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Abstract

What country traits do White Americans associate with race abroad? Ex-
isting research shows that racial cues shape White Americans’ support for
foreign policy. However, less is known about how a country’s racial compo-
sition shapes White Americans’ expectations of country traits. Using two vi-
gnette experiments, I measure political, economic, and social trait ascriptions
to hypothetical Asian, Black, and White countries. The first experiment ran-
domly assigns race to a hypothetical country with no additional information
about country attributes. The results demonstrate that respondents system-
atically ascribe different traits to countries by race, with effects moderated
by ethnocentrism. The second experiment randomizes both race and country-
traits to assess whether racialized perceptions persist when trait information
is provided. Specifying country traits attenuates perceived differences between
White and Black countries. Race operates as a bundled set of expectations,
and studies of racial perceptions of foreign countries should better theorize
how race matters.
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1 Introduction

How does a foreign country’s race shape White Americans’ perceptions of that
country? A growing literature demonstrates that racial cues influence foreign policy
preferences, including support for the democratic peace, foreign aid, international
cooperation, international trade, and military intervention (Rathbun, Parker, and
Pomeroy 2024; Bizas and Bassan-Nygate 2024; Baker 2015; Steinberg and McDow-
ell 2024; Mutz, Mansfield, and Kim 2021). Across these studies, White American
respondents alter their foreign policy preferences as a result of the race of foreign
actors.

Despite these advances, we know little about what respondents infer when racial
cues are introduced into foreign policy scenarios. Most studies manipulate race and
estimate downstream policy effects, but do not identify the country traits respon-
dents associate with those cues. Even when scholars theorize the mechanisms through
which race shapes foreign policy preferences, they rarely specify the concrete expec-
tations respondents attach to racialized treatments. To my knowledge, no prior work
systematically identifies these trait inferences. Do respondents infer a country’s reli-
gion, regime type, or level of development from its racial composition? Existing work
therefore demonstrates that race matters, but leaves underspecified the substantive
content of racialized cues. As a result, we still know little about which country-trait
expectations are activated when White Americans are cued to consider race abroad.

This absence is consequential. In foreign policy contexts, racial categories likely
bundle expectations about a wide range of country attributes, including develop-

mental status, governance quality, corruption, religion, criminality, and regime type.



When experimental designs vary a country’s race while leaving such attributes un-
specified, estimated racial effects conflate multiple aspects of race into a single dimen-
sion, yielding under-theorized accounts of how race shapes foreign policy preferences.
Sen and Wasow (2016) emphasize—in the domestic context—that identifying pre-
cise race effects requires isolating specific mechanisms. In particular, they argue that
race consists of a variety of traits such as religion, skin color, social status, and other
traits. As they write, “[ojnce race is operationalized as a disaggregable composite
variable rather than a monolithic, homogenous entity, the problem of manipulability
can be resolved by identifying an element of race that is relevant to the research
question at hand” (507). Accordingly, scholars examining public opinion on foreign
policy who vary a country’s race in experimental contexts should work to unbundle
the core dimensions of race within respondents’ minds to better understand how race
matters in the formation of policy preferences.

This paper examines how White Americans construct racialized expectations
about foreign countries. Rather than manipulating race and immediately measuring
policy preferences, I investigate how racial cues shape beliefs about country traits.
In doing so, this paper clarifies the informational content of country race in interna-
tional affairs, demonstrating that race is an informational heuristic that structures
beliefs about country traits. This paper advances a more precise understanding of
how racial perceptions shape foreign policy attitudes.

I argue that race operates as a bundled set of country expectations. In particular,
White Americans hold consistently different expectations about political, economic,

and social characteristics of countries depending on racial composition. These differ-



ing expectations act as a heuristic in low-information environments, such as foreign
affairs. The content of these attitudes has long been theorized, but to the author’s
knowledge, no prior work treats the content of racialized beliefs as a primary out-
come. Additionally, I argue that if race operates as a heuristic, then the specification
of country traits should reduce the effects of country race on perceptions of foreign
countries. Doing so would allow for a cleaner comparison between countries in exper-
imental contexts where research investigates the impacts of race on public opinion
about foreign affairs.

To test these hypotheses, I conducted two survey experiments. The first preregis-
tered experiment (381 respondents) randomizes the racial composition of a hypothet-
ical country (Asian, Black, or White) without specifying any issue area or country
traits. This design enables the estimation of respondents’ baseline racialized beliefs.

The second preregistered experiment (1,102 respondents) replicates and extends
the first with a larger sample and an independent randomization of racial composi-
tion and country traits. By explicitly specifying country traits such as development
status, religion, income levels, corruption levels, and regime type, I test whether
racialized expectations persist in the face of specified information, or whether these
differences in perceptions are attenuated.

The results show that White Americans systematically evaluate foreign countries
differently based on racial composition. Relative to White countries, Black coun-
tries are perceived as less developed, poorer, less democratic, lower in governance
quality, higher in crime, less Christian, and less civilizational advancement. Asian

countries are perceived as more authoritarian, less Christian, and poorer than White



countries. These patterns are largely moderated by ethnocentric attitudes, which
capture a dispositional propensity to categorize the world into in-groups and out-
groups—often along ethnoracial lines (Bizumic, Monaghan, and Priest 2021; Kinder
and Kam 2010). Importantly, despite the consistency of racialized trait perceptions
across studies, I find that the specification of country traits substantially reduces
perceptual differences of Black and White countries. However, some country ex-
pectations persist even in the face of explicit information cues. In particular, Even
when both countries are explicitly described as developing, respondents perceive the
Black country as more developing than the white country. While this paper limits its
analyses to the context of the United States, the finding of entrenched perceptions
of foreign countries by race also has implications for the generalizability of racial
perceptions to other countries. Future research should examine the extent to which
these findings mirror or diverge from other foreign countries (Bassan-Nygate et al.
2025).

This paper makes three contributions. First, it provides direct evidence of the
country traits White Americans associate with different racial groups in the inter-
national system. Second, it offers an experimental strategy for isolating the infor-
mational content of race in studies of foreign policy attitudes. Third, it advances
a more precise account of how race shapes foreign-policy opinion by showing when

racialized trait inferences persist and when they attenuate.



2 Constructing Race Abroad

I argue that in the international context, race functions as a heuristic that pro-
vides a compound assessment of foreign countries by structuring beliefs about their
political, economic, and social characteristics. Scholars of race emphasize that race
is not a biological fact but a socially constructed category that allocates status (Omi
and Winant 2014; Sidanius and Pratto 2001). As a result, racial categories be-
come associated with durable beliefs about racial groups’ dispositions and capacities.
These racial beliefs function as informational substitutes in low-information environ-
ments (McDermott 1998). Foreign affairs, in particular, is an informationally sparse
domain for the general public, making it especially prone to heuristic and disposi-
tional reasoning (Kertzer and Brutger 2016; Brutger and Kertzer 2018; Guisinger
2017). When cued with the race of a country, individuals are likely to infer a broad
range of expected country traits.

These shared associations constitute stereotypes. Stereotypes are formally de-
fined as collections of traits that are collectively ascribed to a social group (Vinacke
1957; Lippmann 2017; Hamilton and Sherman 2014). Importantly, stereotypes do
not reside solely within individuals’ minds but are embedded in social discourse and
institutionalized through political rhetoric, education, and the media (Tajfel 2010;

Hamilton and Sherman 2014). As such, these stereotypes are readily available cog-

IThis paper treats the question of whether trait inferences reflect low-information bias or in-
formed perception as a subject for future research. However, evidence presented later in the paper
suggests that ethnocentrism, a dispositional trait, amplifies perceived differences between White
and non-White countries. This pattern supports a bias-oriented account. Regardless of the source
of these perceptions, experimental designs that disregard the composite features of race risk under-
specifying the mechanisms through which racial effects operate.



nitive shortcuts to make sense of a low-information domain, such as international
affairs.

The heuristic role of race is amplified in the domain of international affairs, where
political relations are frequently structured by hierarchy (Lake 2011; Buzés 2013).
Although multiple hierarchies coexist within the international arena, historically and
today, racial hierarchies are consistently present. These racial hierarchies shape how
citizens and leaders evaluate other polities (Mills 1997; Buizas 2021). Racial hierar-
chy historically demarcates groups through trait classifications, such as “developed”
vs. “developing”, “civilized” vs. “uncivilized”, or “capable of self-rule” vs. “inca-
pable of self-rule”. These classifications create and sustain assumptions about foreign
countries. Overall, the racial components of the international hierarchy likely have
implications for the attitudes of the general public and the actions of their state.

