship was determined, I expected linked fate to 

act as an independent variable connected to the dependent variable of racial identification. Next, 

racial identification was the independent variable influencing centrality, and then centrality was 

the independent variable connected to partner’s race.  

Mechanical Turk: Online experiment of linked fate 

In order to test the theoretical mechanism of linked fate, I administered an online survey 

to determine the direction of the relationship between linked fate and racial identity. I used 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) because this online platform is available throughout the U.S., making 

my sample broader than a locally based sample like a survey of one institution. My survey was 

live on MTurk from June 17 – 21, 2019 (batch 1, N=100); June 27, 2019 to July 12, 2019 (batch 

2, N=300); and September 8, 2019 to September 23, 2019 (batch 3, N=300), closing once I 

obtained a total of 700 responses. I did not place any restrictions on who could participate in the 

first batch, but added qualifications to batches 2 and 3 requiring respondents to be aware of 

multiple racial groups in their ancestry. A total of 3,995 attempted responses were recorded in 
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Qualtrics for batches 1, 2, and 3 in combination (N=641 people who knew of mixed-race 

ancestry). I dropped respondents who did not finish completing the survey, which brought the 

total number of respondents who knew of two or more racial groups in their ancestry and 

completed the survey to N=576. 

Before beginning the survey, respondents viewed the consent information form approved 

by Texas A&M University Institutional Review Board (IRB). I created this survey in Qualtrics,8 

which allowed complex skip patterns and display logic not available in MTurk and enabled me 

to download quantitative results in a format compatible with Stata. Once all problems were 

addressed, I shared the survey with the public. 

Each respondent, or “MTurk Worker,” was paid9 $0.60 after completing the survey. If the 

survey was completed in 60 minutes, this payment would be in line with the average $0.01 

MTurk Workers are paid per minute.10 Most Workers completed the survey in 15 to 30 minutes. 

I allowed Workers up to three days to complete the survey; Workers were auto-approved and 

paid three days after completing the survey, unless I rejected their responses due to multiple 

entries from the same person. I confirmed that participants who completed the survey receive a 

completion code necessary for payment. MTurk ensured that a computer ID cannot take a survey 

twice; Workers were issued a unique Qualtrics code after taking the survey and in my Qualtrics 

survey I required Workers to indicate their MTurk ID, all of which prevented multiple survey 

                                                           
8 Qualtrics and MTurk are compatible formats, which enabled me to easily launch the Qualtrics survey in MTurk. 
Once uploaded, I tested my survey in MTurk Sandbox, a site that is a copy of MTurk. I tested my survey as a 
Sandbox “Worker” completing the survey and as a Sandbox “Requester” approving the survey. In this way, I 
confirmed that Workers would be able to view and complete the survey, troubleshooting as necessary. 
9 As the platform that MTurk is hosted on, Amazon obtains a 40% fee on money paid to MTurk Workers. 
10 After completing Waves 1 and 2 but before beginning Wave 3, new information was released stating that most 
MTurk Workers are severely underpaid. Burleigh (2019) found that the average MTurk Worker asserts that 
between $0.10 and $0.20 a minute, or $6 to $12 an hour, is a fair payment. I maintained the same payment across 
waves for consistency. However, in future studies using MTurk, I will increase Worker payment amounts to be in 
line with this standard. 
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entries from the same user. Hence, I did not reject any responses. My average respondent 

answered 90 percent of questions. Only the first two questions were force answer: 1) 

reCAPTCHA confirming the user was a person not a bot; and 2) the racial ancestry groups in a 

respondent’s background. No other questions were required, and a respondent could exit the 

survey at any time, thereby forfeiting payment. 

Characteristics of the Survey Population 

I ran the first batch of N=100 respondents for 3 days, from June 17, 2019 at 1 pm CT, to 

June 20, 2019 at 7 pm CT. Within the first 8 hours, 77 workers completed the survey; the 

remaining 23 entries were submitted in the following 70 hours. The majority of respondents in 

this batch knew of White (58 percent) or part-White (seven percent) ancestry, but, notably, this 

sample includes a large number of monoracial Asians (24 percent). Most respondents in this 

batch identified as men (63 percent); age 25-29 (48 percent); held a bachelor’s degree (44 

percent) or higher (17 percent); were employed full-time (89 percent); earned between $45,001 

and $60,000 (24 percent); live in New York (15 percent), California (10 percent), or Texas (nine 

percent); and had very light skin tone (67 percent). Most of these respondents “never” (34 

percent) or “once a year” (15 percent) experienced discrimination against them due to race or 

ethnicity, tended to believe there is “a lot” of discrimination in the U.S. today against MENAs 

(32 percent), “a moderate amount” of discrimination against Blacks (28 percent), Latina/o/xs (34 

percent), and biracials (38 percent), and “a little” discrimination against AIANs (34 percent), 

Asians (38 percent), NHOPIs (38 percent), and Whites (31 percent). Only seven out of 100 

respondents were aware of two or more racial groups in their ancestry. 

This batch provides a better idea of the average MTurk worker. For example, single 

respondents in this batch tended to say they would marry people of various races, but the 
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majority of respondents in a partnership had not done so (62 percent have White partners). The 

majority of respondents used he/him (62 percent) or she/her (35 percent) pronouns, and three 

percent used they/them pronouns. There were no NHOPI respondents, but there was at least one 

respondent in every other racial group category. Finally, some respondents’ inclusion of MENA 

or Latinx/a/o in their known racial ancestries indicates that these categories are used by 

respondents when given the chance. 
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Table 2.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Average Mechanical Turk 

Worker (Batch 1, N=96) 

  Percentage N 

Monoracial Ancestry 92.7 89 

 White 58.3 56 

 Black/African American 6.3 6 

 American Indian/Alaska Native 2.1 2 

 Asian 24.0 23 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0 0 

 Hispanic or Latina/o/x 2.1 2 

 Middle Eastern/North African 0.0 0 

Multiple Racial Ancestries 7.3 7 

 White/AIAN 2.1 2 

 White/Asian 1.0 1 

 White/Latinx 3.1 3 

 White/AIAN/Asian 1.0 1 

Gender identity   

 Male 61.5 59 

 Female 38.5 37 

 Transgender male/transgender man 0.0 0 

 Transgender female/transgender woman 0.0 0 

 Non-binary 0.0 0 

 Genderqueer/gender-nonconforming 0.0 0 

Pronouns   

 He/him 60.4 58 

 She/her 36.5 35 

 They/them 3.1 3 

Age category   

 18-24 5.2 5 

 25-29 47.9 46 

 30-34 21.9 21 

 35-39 10.4 10 

 40-49 8.3 8 

 50-59 4.2 4 

 60-69 2.1 2 

 70-79 0.0 0 

 80+ 0.0 0 
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Table 2.1 Continued 

  Percentage N 

Education   

 Elementary school to some high school 1.0 1 

 High school diploma or GED 10.4 10 

 Vocational school 2.1 2 

 Some college 19.8 19 

 Associate's degree 6.3 6 

 Bachelor's degree 43.8 42 

 Master's or Doctorate's degree 16.7 16 

Employment Status   

 Employed full-time 88.5 85 

 Employed part-time 7.3 7 

 Not working or retired 4.2 5 

Household income   

 $10,000 or less 6.3 6 

 $10,001 - $20,000 10.4 10 

 $20,001 - $30,000 12.5 12 

 $30,001 - $45,000 13.5 13 

 $45,001 - $60,000 24.0 23 

 $60,001 - $75,000 18.8 18 

 $75,001 - $100,000 8.3 9 

 $100,001 - $250,000 6.3 6 

 $250,0001+ 0.0 0 

Geography   

 Northeast 21.5 20 

 Southeast 20.4 19 

 Southwest 11.8 11 

 Midwest 24.7 23 

 West 20.4 19 

 U.S. Islands and Territories 1.1 1 

Skin Tone Measure (5-point scale)   

 Very light 67.37 64/95 

 Light 21.1 20 

 Medium 8.4 8 

 Dark 2.1 2 

 Very dark 1.1 1 

 

After analyzing batch 1 responses, I launched a second batch of N=300 respondents on 

MTurk that was completed in 13 days, from June 27, 2019 at 4 pm CT, to July 12, 2019 at 11 pm 

CT. In order to have more information on people aware of mixed ancestry, I restricted the second 
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batch to include only those who were aware of two or more racial groups in their ancestry. 

Though this sample constituted people who indicate having mixed ancestry, they were not 

required to identify as “mixed” or “multiracial” in order to be included. Two thousand and fifty 

attempted responses were recorded in Qualtrics for batches 1 and 2 in combination, indicating 

the number of MTurk Workers who accessed and were prepared to complete my survey (had the 

majority of them not been disqualified by the known ancestry requirement). The majority of 

batch 2 responses (N=247) were submitted within the first 78 hours; the remaining 53 responses 

were submitted in the following ten days. 

I launched a third and final batch on MTurk after confirming that the majority of batch 2 

responses fully answered survey questions, reaching a grand total of 4,009 attempted responses 

for batches 1, 2, and 3, the majority of whom did not meet the known ancestry requirement. I 

launched the third batch of N=300 respondents who know of mixed-race ancestry on September 

8, 2019 at 4 pm CT, and it was completed 15 days later on September 23, 2019 at 11 am CT. I 

added a qualification preventing any MTurk user who had previously completed and submitted 

the survey from taking it again. A little under half (N=136) of batch 3 responses were submitted 

within the first 3 hours. Responses slowed down the next few days, picked back up on the 4th 

day (N=243), then were completed on the 15th day. 

Table 2.2 below displays information on this population of batch 1, 2, and 3 respondents 

with known multiracial ancestry. I combined the people aware of mixed ancestry from all 

batches who had valid data on all control and independent variables. Within this population, 70 

people know of White/AIAN ancestry, 65 of White/Latinx, 58 of White/Asian, 49 AIAN/Asian, 

38 of White/Black, 21 Black/Latinx, 21 of White/Black/AIAN, 16 of Black/AIAN, 15 of 

White/MENA, 11 Black/MENA, 11 of White/Black/Latinx ancestry. The remaining 113 
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respondents make up combination cells11 of nine or less respondents, such as eight people aware 

of Asian/Latinx and seven of Black/Asian ancestry. Like the average MTurk respondents in 

batch 1, the majority of these respondents were aware of part-White ancestry (71 percent); age 

25-29 (47 percent); held a bachelor’s degree (42 percent); and were employed full time (69 

percent). Unlike their monoracial counterparts, respondents aware of mixed-ancestry were more 

equally divided between men (48 percent) and women (46 percent); used he/him (47 percent) or 

she/her (47 percent) pronouns; earned less, between $30,001 and $45,000 (18 percent); and 

tended to live in Indiana (13 percent), California (12 percent), or Texas (9 percent) (rather than 

New York, California, or Texas). These respondents “never” (34 percent) or “once a year” (15 

percent) experience discrimination against them due to race or ethnicity, and tend to believe 

there is “a lot” of discrimination in the U.S. today against MENAs (32 percent), “a moderate 

amount” of discrimination against Blacks (28 percent), Latina/o/xs (34 percent), and biracials (38 

percent), and “a little” amount of discrimination against AIANs (34 percent), Asians (38 

percent), NHOPIs (38 percent), and Whites (31 percent). 

  

                                                           
11 By cell I mean the subgroup within a subpopulation. For example, Black/Asians are a subgroup of multiracials. 
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Table 2.2 Descriptive Statistics of the Mechanical Turk Workers with 

Known Mixed-Race Ancestry (N=488) 

  Percentage N 

Racial Ancestry Includes…   

 White 70.7 345 

 Black/African American 36.1 176 

 American Indian/Alaska Native 43.0 210 

 Asian 35.9 175 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 5.3 26 

 Hispanic or Latina/o/x 31.8 155 

 Middle Eastern/North African 10.0 49 

Multiple Racial Ancestries (N of 10+)   

 White/AIAN  70 

 White/Latinx  65 

 White/Asian  58 

 AIAN/Asian  49 

 White/Black  38 

 Black/Latinx  21 

 White/Black/AIAN  21 

 Black/AIAN  16 

 White/MENA  15 

 Black/MENA  11 

 White/Black/Latinx  11 

Gender identity   

 Male 47.5 232 

 Female 45.7 223 

 Transgender male/transgender man 4.3 21 

 Transgender female/transgender woman 0.6 3 

 Non-binary 0.8 4 

 Genderqueer/gender-nonconforming 0.6 3 

 Other ____ 0.4 2 

Pronouns   

 He/him 46.5 227 

 She/her 46.7 228 

 They/them 4.1 20 

 Other ____ 2.7 13 

 

 

  



66 

 

Table 2.2 Continued 

  Percentage N 

Age category   

 18-24 11.9 58 

 25-29 42.2 206 

 30-34 15.4 75 

 35-39 10.7 52 

 40-49 9.4 46 

 50-59 7.4 36 

 60-69 2.5 12 

 70-79 0.6 3 

 80+ 0.0 0 

Education   

 Elementary school to some high school 1.0 5 

 High school diploma or GED 0.8 4 

 Vocational school 2.5 12 

 Some college 18.4 90 

 Associate's degree 9.8 48 

 Bachelor's degree 42.0 205 

 Master's or Doctorate's degree 16.6 81 

Employment Status   

 Employed full-time 69.3 338 

 Employed part-time 15.8 77 

 Not working or retired 14.9 73 

Household income   

 $10,000 or less 5.1 25 

 $10,001 - $20,000 10.9 53 

 $20,001 - $30,000 15.8 77 

 $30,001 - $45,000 18.0 88 

 $45,001 - $60,000 14.6 71 

 $60,001 - $75,000 12.3 60 

 $75,001 - $100,000 15.0 73 

 $100,001 - $250,000 7.6 37 

 $250,0001+ 0.8 4 

Geography   

 Northeast 11.6 56 

 Southeast 26.2 126 

 Southwest 12.9 62 

 Midwest 23.5 113 

 West 25.0 120 

 U.S. Islands and Territories 0.6 3 
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Table 2.2 Continued 

  Percentage N 

Skin Tone Measure (5-point scale)   

 Very light 42.6 200 

 Light 29.4 138 

 Medium 20.5 96 

 Dark 4.7 22 

 Very dark 2.8 13 

 

Variables 

I asked respondents to self-report the amount of racial discrimination they experienced. 

Next, I used ten questions from the EDS (Williams et al. 1997). Afterwards, I randomly assigned 

subjects to a vignette designed to prime linked fate, or not, in order to compare prompted 

responses to unprompted responses. The vignettes were randomly assigned based on the two 

racial groups respondents felt closest to – respondents either viewed a vignette prompting linked 

fate with ancestral race 1, ancestral race 2, bi/multiracials, or all humans. I immediately asked a 

follow-up question to determine how much linked fate respondents felt with the group they were 

prompted. I then asked questions indicating the amount of linked fate they felt with every racial 

group, including with bi/multiracials. Next, I asked them to racially self-identify. Finally, I 

included measures of the centrality of their racial identity to their lives as a means of determining 

how important this racial identity was to them. I constructed my questions from the American 

National Election Survey (ANES), the National Survey of American Life (NSAL; Jackson 

2013), and the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (MMRI; Sellers et al. 1998), chosen 

for their numerous detailed questions on racial identity (MMRI), perceived discrimination 

(ANES and NSAL), linked fate (ANES and NSAL), or racial centrality (ANES and NSAL). To 

view the full survey, please see Appendix A1. I review the key variables below. 
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Racial heritage/background. Participants were asked to “Please indicate one or more 

races that are part of your racial heritage or background,” and are provided the options White, 

Black/African American, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Pacific 

Islander, Hispanic or Latina/o/x,12 and/or Middle Eastern or Northern African (MENA). The last 

two racial categories, though not included in the U.S. Census question on race, offer respondents 

racially identifying with either of these groups the option to disclose that in survey format. 

Including these last two groups allowed me to consider the experiences of Latinxs and MENAs 

with mixed race ancestry, in addition to the traditional racial groups studied. If respondents did 

not indicate having two or more races in their family background, they were excluded from the 

survey (in batches 2 and 3).  

Perceived discrimination. Respondents were asked about discrimination they perceive 

themselves to have experienced, and perceptions of discrimination against racial groups. 

Specifically, they were asked, “How often do you personally experience discrimination because 

of your ethnicity or race?” and were given the options “everyday,” “a few times a week,” “a few 

times a month,” “a few times a year,” “less than a year,” or “never.” Next, respondents were 

asked how often they were treated with less courtesy than other people, less respect than other 

people, received poorer service than other people in restaurants or stores, people acted as if they 

thought the respondent is not smart, as if they were better than the respondent, as if they were 

afraid of the respondent, as if they thought the respondent was dishonest, they were called names 

or insulted, and threatened or harassed because of their race. Respondents were provided the 

same response options as in the previous question. 

                                                           
12 While I use “Latinx” throughout my writing to be inclusive of all genders, in this survey I use “Latina/o/x” in order 
to be clear to both academic and nonacademic respondents. 
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Immediately afterward, respondents were asked, “How much discrimination is there in 

the United States today against each of the following groups?” and indicated whether they 

believed there was “a great deal,” “a lot,” “a moderate amount,” “a little,” or “none at all” 

discrimination against Blacks or African Americans, Hispanics or Latina/o/xs, Asians, American 

Indians or Alaska Natives or Native Americans, Arabs or Middle Easterners or North Africans 

(MENA), Whites, and biracials or multiracials. I asked respondents to describe personal 

discrimination before reporting their perceptions of discrimination in general to avoid the former 

potentially being influenced by the latter. For example, if a respondent believed there was a great 

amount of discrimination against MENAs and not a lot of discrimination against Whites, and 

they were aware of both MENA and White ancestry, this may impact the amount of 

discrimination they believe they have experienced and feelings of closeness to one group or the 

other. 

Linked fate vignettes. I created prompts that were stories intended to induce empathy for 

a specific racial group. I chose to create storytelling vignettes because they can elicit emotional 

responses and connections, and linked fate is similarly an emotional feeling of closeness rather 

than a cognitive reaction to events. I used unisex names and gender-neutral pronouns13 to allow 

everyone to identify with the vignette. These names were also used to indicate race to the reader, 

along with the accompanying descriptive text. I selected names, such as “Blake” for Whites and 

                                                           
13 While the use of “they” instead of “he” or “she” could be jarring to some readers, I argue that the prolific 
increase in the use of gender-neutral pronouns allows most readers to easily understand the vignettes. In fact, 
“they” was the 2019 word of the year, according to Merriam-Webster. The dictionary company notes that “the 
shifting use of they has been the subject of increasing study and commentary in recent years. Lookups for they 
increased by 313% in 2019 over the previous year” (Anon 2019). Furthermore, the American Psychological 
Association recommended that the singular “they” should be used in professional writing instead of “he” or “she” 
when the person’s gender is unknown or when a person prefers to be referred to as “they” (Lee 2019). The 
personal pronoun “they” is also frequently used in email signatures, Twitter bios, conference name tags, and by 
politicians and public performers (Anon 2019). Therefore, the use of the gender neutral pronouns “they” and 
“them” in my vignettes are unlikely to be extremely shocking to respondents, all of whom took the survey in 
summer or fall of 2019. 
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“Dani” for Latinxs, by researching popular racially-specific unisex baby names. For example, I 

Googled “gender neutral Latinx names” and “gender neutral Hispanic names.”14 I repeated this 

for all groups except for Whites, Blacks, biracials, and the no-linked fate group. For White 

names I simply searched “gender neutral names” and “unisex names” and, since White culture is 

dominant in the U.S., my Google search yielded names typically associated with White people or 

that were useful across races for the all-humans vignette. Due to lack of websites indicating 

common Black or bi/multiracial, I choose gender-neutral names for the Black and bi/multiracial 

vignettes via interpersonal discussions with peers and mentors. All the vignettes were a similar 

length (ranging from 75 to 103 words, with an average of 88 words) and had nearly identical 

concluding sentences so that all participants had a similar experience with the vignettes. 

