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Overview

Conclusion:  Race prejudice has changed
(but it’s not gone)

Estimating the role of race in the Presidential vote 
(puzzling prediction errors in 2008 Democratic Primary polls)
(puzzling prediction errors in the 2008 General Election polls)

(an imaginative use of Google’s search archive)(an imaginative use of Google s search archive)

Analyses of data collected in 2008 & 2012
(measures of race attitudes and voting choices)(measures of race attitudes and voting choices)

Race may be the cause of at least a 10% handicap for ObamaRace may be the cause of at least a 10% handicap for Obama
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Race attitudes have changed
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Survey evidence: 1960–2000
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More survey evidence:  1958–2004

Americans are 
increasingly willing 
to vote for a Black 

president

Source:  Can You Trust What Polls Say about Obama's Electoral Prospects?
Two Important Trends Suggest Americans May Now Be Ready to Elect an African American President

Scott Keeter & Nilanthi Samaranayake
(Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, February 7, 2007)

http://pewresearch.org/pubs/408/can‐you‐trust‐what‐polls‐say‐about‐obamas‐electoral‐prospects 



But how much has changed?



More survey data: 1960–2000
Americans steadily reject assistance to disadvantaged minoritiesAmericans steadily reject assistance to disadvantaged minorities
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What do we learn about Americans’What do we learn about Americans  
race attitudes from the unprecedented 

it ti f A i h i thsituation of Americans having the 
opportunity to vote for an African 

American for President?



The 2008The 2008 
DemocraticDemocratic 
Primaries



Data are from 32 states in which Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton competed and in which pre‐election polls were conducted in the week before 
a primary vote.  Sizes of bubbles are proportional to number of voters in each state.  Prediction errors of 7% or more in either direction (above or 
below the dashed lines) are noteworthy — they are well outside the polls’ expected margins of error. 

Surprising Errors in Vote Prediction Errors in the 2008 Democratic Primaries
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Prediction errors for White and Black voters in 
Democratic primaries 2008Democratic primaries — 2008
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The 2008 GeneralThe 2008 General   
Election (November)Election (November)



Prediction errors for White and Black voters in 
the Presidential Election —Nov 2008
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Surprising Errors in Predicting the Presidential Vote —Nov 2008

All Voters by State

Obama got 
hmore than 

predicted

Prediction 
errors

Obama got 
less than 
predictedp

P t f t t ’ t ti f ObPercentage of states’ voters voting for Obama



For Comparison: Predicting the Presidential Vote —Nov 2004
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20082004 and 2008 state‐level 
prediction errors compared:
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I t t d t ll tiInternet data collection

October 29–November 3, 2008
&

J N b 2012January —November, 2012



Internet data collection
October 29 No ember 3 2008October 29–November 3, 2008

Participant Characteristics
• 2,226 eligible‐voter research volunteers at the Project 
Implicit web site

• 62%  women, 38% men,
• 65%  provided at least partial data
• Average age:   36.0 years (SD = 15.5)
• Race distribution:  79.2% White, 6.9% Black, 13.9% other
• Considerably more politically liberal than U.S. population

• median (& mode) ideology: “moderately liberal”median (& mode) ideology:  moderately liberal
• 84% prefer Obama to McCain
• lower than usual White preference on race IAT 



Internet data collection

Procedure
• Demographic information obtained prior to participation• Demographic information obtained prior to participation
• Counterbalanced order of administration of: 

• Self‐report measures of candidate attitudesp
• Self‐report measures of racial attitudes
• Race preference Brief Implicit Association Test (BIAT)
• Race preference Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP)

• Debriefing included feedback on IAT measure

The Race Implicit 
Association Test



https://implicit.harvard.eduIAT Demonstration web site:

Decision 2012 
StudyStudy



Sample Brief IAT instruction screen



Candidate preferences predicted by 
Internet data collection — 2008 (Nov) & 2012 (primaries) 
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Candidate preferences predicted by race attitudes

Internet data collection — 2008 (Nov) & 2012 (primaries) 

Candidate preferences predicted by race attitudes 
independently of liberalism–conservatism
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2012:  Primary candidate preferences predicted differentially 
by race attitudes (including all eligible voters)

Predicting Republican Primary Candidate Preference 
(relative to Obama) from combined race attitude

by race attitudes (including all eligible voters)
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2012:  Primary candidate preferences predicted differentially 
by race attitudes (excluding Black eligible voters)

Predicting Republican Primary Candidate Preference 
(relative to Obama) from combined race attitude

by race attitudes (excluding Black eligible voters)
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Some otherSome other 
interesting datainteresting data 



“Harvard Study Claims Racism Cost 
Obama 3 To 5 Percent Of Vote”



“Racially charged search” volume (by state) predicted 
underperformance of Obama relative to Hilary Clinton in 

2008 D ti P i i2008 Democratic Primaries
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“Racially charged search” volume (by state) predicted 
underperformance of Obama (2008) relative to Kerry (2004)underperformance of Obama (2008) relative to Kerry (2004)



A shrinking minority of White voters favor Democrats 
(from polling data:  1968–2008)( p g )

http://mypolitikal.com/2010/08/11/comparing‐the‐white‐vote‐and‐the‐general‐vote/





R b h f lRace may be the cause of at least a 
10% handicap for Obama

contact information

p

d

contact information

agg@uw.edu

http://faculty.washington.edu/agg/