The bases of these racialized beliefs derive from European imperial and colo-
nial hierarchies which often devalued the occupied populations—typically non-White
groups—to justify their subjugation. Frequently, non-white groups were character-
ized as less sophisticated, less capable of self-governance, and lower quality civiliza-
tions (Thompson 2013; Omi and Winant 2014). If racial categories operate through
such bundled expectations, then manipulations of race that fail to specify the coun-
try traits risk collapsing its multifaceted nature into a single opaque variable (Sen
and Wasow 2016). While scholars of domestic American politics have long docu-
mented the persistent stereotyping of racial groups in America (Mendelberg 2001;
Gilens 2009; Valentino, Hutchings, and White 2002; White 2007), there has been

comparatively little research to specify the substantive content of stereotypes in the



international domain (Kim 2022). Accordingly, this paper treats the trait ascrip-
tions of White Americans as the outcome of interest. To motivate the experimental

approach, I review a series of traits that have historical associations with race.

2.1 Developmental Status and Civilizational Advancement

Development status is one key racialized country trait. Scholars argue that the
modern language of “developed” and “undeveloped” countries echoes earlier tax-
onomies from colonial eras—such as “civilized” and “uncivilized” (Escobar 2011;
Persaud and Walker 2001; Buzéds 2021). Within these frameworks, the meaning of
development as purely economic advancement also implicitly frames states as back-
wards, incapable, and dependent on other states to survive (Ziai 2016; Ziai 2013).
Developmental discourse accordingly tends to attribute “rationality” and “institu-
tional competence” to White societies, framing non-White societies antithetically.
Mills (1997), for example, emphasizes that Blackness has frequently served as the
antithesis of White political modernity.

If this hierarchical depiction aligns with racial classification, then racial cues
should influence White Americans’ expectations of a country’s development, wealth,
and civilizational advancements. As a result, the multifaceted conceptualization of
“development” may not simply capture economic advancement but instead “civiliza-
tional advancement”, which is a more racially loaded framing. For that reason, I

estimate perceived civilizational advancement and developmental status separately.?

2This attempts to tease apart the more objective and subjective component of stereotypes. In
particular, development status although derivative of colonial hierarchies can ostensibly be claimed
as an objective stereotype. However, the civilization ordering is more along the subjective dimension
wherein some type of implicit value judgment is formed.



2.2 Democracy

A fundamental theory of international politics argues that perceptions of shared
democratic practices shape mass attitudes about conflict and cooperation. In par-
ticular, democracies tend to support other democracies in times of war and are less
likely to engage in conflict with each other (Doyle 2005; Bueno de Mesquita et al.
1999). Existing public opinion research finds that describing a foreign adversary
as a fellow democracy reduces support for military confrontation (Tomz and Weeks
2013). Yet, prior research demonstrates the subjective definition of democracy for
politicians and political scientists alike (Oren 1995).

Regime type and race may be associated within White Americans’ minds. In
particular, democracies tend to be characterized as White while non-White states are
categorized as non-democracies. One study attempts to investigate the downstream
implications of a racialized democratic peace hypothesis and finds mixed results
(Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy 2024; Tomz and Weeks 2025). Rathbun, Parker,
and Pomeroy (2024), however, do not directly test the relationship between race and
perceptions of democracy.

The association of race and regime type has historical roots. Western discourses
repeatedly portray Asian societies as despotic and naturally illiberal, reproducing
tropes that cast Asian—typically East Asian—states as natural authoritarians (An-
derson 1983; Said 2003). Such classifications constitute long-standing stereotypes
such as the “yellow peril” (Moeller 1996; Kim 2022; Kim and Han 2026). In addition,
Black populations have been characterized as incapable of self-rule, a claim used

to justify their subjugation (Mills 1997; Bernasconi 2002; Kant 2007; Hegel 1956;



Kuykendall 1993).

2.3 Christianity

Religion and race are historically intertwined. Scholarship emphasizes that re-
ligion and race were co-constituted in European expansion and colonial governance
(Nye 2019; Heng 2011). Often religious differences were used to legitimate the subju-
gation of Native populations. In particular, Christians were demarcated as civilized
and pure, while non-Christian people (and religions) were framed as uncivilized and
threatening. These boundaries supported ideologies of a distinct White identity rel-
ative to other non-White groups (Nye 2019; Jennings 2010; Goetz 2012).

These dynamics persist in contemporary politics through racialization processes
that attach religious categories to visible markers and geography. Islamophobia,
for example, often targets phenotypic features and religious dress as signals of a
presumed religious identity, producing the “imagined other” as simultaneously racial
and religious (Nye 2019; Asad 1993). In U.S. politics, elite rhetoric has at times fused
racial and religious difference in ways that sharpen these associations (Tesler 2022).
If religion is part of the informational bundle conveyed by race abroad, then racial
cues should shift expectations about foreign religious composition—particularly ex-
pectations of Christianity versus Islam or Buddhism—even when respondents have
no factual information about the country.

Taken together, these arguments imply that racial cues in international contexts
activate stereotypes across multiple country-level domains. Because racial categories

derive from discourses of development, governance, religion, and regime type, re-
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spondents should infer different country traits for Asian, Black, and White countries.
Moreover, if race operates primarily through this informational content, then pro-
viding concrete trait information should attenuate racial differences in perception by

anchoring respondents’ evaluations on specified attributes rather than inferred ones.

3 Ethnocentrism

Ethnocentrism defines a disposition where individuals tend to divide the world by
in-groups and out-groups (Kinder and Kam 2010). These groups are demarcated by
ethnoracial categories. Bizumic, Monaghan, and Priest (2021) argue that there are
six key dimensions to ethnocentrism: devotion to one’s ethnic group, a preference
for group cohesion, a preference for one’s own ethnic group over other groups, a
sense of superiority, a desire for purity, and a willingness to exploit other ethnic
groups. These dimensions construct two sub-dimensions: intragroup ethnocentrism
(devotion and group cohesion), that is, in-group love, and intergroup ethnocentrism
(preference, superiority, purity, and exploitation), that is, out-group disdain (Brewer
1999).

Importantly, ethnocentrism is a more general sentiment of cultural superiority.
It can also extend to a variety of different groups beyond racial groups®. Ethnocen-

trism uses more general language such as “other ethnic groups.” One item of the

3This is distinct from measures of symbolic racism which focus primarily on the domestic context
and in particular perceptions of Black Americans (Kinder and Sanders 1996). For example one
question from the racial resentment scale asks respondents to indicate the extent to which they
agree or disagree with the following statement: “[g]enerations of slavery and discrimination have
created conditions that make it difficult for blacks to work their way out of the lower class.” This
item is not only focused primarily on Black Americans, but is also-by construction—scoped to the
domestic context.
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ethnocentrism measure from Bizumic, Monaghan, and Priest (2021) asks “In gen-
eral, I prefer doing things with people from my own ethnic group than with people
from other ethnic groups” (see Appendix 1.4 for the full battery). This provides a
non-particularized and non-domestic dispositional measure, which is important for
studies of public opinion about foreign policy.

If White Americans use race as a heuristic to assess expected country-traits, then
the presence of ethnocentrism should strengthen these effects. Specifically, because
ethnocentric dispositions structure the social world by distinct in-group and out-
groups, respondents higher in ethnocentrism should have more distinct trait expec-
tations of White compared to Asian or Black countries. To estimate ethnocentrism,
I use the six-item scale from Bizumic, Monaghan, and Priest (2021). I theorize
that respondents higher in ethnocentrism are likely to have larger expectations of
differences of country traits for White compare to non-White countries.

I derive three expectations. First, respondents should associate Black countries
with lower-quality governance, less development, less Christianity, lower income and
wealth, weaker U.S. allyship, and lower civilizational advancement relative to White
countries (H1A). Second, these differences should be larger among respondents higher
in ethnocentrism (H1B). Third, respondents should associate Asian countries with
lower levels of democracy, less Christianity, and weaker U.S. allyship relative to White
countries, with these differences again increasing with ethnocentrism (H2A-H2B).
Finally, if race operates through bundled trait inferences, specifying country traits

should attenuate racial differences in perceived country attributes (H3).
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4 Method

To test the association between country traits and country race, I fielded two
preregistered survey experiments.* The respondents are White Americans, mirroring
other studies of racial attitudes and foreign policy preferences. The first survey,
fielded in May of 2025, consisted of 381 White Americans recruited via Cint Theorem.
The second survey, fielded in December of 2025, consisted of 1102 White American
respondents recruited from Bovitz-Forthright (Stagnaro et al. 2024).> The surveys

estimate White Americans’ association between country-race and country features.®

4.1 Experiment #1

The first experiment measures the relationship between country race and expec-
tations of country traits. After a series of demographic and dispositional questions
to measure respondent-level characteristics, respondents are provided with an intro-

duction:

In a moment, you will be presented with various hypothet-
ical countries. Please read the description of each country
carefully. Then, indicate what trait you would expect the
country to have. There are no right answers, so give your

best guess if you are unsure.