I randomly assigned subjects to either 1) be prompted to feel linked fate with one of their 

monoracial component groups; 2) be prompted to feel linked fate with multiracials; or 3) not be 

prompted to experience linked fate. Someone aware of Black/White heritage would be prompted 

to feel linked fate with Blacks, Whites, multiracials, or all humans. 

For example, the vignette prompting linked fate with Whites was as follows: 

Blake feels that Whites are frequently misunderstood and incorrectly blamed for past 

events. They know that this is a bad representation of their people. Therefore, Blake 

usually does not like to discuss race, but when they do it is usually with people who 

Blake feels comfortable with, who are usually White because they do not harshly judge 

them. Blake believes that people of color sometimes misinterpret them or their actions, 

assuming the worst about them. Blake wonders if this influences how they interact with 

and are treated by others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with Blacks was as follows: 

Morgan notices that when they mention being seated in the back of a restaurant or 

stopped in a store, their Black friends can usually relate. When the news reports that a 

Black person is killed, Morgan feels that that person could have been them or someone in 

their family. Morgan’s choices like hairstyle, media sources, and mannerisms are 

frequently praised by Blacks and less often by others. Morgan feels comfortable 

                                                           
14 For a list of all the websites used, please see Appendix 2. 
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expressing their Blackness, and wonders if this influences how they interact with and are 

treated by others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with American Indians/Native Americans was as follows: 

Dakota feels that American Indians are incorrectly perceived as one big collective group. 

Dakota wonders if people know how hard their family worked to retain their tribe’s 

culture. Dakota feels deeply connected to struggles like the Standing Rock pipeline 

protest because they know the impact it has on them and people like them. Dakota recalls 

encountering people who have said negative notions about Natives, and wonders if this 

influences their own interactions with and treatment from others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with Asians was as follows: 

 

Jai feels that Asians are often misrepresented, seen mainly for their academic 

achievements. They believe this may impact how people view them, expecting more of 

them than their peers. Many of their Asian friends relate to this, but many of their other 

friends do not entirely understand and may even have these same expectations of them. 

Jai feels like their accomplishments are taken for granted because people like them are 

assumed to do well. Jai wonders if this influences how they interact with and are treated 

by others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders was as follows: 

Makani feels that so often, Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders (NHOPI) are left out 

of conversations. They notice when people talk about racial groups, it seems like NHOPI 

are forgotten about. It bothers Makani that the experiences of their own group are largely 

ignored by other people. Makani feels that the only people who care about NHOPI are 

NHOPI. Plus, they are frequently mistaken as Latinx or Asian – it seems like other 

people do not know where to place Makani or people like them. Makani wonders if this 

influences how they interact with and are treated by others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with Latinxs was as follows: 

Dani notices the negative discussion of Latinxs in the news and other media outlets. Dani 

is frustrated at this representation and the treatment of people like themself, and fears that 

their family will face negative repercussions. Dani has been followed in stores and 

insulted for speaking Spanish. Dani feels that other people may believe negative things 

about them and people like them, and wonders if this influences their own interactions 

with and treatment from others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with Arabs/Middle Easterners/North Africans was as follows: 

Majd notices that people treat them and many of their family members with suspicion. 

Majd has been scrutinized by airport security and stared at in stores and restaurants. It 

seems like people are less accommodating and more hostile when Majd wears clothes 
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and hairstyles common in their own culture. Majd feels that other people may believe 

negative things about them and people like them, and wonders if this influences how they 

interact with and are treated by others. 

 

The vignette prompting linked fate with multiracials was as follows: 

Alex is often asked “What are you?” by people wishing to know their racial background. 

Alex feels that their race is identified differently based on their geographic location. 

People of different races and ethnicities frequently identify Alex as one of them, such as a 

Greek person saying they must be Greek, a Puerto Rican exclaiming they must be Puerto 

Rican, an Iranian claiming them as Iranian, and a Black American stating that they are 

surely Black. Alex knows that other people of mixed heritage tend to experience similar 

events. Alex wonders if this influences how they interact with and are treated by others. 

 

Finally, the vignette prompting linked fate with all humans allowed me to have a baseline to 

compare the other two groups with: 

Sam tends to feel comfortable in most situations. They believe that most people have 

good intentions and should be treated as such. When Sam has negative experiences, they 

may wonder what they did to bring it about, or shrug it off as an uncommon occurrence. 

Sam feels like, in general, they get along with most people. Sam likes to focus on 

similarities across groups, rather than differences. Sam feels that, at the end of the day, 

we all have similar wants and needs in life, and wonders if this influences how they 

interact with and are treated by others. 

 

Each respondent was randomly assigned a vignette representing linked fate with one of 

the groups indicated in their racial ancestry, linked fate with multiracials, or linked fate with all 

humans. For example, a respondent indicating awareness of Black and Asian ancestry would 

randomly view the vignette for Morgan (linked fate with Blacks), Jai (Asians), Alex 

(multiracials), or Sam (all humans). To include respondents who indicated awareness of three or 

more racial groups in their ancestry, I added a question asking them to “Choose the two racial 

groups you feel closest to.” After these respondents chose two groups, they experienced the same 

randomized vignette display pattern seen by respondents who knew of two racial groups in their 

ancestry. 
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Due to the low sample size of each subgroup by vignette type (e.g., N=7 people who 

know of White/AIAN ancestry and read the vignette prompting linked fate with Whites), I ran 

analyses based on the type of vignette prompt respondents read. I created a dummy variable 

combining anyone who was exposed to the White linked fate vignette as a 1, and anyone who 

viewed a different vignette prompt as a 0. I repeated this for all groups, creating nine dummy 

variables for vignettes prompting linked fate with Whites, blacks, AIANs, Asians, NHOPIs, 

Latinxs, MENAs, multiracials, and humans. I ran ordinal logistic regression models controlling 

and not controlling for the type of vignette prompt respondents read and whether this influenced 

the relationship between linked fate and racial centrality. 

Linked fate assumption testing and linked fate scale. I tested whether exposure to a 

vignette prompting linked fate increased the average amount of linked fate with that group, and 

that exposure to a vignette not prompting linked fate with a specific group (i.e., prompting linked 

fate with all humans) would be associated with no changes in the average amount of linked fate 

reported. In order to determine the effectiveness of these vignettes, immediately after reading the 

randomized vignette prompt, respondents were asked: “This story represents one person’s 

experience. Yours may be similar or different. How connected do you feel to the experience 

described in the vignette?” 

Next, I asked respondents about the amount of linked fate they shared with every group 

so that I could analyze how much variation there is in their responses. They were asked, “How 

much do you think what happens to [racial group] in the U.S. will affect your life?” They 

indicated linked fate on a four-point scale, with the options “a great deal,” “a lot,” “a moderate 

amount,” “a little,” or “none at all.” Respondents were asked this same question for every racial 

group in this survey, including bi-and multiracials. 
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Racial identification. After completing the aforementioned question, participants were 

instructed to: “Please choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be.” They were 

given the same racial categories provided earlier (i.e., White, Black or African American, 

American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, Hispanic or 

Latina/o/x, and/or Arab or Middle Eastern or Northern African). I did not include an “Other” 

category in order to force respondents to choose one or more of the categories. Those who chose 

one race were not removed from the study, as this question focused on participants’ own racial 

identification, not on whether or not they were aware of multiracial background. This question 

was asked directly after the linked fate vignette to obtain responses with the potentially 

immediate impact of the vignette. 

Racial centrality. Respondents were asked “How important is being (fill in race) to your 

identity?” and are given the options “extremely important,” “moderately important,” “slightly 

important,” or “not important at all.” Respondents were asked this question for each of the races 

with which they personally identify. Hence, if a person who knew of White, AIAN, and Black 

ancestry identified as AIAN, they were asked how important being AIAN was to their identity; if 

they identified as all three races, they were asked three different questions indicating how 

important being White, AIAN, and Black was to their identity. Every respondent was also asked 

“How important is being biracial or multiracial to your identity?” and were provided the same 

Likert scale described above. These variables measured how central respondents’ identification 

was to them. 

In addition, I used eight questions adapted from the Multidimensional Inventory of Black 

Identity’s (MIBI) Centrality Scale. Added together, these questions provided a scale of racial 

centrality.  
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As respondents in this survey, by definition, are aware of multiple racial ancestry groups, 

respondents completed these questions multiple times. These questions were asked based on the 

racial ancestry groups respondents knew about. This allowed me to determine how central each 

racial component group was compared to other potential options. Plus, all respondents were also 

asked these centrality questions in terms of bi/multiraciality, which enabled me to compare the 

significance of bi/multiraciality to that of monoracial identities. I visually represent the 

aforementioned logic patterns in Table 2.3 below. 

 

Racialized intimate partner. Using questions adapted from Herman and Campbell (2012), 

I asked respondents about their dating and marriage preferences by race. “Some people would 

consider a romance with someone from a different race. Others would prefer to ‘stick to their 

own kind.’ How do you feel about dating someone who is White?” Respondents were given the 

options, “it’s not a good idea,” “I would not, but it’s okay for others,” “I would do this,” or “I 

have done this.” This question and response options were repeated for each of the 

aforementioned racial groups, plus respondents were asked how they felt about dating someone 

Based on response to ancestry question:

Ancestry question: 

How important is being biracial or multiracial 

to your identity?

Please indicate one or more races that you know 

of in your family background.


MIBI Centrality items for each known racial 

ancestral group

 MIBI Centrality items for bi/multiraciality

Table 2.3 Logic Patterns of Ancestry & Identification Questions

Identification question: Based on response to identification question:

Please indicate one or more races that you 

identify yourself as.


How important is being (fill in single race) to 

your identity?

Vignette question (asked if respondent selected 

more than two races in ancestry question): Based on response to vignette question:

Choose two of the following groups that you 

most identify with.



Randomly assigned one of four vignette 

options (race 1, race 2, bi/multiracial, 

humankind).
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who was biracial or multiracial. In addition, respondents were asked a similar question about 

marriage: “How do you feel about marrying someone who is White?” with the same response 

options. They were asked their dating and marriage preferences about all the previously 

discussed racial groups. 

Finally, respondents were asked “Are you currently married or in a relationship?” If yes, 

they were asked the follow up question: “What is your partner’s race?” They chose from the 

same single-race options listed above, plus “biracial or multiracial,” “not sure,” or “not 

applicable.” I asked this after obtaining information on their dating and marital preferences. If 

first asked about their partner’s race, respondents may have felt pressured to choose subsequent 

responses that were in line with their current behavior. 

Intimate partner gender. If respondents chose “yes” to the question about whether they 

were in a relationship, they were asked: “What is your partner’s current gender identity?” They 

responded with “male,” “female,” “transgender male/transgender man,”15 “transgender 

female/transgender woman,” “non-binary,” “genderqueer/gender-nonconforming,” or “choose 

not to disclose.” 

If respondents chose “no” to the question about whether they were in a relationship, they 

were asked two follow-up questions: “Who are you interested in dating?” and “Who are you 

interested in marrying?” For both questions, they could have responded with “men,” “women,” 

“men or women,” “someone in the LGBTQIA community,” “doesn’t matter to me,” or “not 

interested in dating/marriage.” These questions were tailored from the National LGBT Health 

Education Center's (2016) Recommended Questions and the American Sociological 

Association’s 2019 gender question formatting. 

                                                           
15 “Male” and “female” are adjectives, while “man” and “woman” are nouns. Therefore, a “transgender male” is 

describing the type of transgender person they are; a “transgender man” is describing the type of man they are. 
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Controls. Respondents were asked to report their current gender, preferred pronouns, skin 

tone, age, education, full-time employment, median household income, and geography. Adapted 

from both the National LGBT Health Education Center's (2016) Recommended Questions and 

the American Sociological Association’s membership form (Anon n.d.), respondents were asked 

“How do you currently identify?” and may choose “male,” “female,” “transgender 

male/transgender man,” “transgender female/transgender woman,” “non-binary,” 

“genderqueer/gender-non-conforming,” “other _____,” or “choose not to disclose.” Afterwards, 

respondents were asked “what pronouns do you prefer to use?” with the options “he/him,” 

“she/her,” “they/them,” or “other ____” (adapted from National LGBT Health Education 

Center's 2016). I recoded gender to have three categories: male, female, and transgender and 

gender non-conforming (TGNC). As “transgender” and “gender non-conforming” are umbrella 

terms that include people who are gender queer, Two Spirit, and more, I used “TGNC” to 

encompass all of the aforementioned gender identities of people who did not identify as 

cisgender. Please note that while TGNC is a broad category, the majority of the TGNC people 

(21 out of 34) in my data self-identified as transgender males/transgender men. I compared the 

experience of these three groups. 

I obtained information on skin tone in two ways. First, respondents were asked, 

“Compared to (fill in race), which would you say describes your skin color?” with the options 

“very light,” “light,” “medium,” “dark,” and “very dark.” Respondents were asked this question 

for all their component groups. This question formatting allowed for within-group comparisons 

and indicated the outcome of an internal process. Respondents were not asked this question in 

regards to biracials or multiracials due to extreme phenotypic variation within this population. 
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Respondents may have had varying ideas of what constituted “light” and “dark” for 

different groups. Therefore, respondents were also asked to rate their own skin tone on a 66-item 

skin tone palette created by researchers at the Racial and Ethnic Studies Institute at Texas A&M 

University (myself included). Unlike more common skin tone measures that focus on light to 

dark skin shades, this palette included variations in undertone as well as darkness of skin color, 

making it applicable across racial groups. This Skin Tone Palette of colored squares, attached in 

Appendix A1, was created from shades provided by L’Oréal foundation and Pantone skin colors. 

16 Respondents were provided this 69-item palette and instructed to “Look at your hand. Which 

color shown below comes closest to your skin color?” Categories A through G were undertones 

and 1 through 10 are skin lightness or darkness. I used categories 1 through 10 when discussing 

variations in responses by skin tone. 

The following control variables were adapted from the Texas Diversity Survey (TDS; 

Keith and Campbell 2015). Respondents were asked to indicate their age in five-year categories 

(e.g., 35-39) to encourage respondents who did not want to disclose their exact age to mention a 

range. Respondents reported the highest grade in school completed, with the options elementary 

school diploma, middle school diploma, some high school, high school diploma or GED, post-

high school technical or vocational school, some college, two year college degree (associate’s), 

four year college degree (bachelor’s), or graduate degree (master’s or doctorate’s). In my 

analyses, I recoded respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher (338 out of 525) as 1, and 

respondents with less education as 0. Respondents reported employment status with the options 

employed full-time, employed part-time, looking for work or planning to look for work, couldn’t 

find work so stopped looking, retired, current student not working, don’t want a paying job, or 

                                                           
16 L’Oréal colors reached a limited dark shade that Pantone was able to surpass, and Pantone offered numerous 

undertones but some of these did not appear as realistic as L’Oréal colors. 
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homemaker. I dummy coded employed full-time as 1 and all else as 0. Next, respondents 

indicated their total household income before taxes. They were provided the categories $10,000 

or less, $10,001 - $20,000, $20,001 - $30,000, $30,001 - $45,000, $45,001 - $60,000, $60,001 - 

$75,000, $75,001 - $100,000, $100,001 - $250,000, more than $250,000, do not know, or prefer 

not to answer. I then recoded this variable into three categories: $0 to $45,000; $45,001 to 

$75,000; and $75,001 and higher. In 2016, the middle class made approximately $48,000 to 

$145,000 for a family of three (Kochhar 2018; Siegel Bernard and Russell 2019); however, the 

average middle class salary of $78,000 was skewed by the upper-middle class, and there is a 

qualitative difference in quality of life between a household income of $50,000 versus $100,000. 

Therefore, I divided the “middle class” into “lower-middle class” and “upper-middle to upper 

class” categories. 

Finally, to provide geography, I asked respondents to indicate the U.S. state in which they 

reside. I combined multiple states and control for the region of the country in which they live. I 

chose this level of geography, rather than a smaller level like zip code or city, to help provide 

anonymity for respondents by making it difficult to connect particular respondents to a precise 

location. 

Statistical analysis software and analytical approach 

I used Stata 16 to analyze the data collected. First, I conducted t-tests to determine 

whether there was a difference in the average amount of linked fate espoused depending on 

which vignette respondents read. I used OLS regression for models with a continuous dependent 

variable (i.e., linked fate treated as continuous), I ran ordinal logistic regression for models with 

an ordinal dependent variable (i.e., linked fate and racial centrality), logistic regression for 

models with a binary outcome variable (i.e., racial identification), and multinomial logistic 
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regression for models with multiple mutually exclusive nominal outcomes (i.e., spouse’s race). 

Missing data was removed via listwise deletion. I considered a p-value of 0.10 or less to be 

statistically significant. 

A total of N=30 respondents provide information on how important being Arab or Middle 

Eastern or North African is to their identity and have valid data on all other variables in the 

model. The same may be said for NHOPI centrality (N=21) and TGNC (N=29). These sample 

sizes are too small to provide statistically significant information on these groups. Therefore, 

MENA, NHOPI, and TGNC are not included in the regression analyses presented in Chapters 5 

through 7. 

Unfortunately, the MIBI centrality questions provided systematically unreliable 

responses – respondents consistently chose the second answer, regardless of whether the answers 

were reverse coded or not. Most respondents chose the second option on all five of the regularly 

coded centrality index items and the second option on all three of the reverse coded centrality 

index items, indicating that respondents were likely rushing to complete the survey without 

closely looking at and thinking through the questions. Correlation matrices confirmed that all 

regularly coded items were highly correlated, but all reverse coded items were not correlated 

with the regularly coded items. I was therefore unable to use these MIBI centrality index items to 

make reliable conclusions. However, the very first centrality question respondents were asked 

does not have this problem: respondents did not simply choose the second option, rather, their 

answers varied by racial component group. 

After encountering this problem, I rechecked the EDS index. EDS items were asked very 

early in the survey and were less repetitive than the MIBI centrality items, decreasing the 

likelihood of survey fatigue. The EDS items correlation matrix showed that all items are highly 
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correlated, and tabulations of each individual EDS item revealed that respondents answered 

different EDS questions in a variety of ways; for example, respondents tended to answer “a few 

times a year” on some questions and “never” on other questions, indicating that respondents did 

not simply choose the same response to every item.  

Limitations 

 Previous researchers found that social networks were a significant predictor of racial 

identity: experiencing rejection by a component groups was connected to identifying as biracial 

or monoracial (Khanna 2011; Khanna and Johnson 2010; Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008b). 

For example, people with Black/White heritage who felt rejected by Blacks were more likely to 

identify as biracial, accepted by Blacks were more likely to identify as Black (Rockquemore and 

Brunsma 2008b), rejected by Whites were more likely to identify as Black, and rejected by 

Blacks but accepted by Whites as biracial were more likely to identify as biracial (Khanna and 

Johnson 2010; Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008). I was not able to determine social networks 

from the data set I used. Findings of the impact of residential segregation on biracial identity 

have been mixed: Davenport’s (2018) interviewees from predominantly White backgrounds were 

more likely to identify as White or biracial, yet Rockquemore and Brunsma’s (2008) 

interviewees tended to grow up in predominantly Black neighborhoods and then perceived 

rejection from Blacks, leading them toward a biracial identity. In addition, I have insufficient 

sample size to disaggregate same-sex and different-sex interracial relationships. Finally, as I do 

not control respondents’ computer monitors, I cannot ensure that they are seeing the exact same 

skin colors presented in the Skin Tone Measure. However, I use the column data rather than the 

row data, because the columns indicate skin lightness and darkness while the rows show skin 
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undertone, and skin tone lightness or darkness is the aspect of skin tone that I am interested in, 

and that should matter most in color-based discrimination.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 

LINKED FATE MANIPULATION 

 

Impact of Vignettes on Linked Fate 

 To determine the effectiveness of the linked fate vignettes, I analyze t-tests that show 

whether linked fate with a particular group significantly increased when respondents read a 

vignette prompting linked fate with that particular group. I find the vignettes had an impact for 

certain groups in specific ways, and discuss the five largest biracial groups below: White/AIAN, 

White/Asian, White/Black, White/Latinx, and AIAN/Asian. 