Respondents are then presented with a random order of three vignettes. The

vignettes of three hypothetical countries consist of an image of the foreign leader

4All experiments received IRB approval prior to administration.

SResults hold for both experiments with sample weights.

6All respondents included in the analyses passed attention and manipulation checks. See Ap-
pendix 1.3. and 2.3
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and an explicit mention of the country’s racial makeup (Brutger et al. 2023).” The
three treatments are an image of an East Asian leader and a description of an Asian
racial majority, a Black leader with a Black racial majority, and a White leader with
a White racial majority (Figure 14; Appendix 1.1). Following each of the treat-
ments, respondents indicate their expectation of the country’s religious composition,
development status, regime type, income inequality, quality of governance, wealth,
alliance with the United States, and level of civilization advancement (Appendix
1.3). Responses are measured via five-point Likert scales.

I implement a measure of ethnocentrism from Bizumic, Monaghan, and Priest
(2021) which estimates the extent to which respondents view their ethnic in-group
as superior to other groups. The second attitudinal measure is self-monitoring, bor-
rowed from Berinsky and Lavine (2012). The self-monitoring measure is included in
the a robustness checks to reduce the impact of social desirability—given the racial

content of the experiment.

4.2 Experiment #2

The second experiment replicates and extends the findings of the first experiment
with a larger sample. The extension focuses on attenuating the racial associations
with country race through the specification of country traits within the vignette. In
similar fashion to the first experiment, after a series of demographic and dispositional

questions, respondents read the following introduction:

"Images are generated using OpenAl’s ChatGPT. The model used was ChatGPT-5.
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Please carefully read the passage about a fictional country.
The events are similar to U.S. government decisions in the
past and possibly in the future. You will answer attention-
check and opinion questions. Respond the best you can.

Following the introduction, respondents are randomly assigned a vignette that
includes an image of either an East Asian, Black, or White leader accompanied with
the mention of a congruent citizen racial-makeup (Appendix 2.1). Foreign aid con-
stitutes the issue area for the vignette.® The treatment mentions that the United
States is reassessing its foreign aid to a hypothetical country. Additionally, to test
the ability to attenuate country trait expectations of the Black and White coun-
try conditions, respondents are randomly assigned to a vignette that only mentions
the reassessment of foreign aid policy while others receive a vignette that mentions
the same reassessment but also specifies country traits. The traits in the specified
treatment are low-income, developing, low corruption, democratic, and Christianity.

I limit the attenuation test to the Black-White comparison because there is a
documented divergence of policy preferences regarding White and Black countries
in the context of foreign aid (Baker 2015).° This implies that the manipulation of
country traits in the Black compared to White treatment provides a more conser-
vative estimate. Therefore, the Asian treatment is included only for replication of

Experiment 1 and is not used to test the trait attenuation. Overall the experiment

8This is selected, in part, because of the documented race effects on foreign aid (Baker 2015). Al-
though future studies should examine whether other issue areas such as conflict impact perceptions
of traits by country race.

9Furthermore, results from the first experiment indicated that there are minimal perceived dif-
ferences of Asian and White countries among traits critical to foreign aid. For example, White
Americans do not see a difference in development levels of the White country relative to the Asian
country treatment.
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includes five randomized treatments.

After reading their randomly assigned vignette respondents are prompted to pro-
vide four words to describe their randomly assigned country. The inclusion of open-
ended questions allows for the analysis of respondents’ beliefs in their own words,
adding robustness to the closed-ended questions.' Following this, respondents in-
dicate the extent to which they expect a country to have each of a set of traits,
measured by a 0-100 scale for each item. The outcome traits include corruption
level, development level, regime type, wealth, U.S. alliance, crime levels, quality of
governance, civilization advancement, and religion. The order of the outcome ques-

tions is randomized.

Table 1: Experimental Design and Summary

Experiment #1 Experiment #2
Treatment Structure
Race Conditions Asian, Black, White Asian, Black, White
Trait Manipulation None None / Specified Traits

Trait Specification by Race (Exp. 2 only)

Asian Country No Traits

Black Country — Traits / No Traits

White Country — Traits / No Traits
Outcomes

Outcome Measure  Expected country traits (Likert) Expected country traits (0-100 scale)
Open-ended — Yes

Sample

Source Cint Theorem Bovitz-Forthright

Size 381 1102

10 Appendix 2.3 contains the open-ended wording.
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5 Results

5.1 Experiment #1

Experiment 1 assesses whether respondents’ evaluations of country traits vary
systematically with a country’s racial composition. Respondents evaluated three hy-
pothetical countries that differed only by country race, allowing within-respondent
comparisons across White, Black, and Asian conditions. The outcomes are perceived
Christianity, civilizational advancement, development, democracy, inequality, gover-
nance quality, wealth, and likelihood of alliance with the United States. All outcomes
except Christianity are measured on five-point Likert scales and normalized to range
from 0 to 1. Christianity is measured categorically, with respondents indicating
whether they expected the country to be majority atheist, Buddhist, Christian, or
Muslim; I recode this item into a binary indicator for Christianity.!! Ethnocentrism
is likewise normalized to range from 0 to 1.

Because each respondent evaluates all three treatments, I estimate within-respondent
first differences.!? This strategy removes time-invariant respondent-level heterogene-
ity and focuses attention on differences in the traits respondents ascribe to non-
White countries relative to White countries. For example, the democracy outcome
is defined as the respondent’s assessment of the Black country treatment minus the
corresponding assessment of the White country treatment.

The results indicate that respondents hold systematically different expectations

"For a non-binary result see (Figure 10) in Appendix 1.5.
12 Appendix 1.5 Table 7 for a panel fixed-effects model and controls for order.
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about foreign countries depending on racial composition (Figure 1).!* Relative to
White-majority countries, Black-majority countries are perceived as less Christian,
less developed, less democratic, lower in governance quality, less wealthy, less likely
to be U.S. allies, and lower in civilizational advancement, while also being perceived
as higher in inequality. All of these differences are statistically significant at conven-
tional levels. By contrast, differences between Asian- and White-majority countries
are more limited. Respondents perceive Asian-majority countries as less democratic,
lower in governance quality, less likely to be U.S. allies, and lower in civilizational
advancement than White-majority countries, while differences in perceived develop-
ment, inequality, and wealth are comparatively small and not statistically distin-
guishable from zero. Taken together, these results suggest that racial cues activate a
broad set of trait inferences, but that the content and magnitude of those inferences

differ across non-White groups.

13Results are robust to the use of sample weights.
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Figure 1: Points display respondent perceptions of the Asian country and the Black
country relative to the White country, on each trait. Plotted with 95% confidence
intervals. See Table 3 and 4 in Appendix 1.5 for tabular results and Table 8 and 9
in Appendix 1.7 for the across-unit results.

I next examine whether ethnocentrism conditions these racialized trait percep-
tions. All models treat ethnocentrism as a continuous moderator and estimate in-
teractions between country race and ethnocentrism (Figure 2). The results show
that higher levels of ethnocentrism are associated with larger perceived gaps be-

tween Black and White countries on civilizational advancement, democracy, devel-

19



opment, governance quality, and wealth. A similar, though weaker, pattern appears
in comparisons between Asian and White countries. An increase in respondent eth-
nocentrism is associated with larger perceived gaps in civilizational advancement,
development, governance quality, and wealth, while the interaction is relatively flat
for democracy and alliance expectations. These patterns suggest that racial cues are

interpreted through predispositions toward in-group and out-group differentiation.
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Figure 2: The relationship between ethnocentrism and Black-White in the top section
and Asian-White treatment differences in the bottom section. Negative values indi-
cate a higher association of the respective country traits with the White treatment.
Shaded areas denote 95% confidence intervals. Tabular results are in Appendix 1.5.
Linearity assumption test in Appendix 1.6 Figure 11 and Figure 12.
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5.2 Experiment #2

Experiment 2 replicates and extends the findings from Experiment 1 in a larger,
higher-quality sample while directly testing the bundled-heuristic account. In addi-
tion to varying country race, the experiment randomizes whether respondents receive
information about the country’s traits. This design allows me to test whether spec-
ifying attributes that respondents might otherwise infer reduces the effect of race
on perceived country characteristics. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of
five conditions: White country with no trait specification, White country with trait
specification, Black country with no trait specification, Black country with trait spec-
ification, and Asian country with no trait specification. All vignettes described the
United States reconsidering foreign aid to a hypothetical country. Unlike Experi-
ment 1’s within-subject design, this experiment uses a between-subjects design and
across-unit comparisons. Outcomes are measured on 0-100 scales and normalized to
range from 0 to 1. Models include demographic controls, self-monitoring, ideology,
party identification, income, and education to improve precision.