T-tests indicate that the linked fate that White/AIAN ancestry respondents feel with 

Whites, AIANs, and multiracials does not significantly vary based on the vignette they read, 

displayed in Table 3.1 below. Among White/AIANs, linked fate with Whites is consistently 

higher than linked fate with AIANs or multiracials, regardless of the vignette prompt they read. 

In the tables throughout this section, I compare across rows within a column to determine the 

relationship between vignette prompt type and linked fate with a specific racial group (e.g., what 

is the average amount of linked fate with Whites when respondents viewed the White vignette, 

compared to the AIAN, multiracial, or humankind vignettes?). I have bolded the comparison 

groups and used red text to emphasize which t-tests were statistically significant.  
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Table 3.2 below reveals that White/Asians have a very similar, non-significant trajectory 

as White/AIANs. Yet for White/Asians, linked fate with Asians is consistently higher than linked 

fate with Whites or multiracials, regardless of the vignette prompt they read. 

 

The linked fate reported by respondents with White/Black ancestry varies based on the 

vignette they read. When prompted to have linked fate with Blacks, the amount of linked fate 

with Whites marginally decreased (2.3, p<0.10); people with White/Black ancestry felt less 

linked fate with Whites but not more linked fate with Blacks. Yet when respondents read the 

vignettes prompting linked fate with Blacks or with multiracials, linked fate with Blacks and 

multiracials did not significantly change. In Table 3.3, I have bolded the comparison groups and 

used red font to draw attention to the significant difference in linked fate responses.  

Whites AIANs Multiracials

Whites 3.4 3.0 3.1

AIANs 3.8 2.9 3.0

Multiracials 3.5 3.1 3.1

Humans 3.8 2.5 2.6

Average linked fate with…

Table 3.1 Average Linked Fate with Racial Component 

Group by Vignette Prompt Type for Mechanical Turk 

Workers with White/AIAN Ancestry
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Whites Asians Multiracials

Whites 3.4 3.7 3.2

Asians 3.2 4.0 3.7

Multiracials 3.6 3.4 3.5

Humans 3.4 3.6 3.2

Average linked fate with…

Table 3.2 Average Linked Fate with Racial Component 

Group by Vignette Prompt Type for Mechanical Turk 

Workers with White/Asian Ancestry
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In addition, the linked fate people with White/Latinx ancestry feel with Whites and 

Latinxs varies based on the vignette they read, shown in Table 3.4 below. When White/Latinx 

ancestry respondents read the vignette prompting linked fate with Whites, they are marginally 

more likely to feel linked fate with multiracials (3.6, p<0.10) or with humans (3.6, p<0.10) than 

with Whites. Additionally, when people who know of White/Latinx ancestry read the vignette 

prompting linked fate with Latinxs, they are significantly more likely to have linked fate with 

multiracials (3.8, p<0.05) or humans (4.0, p<0.05) than with Latinxs. These findings show the 

vignettes having an opposite effect for this population – more likely to not have linked fate with 

the group they are prompted to have linked fate with.  

 

 Finally, Table 3.5 shows that the linked fate people with AIAN/Asian ancestry feel with 

AIANs and with Asians indicates that respondents are impacted by the vignette prompting linked 

fate with Asians. People with AIAN/Asian ancestry who read the vignette prompting linked fate 

Whites Blacks Multiracials

Whites 3.5 3.6 3.3

Blacks 2.3* 3.3 3.3

Multiracials 3.7 2.7 3.3

Humans 3.2 3.5 3.3

Average linked fate with…

Table 3.3 Average Linked Fate with Racial Component 

Group by Vignette Prompt Type for Mechanical Turk 

Workers with White/Black Ancestry
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Whites Latinxs Multiracials

Whites 2.9 2.9 2.6*

Latinxs 3.1 3.0 2.9

Multiracials 3.6* 3.8** 3.5

Humans 3.6* 4.0** 3.0

Average linked fate with…
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Table 3.4 Average Linked Fate with Racial Component 

Group by Vignette Prompt Type for Mechanical Turk 

Workers with White/Latinx Ancestry
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with Asians are significantly less likely to report linked fate with AIANs, compared to those who 

viewed the AIAN vignette. In addition, AIAN/Asian respondents who experience the vignette 

prompting linked fate with Asians are marginally less likely to report linked fate with 

multiracials, compared to respondents who are prompted to have linked fate with multiracials. 

 

Discussion of Vignette Results 

The t-tests of the linked fate vignettes reveal that for some groups, like White/AIANs and 

White/Asians, linked fate is relatively stable and not easily influenced by the vignette prompts. 

Whereas for other groups, like White/Blacks, linked fate is connected to the White-Black binary: 

while respondents do not feel more linked fate with Blacks, they do feel that their fates are not 

linked with Whites. Among White/Black ancestry folks who might feel linked fate with Whites, 

they are able to be influenced by the vignette in ways that people who feel linked fate with 

Blacks or multiracials are not, indicating that linked fate with Whites is malleable but linked fate 

with Blacks and multiracials is consistent for this group. 

Still for other groups, like White/Latinxs, linked fate is complicated and more malleable 

and able to be influenced by outside factors. Potentially, when respondents are prompted to have 

linked fate with a group, they may notice how their experiences are not like those in the vignette 

and feel more linked fate with a different group. 

AIANs Asians Multiracials

AIANs 4.0 4.3 4.6

Asians 3.1** 3.7 3.5*

Multiracials 3.9 4.0 4.3

Humans 3.6 3.7 3.3

Table 3.5 Average Linked Fate with Racial Component 

Group by Vignette Prompt Type for Mechanical Turk 

Workers with AIAN/Asian Ancestry

Average linked fate with…
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Respondents with AIAN/Asian ancestry are most likely to report linked fate with AIAN 

or with multiracials, and experiencing the vignette prompting linked fate with Asians 

significantly decreases their reports of linked fate with Asians. AIAN/Asians may read the 

vignette prompting linked fate with Asians and feel their experiences differ greatly from those of 

Asians, leading them to feel more strongly linked to AIANs or multiracials.  

It appears that the manipulation is effective for some groups but not others, which allows 

me to assert a causal relationship for some groups but not others. Therefore, in all of the chapters 

hereafter I control for which vignette type was viewed by respondents (e.g., vignette prompting 

linked fate with Whites, vignette prompting linked fate with Blacks).  
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CHAPTER V 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION OF THE IMPACT OF 

EVERYDAY DISCRIMINATION ON LINKED FATE 

 

Hypothesis 

 In this chapter, I test the hypothesis: 

H4: Everyday racial discrimination will increase feelings of linked fate with monoracial 

people of color. 

Results 

Ordinary Least Squares and Ordinal Logistic Regression Models of Everyday Discrimination on 

Linked Fate 

To determine the relationship between everyday discrimination and linked fate, I test 

OLS regressions and ordinal logistic regression models predicting linked fate. I find a positive, 

linear relationship: as EDS increases, linked fate with racial minorities increases. Graph 4.1 

below shows that linked fate with Whites (the blue dashed line) is the only relatively flat line, 

indicating that there is not a strong relationship between EDS and linked fate with Whites. 

Respondents are asked about linked fate with every racial group. All other groups have a 

positive, linear relationship: as EDS increases, linked fate with every racial minority group 

increases. 
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The model used to calculate the relationship in the graph is shown in Table 4.1 below. 

The coefficients confirm that linked fate with Whites is the only marginally significant 

relationship (0.01; p<0.10), and as EDS increases, linked fate with all other racial groups 

increases at a significance level of p<0.05 or lower. 
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Table 4.1 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Racial Discrimination predicting Linked Fate 

among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry (N=431) 

 Linked fate with… 

 Whites Blacks AIANs Asians NHOPIs Latinxs MENAs Multiracials 

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.01* 0.05*** 0.06*** 0.04*** 0.06*** 0.04*** 0.05*** 0.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Female (ref: male) 0.28 0.32 0.13 0.45** 0.10 0.08 0.20 0.57*** 

 (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) 

Transgender, Non-Binary, or Gender 

Non-conforming (ref: male) 0.42 -0.47 0.97*** 0.13 0.15 0.24 0.18 0.26 

 (0.33) (0.32) (0.37) (0.35) (0.34) (0.37) (0.35) (0.37) 

Age 0.11** -0.03 -0.01 -0.10** -0.05 0.07 -0.02 -0.07 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.18 0.26 0.06 0.30 0.22 -0.11 0.51*** 0.26 

 (0.20) (0.19) (0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) 

Employed full time 0.13 -0.01 -0.04 0.10 -0.20 0.25 0.00 -0.04 

 (0.22) (0.23) (0.21) (0.22) (0.23) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) -0.29 0.30 0.04 -0.13 0.07 

-

0.58*** -0.46** -0.13 

 (0.23) (0.23) (0.22) (0.23) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.30 0.02 -0.02 -0.18 -0.09 -0.22 -0.16 -0.10 

 (0.23) (0.24) (0.25) (0.22) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) 

Reside in the southeast 0.08 0.20 0.03 -0.19 -0.31 -0.18 -0.23 0.05 

 (0.22) (0.22) (0.21) (0.21) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) 

Skin tone -0.13 0.39*** -0.10 -0.14 -0.06 0.00 0.02 0.19** 

 (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 

Vignette type [respective group] 0.10 -0.03 0.75** 1.52*** 2.94 0.09 0.76 0.52** 

 (0.39) (0.51) (0.35) (0.41) (1.88) (0.44) (0.81) (0.23) 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1                 

Robust standard errors in parentheses        
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The histogram below reveals that 13 percent (N=54) of respondents with mixed-race 

ancestry report an EDS of 10, or “never” having experienced discrimination on any item in the 

EDS scale. This population may be very different from the population of people who report a 

little to a great deal of discrimination. Therefore, in addition to analyzing EDS as a continuous 

variable, I also analyze EDS as a dummy variable, with 1 being any respondent who has 

experienced any discrimination (i.e., EDS score of 11 through 60), and a 0 referring to 

respondents who have not experienced any form of everyday discrimination (i.e., EDS score of 

10). When everyday discrimination is operationalized as a dummy variable, as shown in 

Appendix 4, the coefficients reveal that the relationship between discrimination and linked fate 

remains positive and significant for linked fate with most groups, the exception being that linked 

fate with Whites becomes statistically significant when discrimination is measured as a dummy 

variable. 
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Ordinal Logistic Regression Models of Everyday Discrimination on Linked Fate 

As the outcome variable, linked fate, is ordinal, I also run ordinal logistic regression 

models predicting the effect of EDS on linked fate. I find ordinal logistic regression to be a better 

representation of the data, as it allows for the distance between EDS categories to not be 

equidistant. 

The predicted probability graphs below display linked fate with specific racial groups 

when respondents report an EDS of 10 (no discrimination on any item) and 55 (discrimination a 

few times a week on multiple or all items). I represent the data of people at an EDS of 55 

(instead of 60, which refers to daily discrimination on every item), because there is a large 

portion of respondents who report an EDS of 55 (N=13). In addition, there are observations 

around 55, including observations ranging from 50-54 (N=28 experience discrimination weekly 

or a couple times a week) and 56-60 (N=7 experience discrimination multiple times a week or 

daily on every single item). Therefore, EDS of 55 is a good representation of responses at this 

higher end of reported discrimination. 

Respondents who never experience discrimination (N=54) have the highest predicted 

probability of having a “moderate” amount of linked fate with Whites (0.26; p<0.01), while 

respondents who experience discrimination multiple times a week (N=16) have the highest 

predicted probability of having “a lot” of linked fate with Whites (0.27; p<0.01). Hence, 

discrimination is associated with linked fate with Whites, but the substantive impact is relatively 

small. Please view the predicted probabilities presented in Graphs 4.3 and 4.4 below. 
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I also analyze linked fate as EDS increases. Graph 4.5 below shows the probability of no 

linked fate, a little, a moderate amount, a lot, and a great deal of linked fate with Whites as EDS 

increases. As EDS increases from 10 to 60, the dashed blue line shows the probability of “no 

linked fate” with Whites decreases (0.09; p<0.01 to 0.05; p<0.01), indicating that respondents 

who are racially discriminated against are less likely to have no linked fate with Whites than 

respondents who do not experience racial discrimination. In other words, respondents who 

experience discrimination are more likely to have linked fate with Whites. Linked fate with 

Whites most drastically shifts among respondents selecting “a little” (green line) or “a great 

deal” (dashed red line) of linked fate: as EDS increases, the probability of “a little” linked fate 

with Whites significantly decreases by nine percentage points (from 0.26; p<0.01 to 0.17; 

p<0.01), and the probability of “a great deal” of linked fate with Whites significantly increases 

by eleven percentage points (from 0.17; p<0.01 to 0.28; p<0.01). 
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This trend only holds for linked fate with Whites; linked fate with racial minorities is 

consistently connected to reported racial discrimination. For example, I show the relationship 

between EDS and linked fate with Blacks. Respondents who never experience discrimination 

have the highest predicted probability of having “a little” linked fate with Blacks 

(0.36, p<0.01), whereas respondents who experience discrimination daily have the highest 

probability of espousing “a great deal” of linked fate with Blacks (0.36; p<0.01). The predicted 

probability graphs below show that linked fate with Blacks has positive relationship with EDS: 

linked fate with Blacks is low for people who do not experience racial discrimination and high 

for people who do experience racial discrimination. 
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The dashed blue line in Graph 4.8 shows that as EDS increases from never (EDS of 10) 

to daily (EDS of 55) experiencing discrimination, the probability of “no linked fate” with Blacks 

decreases (from 0.14; p<0.01 to 0.02; p<0.01); respondents who are racially discriminated 

against are less likely to have no linked fate with Blacks than respondents who do not experience 

racial discrimination. Instead, as EDS increases, the dashed red line indicates that the probability 

of having “a great deal” of linked fate with Blacks significantly increases (from 0.04; p<0.01 to 

0.32; p<0.01). The solid green, yellow, and orange lines show the outcomes for respondents 

between “no” linked fate and “a great deal” of linked fate. The probability of espousing “a 

moderate amount” linked fate with Blacks (yellow line) slightly increases between an EDS of 10 

(0.31; p<0.01) and EDS of 35 (0.35; p<0.01), then more drastically decreases when EDS is at 55 

(0.21; p<0.01). This change in the yellow line’s pattern reveals that the probability of having a 

moderate amount of linked fate with Blacks does not shift very much between respondents who 

are never discriminated against and respondents who are discriminated against monthly; 

however, there is a shift from monthly to daily discrimination. Respondents who are racially 

discriminated against daily are much less likely to report having a moderate amount of linked 

fate with Blacks, and instead tend to have “a lot” or “a great deal” of linked fate with Blacks. 
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Linked fate with all other racial minority groups largely follows the patterns shown with 

linked fate with Blacks. To view tables of the impact of everyday racial discrimination on linked 

fate with AIANs, Asians, NHOPIs, Latinxs, MENAs, and Multiracials, please see Appendix A3. 

Need for Interaction Effects: Racial Ancestry, Racial Group Discrimination, and Gender Identity 

I test the interaction between EDS and racial ancestry, perceived racial group 

discrimination, and gender identity on linked fate with various racial groups. When I introduce 

interaction effects to ordinal logistic regression models, the connection between discrimination 

and linked fate shifts for Whites but remains largely unchanged for racial minorities. Though I 

previously discuss Table 4.1 Model 1 (the connection between EDS and linked fate) and Table 

4.1 Model 2 (the connection between discrimination measured as a binary variable and linked 

fate), I include these models in Table 4.4 below to ease the comparison of different models. 
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Everyday Discrimination Interacted with Racial Ancestry 

The OLS regression graphs shown earlier provide the overall relationship between EDS 

and linked fate. While useful, they do not account for variation in distribution by racial ancestry. 

I expect that sharing racial group ancestry increases the likelihood that of having a high linked 

fate with that specific racial group. To test distinct differences by ancestry, I run OLS interaction 

effects between EDS and racial ancestry, displayed below using scatter plots. 

  

  



98 

 

  

  

The scatterplots, broken down by racial ancestry, depict two response types: first, as EDS 

increases, linked fate increases; second, EDS is not connected to linked fate, which remains 

relatively high regardless of the amount of everyday discrimination respondents experience. 

These two distinct groups are clearest for respondents with White ancestry and respondents with 

Hispanic or Latinx ancestry: respondents with White or Hispanic or Latinx ancestry tend to feel 

“moderate” (score of 3) to “a lot” (score of 4) of linked fate with these groups, respectively, 

while respondents who do not have White or Hispanic or Latinx ancestry report more linked fate 

with these groups as EDS increases. 

Respondents who know of Black, AIAN, Asian, NHOPI, and MENA ancestry have less 

drastic differences by racial ancestry group. As EDS increases, these respondents generally 
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report more linked fate with the respective groups, though the range of responses is lessened: 

respondents with these racial ancestries tend to have a higher linked fate with the respective 

racial group, even when EDS is low, ranging from “a little” or “a moderate amount” to “a lot” of 

linked fate (about 2.5-4) instead of “not at all” or “a little” to “a lot” (about 1.5 to 4). 

Respondents who know of Black or Asian ancestry report the highest amounts of linked fate with 

Blacks and Asians, respectively. Finally, the last scatter plot indicates that as EDS increases, 

linked fate with Bi/Multiracials increases for respondents in this sample, all of whom are aware 

of mixed-race ancestry. 

Interaction Effects in Ordinal Logistic Regression Models 

 In addition, I analyze the impact of the interaction effects of racial ancestry, group 

discrimination, group discrimination given specific racial ancestry, and gender in ordinal logistic 

regression models. Table 4.2 below shows that when EDS increases and respondents have White 

ancestry (Table 4.2, Model 1: -0.04; p<0.01) linked fate with Whites significantly decreases. The 

main effect of high levels of EDS for respondents with no White ancestry (0.06; p<0.01) and the 

effect of White ancestry for respondents with low levels of EDS (2.41; p<0.01) are positive and 

significantly associated with linked fate with Whites. Plus, as shown in Model 2, when EDS 

increases and respondents believe there is a lot of discrimination against Whites in the U.S. 

(Table 4.2, Model 2: 0.02; p<0.01), linked fate with Whites significantly increases. The main 

effect of high levels of EDS for respondents who believe there is not a lot of discrimination 

against Whites is significantly connected to lower levels of linked fate with Whites. The main 

effect of believing Whites in the U.S. face a lot of discrimination among respondents with low 

levels of EDS is not significantly associated with linked fate. The significant relationship found 

in Model 2 are not present in Model 3, which includes the same variables but is comprised only 
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of respondents who know of having White ancestry. Finally, I find that self-identified women 

with high levels of EDS report marginally lower linked fate with Whites, compared to men 

(Model 4: -0.03; p<0.10). The main effect of high levels of EDS for self-identified men is 

connected to greater linked fate with Whites (0.03; p<0.01); the main effect of identifying as a 

man for respondents with low levels of EDS is positive and significantly associated with higher 

levels of linked fate with Whites (1.01, p<0.05). 