The Asian—White comparison largely replicates the pattern from Experiment 1.
Respondents perceive Asian-majority countries as less Christian, less democratic,
less developed, less wealthy, and lower in civilizational advancement than White-
majority countries (Figure 3).1% As in Experiment 1, the divergence is especially
pronounced on regime type. These results reinforce the conclusion that minimal

racial information activates multiple trait inferences about foreign countries.

M Tabular results in Table 12 Appendix 2.4.
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Figure 3: Expected traits by Asian country treatment relative to White country
treatment. Models have controls for gender, age, self-monitoring, ideology, party
identification, income, and education.

The moderation results for the Asian—-White comparison mirror those in Exper-
iment 1. Ethnocentrism moderates perceptions of civilizational advancement, cor-
ruption, and governance quality, but does not significantly moderate expectations of
Christianity or democracy (Figure 4). This pattern suggests that some associations
attached to Asian-majority countries are broadly shared across respondents, rather

than being driven primarily by those high in ethnocentrism.
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Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Asian — White
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Figure 4: The relationship between ethnocentrism and Asian-White differences in
respondent country-trait evaluations. Negative values indicate lower expectations
of Asian country traits. Shaded areas denote 95% confidence intervals. Linearity
assumption test in Appendix 2.5 Figure 16.

The Black-White comparison provides the clearest test of the bundled-heuristic
argument. In the no-traits condition, respondents evaluate the Black-majority coun-
try as less Christian, lower in civilizational advancement, higher in crime, less demo-
cratic, less developed, lower in governance quality, and less wealthy than the White-
majority country (Figure 5).'> These differences closely mirror those observed in
Experiment 1. When country traits are specified, however, most of these differ-
ences are substantially reduced. In the specified-traits condition, respondents are
told that the country is Christian, democratic, developing, low-income, and low

in corruption.!® Under this condition, perceived differences in governance quality,

15Results hold when using sample weights.
16T selected these traits because Experiment 1 demonstrates an association of Christianity and
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wealth, regime type, Christianity, corruption, and crime largely converge. Although
development and U.S. alliance remain differentiated, the development gap declines
substantially relative to the no-traits condition. The maintenance of the develop-
ment gap is especially remarkable given that development status and income levels

were explicitly held constant in both the White and Black treatment.
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Figure 5: Expected country traits by Black country treatment relative to White
country treatment by trait specification. Models have controls for gender, age, self-
monitoring, ideology, party identification, income, and education. Tabular results
are in Appendix 2.4.

I then turn to whether ethnocentrism also conditions these Black—White differ-

ences under varying information environments. In the no-traits condition, ethnocen-

democracy with White countries, while Black countries are associated with developing status and
low-incomes. Therefore, by holding these traits constant I can estimate the extent to which country
race stereotypes are attenuated by the provision of information counter to the expected country
traits by race.
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trism moderates expectations of corruption, crime, governance quality, civilizational
advancement, and Christianity (Figure 6).17 Under trait specification, ethnocentrism
continues to moderate perceptions of democracy, governance quality, and civiliza-
tional advancement. That democracy remains moderated even when the vignette
explicitly specifies a democratic regime is especially notable. The implication is
that some respondents appear to discount or reinterpret explicit information when
it conflicts with their prior expectations about race. This pattern suggests that
trait specification attenuates, but does not fully eliminate, the influence of racialized

priors.

Specification — No Traits == Traits Specified
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0.00 —==
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Figure 6: Ethnocentrism and trait differences between the White and Black country
treatments by trait specification. Negative values indicate lower expected traits for
the Black than White treatment. Shaded areas show 95% confidence intervals. See
Appendix 2.5, Figures 15 and 17, for linearity tests, and Appendix 2.4, Tables 15
and 16, for tabular results.

"Tabular results are presented in Table 15 and 16 in Appendix 2.4
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5.3 In Their Own Words

To further assess what respondents spontaneously inferred from the treatment, I
analyze the open-ended descriptions they provided of the country they viewed. I focus
on the White and Black conditions in the no-traits specification. Because respondents
answered this prompt before the close-ended trait questions, these responses provide
evidence about what came to mind before the survey explicitly directed attention to
particular attributes.

I classify responses into two categories: poverty and bad governance. These cate-
gories approximate several of the dimensions measured in the close-ended items. Ref-
erences to poverty capture perceptions related to wealth, development, and, more
indirectly, civilizational advancement. References to bad governance approximate
perceptions of authoritarianism, corruption, crime, and instability. Each response is
coded as 1 if the category is present and 0 otherwise. The coding scheme is intention-
ally conservative. For poverty, I code responses as present when respondents describe
the country as poor, impoverished, third world, developing, underdeveloped, or use
closely related terms. For bad governance, I code responses as present when respon-
dents mention corruption, authoritarianism, repression, or similar descriptions. I do
not code the mere mention of aid as evidence of poverty unless respondents explic-
itly connect aid to need or deprivation, which helps distinguish substantive inferences
from simple repetition of the vignette’s issue area. Because the coding is binary, it
likely understates the magnitude of the difference between conditions: it records only
whether a theme appears at all, not the intensity of the language or the share of the

response devoted to that theme.
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The open-ended evidence is broadly consistent with the closed-ended results.
Mentions of bad governance are relatively rare in both conditions, with 13 such
responses in the Black condition and 8 in the White condition. Poverty-related
language, by contrast, appears much more frequently in descriptions of the Black-
majority country: 73 out of 226 responses in the Black condition are coded as
poverty-related, compared with 23 out of 209 in the White condition (Figure 7). In
proportional terms, approximately 32 percent of respondents in the Black-country
condition describe the country using poverty-related terms, compared with about
11 percent in the White-country condition. These open-ended responses therefore
provide corroborating evidence that respondents were substantially more likely to

associate the Black-majority country with deprivation and need.
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Figure 7: Proportion of open-ended responses in the no-traits condition coded as
poverty-related or bad-governance-related. Lines indicate 95% confidence intervals.

Overall, these open-ended responses provide suggestive evidence about the asso-
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ciations respondents spontaneously made when evaluating the treatment countries.
In particular, respondents were substantially more likely to describe the Black coun-
try in terms of poverty and deprivation than the White country. This pattern is
consistent with the broader claim that racialized perceptions shape how Americans

infer the status and needs of foreign countries in the context of foreign aid.

5.4 Foreign Aid Support and Trait Specification

The preceding analyses demonstrate that racial cues shape expectations about
country traits and that specifying those traits attenuates these differences. A direct
implication of the bundled-heuristic account is that, if racial cues operate through
inferred characteristics, then reducing divergence in those characteristics should also
reduce race-based differences in downstream policy preferences.

To assess this implication, respondents indicated their level of support for pro-
viding foreign aid to the hypothetical country following the trait evaluation tasks. I
estimate models interacting country race, ethnocentrism, and the trait-specification
condition, using the same set of demographic and attitudinal controls as in prior
analyses.

Figure 8 presents predicted levels of foreign aid support across values of ethnocen-
trism by country race and information condition. In the no-traits condition, racial
differences in aid support emerge and are moderated by ethnocentrism. Respondents
higher in ethnocentrism exhibit greater support for aid to White-majority countries
relative to Black countries, while those lower in ethnocentrism display comparatively

smaller differences. This pattern is consistent with the argument that racial cues
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activate bundled expectations that shape policy preferences in low-information en-

vironments.

Trait Specification No Trait Specification
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Figure 8: The relationship between ethnocentrism, trait specification, and country
race. Negative values indicate lower support for foreign aid. Shaded areas denote
95% confidence intervals. Tabular interaction effects are in Appendix 2.7.

Under trait specification, these differences are substantially reduced. When coun-
tries are described with identical attributes—such as being low-income, developing,
democratic, low in corruption, and predominantly Christian—the gap in foreign aid
support between White and Black countries narrows and is no longer statistically dis-
tinguishable across much of the ethnocentrism range. Substantively, the relationship
between ethnocentrism and aid support converges across racial conditions, indicating
that the provision of concrete information dampens the influence of racial cues.

These results are consistent with the bundled-heuristic account. When respon-

dents lack information, racial cues structure both trait inferences and, consequen-
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tially, their policy preferences. However, when relevant traits are specified, those

inferences—and their downstream effects—are attenuated.

6 Conclusion

This paper shows that White Americans attach systematic political, economic,
and social expectations to foreign countries on the basis of race. Across two preregis-
tered experiments, respondents inferred distinct trait profiles for hypothetical Asian,
Black, and White countries. These findings provide direct evidence that race oper-
ates as an informational heuristic in international affairs, shaping expectations about
development, governance, regime type, religion, and related country attributes.