Table 4.2 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Racial Discrimination predicting Linked Fate with Whites 

among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry, with Interaction Effects 

 Linked Fate with Whites 

 

Model 1 

(N=431) 

Model 2 

(N=431) 

Model 3 

(N=307 with 

White ancestry) 

Model 4 

(N=431) 

Age 0.07 0.13*** 0.07 0.11** 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.24 0.27 0.45* 0.17 

 (0.20) (0.20) (0.24) (0.21) 

Employed full time 0.06 0.04 -0.00 0.17 

 (0.23) (0.22) (0.26) (0.22) 

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.18 -0.34 -0.22 -0.27 

 (0.23) (0.22) (0.29) (0.23) 

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.26 -0.25 -0.27 -0.28 

 (0.23) (0.24) (0.28) (0.23) 

Reside in the southeast -0.02 0.14 0.23 0.08 

 (0.22) (0.22) (0.25) (0.22) 

Skin tone -0.09 0.04 0.13 -0.11 

 (0.10) (0.11) (0.15) (0.10) 

Vignette type [respective group] -0.13 0.02 -0.23 0.13 

 (0.40) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

Robust standard errors in parentheses    
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Table 4.2 Continued 

 Linked Fate with Whites 

 

Model 1 

(N=431) 

Model 2 

(N=431) 

Model 3 

(N=307 with 

White ancestry) 

Model 4 

(N=431) 

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.06*** -0.05*** -0.02 0.03*** 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

White Ancestry 2.41***    

 (0.59)    
EDS * White Ancestry -0.04***    

 (0.02)    
Discrimination against Whites  -0.14 0.12  

  (0.25) (0.28)  

EDS * Discrimination against Whites  0.02*** 0.01  

  (0.01) (0.01)  
Female (ref: male) 0.31* 0.41** 0.55** 1.01** 

 (0.19) (0.19) (0.23) (0.45) 

Transgender, Non-Binary, or Gender 

Non-conforming (ref: male) 0.48 0.22 0.67 0.81 

 (0.33) (0.33) (0.43) (1.14) 

EDS * Female    -0.03* 

    (0.01) 

EDS * TGNC    -0.01 

    (0.02) 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

Robust standard errors in parentheses    
 

Unlike linked fate with Whites, EDS interaction effects are generally not statistically 

significantly associated with linked fate with racial minorities. Table 4.3 below shows, for 

example, that none of the interaction effects included are significantly connected to linked fate 

with Blacks. However, the main effects of high levels of EDS among respondents who do not 

have Black ancestry is significantly associated with greater linked fate with Blacks in the U.S. 

(0.05, p<0.01). In addition, the main effect of high levels of EDS among self-identified men 

(0.06; p<0.01) and the main effect of identifying as female among people with low levels of EDS 

(0.94; p<0.05) are positively, significantly associated with linked fate with Blacks.  
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Table 4.3 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Racial Discrimination predicting Linked Fate with Blacks 

among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry, with Interaction Effects 

 Linked Fate with Blacks 

 

Model 1 

(N=431) 

Model 2 

(N=431) 

Model 3 

(N=153 with 

Black ancestry) 

Model 4 

(N=431) 

Age -0.03 -0.03 0.07 -0.02 

 (0.05) (0.05) (0.09) (0.05) 

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.28 0.30 0.18 0.22 

 (0.19) (0.20) (0.36) (0.20) 

Employed full time -0.02 -0.04 -0.10 0.03 

 (0.23) (0.23) (0.43) (0.23) 

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or less) 0.22 0.39* 0.62 0.31 

 (0.23) (0.22) (0.39) (0.23) 

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.07 -0.05 0.47 0.04 

 (0.24) (0.24) (0.42) (0.24) 

Reside in the southeast 0.20 0.14 -0.05 0.21 

 (0.23) (0.22) (0.36) (0.22) 

Skin tone 0.27** 0.40*** 0.51*** 0.40*** 

 (0.11) (0.09) (0.15) (0.10) 

Vignette type [respective group] -0.54 -0.16 -0.55 -0.01 

 (0.52) (0.48) (0.49) (0.51) 

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.05*** 0.03 0.01 0.06*** 

 (0.01) (0.03) (0.06) (0.01) 

Black Ancestry 0.81    

 (0.59)    
EDS * Black Ancestry 0.00    

 (0.02)    

Discrimination against Blacks  0.34 0.52  

  (0.21) (0.44)  

EDS * Discrimination against Blacks  0.01 0.01  

  (0.01) (0.01)  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

Robust standard errors in parentheses    
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Table 4.3 Continued 

 Linked Fate with Blacks 

 

Model 1 

(N=431) 

Model 2 

(N=431) 

Model 3 

(N=153 with 

Black ancestry) 

Model 4 

(N=431) 

Female (ref: male) 0.30 0.20 0.20 0.94** 

 (0.19) (0.20) (0.33) (0.44) 

Transgender, Non-Binary, or Gender 

Non-conforming (ref: male) -0.45 -0.74** -0.68 0.97 

 (0.32) (0.33) (0.67) (1.15) 

EDS * Female    -0.02 

    (0.01) 

EDS * TGNC    -0.04 

    (0.02) 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

Robust standard errors in parentheses    
 

The impact of EDS interaction effects on linked fate with other racial groups varies. 

Please see Table 4.4 below for a comparative overview of the relationships; for exact 

coefficients, please see Appendix A4. Table 4.4 shows that increased EDS is statistically 

significantly associated with increased linked fate with all racial minority groups, but the 

interaction effects impact linked fate with specific groups in different ways.  
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Linked 

fate with 

Whites

Linked 

fate with 

Blacks

Linked 

fate with 

AIANs

Linked 

fate with 

Asians

Linked 

fate with 

NHOPIs

Linked 

fate with 

Latinxs

Linked 

fate with 

MENAs

Linked 

fate with 

Bi/Multi 

racials

Table 4.4 Comparison of Ordinal Logistic Regression Models testing Linked Fate by Everyday Racial Discrimination for 

Mechanical Turk Respondents (N=431)

Model without interaction effects
























Model 1: Main effect of EDS



















 N/A

Model 1: Main effect of ___ 

Ancestry

 ---














 N/A

Model 1: EDS * ___ Ancestry




--- 


--- --- 


--- N/A

Model 2: Main effect of EDS




--- --- --- --- --- --- ---

Model 2: Main effect of 

Discrimination against ___
--- ---


 ---


 --- ---




Model 2: EDS * Discrimination 

against ___

 --- ---


 --- --- --- ---

Model 3: Main effect of EDS

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- N/A

Model 3: Main effect of 

Discrimination against ___

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- N/A

Model 3: EDS * Discrimination 

against ___, among respondents 

with ___ ancestry

--- --- ---


--- --- --- N/A

N=307 N=153 N=185 N=147 N=25 N=138 N=43

Model 4: Main effect of EDS
























Model 4: Main effect of Female







 ---





 ---




Model 4: Main effect of TGNC

--- --- --- --- --- --- ---



Model 4a: EDS * female (ref: 

male)




--- 


--- 





--- 


Model 4b: EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male)

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 


Model measuring Discrimination 

as a Binary Variable



























indicates a significant, positive relationship


 indicates a significant, negative relationship

---
indicates no statistically significant relationship

All models control for gender, age, education, employment, income, region, skin tone, and vignette type.
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High levels of EDS interacted with AIAN (-0.04; p<0.01), or Latinx (-0.04; p<0.01) 

ancestry are associated with lower levels of linked fate with these respective group. As EDS 

increases and the belief that Whites (0.02; p<0.01), Asians (0.02; p<0.01), or Latinxs (0.01, 

p<0.10) in the U.S. are discriminated against increases, linked fate with these racial groups 

increases. This interaction effect is particularly important for linked fate with Whites, as it shifts 

linked fate with Whites from not significant to very significant. For linked fate with Asians and 

Latinxs, which already has a positive relationship with EDS, this interaction effect reveals that 

EDS interacted with perceived group discrimination increases linked fate with Asians and 

Latinxs even more. 

The aforementioned interaction effects between EDS and group discrimination changes 

based on respondents’ known racial ancestries. Among respondents who know of AIAN, Asian, 

or NHOPI ancestry, as EDS increases and group discrimination increases linked fate with 

AIANs, Asians, or NHOPIs significantly increases. This positive relationship was not apparent 

for linked fate with AIANs or NHOPIs when all respondents were in the sample, but limiting the 

sample to only respondents who know of these ancestries allows the significance of this 

relationship to be revealed. Linked fate with Whites, on the other hand, loses significance when 

EDS interacted with perceived discrimination against Whites is restricted to a sample of people 

who know of White ancestry.  

Gender is relatively consistent in its impact on linked fate. As EDS increases, women feel 

less linked fate with Whites (-0.02; p<0.10), Blacks (-0.03; p<0.05), AIANs (-0.02; p<0.10), 

NHOPIs (-0.03; p<0.05), Latinxs (-0.02; p<0.10), and bi/multiracials (-0.03; p<0.01), compared 

to men. Identifying as female has the biggest impact on linked fate with bi/multiracials – this is 

the only group in which increasing EDS and identifying as female is associated with linked fate 
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with this group at p=0.01. When EDS is interacted with TGNC, the effect of this interaction is 

only significant for linked fate with bi/multiracials: high levels of EDS for TGNC people are 

associated with less linked fate with multiracials (-0.07; p<0.01). 

Discussion 

EDS and Linked Fate 

Ordinal logistic regression models testing EDS on linked fate (shown in Tables 4.1 

through 4.3) indicate an overall trend: as EDS increases, linked fate with all racial minorities 

increases. Everyday racial discrimination is associated with increased linked fate with racial 

minorities whether discrimination is measured as an index or as a binary variable. Yet EDS is 

connected to increased linked fate with Whites only when discrimination is a binary variable. 

This discrepancy indicates that 1) linked fate with Whites does not continuously increase as 

racial discrimination continuously increases, and 2) there is an important difference between 

respondents who experience any form of racial discrimination and those that do not experience 

everyday racial discrimination on any EDS item. 

The average respondent feels a moderate amount of linked fate with Whites (depicted in 

Graph 4.1). However, 71 percent of respondents with high EDS scores report having “a lot” of 

linked fate with Whites, compared to 23 percent of respondents with low EDS scores stating they 

have “a lot” of linked fate with Whites. Potentially, people reporting high levels of 

discrimination and a lot of linked fate with Whites are indicating being discriminated against due 

to their Whiteness. Alternatively, this finding may indicate the belief that what happens to White 

Americans influences the lives of others, hence the more someone is discriminated against the 

more they believe that discrimination is related to the fate of Whites. 
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Graphs 4.3 and 4.4 show similar linked fate trajectories for respondents with EDS of 10 

and EDS of 60 indicates a high probability of linked fate with Whites in general, rather than a 

large change due to racial discrimination. Moderately-high linked fate with Whites regardless of 

everyday discrimination may be due to 1) a large percentage of the mixed-race ancestry 

identifying White as one of the racial groups in their ancestry, and 2) what happens to Whites in 

the U.S. may arguably be connected to what happens to racial minority groups because, as the 

racial majority, White outcomes may significantly positively or negatively impact racial 

minorities. 

The results for the relationship between EDS and linked fate with racial minorities is 

much cleaner and predictable than the relationships between EDS and linked fate with Whites. 

As EDS increases, linked fate with Blacks, AIANs, Asians, NHOPIs, Hispanics/Latinxs, 

MENAs, and multiracials statistically significantly increases. Hence, experiencing racial 

discrimination is associated with feeling connected to racial minorities in general, rather than 

specific racial minority groups. 

Regression findings indicate variability in the impact of EDS on linked fate with Whites, 

while EDS is largely associated with increased linked fate with racial minorities. In Table 4.4 we 

see that EDS measured as a continuous variable (Model 1) is not associated with linked fate with 

Whites, yet everyday discrimination measured as a binary variable (Model 2) sees a statistically 

significant positive relationship between the variables. There is variability in responses when 

EDS is a continuous variable that is not captured until everyday discrimination is divided into 

respondents who never experience racial discrimination and respondents who experience a little 

to a great of everyday racial discrimination. 

 



108 

 

EDS interaction effects shown in scatterplots 

The scatter plots of EDS interacted with racial ancestry provide an important narrative. 

Respondents with no knowledge of White ancestry may feel more linked fate with Whites as 

EDS increases because Whites are currently the racial majority in the U.S. and control of the 

means of production. Therefore, people of color with no White ancestry who experience racial 

discrimination may be particularly attuned to the beliefs of White Americans and feel that what 

happens to Whites impacts them because they may be the subject of potential future 

discrimination and discriminatory practices. 

Respondents who do not have Black, AIAN, Asian, NHOPI, Hispanic/Latinx ancestry, or 

MENA ancestry may feel more linked fate with these groups as their own EDS increases because 

of an increased solidarity and recognition of the connection across groups of color. Known as the 

oppressed minority ideology (Sellers et al. 1998), this belief system recognizes that one racial 

minority group’s oppression is unique and simultaneously has commonalities with the 

oppressions of other racial minorities. Even if respondents are not focusing on shared group 

commonalities, they may feel linked fate with various groups of color due to similarities in 

resistance building strategies. Historically, the Black Panthers’ militant behaviors were later 

modelled by the Brown Berets; the Civil Rights Movement laid the groundwork for the United 

Farm Workers movement, the Yellow Power Movement, and the Red Power Movement. In 

present day, the mistakes and successes of the Black Lives Matter movement may better prepare 

other racial minority groups considering social justice. In this way, respondents, all of whom are 

aware of mixed races in their ancestries and could potentially identify as people of color, may 

feel linked fate with various monoracial groups of color that is intensified as their EDS increases. 
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EDS interaction effects shown in models 

The main effect of EDS in Model 1, Table 4.3 becomes very significantly associated with 

linked fate, revealing that the discrimination reported is connected to racial component group. As 

EDS increases, respondents with White, AIAN, or Latinx ancestry report less linked fate with 

each respective group (Table 4.4). Respondents may be referring to discrimination that is due to 

their mixedness, leading them to feel less like their monoracial peers. This may be particularly 

true for respondents with White ancestry because Whiteness is a protected social category with 

strict boundaries determining who is considered part of this in-group. Respondents with AIAN or 

Latinx ancestry may feel less linked fate with these groups because of the strong cultural 

identities, traditions, and ceremonies related to these groups that respondents could feel excluded 

from. 

However, as EDS increases, having Black, Asian, NHOPI, or MENA ancestry is not 

significantly associated with linked fate with these groups (Tables 4.3 and 4.4). Respondents 

may be racially discriminated against and have, for example Asian ancestry, yet not connect this 

discrimination to their Asianness. Racial discrimination could be related to other racial 

component groups in their ancestry, or may be due to their mixedness. Alternatively, respondents 

may attribute racial discrimination to a specific racial group and work to distance themselves 

from this racial group as a means of minimizing the likelihood that they will be discriminated 

against for their connection to this racial group in future interactions.  

The more a respondent believes Whites, Asians, or Latinxs are discriminated against and 

reports they themselves are discriminated against, the more linked fate they feel with these 

groups, respectively. Respondents are indicating either connection to or solidarity with these 

racial groups. Connection or solidarity could stem from sharing similar experiences – respondent 

is discriminated against and sees a certain group is also discriminated against – and interpreting 
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these experiences as interrelated – respondents may believe they are discriminated against for the 

same reasons as a specific group of people, or because they belong to a specific group of people. 

This pattern does not hold true for linked fate with all racial groups: EDS interacted with 

increased perceived group discrimination against Blacks, AIANs, NHOPIs, MENAs, or 

bi/multiracials is not statistically significant regarding linked fate with these groups. For 

example, that Black people in the U.S. are discriminated against, and that they themselves are 

discriminated against, but that does not lead them to feel what happens to Black people impacts 

them. Respondents may feel empathy for these groups yet not feel that they are personally 

impacted by these various groups. This may be because respondents are not aware of having 

these racial ancestries, or because they do not share phenotypical resemblance to group 

members; perhaps if respondents do not think others see them as Black, for example, they do not 

feel strongly impacted by or connected to Black people. I control for skin tone, but there are 

numerous other aspects of phenotype and cultural signifiers – hair texture and color, body type, 

accent, vernacular, etc. – that are not captured in this survey that could help explain these 

findings (Schachter et al. 2019). Furthermore, respondents may interpret the discrimination they 

experience to be unrelated or qualitatively different than the discrimination experienced by 

different racial groups. 

This relationship between EDS and linked fate shifts when studied among respondents 

with specific racial component groups (e.g., Tables 4.2 and 4.3). This relationship becomes 

statistically insignificant when analyzed among respondents who know of White ancestry. The 

negative relationship between EDS interacted with White ancestry and the positive relationship 

between EDS interacted with beliefs of discrimination against Whites may cancel each other out 

in this model. This relationship remains positive and significant for linked fate with AIANs, 
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Asians, and NHOPIs, indicating that as EDS increases perceived discrimination against AIANs, 

Asians, or NHOPIs respondents who know of these racial ancestries feel more linked fate with 

these groups. This relationship was previously not significant for linked fate with AIANs or 

NHOPIs, revealing that knowing of AIAN (N=199) or NHOPI (N=26) ancestry is a major factor 

in feeling linked fate with these groups. The relationship between EDS interacted with group 

discrimination and linked fate with Asians is positive and significant among a sample of all the 

respondents (N=461), and remains significant among a sample of only respondents who know of 

Asian ancestry (N=178). Both respondents with and without Asian ancestry feel more linked fate 

with Asians as EDS increases and the belief that Asians in the U.S. are discriminated against 

increases. This may reflect the aforementioned oppressed minority ideology (Sellers et al. 1998); 

non-Asians may see Asians as similarly oppressed and discriminated against, and feel solidarity 

with Asians. 

In terms of gender, as EDS increases and is interacted with cisgender females (reference: 

males), linked fate with Whites, Blacks, AIANs, NHOPIs, Latinxs, and bi/multiracials decreases. 

Women may potentially be taking into consideration the multiple ways in which they are 

discriminated against. The survey only collects data on racial discrimination. Female respondents 

may feel connected to multiple struggles, such as the women’s movement, and could feel more 

linked to women than to specific racial groups.  

The vast majority of TGNC in my data are transgender men/transgender males. Perhaps 

the experience of identifying as transgender or gender non-conforming interacted with EDS is 

not different enough from the experience of identifying as male interacted with EDS. Potentially, 

TGNC may be able to “pass” as male and may share overlapping experiences of discrimination 

directed towards Black men. 
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Discussion of EDS as a binary variable 

Turning to linked fate with racial minorities, EDS measured either as a continuous or 

binary variable is statistically significantly connected to increased linked fate with all racial 

minority groups, as shown in Table 4.4, which offers a visual comparison of all the models 

included in this chapter. The fact that EDS measured multiple ways remains significant in the 

same direction highlights the strength of the relationship between EDS and linked fate with racial 

minorities. Introducing racial ancestry and perceived racial group discrimination as interaction 

effects does not alter the significance or the magnitude of this relationship: as EDS increases, 

linked fate with all racial minority groups increases. 

Ultimately, my findings demonstrate that everyday racial discrimination is an important 

predictor variable. In particular, everyday racial discrimination is consistently connected to 

linked fate with racial minorities. I therefore argue that racial discrimination should be included 

in more survey research, particularly research on racial minorities, because responses may be 

greatly related to the amount of racial discrimination respondents experience. In addition, 

interaction effects of EDS with racial ancestry, group discrimination, and gender have varying 

impacts on the overall relationship between EDS and linked fate that highlight the need to 

analyze people of mixed race ancestry by considering their various racial component groups. 
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CHAPTER VI 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION OF THE IMPACT OF 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AND LIKED FATE ON RACIAL IDENTIFICATION 

 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses tested in this chapter are: 

H5a: Higher levels of everyday discrimination will be associated with greater likelihood 

of identification as a multi- or monoracial person of color, as opposed to identifying as 

White. 

H5b: Higher levels of linked fate with a specific racial group will be associated with 

greater likelihood of identification as a member of that racial group. 