The results also show that these inferences are not fixed. When concrete country
traits are specified, many racial differences in perception attenuate substantially.
This has an important implication for research design because it allows scholars to
better isolate the effects of race from the country traits respondents infer from racial
cues. More precise experimental designs should therefore distinguish between the
symbolic meaning of race and the omitted country traits race leads respondents to
infer. For example, while holding the country-traits constant, scholars can vary other
signals such as rhetoric or strategies of foreign leaders to examine how racial attitudes
reward or punish leader or citizen behaviors.

More broadly, the paper suggests that racial hierarchy continues to structure
how foreign countries are understood in the American public mind. Future research

should examine how generalizable these patterns are across national contexts and
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whether similar processes shape the perceptions of respondents from other racial
groups. Treating race as a bundle of informational content, rather than as a singular
opaque treatment, is an important step toward more accurate inference about the

role of race in foreign-policy opinion.
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1 Experiment 1

1.1 Treatments

e Imagine a hypothetical country.

e The hypothetical country is majority (Asian, Black, or White)

Figure 9: Experimental stimuli country race.
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1.2 Sample Characteristics

Table 2: Sample Characteristics

Gender Percent
Female 53.8
Male 46.2
Age Group Percent
18-29 9.2
30-44 22.9
45-64 40.3
65+ 27.6
Education Percent
High school degree or below 23.9
Some college, but no degree 21.8
College degree (Bachelor’s or Associate’s degree) 40.7
Graduate/professional school 13.6
Income Percent
Less than $20,000 13.4
$20,000 to $40,000 20.7
$40,000 to $60,000 16.5
$60,000 to $80,000 16.0
$80,000 to $100,000 9.7
$100,000 to $120,000 9.7
More than $120,000 13.9
Party ID Percent
Democrat 37.5
Republican 51.7
Independent 10.8

1.3 Outcomes

e Religion: What religious majority would you expect this country to have?
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Christian

Muslim

— Buddhist

— Atheist

e Development: How developed do you think this country is in terms of its

economy, infrastructure, and institutions?

1 — Most Developed

-2

-4

— 5 — Most Underdeveloped

e Regime Type: What type of government would you expect this country to

have?

— 1 — Non-democracy

-2

-4

— 5 — Democracy

e Income Inequality: What level of income inequality would you expect this

country to have?
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— 1 — Highest income inequality

-2

-4

— 5 — Lowest income inequality

¢ Quality of Governance: What quality of governance would you expect this

country to have?

— 1 — Highest quality

-2

-4
— 5 — Lowest quality

e Wealth: How wealthy do you think this country is?

— 1 — Extremely wealthy

-2

— 4
— 5 — Extremely poor
e Ally Status: How likely is this country to be an ally of the United States?
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— 1 — Extremely likely

— 5 — Extremely unlikely

e Civilization: To what extent do you think this country reflects a high level
of civilization and societal advancement?
— 1 — Highest level of advancement
-2
-3
-4
— 5 — Lowest level of advancement
e Attention check: We're interested in how often people check the news. To help

us ensure data quality, please select ‘Rarely’ for this question, regardless of how

often you actually read the news.

e Manipulation check: What was the race of the leader of the hypothetical coun-
try?
— Black
— White
— Asian
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— Indigenous
e What was the majority racial group of the hypothetical country?

— Majority Black
— Majority White
— Majority Asian

— Majority Indigenous

1.4 Moderator

1. Ethnocentrism Items:
(a) No matter what happens, I will ALWAYS support my ethnic group and
never let it down.

(b) It is absolutely vital that all members of our ethnic group think and behave

as one.

(c) In general, I prefer doing things with people from my own ethnic group

than with people from other ethnic groups.

(d) Tdon’t believe that my ethnic group is any better than any other. (reverse-
coded)

(e) Ilike the idea of a society in which people from completely different ethnic

groups mix together freely. (reverse-coded)
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(f) We should always be considerate for the welfare of people from other
ethnic groups even if, by doing this, we may lose some advantage over

them. (reverse-coded)

2. Self-Monitoring Items:

(a) When you are with other people, how often do you put on a show to

impress or entertain them?

(b) When you are in a group of people, how often are you the center of

attention?

(c) How good or poor of an actor would you be?

1.5 Tabular First Differences and Panel Fixed Effects

Table 3: First Differences: Black-White Country Treatments

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Development Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally ~ Wealth

Model: (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Variables

Constant -0.2992***  -0.1371**  -0.1201***  -0.1949*** -0.0643*** -0.1207*** -0.1706™** -0.1684***
(0.0278) (0.0167) (0.0188) (0.0163) (0.0164) (0.0155)  (0.0168)  (0.0152)

Fit statistics
Observations 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 380

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1



Table 4: First Differences: Asian-White Country Treatments

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Development Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally Wealth

Model: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Variables

Constant -0.6824*** 0.0151 -0.2165*** -0.0112 -0.0151 -0.0321** -0.1778*** 0.0013
(0.0247)  (0.0140)  (0.0209)  (0.0135) (0.0150) (0.0127)  (0.0185) (0.0135)

Fit statistics
Observations 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 380

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1

Table 5: Ethnocentrism Moderating Effects: Black - White Country Evaluations

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Development Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally ~ Wealth

Model: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Variables

Constant -0.2406™**  -0.0087 -0.0189 -0.1005*** -0.0623* 0.0195  -0.1209*** -0.1033***
(0.0597) (0.0352) (0.0401) (0.0346) (0.0352) (0.0322)  (0.0361)  (0.0325)

Ethnocentrism -0.1829  -0.4011**  -0.3161***  -0.2948*** -0.0061 -0.4379***  -0.1552  -0.2032**
(0.1651) (0.0972) (0.1109) (0.0956) (0.0974) (0.0891)  (0.0998)  (0.0898)

Fit statistics

Observations 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 380

R? 0.00323 0.04301 0.02097 0.02447 1.05 x 107 0.05990 0.00634 0.01337

Adjusted R? 0.00060 0.04049 0.01838 0.02189 -0.00263 0.05742 0.00372 0.01077

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1

Table 6: Ethnocentrism Moderating Effects: Asian - White Country Evaluations

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Development Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally Wealth

Model: (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Variables

Constant -0.7363***  0.1233***  -0.2234*** 0.0506* -0.0397 0.0267 -0.1510"* 0.0512*
(0.0531) (0.0295) (0.0451) (0.0288) (0.0322) (0.0272)  (0.0397) (0.0288)

Ethnocentrism 0.1683 -0.3379*** 0.0213 -0.1928** 0.0769 -0.1837**  -0.0838 -0.1557*
(0.1469) (0.0814) (0.1246) (0.0795) (0.0890) (0.0753)  (0.1098) (0.0796)

Fit statistics

Observations 381 381 381 381 381 381 381 380

R? 0.00345 0.04348 7.7 %x107° 0.01528 0.00197 0.01548  0.00153  0.01002

Adjusted R? 0.00082 0.04096 -0.00256 0.01268 -0.00067 0.01288  -0.00110 0.00740

IID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 7: Fixed Effects and Ordering Effects

Outcome Developed Civilization U.S. Ally ~ Wealth Quality Democracy Income Inequality Christianity
Model: (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Variables
Asian Country  -0.0108 0.0148 -0.1779***  0.0011  -0.0321** -0.2159*** -0.0149 -0.6817***
(0.0135) (0.0141) (0.0185)  (0.0135)  (0.0128) (0.0210) (0.0150) (0.0247)
Black Country -0.1938** -0.1383*** -0.1711*** -0.1687*** -0.1206*** -0.1181*** -0.0633*** -0.2963***
(0.0164) (0.0167) (0.0169)  (0.0154)  (0.0156) (0.0190) (0.0164) (0.0282)
Order = 2 -0.0248 -0.0050 -0.0075 -0.0163 -0.0123 -0.0167 0.0052 -0.0039
(0.0152) (0.0152) (0.0181)  (0.0137)  (0.0139) (0.0192) (0.0153) (0.0281)
Order = 3 -0.0058 0.0132 0.0072 0.0084 0.0017 -0.0175 -0.0119 -0.0303
(0.0149) (0.0151) (0.0167)  (0.0146)  (0.0150) (0.0203) (0.0157) (0.0279)
Fized-effects
Responseld Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 1,143 1,143 1,143 1,142 1,143 1,143 1,143 1,143
R? 0.54260 0.49797 0.49314  0.53330  0.53769 0.45544 0.46195 0.60614
Within R? 0.22343 0.14252 0.15676  0.20480  0.09755 0.14108 0.02588 0.44684

Clustered (Responseld) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Figure 10: Religion by Race Treatment

1.6 Binned Moderator Diagnostic for Linearity

Following Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu (2019), I assess the linearity of the
ethnocentrism interaction and the common support by evaluating conditional effects
at the median of low, medium, and high terciles of the moderator. Ethnocentrism is
right-skewed, with limited support at the highest values. While uncertainty increases
at the upper end of ethnocentrism the low, medium, and high median values align

with the marginal-effects plot.
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Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Black-White Country
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Figure 11: Ethnocentrism Black and White Treatment Differences by Binned Mod-
erator
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Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Asian—-White Country
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Figure 12: Ethnocentrism White and Asian Treatment Differences by Binned Mod-
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1.7 Across Unit Results

Table 8: Expected Country Traits: Black Country Compared to White Country
Treatment

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Developed Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally  wealth

Model: (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Variables
Constant 0.7466***  0.6244***  (0.5532***  0.6420*** 0.5646*** 0.6244**  0.8206™* 0.7532***
(0.1175) (0.0735) (0.0915) (0.0755) (0.0765) (0.0741)  (0.0785)  (0.0642)
Black Country -0.2810***  -0.1159***  -0.0901**  -0.1717*** -0.0817** -0.0830**  -0.1824*** -0.1856™**
(0.0508) (0.0318) (0.0396) (0.0326) (0.0331) (0.0321)  (0.0339)  (0.0278)
Age: 30-44 -0.0394 0.0218 -0.0088 0.0898 0.0520 0.0115 -0.0408 -0.0393
(0.0952) (0.0596) (0.0742) (0.0611) (0.0619) (0.0601)  (0.0636)  (0.0520)
Age: 45-64 -0.0217 -0.0175 -0.0229 0.0499 0.0008 -0.0072 -0.0756  -0.0901*
(0.0887) (0.0555) (0.0691) (0.0569) (0.0577) (0.0559)  (0.0592)  (0.0484)
Age: 65+ 0.0862 0.0297 0.0517 0.1067* 0.0259 0.0936 0.0015 -0.0837
(0.0959) (0.0600) (0.0747) (0.0615) (0.0624) (0.0605)  (0.0640)  (0.0523)
PID: Independent 0.0879 -0.0619 -0.0462 -0.0055 0.0282 0.0589 0.0466 0.0159
(0.0934) (0.0584) (0.0727) (0.0599) (0.0607) (0.0589)  (0.0623)  (0.0510)
PID: Republican 0.1203 0.0369 0.0051 0.0751 0.0396 0.0634 0.1401* 0.0654
(0.0814) (0.0509) (0.0634) (0.0522) (0.0529) (0.0513)  (0.0543)  (0.0444)
Ideology -0.0627 -0.0489 0.0539 -0.1191 -0.1192 -0.1011  -0.2685*** -0.1672**
(0.1244) (0.0778) (0.0969) (0.0799) (0.0809) (0.0785)  (0.0831)  (0.0679)
Self-Monitor -0.1356 0.0788 0.1888* 0.1145 0.0351 0.1157 0.0721 0.0858
(0.1404) (0.0878) (0.1094) (0.0901) (0.0913) (0.0886)  (0.0938)  (0.0771)
Education 0.3200*** 0.0179 0.0466 0.0746 0.0288 0.0567 0.0534 0.0577
(0.1037) (0.0649) (0.0808) (0.0666) (0.0675) (0.0654)  (0.0693)  (0.0566)
Income 0.0529 0.0826 0.0902 0.0020 0.0224 0.0065 -0.0168 0.0504
(0.0844) (0.0528) (0.0657) (0.0542) (0.0549) (0.0532)  (0.0563)  (0.0461)
Male -0.1519***  -0.0496 -0.0146 -0.0792** -0.0085 -0.1002***  -0.0514  -0.0639**
(0.0513) (0.0321) (0.0400) (0.0329) (0.0334) (0.0324)  (0.0343)  (0.0282)
Fit statistics
Observations 247 247 247 247 247 247 247 246
R? 0.20556 0.09665 0.07293 0.14700 0.04565 0.09069 0.15584  0.22515
Adjusted R? 0.16837 0.05437 0.02953 0.10707 0.00098 0.04812 0.11632 0.18872

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 9: Expected Country Traits: Asian Country Compared to White Country
Treatment

Dependent Variables: Christian Civilization Democracy Developed Income Inequality Quality U.S. Ally Wealth

Model: (1) 2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Variables
Constant 0.7589™**  (0.4994*** 0.5507***  0.6175*** 0.6005*** 0.4532***  0.7455***  0.6403***
(0.1090) (0.0686) (0.0852) (0.0662) (0.0702) (0.0661)  (0.0771)  (0.0620)
Asian Country -0.6676*** 0.0385 -0.2144*** -0.0115 0.0179 -0.0254  -0.1687*** -0.0399
(0.0445) (0.0280) (0.0348) (0.0271) (0.0287) (0.0270)  (0.0315)  (0.0254)
Age: 30-44 0.0585 0.1090* 0.0335 0.1063* 0.0669 0.1118** 0.0121 0.0637
(0.0892) (0.0561) (0.0697) (0.0542) (0.0574) (0.0541)  (0.0631)  (0.0507)
Age: 45-64 0.0434 0.1093** 0.0469 0.1145** 0.0600 0.1293**  -0.0460 0.0395
(0.0837) (0.0527) (0.0654) (0.0509) (0.0539) (0.0508)  (0.0592)  (0.0476)
Age: 65+ 0.1091 0.1133** 0.1033 0.1001* 0.0180 0.1581***  -0.0095 -0.0237
(0.0890) (0.0560) (0.0695) (0.0541) (0.0573) (0.0539)  (0.0630)  (0.0506)
PID: Independent 0.0645 -0.0484 -0.0650 -0.1020** -0.0405 0.0263 -0.0702 -0.0303
(0.0829) (0.0522) (0.0648) (0.0504) (0.0534) (0.0503)  (0.0587)  (0.0471)
PID: Republican 0.0410 0.0021 0.0095 -0.0391 0.0741 0.0209 0.0200 0.0098
(0.0717) (0.0451) (0.0560) (0.0435) (0.0461) (0.0435)  (0.0507)  (0.0407)
Ideology 0.0935 0.0513 0.0212 0.0377 -0.1733* 0.0755 -0.0817  -0.0206
(0.1125) (0.0708) (0.0879) (0.0683) (0.0724) (0.0682)  (0.0796)  (0.0639)
Self-Monitor 0.1213 0.0391 0.2402** 0.1184 -0.0340 0.1539** 0.1341 0.1408*
(0.1289) (0.0811) (0.1007) (0.0783) (0.0829) (0.0781)  (0.0912) (0.0735)
Education 0.0081 0.0116 0.0271 -0.0006 0.0089 0.0301 0.0274 -0.0169
(0.0880) (0.0554) (0.0688) (0.0535) (0.0566) (0.0534)  (0.0623)  (0.0500)
Income -0.0191 0.0650 0.0174 0.0152 0.0053 -0.0221 -0.0164 0.0428
(0.0747) (0.0470) (0.0584) (0.0454) (0.0481) (0.0453)  (0.0529)  (0.0425)
Male -0.0635 -0.0162 -0.0140 -0.0471* -0.0109 -0.0484*  -0.0021  -0.0451*
(0.0460) (0.0289) (0.0359) (0.0279) (0.0296) (0.0279)  (0.0325)  (0.0262)
Fit statistics
Observations 279 279 279 279 279 279 279 278
R? 0.47474 0.04613 0.17791 0.05469 0.04763 0.06332  0.13665  0.07238
Adjusted R? 0.45311 0.00683 0.14404 0.01575 0.00840 0.02473  0.10108  0.03402

IID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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2 Experiment 2

2.1 Treatments

The United States is reassessing its distribution of foreign aid to Glantonia. The
U.S. has identified the country as low-income, developing, low in
corruption, democratic, and mostly Christian/No traits. The largest ethnic
group is: Asian/Black/White.

Figure 13: Experimental stimuli varying leader race (White, Black, Asian) and the
mention or non-mention of country traits.
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2.2 Sample Characteristics

Table 10: Sample Characteristics

Gender Percent
Female 52.6
Male 45.5
Other 1.9
Age Group Percent
18-29 16.8
30-44 27.6
45-64 35.4
65+ 20.3
Education Percent
High school degree or below 33.9
Some college, but no degree 23.4
College degree (Bachelor’s or Associate’s) 32.5
Graduate/professional school 10.2
Income Percent
Less than $20,000 16.0
$20,000 to $40,000 21.9
$40,000 to $60,000 27.5
$60,000 to $80,000 5.4
$80,000 to $100,000 7.3
$100,000 to $120,000 7.6
More than $120,000 14.2
Party ID Percent
Democrat 35.7
Republican 52.9
Independent 11.3
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2.3 Outcomes

Corruption

No corruption High corruption

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Figure 14: Outcome Example: Corruption

Development Level

— 0 - Underdevelopment

— 100 - Development

Government Type

— 0 - Non-democracy

— 100 - Democracy

Wealth

— 0 - Poor

— 100 - Rich

Diplomatic Relations with the U.S.