H5c: An increase in linked fate will be associated with greater likelihood of identification 

as a multi- or monoracial person of color (as opposed to identifying as White) for 

respondents who also report high levels of discrimination. 

 Throughout this chapter I focus on racial identification – the racial group(s) that 

respondents identify as, which is overlapping but not the same as the racial groups in their 

ancestries. Respondents may identify monoracially or multiracially; both identitfication options 

are included in these analyses. For example, “multi- or monoracial identification as Black” 

includes respondents who identify as Black only and respondents who identify as part-Black. 

Impact of Everyday Racial Discrimination on Racial Identification 

Shown in Table 5.1, as EDS increases by one unit, the odds of identifying with Whiteness 

are 0.95 times lower than the odds of not identifying as multiracial or monoracial White (-0.05; 

p<0.01; OR: 0.95). Similarly, for a one unit increase in EDS, the odds of identifying as multi- or 

monoracial Latinx are 0.98 times lower (-0.02; p<0.02; OR: 0.98). The opposite is true for other 
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groups of color, with higher levels of EDS associated with greater odds of multi- or monoracial 

identification. As EDS increases by one unit, the odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial 

Black are 1.04 times greater (0.04; p<0.01; OR: 1.04), of identifying as multi- or monoracial 

AIAN are 1.02 times greater (0.02; p<0.10; OR: 1.02), and of identifying as multi- or monoracial 

Asian are 1.05 times more likely (0.05; p<0.01; OR: 1.05). Table 5.1 below shows all of the 

models indicating the connection between EDS and racial identification. 
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Table 5.1 Binary Logistic Regressions of EDS predicting Multi- and Monoracial Identification 

among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry (N=431) 

 

Coefficients and Odds Ratios of Multi- and Monoracial 

Identification 

 White 

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian 

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

Everyday Discrimination Scale -0.05*** 0.04*** 0.02* 0.05*** -0.02** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

 0.95 1.04 1.02 1.05 0.98 

Female (ref: male) -0.00 0.44 -0.18 0.07 -0.21 

 (0.24) (0.28) (0.23) (0.27) (0.24) 

 1.00 1.56 0.84 1.07 0.81 

Age 0.22*** -0.03 0.04 -0.26*** -0.02 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.09) (0.06) 

 1.24 0.97 1.04 0.77 0.98 

Bachelor's degree or higher -0.58** 0.05 0.00 0.15 -0.21 

 (0.25) (0.27) (0.25) (0.29) (0.25) 

 0.56 1.06 1.00 1.16 0.81 

Employed full time 0.33 0.23 -0.47* 0.11 0.31 

 (0.26) (0.30) (0.27) (0.31) (0.27) 

 1.40 1.26 0.63 1.12 1.36 

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 

or less) -0.57** 0.52 0.15 0.03 0.18 

 (0.29) (0.32) (0.28) (0.34) (0.29) 

 0.56 1.68 1.16 1.03 1.20 

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.13 0.42 0.08 -0.30 0.29 

 (0.31) (0.35) (0.32) (0.38) (0.30) 

 0.88 1.53 1.09 0.74 1.33 

Reside in the southeast 0.24 0.13 0.23 -1.13*** 0.18 

 (0.27) (0.31) (0.26) (0.34) (0.27) 

 1.27 1.14 1.26 0.33 1.20 

Skin tone -0.28** 0.97*** -0.16 -0.47*** 0.08 

 (0.12) (0.14) (0.10) (0.13) (0.11) 

 0.76 2.64 0.86 0.62 1.08 

Vignette type [respective group] 2.43*** 2.31*** 1.89*** 3.95*** 2.65*** 

 (0.78) (0.64) (0.42) (1.20) (0.62) 

 11.34 10.12 6.65 51.70 14.22 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1           

Robust standard errors in 

parentheses      
Odds ratios italicized and presented under standard errors 
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 Gender is largely unassociated with racial identification. Age is significant for two racial 

groups: per one unit increase in age, the odds of holding a multi- or monoracial White 

identification are 1.24 times greater (0.22; p<0.01; OR: 1.24), and the odds of not identifying 

with Asianness are 1.30 times greater (-0.26; p<0.01; OR: 0.77). This indicates a potential cohort 

effect, in which respondents who experience major historical events that shape a nation and 

individuals (e.g., Civil Rights Movement, 9/11, first Black U.S. President) form a cohort with 

unique perspectives and beliefs. While age is associated with cohorts, growing older in age is 

less likely of a reason for this racial identification trend than cohort effects. 

At higher levels of education, the odds of identifying as White are 0.56 times lower (-

0.58; p<0.05; OR: 0.56). Employment status and income are marginally significant. Respondents 

who do live in the southeastern U.S. have three times lower odds of having a multi- or 

monoracial Asian identification (-1.13; p<0.01; OR: 0.33). Skin tone has divergent connections 

with racial identification, as expected. As skin tone darkens by one unit, the odds of identifying 

with Whiteness are 0.76 times lower (-0.28; p<0.05; OR: 0.76) and the odds of identifying with 

Asianness are 0.62 times lower (-0.47; p<0.01; OR: 0.62), whereas the odds of multi- or 

monoracial Black identification are 2.64 times greater (0.97; p<0.01; OR: 2.64), and the odds of 

multi- or monoracial AIAN or Latinx identification is unchanged. Finally, viewing a vignette for 

a specific group is significantly associated with greater odds of identification with that group, for 

all racial groups. 

Impact of Linked Fate on Racial Identification 

 Across the board, linked fate is positively, statistically significantly associated with racial 

identification. The odds of identifying as Black or Asian at least double for all three groups: as 

linked fate with the respective groups increases by one unit, the odds of multi- or monoracial 
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identification as Black more than double (0.79; p<0.01; OR: 2.20), and the odds of identification 

as multi- or monoracial Asian are two times greater (0.68; p<0.01; OR: 1.97). The lowest 

magnitude of this relationship is for Whites: per one unit increase in linked fate with Whites, the 

odds of selecting “White” on a form are 1.45 times greater than identifying in a different way 

(0.37; p<0.01; OR: 1.45). Finally, vignette type is significantly connected to racial identification 

for all groups with valid data: viewing a vignette is associated with greater odds of racial 

identification with that group.  
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Table 5.2 Binary Logistic Regressions of Linked Fate predicting Multi- and Monoracial 

Identification among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry (N=431) 

 

Coefficients and Odds Ratios of Multi- and 

Monoracial Identification 

 White 

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian 

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

Linked Fate [with respective group] 0.37*** 0.79*** 0.53*** 0.68*** 0.58*** 

 (0.09) (0.15) (0.10) (0.12) (0.11) 

 1.45 2.20 1.71 1.97 1.79 

Female (ref: male) -0.08 0.30 -0.24 -0.15 -0.28 

 (0.23) (0.29) (0.24) (0.28) (0.25) 

 0.92 1.34 0.79 0.86 0.76 

Age 0.27*** -0.05 0.05 -0.26*** -0.00 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.05) (0.09) (0.06) 

 1.31 0.96 1.05 0.77 1.00 

Bachelor's degree or higher -0.74*** -0.07 -0.04 0.13 -0.30 

 (0.24) (0.28) (0.26) (0.29) (0.26) 

 0.48 0.93 0.96 1.13 0.74 

Employed full time -0.21 0.45 -0.47* 0.36 -0.03 

 (0.25) (0.31) (0.26) (0.31) (0.28) 

 0.81 1.58 0.63 1.43 0.98 

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) -0.19 0.36 0.13 -0.13 0.55* 

 (0.28) (0.33) (0.29) (0.33) (0.32) 

 0.83 1.43 1.13 0.88 1.74 

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) 0.45 0.38 0.10 -0.59 0.65** 

 (0.29) (0.33) (0.32) (0.37) (0.29) 

 1.57 1.46 1.11 0.55 1.92 

Reside in the southeast 0.42 0.03 0.24 -1.19*** 0.31 

 (0.26) (0.30) (0.27) (0.35) (0.29) 

 1.52 1.03 1.27 0.31 1.36 

Skin tone -0.29** 0.83*** -0.15 -0.41*** 0.03 

 (0.11) (0.14) (0.11) (0.14) (0.11) 

 0.75 2.30 0.86 0.66 1.03 

Vignette Type [respective group] 2.54*** 2.43*** 1.79*** 3.16*** 2.87*** 

 (0.79) (0.72) (0.45) (1.08) (0.68) 

 12.73 11.32 5.98 23.59 17.60 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1           

Robust standard errors in 

parentheses      
Odds ratios italicized and presented under standard errors    
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In addition to linked fate with a certain group and viewing the vignette prompting linked 

fate with that groups, almost every control variable included in this model is statistically 

significant for predicting racial identification for at least one group. In addition to linked fate 

with Whites and viewing the vignette prompting linked fate with Whites, multi- or monoracial 

White identification is predicted by age, education, and skin tone. As age increases by one unit 

(grouped in 5-year categories), the odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial White are 1.31 

times greater (0.27; p<0.01; OR: 1.31); respondents with a bachelor’s degree or more are half as 

likely as those with a high school diploma or less to identify as multi- or monoracial White (-

0.74; p<0.01; OR: 0.48); and one unit increase in skin tone darkness is associated with 0.75 

times lower odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial White (-0.29; p<0.05; OR: 0.75). 

Multi- or monoracial Black identification is predicted solely by skin tone and the 

aforementioned independent variables, linked fate with Black people and viewing a vignette 

prompting linked fate with Blacks. One unit increase in skin tone is associated with 2.30 greater 

odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial Black than not identifying as such (0.83; p<0.01; OR: 

2.30). None of the controls included predict identification as multi- or monoracial AIAN, 

perhaps due to a small sample size of self-identified AIANs (N=25), except for vignette type. 

Multi- or monoracial Asian identification is best predicted by age, residing in the south, and skin 

tone. The odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial Asian are 0.77 times lower with one unit 

increase in age (-0.26; p<0.01; OR: 0.77), those living in the southeast have 0.31 lower odds of 

identifying as multi- or monoracial Asian (-1.19; p<0.01; OR: 0.31), and one unit increase in 

skin tone is associated with 0.66 lower odds of respondents identifying as multi- or monoracial 

Asian (-0.41; p<0.01; OR: 0.66). Finally, multi- or monoracial Latinx identification is associated 

with income: respondents who earn $45,000 to $75,000 (0.55; p<0.10; OR: 1.74) or over 
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$75,000 (0.65; p<0.05; OR: 1.92) are 1.74 times and 1.92 times more likely than those earning 

less than $45,000 to identify as multi- or monoracial Latinx, respectively. 

Interaction of Discrimination and Linked Fate 

The previous tables indicate that higher levels of everyday discrimination and linked fate 

are both connected with a greater likelihood of racial identification with a certain group. In Table 

5.3 below I test the interaction effect between these two significant independent variables. First, 

the main effect of racial discrimination is significantly associated with racial identification. For 

people with no linked fate with Whites, one unit increase in EDS is associated with 0.92 times 

lower odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial White (-0.08; p<0.01; OR: 0.92). For 

respondents with no linked fate, higher levels of EDS are associated with 1.10 times greater odds 

of identifying as multi- or monoracial Black (0.09; p<0.05; OR: 1.10), 1.05 times greater odds of 

identifying as AIAN (0.05; p<0.05; OR: 1.05), and 1.09 greater odds of identifying as Asian 

(0.09; p<0.01; OR: 1.09). 

Next, the main effect of linked fate is positively significant: for people with a zero on the 

EDS, the odds of identification as multi- or monoracial Black are nearly four times greater (1.35; 

p<0.01; OR: 3.86), as AIAN are almost three times greater (1.01; p<0.01; OR: 2.76), as Asian 

are almost three times greater (1.05; p<0.01; OR: 2.86), or as Latinx are 3.55 times greater (1.27; 

p<0.01; OR: 3.55) at higher levels of linked fate with these respective groups. 

The effects are weakened by the interaction of EDS and linked fate for groups of color: 

the odds of respondents with both high everyday racial discrimination and high linked fate 

identifying as multi- or monoracial Black are 0.98 times lower (-0.02; p<0.05; OR: 0.98), as 

AIAN are 0.98 times lower (-0.01; p<0.10; OR: 0.98), and as Latinx are 0.98 times lower (-0.02; 

p<0.01; OR: 0.98), compared to respondents with low discrimination scores and low linked fate 
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with these groups. Thus, discrimination is associated with a lower likelihood of identifying with 

a group of color when linked fate with that group is high. 
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White

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian

Hispanic/ 

Latinx

Everyday Discrimination Scale -0.08*** 0.09** 0.05** 0.09*** 0.04

(0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

0.92 1.10 1.05 1.09 1.04

Linked Fate [with respective group] 0.34 1.35*** 1.01*** 1.05*** 1.27***

(0.24) (0.41) (0.27) (0.32) (0.24)

1.40 3.86 2.76 2.86 3.55

EDS * Linked Fate 0.01 -0.02* -0.02** -0.01* -0.02***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

1.01 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98

Female (ref: male) -0.05 0.27 -0.28 -0.12 -0.34

(0.25) (0.29) (0.24) (0.29) (0.27)

0.95 1.31 0.76 0.88 0.71

Transgender, Non-Binary, or Gender 

Non-conforming (ref: male) 0.43 0.02 -1.26** 0.01 -0.99

(0.52) (0.56) (0.59) (0.44) (0.65)

1.54 1.02 0.28 1.01 0.37

Age 0.18*** -0.03 0.04 -0.22** -0.06

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06)

1.19 0.97 1.04 0.80 0.94

Bachelor's degree or higher -0.62** -0.13 -0.03 0.02 -0.25

(0.25) (0.29) (0.26) (0.30) (0.27)

0.54 0.88 0.97 1.02 0.78

Employed full time 0.32 0.27 -0.49* 0.09 0.29

(0.28) (0.32) (0.28) (0.33) (0.29)

1.38 1.32 0.61 1.10 1.33

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) -0.48 0.51 0.14 0.06 0.40

(0.31) (0.34) (0.30) (0.34) (0.32)

0.62 1.67 1.15 1.06 1.49

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) 0.01 0.55 0.12 -0.32 0.34

(0.32) (0.35) (0.33) (0.40) (0.32)

1.01 1.74 1.13 0.73 1.40

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses

Odds ratios italicized and presented under standard errors

Table 5.3 Binary Logistic Regressions of the Interaction of EDS and Linked Fate predicting 

Racial Identification among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry 

(N=431)

Coefficients and Odds Ratios of Multi- and 

Monoracial Identification
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Certain control variables also help predict identification. Vignette type significantly 

predicts identification for all groups with valid data – viewing a vignette prompting linked fate 

with a certain group increases the odds of identifying as that group. In addition, while multi- or 

monoracial White identification is not significantly predicted by linked fate with Whites or the 

interaction between EDS and linked fate, it is predicted by age, education, and skin tone. With 

one unit increase in age, the odds of respondents identifying as multi- or monoracial White are 

1.19 times greater (0.18; p<0.01; OR: 1.19). Respondents earning at least a bachelor’s degree are 

half as likely to identify as multi- or monoracial White (-0.62; p<0.05; OR: 0.54), and one unit 

increase in skin tone darkness is associated with 0.77 times lower odds of identifying with 

Whiteness (-0.27; p<0.05; OR: 0.77). In terms of multi- or monoracial Black identification, the 

only other significant control variable is skin tone: a one unit increase in skin tone is associated 

White

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian

Hispanic/ 

Latinx

Reside in the southeast 0.32 0.08 0.26 -1.12*** 0.30

(0.28) (0.31) (0.27) (0.36) (0.29)

1.38 1.09 1.30 0.33 1.35

Skin tone -0.27** 0.86*** -0.18 -0.47*** 0.06

(0.12) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) (0.12)

0.77 2.38 0.83 0.63 1.06

Vignette Type [respective group] 2.48*** 2.35*** 1.80*** 3.11*** 2.98***

(0.84) (0.73) (0.47) (1.07) (0.68)

Constant 1.64* -8.76*** -3.49*** -3.60*** -4.53***

(0.95) (1.64) (0.83) (1.18) (0.91)

Observations 431 431 431 431 431

11.91 10.51 6.05 22.47 19.59

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses

Odds ratios italicized and presented under standard errors

Coefficients and Odds Ratios of Multi- and 

Monoracial Identification

Table 5.3 Continued
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with respondents being more than twice as likely to identify as multi- or monoracial Black (0.86; 

p<0.01; OR: 2.38). 

The odds of a multi- or monoracial AIAN identification are 0.61 times lower for 

respondents who are not employed full time (-0.49; p<0.10; OR: 0.61). A one unit increase in 

age is associated with 0.80 times lower odds of identifying as multi- or monoracial Asian (-0.22; 

p<0.05; OR: 0.80), respondents living in the southeast are three times less likely to identify as 

Asian (-1.12; p<0.01; OR: 0.33), and one unit increase in skin tone is associated with 0.63 lower 

odds of multi- or monoracial Asian identification (-0.47; p<0.01; OR: 0.63). The likelihood of 

multi- or monoracial Latinx identification is not statistically significantly impacted by control 

variables, with the exception of vignette type.  

Please see Table 5.4 below for a comparison of the outcomes across models presented in 

Tables 5.1 through 5.3. For all groups, increased linked fate is associated with greater odds of 

identifying as that respective group (Table 5.4, Model 2). The similarities between White 

identification and identification as a person of color ends there; as shown in Table 5.4, White 

identification tends to follow a different pattern than identification as a person of color. EDS has 

the opposite effect on White identification compared to most other racial groups, with greater 

EDS associated with decreased likelihood of identifying as White when linked fate is not in the 

model (Table 5.4, Model 1) and when linked fate with the respective racial group is low (Table 

5.4, Model 3: Main Effect of EDS). Discrimination is associated with increased odds of 

identifying as a person of color when linked fate is low (Table 5.4, Model 3 Main Effect of EDS) 

yet decreased odds of identifying as a person of color when linked fate is high (Table 5.4, Model 

3 EDS * Linked Fate). Linked fate is connected to greater odds of identifying as a person of 

color when EDS is zero (Table 5.4, Model 3 Main Effect of Linked Fate).  
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Discussion 

Discrimination and Linked Fate on Racial Identification 

The results in this chapter highlight the ways in which discrimination, linked fate, and 

their intersection are connected to racial identification. As hypothesized, higher levels of EDS 

are associated with greater odds of identification as a multi- or monoracial person of color, with 

the exceptions of Latinx identification being negatively associated with increased discrimination 

(shown in Table 5.1). Higher levels of EDS likely are connected to greater odds of identifying as 

Black, AIAN, or Asian because racial discrimination may make these identities more salient to 

respondents, increasing their awareness of and incorporation of these identities. In addition, 

identifying with these categories may be necessary in order to be able to process these 

experiences as racial discrimination, increasing the likelihood that these phenomena are related 

White

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian

Hispanic/ 

Latinx

Table 5.4 Comparison of Ordinal Logistic Regression Models testing Racial 

Discrimination and Linked Fate on Racial Identification for Mechanical Turk 

Respondents

Likelihood of Multi- or Monoracial Identification as…

Model 1: Everyday 

Discrimination Scale

 






 



Model 2: Linked Fate 














Model 3: Main Effect of EDS

 






---

Model 3: Main Effect of 

Linked Fate
---













Model 3: EDS * Linked Fate
--- 














indicates a significant, positive relationship


 indicates a significant, negative relationship

--- indicates no statistically significant relationship

All models control for gender, age, education, employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type.
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and are intertwined. Higher levels of EDS being connected to lower odds of Latinx identification 

may be a strategy: historically, Hispanics used Whiteness as a political identity to obtain the 

benefits of citizenship, which was restricted to White people (Hernández 2001; Martinez 1997). 

Furthermore, Vargas (2015) argues that Latinxs’ high rates of White identification is indicative 

of only one measure of identity and racial boundary maintenance: externally identifying as White 

is not the same as self-identifying as White, and White-identification is more likely for Latinxs 

with lighter skin and high levels of socioeconomic status. 

 Across the board, linked fate operates as I hypothesized: as seen in Table 5.2, higher 

levels of linked fate with a specific racial group are associated with greater odds of identification 

as a member of that racial group. This finding highlights the unique significance of linked fate, 

which is the only variable to operate in the same way and produce significant outcomes for 

identification with every racial group. It emphasizes the usefulness of this concept in identity 

work. 

Discrimination interacted with Linked Fate on Racial Identification 

While higher levels of EDS and linked fate are both associated with greater odds of racial 

identification, the interaction between EDS and linked fate (displayed in Table 5.3) is 

significantly connected with decreased odds of identifying as the respective groups. This may 

indicate discrimination due to monoraciality, leading respondents to reject a group identification 

that they perceive as causing problems. For example, someone who is racially discriminated 

against for being Asian and who feels what happens to Asians impacts them may reject Asian 

identification as a means of decreasing stigma and discrimination. Alternatively, discrimination 

may be related to racial ambiguity or a mismatch in self-identified and reflected race, and the 

race of the perpetrator. For example, Black multiracials report Black people invalidate their 



127 

 

identity most frequently and that they are most hurt by invalidation from Black people (Franco 

and Franco 2016), Black/White biracials who experience or fear rejection from Black people are 

more likely to identify as White (Khanna 2011), and Asian/Whites who do not feel they are seen 

as Asian by Asians are more likely to identify as White (Khanna 2004). These scholars’ findings 

indicate that the race of the perpetrator is consequential for racial identity outcomes, but do not 

incorporate feelings of linked fate. In this chapter, I find that discrimination and linked fate are 

consequential in an interrelated manner. In the future, I encourage researchers to explicitly ask 

respondents to indicate from which group(s) they experience discrimination, and how much 

linked fate they feel with specific racial groups. Monk (2015) finds, for example, that Black 

people experiencing skin tone discrimination from other Black people is more strongly 

associated with depression than skin tone discrimination from White people, leading him to 

determine that horizontal relations between Black Americans impact health outcomes. Thus, the 

race of the perpetrator may be connected to identity and health outcomes. 

Control Variables on Racial Identification 

In terms of control variables, residing in the south, skin tone, and vignette type are the 

most consistently significant factors (generally significant across Table 5.1 through 5.3): living 

in the south is negatively associated with the odds of Asian identification; darker skin tone is 

connected to lower odds of White or Asian identification and greater odds of Black 

identification; and vignette type is positively associated with all identification types. Residing in 

the southeast may be particularly associated with lower odds of multi- or monoracial Asian 

identification because the relative lack of Asians in this area (especially compared to the West 

coast or northeast) may highlight divergent experiences that may being Asian more salient in the 

southeast. Relatedly, the historic Black/White binary that continues to define relations in the 
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southeast and upfront lack of inclusion of other racial groups may heighten feelings of not 

belonging and therefore encourage Asian identification. Of note, 15 of the 126 self-identified 

Asian respondents live in the southeast, a number similar to the number of self-identified Asians 

in the southwest (N=15) and northeast (N=12). This sample of self-identified Asians is 

dominated by those living in the west (N=35) and midwest (N=47). There may be a relationship 

between Asian identification and living in the southeast, but this data set is not large enough to 

confidently assert that claim. For AIANs and Latinxs, residing in the southeast is not significant 

in any of the models in this chapter, likely because AIANs have had a significant presence in the 

region throughout U.S. history (Benson Taylor 2011) and the southeast is a new destination for 

Latinxs (and as such is referred to as the Nuevo South) (Deeb-Sossa and Bickham Mendez 2008; 

Flippen and Parrado 2012), allowing both groups to have strong communities in the south. 

Though used in different models in each table, skin tone is associated with racial 

identification in the same way for the same groups: as skin tone darkens, respondents are less 

likely to identify as multi- or monoracial White or Asian and more likely to identify as multi- or 

monoracial Black. This is unsurprising. Contemporary and historic conceptualizations of what it 

means to be White equate Whiteness with lighter skin (Calvo-Quirós 2013; Carrera 2003; Flora 

and MacKethan 2002; Lacey 1983; Roediger 2005; Slade, Givens-Carroll, and Narro 2012); 

Asianness with East Asians, who tend to have lighter skin relative to South Asians; and 

Blackness with darker skin (Hunter 2007; Rondilla and Spickard 2007). As the only control 

variable predicting Black identification, skin tone may be particularly important because this 

sample of mixed-race ancestry respondents may have experiences with Blackness that vary 

greatly depending on skin tone, which is frequently used as a marker of Blackness. 
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Viewing a vignette of a specific group is significantly associated with greater odds of 

identification as that group, across the board. Recollect that respondents are asked their racial 

identification directly after experiencing the linked fate vignette in order to obtain responses with 

the potentially immediate impact of the vignette. This may help explain the significant and large 

magnitude of vignette-types on racial identification. However, the vignettes are intended to 

create linked fate, so including linked fate in the model would theoretically make the vignette 

effect nonsignificant. The data show the opposite – viewing a vignette prompting linked fate 

with a certain group increases the odds of identifying as that group above and beyond the linked 

fate respondents feel. Therefore, the vignettes are creating another mechanism other than linked 

fate. The vignettes may be prompting empathy with the group described in the vignette, and/or 

may elicit feelings of being seen and relating to the scenario described in the vignette. 

Alternatively, the vignettes may put one racial group at the forefront of the mind, thus priming 

respondents to be thinking about this racial group as part of their identity. 
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CHAPTER VII 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION OF THE IMPACT OF 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AND LIKED FATE ON RACIAL CENTRALITY 

 

Hypotheses 

 This chapter addresses the following three hypotheses: 

H6a: Increased everyday discrimination will increase racial centrality. 

H6b: Increased linked fate with a specific racial group will increase racial centrality 

with that racial group. 

H6c: An increase in linked fate will have a stronger positive relationship with racial 

centrality for respondents who also report high levels of discrimination. 

Recall that racial centrality is measured on a five-point Likert scale, and that while 

perceived group discrimination is asked of anyone with awareness of mixed-race ancestry, racial 

centrality is asked only of respondents who are aware of specific racial backgrounds. For 

example, only respondents who are aware of MENA ancestry are asked how central being 

MENA is to their identity. 

Relationship between Discrimination and Racial Centrality 

I analyze how racial discrimination is associated with racial centrality for all racial 

groups. I expect that the more respondents are racially discriminated against, the more central 

their race is to their self-concept. I test the connection between EDS and racial centrality (“How 

important is being [fill in race 1] to your identity?”; “How important is being [fill in race 2] to 

your identity?”; “How important is being bi/multiracial to your identity?”), with and without 

controlling for vignette prompt type. In addition, I analyze the effect of perceived group 

discrimination on racial centrality. The coefficients indicating the relationship between EDS and 
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racial centrality are presented below in Table 6.1. I find that increased EDS is associated with 

increased centrality of Whiteness (0.06; p<0.01), American Indianness (0.06; p<0.01), Asianness 

(0.05; p<0.05), and multiraciality (0.05; p<0.01). As EDS increases, the centrality of Blackness 

and Hispanicity/Latinidad remain the same. 

 

 In addition, I find that as perceived group discrimination increases, racial centrality tends 

to increase for nearly all groups. Table 6.2 below reveals that the more respondents believe 

Whites in the U.S. are discriminated against, the stronger their White centrality is (0.50; p<0.01); 

the more respondents believe Blacks in the U.S. are discriminated against, the more central their 

Blackness (0.76; p<0.01), and so on.  

White 

N=279

Black/ 

African 

American 

N=114

AIAN 

N=119

Asian 

N=126

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

N=110

Bi/ 

Multiracial 

N=431

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.06*** 0.02 0.06*** 0.05** 0.03 0.05***

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Female (ref: male) 0.11 -0.20 -0.15 0.17 -0.66* 0.23

(0.25) (0.41) (0.40) (0.46) (0.39) (0.19)

Age 0.03 0.36** -0.02 0.16 -0.03 -0.13***

(0.06) (0.14) (0.10) (0.13) (0.10) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.29 0.20 0.01 0.26 0.19 0.19

(0.25) (0.43) (0.41) (0.55) (0.42) (0.20)

Employed full time 0.52* -1.07** 0.41 0.04 0.99* 0.19

(0.27) (0.51) (0.41) (0.62) (0.58) (0.21)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or less) 0.16 0.26 -0.42 0.27 -0.16 -0.14

(0.29) (0.48) (0.51) (0.46) (0.50) (0.24)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.26 -0.00 -1.26*** 1.03 0.12 -0.10

(0.30) (0.46) (0.44) (0.71) (0.53) (0.23)

Reside in the southeast -0.63** 0.25 -0.01 -0.27 -0.46 -0.47**

(0.27) (0.41) (0.42) (0.53) (0.43) (0.21)

Skin tone -0.27** 0.18 0.24 0.11 -0.13 0.15*

(0.12) (0.18) (0.22) (0.20) (0.26) (0.09)

Vignette Type [respective group] -0.10 0.30 0.20 0.19 0.05 0.37

(0.34) (0.58) (0.60) (0.48) (0.59) (0.24)

Racial Centrality with…

Table 6.1 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Racial Discrimination predicting Racial Centrality among Mechanical Turk 

Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Given the significant nature of perceived group discrimination, I run the models of EDS 

controlling for perceived group discrimination. Upon controlling for this variable, I find that 

EDS is no longer significantly associated with Asian centrality, dropping from a significance 

level of p<0.05 in Table 6.1 to p=0.28 in Table 6.3. All other racial group centrality figures 

remain significant in the same direction with the same significance level as presented initially in 

Table 6.1. Notably, five out of the six groups included have a statistically significant, positive 

relationship between perceived group discrimination and racial centrality.  

 

White 

N=279

Black/ 

African 

American 

N=114

AIAN 

N=119

Asian 

N=126

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

N=110

Bi/ 

Multiracial 

N=431

Perceived Group Discrimination 

[respective group] 0.50*** 0.76*** 0.33* 0.99*** 0.51*** 0.46***

(0.11) (0.22) (0.20) (0.23) (0.21) (0.09)

Female (ref: male) 0.25 -0.24 -0.28 0.12 -0.80* 0.16

(0.24) (0.42) (0.40) -0.44 (0.42) (0.20)

Age 0.01 0.27** -0.12 0.20 -0.03 -0.18***

(0.05) (0.13) (0.09) (0.16) (0.10) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.61** 0.41 0.04 -0.09 0.29 0.28

(0.25) (0.45) (0.43) (0.47) (0.44) (0.20)

Employed full time 0.85*** -0.75 0.53 0.53 1.42*** 0.40**

(0.26) (0.54) (0.42) (0.44) (0.49) (0.21)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.25 0.06 -0.39 0.48 -0.35 -0.31

(0.30) (0.48) (0.52) (0.45) (0.50) (0.23)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.58** -0.23 -1.47*** 0.84 0.04* -0.30

(0.29) (0.48) (0.40) (0.61) (0.56) (0.23)

Reside in the southeast -0.60** 0.14 -0.28 -0.38 -0.34 -0.54***

(0.26) (0.41) (0.43) (0.56) (0.44) (0.21)

Skin tone -0.10 0.17 0.14 -0.08 -0.24 0.19**

(0.12) (0.18) (0.22) (0.19) (0.28) (0.09)

Vignette Type [respective group] -0.22 0.29 0.46 0.21 -0.05* 0.34

(0.36) (0.56) (0.56) (0.46) (0.63) (0.24)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses

Racial Centrality with…

Table 6.2 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Perceived Group Discrimination predicting Racial Centrality among 

Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry
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Tables 6.1 and 6.3 reveal that the positive, significant relationship between EDS and 

Asian centrality (0.05; p<0.05) is no longer significant when perceived discrimination against 

Asians is included in the model (0.03; p=0.65). While EDS loses significance, the relationship 

between believing Asians are discrimination against and Asian centrality is positive and 

statistically significant (0.90, p<0.01). Given this, perceived discrimination against Asians may 

be a mediating variable explaining the relationship between EDS and Asian centrality. Using 

White 

N=279

Black/ 

African 

American 

N=114

AIAN 

N=119

Asian 

N=126

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

N=110

Bi/ 

Multiraci

al N=431

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.05*** 0.01 0.06*** 0.02 0.03 0.04***

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Female (ref: male) 0.18 -0.25 -0.17 0.09 -0.80* 0.18

(0.25) (0.43) (0.40) (0.44) (0.42) (0.19)

Age 0.03 0.28** -0.02 0.23 0.00 -0.13***

(0.06) (0.14) (0.09) (0.16) (0.10) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.39 0.41 -0.04 0.03 0.32 0.17

(0.26) (0.44) (0.43) (0.51) (0.44) (0.20)

Employed full time 0.54** -0.77 0.38 0.17 1.11** 0.13

(0.27) (0.54) (0.41) (0.62) (0.56) (0.22)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) 0.01 0.07 -0.36 0.57 -0.23 -0.13

(0.30) (0.47) (0.52) (0.46) (0.50) (0.24)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.31 -0.22 -1.24*** 1.15 0.06 -0.06

(0.30) (0.48) (0.43) (0.70) (0.56) (0.24)

Reside in the southeast -0.62** 0.14 -0.08 -0.31 -0.35 -0.48**

(0.27) (0.41) (0.43) (0.52) (0.44) (0.21)

Skin tone -0.22* 0.16 0.22 0.00 -0.26 0.16*

(0.12) (0.19) (0.22) (0.21) (0.28) (0.09)

Vignette Type [respective group] -0.16 0.29 0.27 0.21 -0.01 0.37

(0.34) (0.56) (0.62) (0.46) (0.63) (0.24)

Perceived Group Discrimination 

[respective group] 0.24** 0.74*** 0.21 0.90*** 0.49** 0.30***

(0.12) (0.21) (0.20) (0.24) (0.21) (0.10)

Table 6.3 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Perceived Group Discrimination predicting Racial Centrality 

among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry, controlling for Perceived Group 

Discrimination

Racial Centrality with…

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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structural equation modeling17, I find that the direct effect of EDS on Asian centrality is not 

significant (0.01; p=0.33), the indirect effect of EDS that passes through perceived 

discrimination against Asians is significant (0.01; p=0.01), and the total effect, or the 

culmination of the direct and indirect effects, of EDS on Asian centrality is significant (0.02; 

p=0.04). In other words, the proportion of the total effect that is mediated is 0.54, which is a 

relatively large amount. The indirect effect is 1.19 times the direct effect, the total effect is 2.19 

times the direct effect. Thus, believing Asians are discriminated against is indeed a mediating 

variable that explains 54 percent of the relationship between EDS and Asian centrality. 

Relationship between Linked Fate and Racial Centrality 

 I analyze how linked fate influenced racial centrality for all racial groups. I expect that 

the more respondents feel their fate is tied to others in a racial group, the more central their race 

is to their self-concept. Table 6.4 shows that increased linked fate with Whites is associated with 

greater centrality of whiteness to respondents’ self-conception (0.17; p<0.10). I find the same for 

increased linked fate with Blacks (0.98; p<0.01); AIANs (0.49; p<0.01); Hispanics or 

Latina/o/xs (0.87; p<0.01); and multriacials (0.73; p<0.01). One group does not have a 

statistically significant relationship between linked fate and centrality: Asians. Graph 6.1 below 

reveals that, although centrality of Whiteness increases as linked fate with these groups 

increased, the relationship is marginally significant. 

                                                           
17 I used bootstrapping to account for large standard errors and confidence intervals associated with structural 
equation modeling. 
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White 

N=279

Black/ 

African 

American 

N=114

AIAN 

N=119

Asian 

N=126

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

N=110

Bi/ 

Multiracial 

N=431

Linked Fate [with respective group] 0.17* 0.99*** 0.48** 0.26 0.90*** 0.73***

(0.10) (0.24) (0.19) (0.22) (0.21) (0.10)

Female (ref: male) 0.07 -0.38 -0.25 0.15 -0.57 0.06

(0.24) (0.42) (0.40) (0.48) (0.37) (0.20)

Age -0.01 0.30** -0.11 0.11 -0.15 -0.18***

(0.05) (0.13) (0.09) (0.13) (0.09) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.44* 0.54 0.26 0.14 0.37 0.22

(0.25) (0.47) (0.45) (0.53) (0.46) (0.20)

Employed full time 0.94*** -0.70 0.51 0.67 1.28** 0.49**

(0.26) (0.56) (0.42) (0.45) (0.51) (0.21)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) -0.05 -0.24 -0.46 0.09 -0.01 -0.31

(0.29) (0.56) (0.50) (0.46) (0.57) (0.22)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.58** -0.53 -1.33*** 0.43 0.17 -0.37

(0.29) (0.50) (0.41) (0.59) (0.61) (0.23)

Reside in the southeast -0.62** 0.08 -0.17 -0.39 -0.40 -0.55***

(0.26) (0.46) (0.41) (0.60) (0.42) (0.21)

Skin tone -0.18 -0.01 0.15 -0.05 -0.26 0.13

(0.11) (0.20) (0.22) (0.18) (0.26) (0.10)

Vignette Type [respective group] -0.08 0.49 0.34 -0.03 0.45 0.16

(0.39) (0.59) (0.56) (0.51) (0.51) (0.22)

Racial Centrality with…

Table 6.4 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Linked Fate predicting Racial Centrality among Mechanical Turk 

Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses
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The Interaction of Racial Discrimination and Linked Fate on Racial Centrality 

 Given the significance of EDS and linked fate, I test the interaction of these variables 

with racial centrality, which, as shown below, is not statistically significant. The main effect of 

EDS is not significant for most groups. In this model, as EDS increases for respondents with low 

linked fate, racial centrality with multiracials (0.06; p<0.01) increases. In addition, the main 

effect of linked fate is positively, significantly connected to two groups. As linked fate increases 

for respondents with low EDS scores, racial centrality with Latinxs (1.56; p<0.05) and 

multiracials (0.81; p<0.01) increases. Finally, the interaction effect is largely non-significant, as 

shown in Table 6.5. For respondents with higher levels of EDS, also having higher levels of 

linked fate is not statistically significantly associated with racial centrality. 
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 I also test the above model without controlling for perceived group discrimination, and 

found the coefficients and significance levels of the main effects and interaction effect are not 

changed by this variable. While the effects remain the same, perceived discrimination against a 

respective group is positively, significantly associated with increased centrality with Whites 

(0.22, p<0.10), Blacks (0.57, p<0.01), and Asians (0.90, p<0.01). 