— 0-U.S. Ally

— 100 - U.S. Enemy

Crime Levels
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— 0 - Low Crime

— 100 - High Crime

Quality of Government

— 0 - Low Quality

— 100 - High Quality

Civilization and Societal Advancement

— 0 - Lowest level of advancement

— 100 - Highest level of advancement

Christian Religious Population

— 0 - No Christian Population

— 100 - Majority Christian Population

Open ended: Please provide four words describing that came to mind when
thinking about the country you just read about. Please refrain from including

personal information.

Manipulation Checks:

— What was the name of the country mentioned in the prompt?

— What is the largest ethnic group in Glantonia?
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e Attention Check: We would like to get a sense of your consumption of political
news. To demonstrate that you’ve read this much, select rarely from the options
below, no matter how often you watch political news. Based on the text you

read above, how often do you watch political news on TV?

2.4 Tabular Association of Race and Country-trait Expec-

tations

Table 11: Expected Country Traits: White Country Compared to Black Country
Treatment No Specification

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy ~Wealth U.S. Ally Low Crime Quality Civilization Christian

Model: (1) () (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Variables
Constant 0.4597** 0.5705***  0.5265***  0.5637*** 0.3913***  0.4925***  0.4634***  0.5364™**  0.5405™"**
(0.0387) (0.0359) (0.0411) (0.0352)  (0.0358)  (0.0360) (0.0347) (0.0340) (0.0339)
Black Country -0.0430** -0.1809***  -0.1224** -0.2002*** 0.0433** -0.1171*** -0.0839*** -0.1476™** -0.1486***
(0.0205) (0.0190) (0.0218) (0.0187)  (0.0190)  (0.0191) (0.0184) (0.0180) (0.0179)
Party Identification 0.0031 0.0493 0.0065 -0.0489  -0.0813** 0.0018 0.0377 0.0438 0.0186
(0.0363) (0.0336) (0.0385) (0.0330)  (0.0335)  (0.0337) (0.0325) (0.0318) (0.0317)
Education -0.0132 -0.0163 0.0544 -0.0484 0.0079 -0.0089 0.0745** -0.0307 0.0798**
(0.0393) (0.0364) (0.0418) (0.0358)  (0.0364)  (0.0365) (0.0353) (0.0345) (0.0344)
Income 0.0381 0.0262 0.0556 0.0471 -0.0302 0.0033 -0.0617 0.0192 -0.0131
(0.0471) (0.0436) (0.0499) (0.0428)  (0.0435)  (0.0437) (0.0422) (0.0413) (0.0411)
Ideology 0.0169 0.0033 0.0589 0.0792** 0.0592 0.0600 0.0138 0.0222 0.0194
(0.0404) (0.0374) (0.0428) (0.0368)  (0.0373)  (0.0375) (0.0362) (0.0354) (0.0353)
Self Monitor -0.0435 0.0229 0.0537 0.0713 0.0442 -0.0613 0.0932* 0.0975* 0.0471
(0.0613) (0.0568) (0.0651) (0.0558)  (0.0567)  (0.0570) (0.0550) (0.0538) (0.0537)
Male -0.0013 0.0018 -0.0193 -0.0167  -0.0080 0.0037 -0.0176 -0.0148 -0.0132
(0.0209) (0.0194) (0.0222) (0.0191)  (0.0193)  (0.0194) (0.0188) (0.0184) (0.0183)
Gender: Other -0.0385 0.0913 0.0028 0.0045 -0.0495 0.0391 -0.0425 0.0230 0.0024
(0.0637) (0.0590) (0.0676) (0.0580)  (0.0589)  (0.0592) (0.0571) (0.0559) (0.0558)
Age -0.0376 -0.0133 -0.0398 -0.0842*  0.1001** 0.0245 0.0432 0.0350 -0.0247
(0.0506) (0.0468) (0.0537) (0.0460)  (0.0467)  (0.0470) (0.0453) (0.0444) (0.0442)
Fit statistics
Observations 435 435 435 435 435 435 435 435 435
R? 0.01322 0.19780 0.09782 0.23144  0.04171 0.09753 0.08807 0.16422 0.17013
Adjusted R? -0.00768 0.18081 0.07871 0.21517  0.02142 0.07841 0.06876 0.14652 0.15255

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 12: Expected Country Traits: White Country Compared to Asian Country
Treatment No Trait Specification

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy Wealth  U.S. Ally Low Crime  Quality  Civilization Christian

Model: (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Variables
Constant 0.4825*** 0.5049***  0.5112***  0.5512*** 0.3606™** 0.5453***  0.4705*** 0.5282***  0.5967***
(0.0400) (0.0378) (0.0415) (0.0366)  (0.0397)  (0.0373) (0.0343) (0.0344) (0.0368)
Asian Country 0.0084 -0.0493***  -0.0878*** -0.0703*** 0.0371* 0.0253 -0.0204 -0.0436**  -0.2016***
(0.0199) (0.0188) (0.0207) (0.0182)  (0.0198)  (0.0186) (0.0171) (0.0171) (0.0184)
Party Identification 0.0101 0.0326 -0.0233 -0.0418 -0.0501 -0.0258 -0.0207 -0.0036 0.0056
(0.0339) (0.0320) (0.0351) (0.0310)  (0.0336)  (0.0316) (0.0291) (0.0291) (0.0312)
Education -0.0184 0.0545 0.0287 0.0221 0.0025 0.0081 0.0394 0.0317 0.0577
(0.0387) (0.0365) (0.0401) (0.0354)  (0.0384)  (0.0361) (0.0332) (0.0332) (0.0356)
Income 0.0506 0.0394 0.0237 0.0116 0.0423 0.0506 -0.0166 0.0156 -0.0814*
(0.0456) (0.0430) (0.0472) (0.0417)  (0.0452)  (0.0425) (0.0391) (0.0392) (0.0420)
Ideology -0.0029 0.0719** 0.0690* 0.0750**  0.0435 0.0213 0.0604* 0.0788** 0.0041
(0.0368) (0.0348) (0.0382) (0.0337)  (0.0365)  (0.0344) (0.0316) (0.0316) (0.0339)
Self Monitor -0.1101* 0.0480 0.0727 0.0222 0.0259  -0.1389** 0.0387 0.0106 0.0436
(0.0584) (0.0551) (0.0605) (0.0534)  (0.0579)  (0.0545) (0.0501) (0.0502) (0.0538)
Male -0.0137 -0.0186 0.0135 -0.0171 -0.0066 -0.0102 -0.0046 -0.0115 -0.0164
(0.0204) (0.0192) (0.0211) (0.0186)  (0.0202)  (0.0190) (0.0175) (0.0175) (0.0188)
Gender: Other -0.0651 0.0446 0.0463 -0.0154  -0.0659 0.0471 -0.0257 0.0051 0.0402
(0.0633) (0.0598) (0.0656) (0.0579)  (0.0628)  (0.0591) (0.0543) (0.0544) (0.0583)
Age -0.0274 0.0084 0.0273 -0.0724  0.1022** -0.0523 0.0452 0.0201 -0.0322
(0.0518) (0.0489) (0.0536) (0.0474)  (0.0513)  (0.0483) (0.0444) (0.0445) (0.0477)
Fit statistics
Observations 448 448 448 448 448 448 448 448 448
R? 0.01478 0.08031 0.06135 0.05411  0.03190 0.02686 0.02017 0.04790 0.23443
Adjusted R? -0.00546 0.06142 0.04206 0.03467  0.01201 0.00686  4.07 x 107> 0.02834 0.21870

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 13: Expected Country Traits: White Country Compared to Black Country
Treatment Trait Specification

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy Wealth U.S. Ally Christian Low Crime Quality Civilization