White 

N=279

Black/ 

African 

American 

N=114

AIAN 

N=119

Asian 

N=126

Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

N=110

Bi/ 

Multiracial 

N=431

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.03 -0.02 0.09 0.04 0.13* 0.06**

(0.03) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.02)

Linked Fate [with respective group] -0.03 0.68 0.64 0.19 1.51** 0.79***

(0.23) (0.76) (0.65) (0.59) (0.65) (0.23)

EDS * Linked Fate 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.03 -0.01

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)

Female (ref: male) 0.15 -0.40 -0.19 0.05 -0.62 0.06

(0.25) (0.45) (0.40) (0.48) (0.41) (0.20)

Age 0.02 0.28** -0.02 0.23 -0.08 -0.13***

(0.06) (0.14) (0.10) (0.16) (0.10) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.38 0.71 0.11 0.02 0.38 0.11

(0.27) (0.45) (0.43) (0.50) (0.46) (0.20)

Employed full time 0.54** -0.58 0.36 0.19 0.97* 0.18

(0.27) (0.53) (0.41) (0.61) (0.58) (0.21)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or 

less) 0.04 -0.33 -0.42 0.55 0.11 -0.14

(0.30) (0.53) (0.52) (0.48) (0.56) (0.24)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.30 -0.69 -1.19*** 1.13 0.23 -0.10

(0.30) (0.52) (0.44) (0.71) (0.62) (0.23)

Reside in the southeast -0.62** 0.04 0.00 -0.30 -0.37 -0.51**

(0.27) (0.45) (0.44) (0.52) (0.42) (0.21)

Skin tone -0.24* -0.03 0.23 -0.01 -0.28 0.11

(0.12) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21) (0.27) (0.09)

Vignette Type [respective group] -0.14 0.44 0.29 0.17 0.66 0.19

(0.33) (0.57) (0.64) (0.50) (0.54) (0.23)

Perceived Group Discrimination 

[respective group] 0.22* 0.57*** 0.12 0.90*** 0.26 0.13

(0.12) (0.20) (0.21) (0.24) (0.24) (0.11)

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6.5 Ordinal Logistic Regressions of Linked Fate predicting Racial Centrality among Mechanical Turk 

Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry

Racial centrality with…
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Discussion 

Discrimination and Racial Centrality 

 Responses reveal increased racial discrimination as associated with greater White 

centrality (Table 6.1), even when controlling for perceived discrimination against Whites (Table 

6.3). Perceived discrimination against Asians is a mediating variable explaining the relationship 

between EDS and Asian centrality. The relationship between EDS and centrality is not 

significant for two groups of color: Black centrality and Latinx centrality. Centrality of 

Blackness may not be associated with everyday discrimination because of the way Blackness in 

conceptualized; respondents may feel that their Black identity is related to historic and 

contemporary oppressions, and that Blackness is central to them regardless of the amount of 

discrimination they personally experience. I recommend that future researchers use the 

information provided here to dive into in-depth interviews or written response entries in order to 

ascertain why EDS is not associated with Black centrality. 

Overall, as predicted, increased everyday discrimination generally increases racial 

centrality, and increased perceived group discrimination generally increases racial centrality. 

Linked Fate and Racial Centrality 

 My hypotheses are largely supported by the overall findings that as linked fate increased 

racial centrality increased. The vignettes remained statistically insignificant, indicating they were 

not particularly connected to shifting respondents’ linked fate. As linked fate with whites 

increased, centrality of whiteness increased regardless of whether or not respondents read the 

vignette prompting linked fate with whites. The same may be said for linked fate with all other 

monoracial racial groups: as linked fate with Blacks increased, centrality of Blackness increased 
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regardless of whether respondents read the vignette prompting linked fate with Blacks, and so 

on.  

The Interaction of Discrimination and Linked Fate on Racial Centrality 

 I hypothesized that the interaction between EDS and linked fate would be associated with 

increased racial centrality; instead, I find the interaction effect is not significant for most groups.  

In this interaction model, Table 6.5, the main effect of EDS is not significant for most groups. 

This may indicate that EDS among people with low linked fate is not as strong of a predictor of 

racial centrality for people who have multiple identity options available to them. Experiencing 

discrimination is not enough to make an identity centralized. Finally, the main effect of linked 

fate is positively, significantly connected to centrality with Latinxs and multiracials for 

respondents with low EDS. This finding indicates that linked fate is an important predictor 

among people with low levels of EDS, but only in predicting centrality with certain groups.  
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CHAPTER VIII 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION OF THE IMPACT OF 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AND LIKED FATE ON PARTNER’S RACE 

 

Hypotheses 

 This chapter answers the following hypotheses: 

H7a: Increased racial discrimination will be associated with a higher likelihood of 

partnering with a person of color compared to partnering with a White person. 

H7b: Increased of linked fate with a specific racial group will be associated with a 

higher likelihood of partnering with someone of that race. 

This chapter focuses on respondents who are in a relationship, and compares their partner 

choices to others who have partners. Table 7.1 below indicates the partnering patterns of 

respondents by race and their racial identification. In this table, respondents may be included in 

multiple categories – for example, a respondent identifying as White/Black is included in the 

White row and the Black row. In this way, I can determine partnerings that overlap with 

respondents’ racial identities. Unfortunately, given the small percentage of the sample in same-

sex relationships (9 percent male-male relationships (N=27) and 7 percent female-female 

relationships (N=19)), I am not able to disaggregate by same- versus different-sex relationships. 

In addition, the number of respondents who indicate having an AIAN (N=17), Bi/Multiracial 

(N=13), MENA (N=5), or NHOPI (N=2) partner is too small to conduct reliable analyses, and as 

such are not included in the models presented below. In addition, the interaction between EDS 

and linked fate will not be tested in this chapter. While I expect that EDS interacted with linked 

fate will be significantly associated with partner’s race, this chapter only includes respondents 
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with partners, which reduces the sample size (N=287) and the statistical power necessary for 

interaction effects.  

 

 

Relationship between Discrimination and Partner’s Race 

 As predicted, higher levels of EDS are connected to greater likelihood relative risk of 

partnering with a person of color. As shown below in Table 7.2, a one unit increase in EDS is 

associated with 1.05 (p<0.01) and 1.06 (p<0.01) higher “risk” of having a Black or Asian 

partner, respectively, relative to having a White partner, given the other variables in the model 

are held constant. The likelihood of having a Latinx partner compared to a White partner is not 

statistically significantly connected to EDS.  

 

  

Respondent's Multi- or 

Monoracial Identification White

Black/ 

African 

American AIAN Asian NHOPI

Hispanic/ 

Latinx MENA

Bi/ 

Multiraci

al

White 119 9 4 19 1 28 3 12 195

Black/African American 21 23 3 9 2 9 2 3 72

AIAN 40 5 15 10 0 4 2 2 78

Asian 16 1 11 39 1 3 1 2 74

NHOPI 7 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 12

Hispanic/Latinx 33 7 1 6 0 30 0 5 82

MENA 8 4 0 1 0 0 2 0 15

138 28 17 44 2 40 5 13

Partner's Race

Table 7.1 Respondent's Race by Partner's Race among Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry in a Relationship 

(N=287)
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Partnering with a Black person is related to education level and skin tone in addition to 

everyday racial discrimination: for respondents with a bachelor’s degree or higher relative to 

respondents with less than a bachelor’s degree, the likelihood of partnering with a Black person 

relative to a White person is expected to increase by a factor of 3.02 (p<0.05) given all other 

variables in the model are held constant. A one-unit increase in skin tone darkness is associated 

with being 1.54 times more likely (p<0.05) to partner with a Black person compared to a White 

person. In addition to EDS, identifying as female rather than male is marginally associated with 

0.50 lower likelihood (p<0.10) of having an Asian partner compared to a White partner. Finally, 

the only statistically significant variable in predicting having a Latinx partner relative to a White 

Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios

Everyday Discrimination Scale 0.05*** 1.05*** 0.06*** 1.06*** 0.00 1.00

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Female (ref: male) 0.66 1.94 -0.69* 0.50* -0.11 0.89

(0.50) (0.97) (0.39) (0.19) (0.38) (0.34)

Age 0.12 1.13 -0.20 0.82 -0.02 0.98

(0.11) (0.13) (0.14) (0.11) (0.10) (0.09)

Bachelor's degree or higher 1.10** 3.02** 0.08 1.08 -0.33 0.72

(0.50) (1.51) (0.44) (0.47) (0.39) (0.28)

Employed full time 0.38 1.46 0.42 1.53 0.55 1.73

(0.57) (0.83) (0.56) (0.85) (0.43) (0.74)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: 

$45,000 or less) -0.19 0.83 0.01 1.01 -0.88* 0.42*

(0.59) (0.49) (0.49) (0.50) (0.53) (0.22)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.36 0.70 -0.64 0.53 -0.39 0.68

(0.58) (0.40) (0.53) (0.28) (0.42) (0.29)

Reside in the southeast -0.10 0.91 -0.59 0.56 -0.30 0.74

(0.50) (0.45) (0.51) (0.28) (0.47) (0.35)

Skin tone 0.43** 1.54** -0.13 0.88 0.20 1.22

(0.21) (0.33) (0.17) (0.15) (0.18) (0.22)

Table 7.2 Multinomial Logistic Regressions of Everyday Discrimination predicting Partner's Race among 

Mechanical Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry in a Relationship (N=250)

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Black/African 

American (N=28) Asian (N=44)

Hispanic/Latinx 

(N=40)

Partner's Race (ref: White)
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partner is income: respondents who earn $45,001 to $75,000 relative to respondents who earn 

$45,000 or less have a lower likelihood of having a Latinx partner by a factor of 0.42 (p<0.10). 

Relationship between Linked Fate and Partner’s Race 

Linked fate with Whites has a negative, significant relationship with partnering with a 

person of color, as anticipated. One unit increase in linked fate with Whites is expected to 

marginally decrease the likelihood of partnering with a Black person relative to a White person 

by a factor of 0.73 (p<0.10), as shown in Table 7.4 below. This relationship is even more 

statistically significant regarding partnering with an Asian or Latinx person: one unit increase in 

linked fate with Whites is associated with 0.66 (p<0.01) lower likelihood of having an Asian 

partner and 0.56 (p<0.01) lower likelihood of having an Asian partner, relative to a White 

partner.  
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The likelihood of partnering with a Black person relative to a White person is also 

predicted by gender identity, education level, and skin tone. For females, relative to males, the 

likelihood of having a Black partner increases by a factor of 2.35 (p<0.10), holding all other 

variables constant. Having a bachelor’s degree compared to not having a bachelor’s degree is 

associated with 3.35 times greater likelihood of having a Black partner relative to a White 

partner. One unit increase in skin tone increases the relative likelihood of having a Black partner 

by a factor of 1.75 (p<0.05). In addition to linked fate with Whites, having an Asian partner is 

predicted by age, employment status, and income. One unit increase in age decreases the 

likelihood of having an Asian partner relative to a White partner by a factor of 0.76 (p<0.05), 

holding all else constant. Being employed more than triples the likelihood of having an Asian 

Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios Coef.

Relative 

Risk Ratios

Linked Fate with Whites -0.31* 0.73* -0.42*** 0.66*** -0.59*** 0.56***

(0.17) (0.12) (0.16) (0.10) (0.16) (0.09)

Female (ref: male) 0.85* 2.35* -0.54 0.58 0.08 1.08

(0.51) (1.19) (0.39) (0.23) (0.40) (0.44)

Age 0.08 1.08 -0.27** 0.76** 0.00 1.00

(0.11) (0.12) (0.14) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10)

Bachelor's degree or higher 1.21*** 3.35*** 0.34 1.40 -0.19 0.83

(0.47) (1.58) (0.43) (0.60) (0.40) (0.34)

Employed full time 0.79 2.21 1.14** 3.14** 0.71 2.04

(0.53) (1.16) (0.54) (1.70) (0.47) (0.96)

$45,0001 - $75,000 (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.28 0.75 -0.22 .80 -0.93 0.39

(0.56) (0.42) (0.50) (0.40) (0.57) (0.23)

$75,000+ (ref: $45,000 or less) -0.63 0.53 -1.13** 0.32** -0.49 0.61

(0.54) (0.29) (0.51) (0.16) (0.43) (0.27)

Reside in the southeast -0.07 0.94 -0.69 0.50 -0.35 0.71

(0.50) (0.47) (0.50) (0.25) (0.48) (0.34)

Skin tone 0.56** 1.75** -0.05 0.96 0.22 1.25

(0.23) (0.40) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.23)

Table 7.3 Multinomial Logistic Regressions of Linked Fate with Whites predicting Partner's Race among Mechanical 

Turk Respondents with Mixed Race Ancestry in a Relationship (N=250)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses

Black/African American 

(N=28) Asian (N=44) Hispanic/Latinx (N=40)

Partner's Race (ref: White)
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partner relative to a White partner (p<0.05). Earning over $75,000, compared to $45,000 or less, 

decreases the likelihood of having an Asian partner relative to a White partner by a factor of 0.32 

(p<0.05). Finally, the likelihood of having a Latinx partner relative to a White partner is solely 

predicted by linked fate with Whites. 

Discussion 

Discrimination on Partner’s Race 

 The relationships between everyday racial discrimination and partner’s race is significant 

both in ways I predicted and ways I did not. As expected (shown in Table 7.2), higher EDS is 

associated with higher “risk” of partnering with a Black or Asian person relative to a White 

person. However, I expected increased EDS to increase the likelihood of having a Latinx partner, 

but the data indicate this relationship is not significant, perhaps because multiple group interests 

may be present that cancel each other out. For example, experiencing discrimination may lead 

some people to seek a Latinx partner who has similar experiences and can validate and support 

them, and may lead others to seek a partner they believe will decrease the discrimination they 

experience, namely a White partner. The descriptive statistics presented in Table 7.1 reveal that 

30 out of 40 people with a Latinx parnter self-identify as multi- or monoracial Latinx, and 28 of 

the 40 people with a Latinx partner self-identify as multi- or monoracial White. Only three of the 

aforementioned respondents identify as both White and Latinx. Hence, people who have a Latinx 

partner tend to identify with Whiteness or Latinidad, but generally not both groups. 

 Notably, the process in deciding to partner with a White person is not clearly laid out, and 

may be better understood qualitatively. For example, in-depth interviews and field research 

highlight to Twine (2004) that in the UK, a subset of White parents with Black partners actively 

teach racial literacy (anti-racist knowledge and love of their Blackness) to their children. A 
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White partner may be quite willing to and capable of recognizing racism as a problem and 

working to resist racism. Thus, while I find EDS may generally be significantly associated with 

partnering with a person of color, respondents who experience racial discrimination may elect to 

have a White partner for a myriad of reasons, including that partner’s potential willingness to 

acknowledge and fight racism.   

 In addition, patterns of which types of biracials partner with Whites may be understood 

as blurring or shifting the boundaries of Whiteness (Miyawaki 2015). Marriages may become so 

common that they may not be interpreted as interracial or as boundary crossing (Alba and Nee 

2003); indeed, data from the American Community Survey indicates the majority of self-

identified AIAN/Whites, Asian/Whites, and Black/Whites marry Whites (Miyawaki 2015), 

indicating that the boundaries to Whiteness (if marriage is seen as the final step toward 

assimilation (Alba and Nee 2003; Gordon 1964)) are quite porous for AIAN/Whites and 

Asian/Whites. My finding that EDS significantly increases the relative “risk” of having a Black 

or Asian partner, compared to a White partner, highlights that experiencing racial discrimination 

is an important factor to consider in bi/multiracials’ partner choices, and thus, the likelihood of 

crossing, shifting, or blurring the boundaries of Whiteness. 

Finally, respondents likely have varying experiences of rejection and exclusion that they 

may experience from multiple sources (Robnett and Feliciano 2011; Khanna 2011), impacting 

the opportunities they have to partner with various racial groups in the first place. 

Linked Fate on Partner’s Race 

Linked fate largely operated as expected: increased linked fate with Whites is associated 

with lower likelihood of partnering with a person of color. Displayed in Table 7.3, this 

relationship was most pronounced in predicting partnering with an Asian or Latinx person. 
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Rather, this highlights the importance of education and skin tone in predicting which people of 

mixed-race ancestry partner with a Black person. In the future I look forward to analyzing dating 

preferences and marriage preferences, both of which are asked of the entire sample in this study, 

and comparing these partner patterns to nationally representative data to determine if these 

results are similar to or differ from national patterns. 
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CHAPTER IX 

CONCLUSION 

 

It is important to acknowledge the differences people of mixed-race ancestry experience 

by racial component groups, for it allows us to consider unique struggles and privileges various 

groups are offered. This has implications for how we analyze racial group categories at large. 

This dissertation explores the outcomes of discrimination and linked fate experienced by people 

with mixed-race ancestry, considering differences by ancestry (e.g., Black bi/multiracials may 

have different experiences with discrimination and feelings of connectedness than AIAN 

bi/multiracials). 

I question how personally experiencing discrimination and feeling linked fate with a 

certain race impacts people of mixed-race ancestry – do these help shape their self-identification 

or how central their racial identity is to them? Are they connected to who people of mixed-race 

ancestry partner with? To obtain information on this understudied population, I collect data 

explicitly on people who know of mixed-race ancestry. Using Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to 

collect data allowed me to ask unique questions not provided in other data sets yet still have a 

large enough sample of people with mixed-race ancestry to analyze by racial ancestries. A 

growing body of literature indicates that MTurk respondents are less likely to fail attention 

checks than college students (Anson 2018) and are more socioeconomically and ethnically 

diverse than college students (Casler, Bickel, and Hackett 2013). Being able to incorporate 

questions like racial centrality and partner’s race that are not frequently collected for any group, 

much less for people of mixed-race ancestry, provides a fuller picture of the relationship between 

these phenomena. 
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Including linked fate vignettes allows me to test whether this manipulation affects people 

of mixed-race ancestry, and if there are important differences by component group. Using 

vignettes that induce linked fate by highlighting common microaggressions brings stigma-based 

solidarity the forefront, as perceived discrimination shapes intergroup relations among 

stigmatized groups (Craig & Richeson 2016). Craig and Richeson (2012) prime participants with 

discrimination against their racial group and find this priming is associated with greater positive 

attitudes and perceived similarity among minoritized groups, triggering a “disadvantaged racial 

minority” ingroup identity. This is in line with the oppressed minority ideology (Sellers et al. 

1998), a belief system asserting one racial minority group’s oppression is unique and 

simultaneously has commonalities with the oppressions of other racial minorities, and the 

common ingroup identity model (Gaertner and Dovidio n.d.), which emphasizes that racial 

discrimination against one’s own group increases positive attitudes toward and feelings of 

closeness with other minoritized groups. The vignettes also support the Nationalist scale which, 

as conceptualized by Sellers and colleagues (1997), emphasizes the uniqueness and importance 

of being of African descent, and the Humanist scale, an ideology focusing on commonalities 

among all humans (Sellers et al. 1997). Thus, using vignettes for a population that does not 

necessarily identify monoracially allows me to analyze various ideological concepts associated 

with racial identity and interracial connectedness. Binary logistic, ordinal logistic, and 

multinomial logistic regressions allow me to analyze the data with the model best suited for 

interpreting the given outcome variable, strengthening my analyses. 

Racial Discrimination and Linked Fate 

EDS measured either as a continuous or binary variable is statistically significantly 

connected to increased linked fate with all racial minority groups. The fact that EDS measured 
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multiple ways remains significant in the same direction highlights the strength of the relationship 

between EDS and linked fate with racial minorities. My findings demonstrate that everyday 

racial discrimination is an important predictor variable. In particular, everyday racial 

discrimination is consistently connected to linked fate with racial minorities. 

Racial Discrimination, Linked Fate, and Racial Identification 

Everyday discrimination is significantly connected to racial identification, as is linked 

fate. As discussed in Chapter 5, higher levels of EDS predict lower likelihood of White 

identification and greater likelihood of racial minority identification (Table 5.1; with the 

exception being Latinxs), and higher levels of linked fate with a certain race predict greater 

likelihood of racial identification with that respective group. EDS and linked fate are 

significantly associated with racial identification with every racial group tested (Tables 5.1 and 

5.2), controlling for gender, age, education, employment status, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. Hence, both variables are consequential for racial identification outcomes of 

people with mixed-race ancestry and must be incorporated in analyses on the identification 

processes of this population. My work evidences the significance of EDS and linked fate 

predicting racial identification for people who know of mixed-race ancestry, a jumping point 

from which other scholars can delve into how lived experiences and identification processes are 

related to racial identification for this population. 

Racial Discrimination, Linked Fate, and Racial Centrality 

 Greater levels of EDS are associated with increased racial centrality for some groups, but 

not all. As EDS increases, centrality with Whites, AIANs, Asians, and Bi/Multiracials increases 

yet centrality with Blacks and Latinxs is nonsignificant (Table 6.1). However, perceived group 

discrimination is positively, significantly associated with increased centrality with all respective 
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racial groups (Table 6.2), indicating that believing a group is discriminated against is connected 

to centrality with all groups. Findings from Chapter 6 indicate the importance of accounting for 

group discrimination, which may be consequential for this population of respondents even more 

so than personally experiencing racial discrimination, and incorporating multiple types and 

aspects of discrimination on surveys. Furthermore, perceived discrimination against Asians is a 

mediating variable explaining the relationship between EDS and Asian centrality, indicating 

perceived group discrimination is the more useful predictor variable in terms of Asian centrality. 

Testing the amount of discrimination one believes a racial group experiences provides a fuller 

picture of the types of discrimination that are influential; for many groups, both personally 

experiencing everyday discrimination and believing a group is heavily discriminated against are 

consequential for racial centrality (Table 6.3). 

Racial Discrimination, Linked Fate, and Partner’s Race 

 Partner’s race is connected to everyday racial discrimination and linked fate in both 

expected and unexpected ways. Higher levels of EDS are connected to greater likelihood of 

partnering with a Black or Asian person relative to a White person, as expected, yet higher levels 

of EDS are not significantly associated with the likelihood of having a Latinx partner (Table 

7.2). There may be more variation in rationale for choosing a Latinx partner than for having a 

Black or Asian partner. Finally, as predicted, increased linked fate with Whites is associated with 

lower likelihood of partnering with a person of color (Table 7.3). 

In addition to phenotype, which is related to patterns of exclusion (Robnett and Feliciano 

2011); region (Roth 2005); group size (Kalmijn and Van Tubergen 2010); and component groups 

(Miyawaki 2015; Qian and Lichter 2011); experiences of racial discrimination and feeling linked 

fate are significant predictors of who Americans marry. I offer these frequently overlooked 
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phenomena to enhance our understanding of the patterns associated with interracial relationships, 

which may be used to interpret racial boundary contestation (Alba and Nee 2003; Miyawaki 

2015). 

New Directions and Future Research 

The significance of linked fate on racial identification with every racial group, even 

groups not included in the current U.S. Census, highlights the need for the political science 

concept of linked fate to be used across disciplines, particularly by scholars studying identity and 

identification. I encourage researchers across the social sciences to consider the benefits of using 

this larger knowledge base and incorporating certain concepts, such as linked fate, racial 

discrimination, the race of the perpetrator, linked fate, and skin tone that are useful in uncovering 

aspects of identity studied in multiple fields. 

Skin tone is an important variable to consider and to include in models, as it is 

statistically significant for identification (chapter 5), for centrality with certain groups (chapter 

6), and the likelihood of having a Black partner (chapter 7). I argue that, like age, education, 

income, and gender, skin tone is a variable that has consequences for multiple outcomes (e.g., 

health, likelihood of incarceration, political candidacy, marital attainment, educational 

attainment) (Hamilton, Goldsmith, and Darity Jr. 2009; Monk 2014, 2015; Weaver 2012) and as 

such, must be included as a control variable in research models. 

The interaction effects between EDS and linked fate, while theoretically important, are 

the result of a relatively small sample. As there are only so many respondents in the respective 

quadrants (i.e., high EDS and high linked fate, high EDS and low linked fate, low EDS and high 

linked fate, low EDS and low linked fate), analysis of the interaction effects would benefit from 

a larger sample.  
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APPENDIX A 

ONLINE SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

1. Please indicate one or more races that you know of in your family background: 

1. White 

2. Black or African American 

3. American Indian or Alaska Native or Native American 

4. Asian 

5. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

6. Hispanic or Latina/o/x 

7. Arab or Middle Eastern or Northern African  

2. How do you currently identify? 

1. Male 

2. Female 

3. Transgender male/transgender man 

4. Transgender female/transgender woman 

5. Non-binary 

6. Genderqueer/gender-nonconforming 

7. Other ____ 

8. Prefer not to disclose 

3. What pronouns do you use? 

1. He/Him 

2. She/Her 

3. They/Them 

4. Other ____ 

4. How often do you personally experience discrimination because of your race or 

ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Once a year 

6. Never 

5. How often are you treated with less courtesy than other people because of your race or 

ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

6. How often are you treated with less respect than other people because of your race or 

ethnicity? 
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1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

7. How often do you receive poorer service than other people in restaurants or stores 

because of your race or ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

8. How often do people act as if they think you are not smart because of your race or 

ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

9. How often do people act as if they are better than you because of your race or ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

10. How often do people act as if they are afraid of you because of your race or ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

11. How often do people act as if they think you are dishonest because of your race or 

ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

12. How often are you called names or insulted because of your race or ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 
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2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

13. How often are you threatened or harassed because of your race or ethnicity? 

1. Everyday 

2. At least once a week 

3. A few times a month 

4. A few times a year 

5. Less than a year 

6. Never 

14. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Blacks or African 

Americans? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

15. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against American Indians or 

Alaska Natives or Native Americans? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

16. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Asians? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

17. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Native Hawaiians or 

Pacific Islanders? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

18. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Hispanics or 

Latina/o/xs?  

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 
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19. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Arabs or Middle 

Easterners or North Africans? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

20. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against Whites? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

21. How much discrimination is there in the United States today against biracials or 

multiracials? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

22. Which group’s fortunes are most likely to affect your own? Please rank the following 

groups on a scale from one (1) to eight (8), with 1 being the group most likely to affect 

you and 8 being the group least likely to affect you: 

1. White 

2. Black or African American 

3. American Indian or Alaska Native or Native American 

4. Asian 

5. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

6. Hispanic or Latina/o/x 

7. Arab or Middle Eastern or Northern African 

8. Biracial or Multiracial 

23. *Randomly assign linked fate vignette with one of their component groups. This story 

represents one person’s experience. Yours may be similar or different. How connected do 

you feel to the experience described in the vignette? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

24. How much do you think what happens to Whites in the U.S. will affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 
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25. How much do you think what happens to Blacks or African Americans in the U.S. will 

affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

26. How much do you think what happens to American Indians or Alaska Natives in the U.S. 

will affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

27. How much do you think what happens to Asians in the U.S. will affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

28. How much do you think what happens to Native Hawaiians or Pacific Islanders in the 

U.S. will affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

29. How much do you think what happens to Hispanics or Latina/o/xs in the U.S. will affect 

your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

30. How much do you think what happens to Arabs or Middle Easterners or North Africans 

in the U.S. will affect your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 

4. A little 

5. None at all 

31. How much do you think what happens to biracials or multiracials in the U.S. will affect 

your life? 

1. A great deal 

2. A lot 

3. A moderate amount 
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4. A little 

5. None at all 

32. Please indicate one or more races that you identify yourself as: 

1. White 

2. Black/African American 

3. American Indian/Alaska Native 

4. Asian 

5. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

6. Hispanic or Latina/o/x 

7. Arab or Middle Eastern or Northern African 

33. How important is being (fill in race 1) to your identity?  

1. Extremely important 

2. Moderately important 

3. Slightly important 

4. Not at all important 

34. How important is being (fill in race 2) to your identity? 

1. Extremely important 

2. Moderately important 

3. Slightly important 

4. Not at all important 

35. How important is being biracial or multiracial to your identity? 

1. Extremely important 

2. Moderately important 

3. Slightly important 

4. Not at all important 

 

The following questions will be asked of each of the racial groups you reported in your ancestry. 

Please indicate your responses for one group at a time. 

 

36. Overall, being (fill in race 1) has very little to do with how I feel about myself. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

37. In general, being (fill in race 1) is an important part of my self-image. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

38. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other (fill in race 1) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 
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5. Strongly agree 

39. Being (fill in race 1) is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

40. I have a strong sense of belonging to (fill in race 1) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

41. I have a strong attachment to other (fill in race 1) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

42. Being (fill in race) is an important reflection of who I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

43. Being (fill in race 1) is not a major factor in my social relationships. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

44. Overall, being (fill in race 2) has very little to do with how I feel about myself. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

45. In general, being (fill in race 2) is an important part of my self-image. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

46. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other (fill in race 2) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 
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3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

47. Being (fill in race 2) is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

48. I have a strong sense of belonging to (fill in race 2) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

49. I have a strong attachment to other (fill in race 2) people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

50. Being (fill in race 2) is an important reflection of who I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

51. Being (fill in race 2) is not a major factor in my social relationships. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

52. Overall, being bi/multiracial has very little to do with how I feel about myself. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

53. In general, being bi/multiracial is an important part of my self-image. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

54. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other bi/multiracial people. 
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1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

55. Being bi/multiracial is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

56. I have a strong sense of belonging to bi/multiracial people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

57. I have a strong attachment to other bi/multiracial people. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

58. Being bi/multiracial is an important reflection of who I am. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

59. Being bi/multiracial is not a major factor in my social relationships. 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly agree 

60. Compared to (fill in race) people, which would you say describes your skin color? 

1. Very light 

2. Light 

3. Medium 

4. Dark 

5. Very dark 

61. Compared to (fill in race 1) people, which would you say describes your skin color? 

1. Very light 

2. Light 

3. Medium 

4. Dark 
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5. Very dark 

62. Compared to (fill in race 2) people, which would you say describes your skin color? 

1. Very light 

2. Light 

3. Medium 

4. Dark 

5. Very dark 

63. Look at your hand. Which color shown below comes closest to your skin color? 

1. ____ (pull down menu) 

 
 

The following questions are about romantic partners and your preferences. Some people would 

consider a romance with someone from a different race. Others would prefer to “stick to their 

own kind.” If you are not currently dating, please state your preferences from the last time you 

were dating. 

 

64. How do you feel about dating someone who is White? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

65. How do you feel about dating someone who is Black/African American? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 
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66. How do you feel about dating someone who is American Indian/Native Alaskan? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

67. How do you feel about dating someone who is Asian? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

68. How do you feel about dating someone who is Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

69. How do you feel about dating someone who is Hispanic or Latina/o/x? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

70. How do you feel about dating someone who is Middle Eastern/North African/Arab? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

71. How do you feel about dating someone who is biracial/multiracial? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

72. How do you feel about marrying someone who is White? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

73. How do you feel about marrying someone who is Black/African American? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

74. How do you feel about marrying someone who is American Indian/Native Alaskan? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

75. How do you feel about marrying someone who is Asian? 
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1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

76. How do you feel about marrying someone who is Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

77. How do you feel about marrying someone who is Hispanic or Latina/o/x? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

78. How do you feel about marrying someone who is Middle Eastern/North African/Arab? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

79. How do you feel about marrying someone who is biracial/multiracial? 

1. It’s not a good idea 

2. I would not, but it’s okay for others 

3. I would do this 

4. I have done this 

80. Are you currently married or in a relationship? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

*If response to question 80 is “yes”: 

81. What is your partner’s race? 

1. White 

2. Black/African American 

3. American Indian/Alaska Native 

4. Asian 

5. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

6. Hispanic or Latina/o/x 

7. Middle Eastern or Northern African or Arab 

8. Biracial or multiracial 

9. Not sure 

*If response to question 80 is “yes”: 

82. What is your partner’s current gender identity? 

1. Male 

2. Female 

3. Transgender male/transgender man 

4. Transgender female/transgender woman 

5. Non-binary 

6. Genderqueer/gender-nonconforming 
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7. Choose not to disclose 

*If response to question 80 is “no”: 

83. Who are you interested in dating? 

1. Men 

2. Women 

3. Men or women 

4. Someone in the LGBTQIA community 

5. Doesn’t matter to me 

6. Not interested in dating 

*If response to question 80 is “no”: 

84. Who are you interested in marrying? 

1. Men 

2. Women 

3. Men or women 

4. Someone in the LGBTQIA community 

5. Doesn’t matter to me 

6. Not interested in marriage 

85. How old are you? 

1. 18-24 years old 

2. 25-29 

3. 30-34 

4. 35-39 

5. 40-44 

6. 45-49 

7. 50-55 

8. 55-59 

9. 60-64 

10. 65-69 

11. 70-74 

12. 75-79 

13. 80 or older 

14. Prefer not to answer 

86. What is the highest grade in school you completed? 

1. Elementary school diploma (1st through 5th grade) 

2. Middle school diploma (6th through 8th grade) 

3. Some high school 

4. High school diploma or GED 

5. Post-high school technical or vocational school 

6. Some college 

7. Two year college degree (associate’s) 

8. Four year college degree (bachelor’s) 

9. Graduate degree (master’s or doctorate’s) 

10. Prefer not to answer 

87. Which of the following best describes your current employment status? 

1. Employed full time 

2. Employed part time 
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3. Looking for work or planning to look for work 

4. Couldn’t find work, so stopped looking 

5. Retired 

6. Current student, not working 

7. Don’t want a paying job 

8. Homemaker 

9. Prefer not to answer 

88. What is your total household income before taxes? Include your income and any other 

members of your household. 

1. $10,000 or less 

2. $10,001 - $20,000 

3. $20,001 - $30,000 

4. $30,001 - $45,000 

5. $45,001 - $60,000 

6. $60,001 - $75,000 

7. $75,001 - $100,000 

8. $100,001 - $250,000 

9. More than $250,000 

10. Do not know 

11. Prefer not to answer 

89. Please indicate your state: 

1. ___ (pull down menu) 
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APPENDIX B 

VIGNETTE NAME CREATION 

 

I following websites were the most helpful websites in creating racialized vignette names: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624183726/https://stepfeed.com/8-unisex-middle-eastern-

names-to-consider-giving-your-baby-3582 

 

https://web.archive.org/save/https://www.onlymyhealth.com/baby-names/unisex-muslim-baby-

names 

 

https://www.quora.com/What-are-some-gender-neutral-Arabic-names  

 

https://web.archive.org/save/https://family.disney.com/baby-names/ 

 

http://www.native-languages.org/baby.htm 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184409/http://www.native-languages.org/baby.htm 

 

https://www.popsugar.com/latina/Unisex-Spanish-Baby-Names-43532360 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184448/https://www.popsugar.com/latina/Unisex-Spanish-

Baby-Names-43532360 

 

https://quemas.mamaslatinas.com/pregnancy/153528/beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-

girls 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184545/https://mamaslatinas.com/parenting-

pregnancy/153528-beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-girls 

 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184730/https://www.care.com/c/stories/5013/51-most-

popular-hawaiian-baby-names-and-their-meanings-and-origins/ 

 

  

https://web.archive.org/web/20200624183726/https:/stepfeed.com/8-unisex-middle-eastern-names-to-consider-giving-your-baby-3582
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624183726/https:/stepfeed.com/8-unisex-middle-eastern-names-to-consider-giving-your-baby-3582
https://web.archive.org/save/https:/www.onlymyhealth.com/baby-names/unisex-muslim-baby-names
https://web.archive.org/save/https:/www.onlymyhealth.com/baby-names/unisex-muslim-baby-names
https://www.quora.com/What-are-some-gender-neutral-Arabic-names
https://web.archive.org/save/https:/family.disney.com/baby-names/
http://www.native-languages.org/baby.htm
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184409/http:/www.native-languages.org/baby.htm
https://www.popsugar.com/latina/Unisex-Spanish-Baby-Names-43532360
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184448/https:/www.popsugar.com/latina/Unisex-Spanish-Baby-Names-43532360
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184448/https:/www.popsugar.com/latina/Unisex-Spanish-Baby-Names-43532360
https://quemas.mamaslatinas.com/pregnancy/153528/beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-girls
https://quemas.mamaslatinas.com/pregnancy/153528/beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-girls
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184545/https:/mamaslatinas.com/parenting-pregnancy/153528-beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-girls
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184545/https:/mamaslatinas.com/parenting-pregnancy/153528-beautiful-unisex-baby-names-for-boys-and-girls
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184730/https:/www.care.com/c/stories/5013/51-most-popular-hawaiian-baby-names-and-their-meanings-and-origins/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200624184730/https:/www.care.com/c/stories/5013/51-most-popular-hawaiian-baby-names-and-their-meanings-and-origins/
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APPENDIX C 

PREDICTED PROBABILITIES GRAPHS OF EDS ON LINKED FATE WITH 

RACIAL MINORITIES (EXCEPT BLACKS, WHO ARE INCLUDED IN THE 

MAIN TEXT) 
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APPENDIX D 

ORDINAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS OF THE RELATIONSHIP 

BETWEEN EDS AND LINKED FATE WITH RACIAL MINORITIES (EXCEPT 

BLACKS, WHO ARE INCLUDED IN THE MAIN TEXT) 

 

Coefficients from Ordinal Logistic Regression 

Models testing Linked Fate with AIANs by Racial 

Discrimination for Mechanical Turk Respondents 

 

Linked fate 

with AIANs 

Model 1: Everyday Discrimination 

Scale 0.06*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # AIAN Ancestry 0.07*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Discrimination 

against AIANs 0.02*** 

 (0.00) 

Model 1 + EDS # female (ref: 

male) 0.05*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male) 0.07** 

 (0.02) 

Model 2: Discrimination binary 

variable 0.05*** 

 (0.01) 

* = p<0.10, ** = p<0.05, *** = p<0.01 

All models control for gender, age, education, 

employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. 
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Coefficients from Ordinal Logistic Regression 

Models testing Linked Fate with Asians by Racial 

Discrimination for Mechanical Turk Respondents 

 

Linked fate 

with Asians 

Model 1: Everyday Discrimination 

Scale 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Asian Ancestry 0.05*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Discrimination 

against Asians 0.01*** 

 (0.00) 

Model 1 + EDS # female (ref: 

male) 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male) 0.04* 

 (0.02) 

Model 2: Discrimination binary 

variable 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

* = p<0.10, ** = p<0.05, *** = p<0.01 

All models control for gender, age, education, 

employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. 
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Coefficients from Ordinal Logistic Regression 

Models testing Linked Fate with NHOPIs by Racial 

Discrimination for Mechanical Turk Respondents 

 

Linked fate 

with NHOPIs 

Model 1: Everyday Discrimination 

Scale 0.06*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # NHOPI Ancestry 0.09*** 

 (0.02) 

Model 1 + EDS # Discrimination 

against NHOPIs 0.02*** 

 (0.00) 

Model 1 + EDS # female (ref: 

male) 0.05*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male) 0.04** 

 (0.02) 

Model 2: Discrimination binary 

variable 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

* = p<0.10, ** = p<0.05, *** = p<0.01 

All models control for gender, age, education, 

employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. 
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Coefficients from Ordinal Logistic Regression 

Models testing Linked Fate with Latinxs by Racial 

Discrimination for Mechanical Turk Respondents 

 

Linked fate 

with Latinxs 

Model 1: Everyday Discrimination 

Scale 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Latinx Ancestry 0.06*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Discrimination 

against Latinxs 0.01*** 

 (0.00) 

Model 1 + EDS # female (ref: 

male) 0.03*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male) 0.06*** 

 (0.02) 

Discrimination binary variable 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

* = p<0.10, ** = p<0.05, *** = p<0.01 

All models control for gender, age, education, 

employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. 

 

  



196 

 

 

Coefficients from Ordinal Logistic Regression 

Models testing Linked Fate with MENAs by Racial 

Discrimination for Mechanical Turk Respondents 

 

Linked fate 

with MENAs 

Model 1: Everyday Discrimination 

Scale 0.05*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # MENA Ancestry 0.07*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # Discrimination 

against MENAs 0.01*** 

 (0.00) 

Model 1 + EDS # female (ref: 

male) 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

Model 1 + EDS # TGNC (ref: 

male) 0.07*** 

 (0.02) 

Model 2: Discrimination binary 

variable 0.04*** 

 (0.01) 

* = p<0.10, ** = p<0.05, *** = p<0.01 

All models control for gender, age, education, 

employment, income, region, skin tone, and 

vignette type. 

 

 