Model: (1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Variables
Constant 0.5674*** 0.4253***  0.6239***  0.3201*** 0.3173"* 0.7299***  0.5653***  0.3501***  0.3561***
(0.0489) (0.0418) (0.0444)  (0.0381) (0.0418) (0.0402)  (0.0433)  (0.0405) (0.0365)
Black Country -0.0023 -0.0610***  -0.0400* -0.0313  0.0619***  0.0023 -0.0442* 0.0073 -0.0272
(0.0266) (0.0228) (0.0242)  (0.0207) (0.0228) (0.0219)  (0.0236)  (0.0221) (0.0199)
Party Identification -0.0054 -0.0444 -0.0019 -0.0218  -0.0144  -0.0233 0.0161 0.0044 0.0140
(0.0496) (0.0424) (0.0451)  (0.0386) (0.0424) (0.0408)  (0.0440)  (0.0411) (0.0370)
Education -0.0348 0.0638 0.0316 0.0380 0.0128 -0.0195 -0.0223 0.1008** 0.0400
(0.0493) (0.0422) (0.0448)  (0.0384) (0.0422) (0.0406)  (0.0437)  (0.0409) (0.0368)
Income 0.0473 -0.0216 -0.0045 -0.0220 0.0639 0.0494 0.0157 0.0072 0.0146
(0.0613) (0.0524) (0.0557)  (0.0478)  (0.0524) (0.0505)  (0.0544)  (0.0508) (0.0458)
Ideology 0.0261 0.0625 0.0269 0.0165 0.0145 0.0339 -0.0256 0.0304 0.0620
(0.0538) (0.0461) (0.0489)  (0.0420) (0.0461) (0.0443)  (0.0478)  (0.0446) (0.0402)
Self Monitor -0.0405 -0.1090* -0.0100 -0.0504  -0.0392  -0.0808 0.0076 -0.0233 -0.0800
(0.0770) (0.0658) (0.0699)  (0.0600) (0.0658) (0.0634)  (0.0683)  (0.0638) (0.0575)
Male 0.0088 0.0089 0.0393 0.0053 -0.0143 0.0371 -0.0190 0.0378* -0.0022
(0.0273) (0.0234) (0.0249)  (0.0213) (0.0234) (0.0225)  (0.0243)  (0.0227) (0.0204)
Gender: Other 0.1370 -0.0282 0.1762 -0.0852 0.0346 -0.0867 0.2332** 0.1753* 0.1310
(0.1214) (0.1038) (0.1103)  (0.0946) (0.1039) (0.0999)  (0.1077)  (0.1006) (0.0907)
Age 0.1610** -0.0376 0.1451* -0.0780 0.0528 -0.0091  0.2220***  0.1405** 0.0793
(0.0658) (0.0563) (0.0598)  (0.0513) (0.0563) (0.0542)  (0.0584)  (0.0546) (0.0492)
Fit statistics
Observations 399 399 399 399 399 399 399 399 399
R? 0.02096 0.03420 0.03816 0.01560 0.02746  0.01635 0.06112 0.05831 0.05026
Adjusted R? -0.00169 0.01186 0.01591  -0.00717 0.00496 -0.00640  0.03939 0.03653 0.02829

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 14: Expected Country Traits: Country Race Treatment (Asian/White) Inter-
acted with Ethnocentrism

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy Wealth U.S. Ally Low Crime Quality Civilization Christian
Model: (1) 2) 3) () (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Variables
Constant 0.4091*** 0.5010"**  0.5058***  0.5353*** (.3293***  0.5270**  0.4033***  0.4974**  0.5491***
(0.0471) (0.0451) (0.0497)  (0.0439) (0.0475)  (0.0443) (0.0407) (0.0410) (0.0439)
Asian Country 0.1371*** 0.0034 -0.0768**  -0.0447  0.0451  0.1091*** 0.0507 0.0222 -0.1996***
(0.0362) (0.0346) (0.0382)  (0.0337) (0.0365)  (0.0340) (0.0313) (0.0315) (0.0337)
Ethnocentrism 0.2920*** 0.0397 0.0225 0.0621 0.1001 0.0998 0.2429** 0.1286* 0.1467*
(0.0895) (0.0858) (0.0946)  (0.0835) (0.0904)  (0.0843) (0.0775) (0.0779) (0.0835)
Party Identification 0.0174 0.0308 -0.0228 -0.0401  -0.0447 -0.0265 -0.0117 -0.0011 0.0143
(0.0335) (0.0321) (0.0354)  (0.0312) (0.0339)  (0.0316) (0.0290) (0.0292) (0.0313)
Education -0.0130 0.0561 0.0291 0.0232 0.0035 0.0109 0.0431 0.0343 0.0590*
(0.0380) (0.0364) (0.0402)  (0.0354) (0.0384)  (0.0358) (0.0329) (0.0331) (0.0355)
Income 0.0426 0.0352 0.0230 0.0101 0.0427 0.0444 -0.0202 0.0113 -0.0800*
(0.0448) (0.0430) (0.0474)  (0.0418) (0.0453)  (0.0422) (0.0388) (0.0390) (0.0418)
Ideology -0.0087 0.0605* 0.0682*  0.0743**  0.0524 0.0073 0.0664** 0.0735** 0.0200
(0.0369) (0.0354) (0.0391)  (0.0345) (0.0373)  (0.0348) (0.0320) (0.0322) (0.0345)
Self Monitor -0.1288** 0.0453 0.0713 0.0182 0.0197  -0.1455*** 0.0233 0.0024 0.0346
(0.0576) (0.0552) (0.0609)  (0.0537) (0.0582)  (0.0543) (0.0499) (0.0502) (0.0538)
Male -0.0121 -0.0175 0.0136 -0.0168  -0.0070 -0.0086 -0.0042 -0.0106 -0.0172
(0.0200) (0.0192) (0.0212)  (0.0187) (0.0202)  (0.0189) (0.0173) (0.0174) (0.0187)
Gender: Other -0.0444 0.0449 0.0478 -0.0109  -0.0562 0.0513 -0.0059 0.0135 0.0551
(0.0627) (0.0601) (0.0663)  (0.0584) (0.0633)  (0.0590) (0.0542) (0.0546) (0.0585)
Age -0.0294 0.0078 0.0272 -0.0728  0.1018** -0.0533 0.0439 0.0191 -0.0326
(0.0509) (0.0487) (0.0537)  (0.0474) (0.0514)  (0.0479) (0.0440) (0.0443) (0.0475)
Asian Country xEthnocentrism -0.4795*** -0.1928* -0.0409 -0.0956  -0.0336  -0.3080*** -0.2685"**  -0.2441** -0.0142
(0.1129) (0.1082) (0.1193)  (0.1053)  (0.1140)  (0.1063) (0.0977) (0.0983) (0.1054)
Fit statistics
Observations 448 448 448 448 448 448 448 448 448
R? 0.05412 0.08980 0.06160 0.05593  0.03575 0.04879 0.04289 0.06126 0.24430
Adjusted R? 0.03026 0.06684 0.03793 0.03211  0.01142 0.02479 0.01874 0.03758 0.22523

IID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 15: Expected Country Traits
acted with Ethnocentrism

: Country Race Treatment (Black/White) Inter-

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy Wealth U.S. Ally Low Crime Quality Civilization Christian
Model: 1) 2 ®3) (4) (5) (6) (M) 8) 9)
Variables
Constant 0.3869*** 0.5777*  0.5194**  0.5558™** 0.3575***  0.4540***  0.4064™**  0.5152***  0.5110***
(0.0453) (0.0429) (0.0493) (0.0423)  (0.0428)  (0.0428)  (0.0407) (0.0403) (0.0404)
Black Country 0.1066*** -0.1322%*  -0.0744*  -0.1570***  0.0250 -0.0318 0.0457 -0.0617*  -0.0746™*
(0.0363) (0.0343) (0.0394) (0.0338)  (0.0342)  (0.0343)  (0.0326) (0.0323) (0.0323)
Ethnocentrism 0.2948*** -0.0042 0.0417 0.0425 0.1022 0.1583*  0.2357*** 0.1026 0.1248
(0.0890) (0.0842) (0.0968) (0.0830)  (0.0840)  (0.0841)  (0.0799) (0.0793) (0.0794)
Party Identification 0.0092 0.0454 0.0053 -0.0496  -0.0739** 0.0047 0.0418 0.0433 0.0204
(0.0356) (0.0337) (0.0387) (0.0332)  (0.0336)  (0.0336)  (0.0320) (0.0317) (0.0317)
Education -0.0155 -0.0189 0.0527 -0.0498 0.0107 -0.0103 0.0722** -0.0332 0.0783**
(0.0384) (0.0363) (0.0417) (0.0358)  (0.0362)  (0.0363)  (0.0345) (0.0342) (0.0342)
Income 0.0319 0.0212 0.0520 0.0440 -0.0253 -0.0005 -0.0678 0.0136 -0.0168
(0.0459) (0.0435) (0.0500) (0.0428)  (0.0433)  (0.0434)  (0.0412) (0.0409) (0.0409)
Ideology 0.0068 -0.0103 0.0502 0.0718*  0.0748** 0.0532 0.0030 0.0094 0.0122
(0.0400) (0.0378) (0.0435) (0.0373)  (0.0377)  (0.0378)  (0.0359) (0.0356) (0.0356)
Self Monitor -0.0556 0.0292 0.0552 0.0721 0.0315 -0.0672 0.0847 0.0973* 0.0433
(0.0602) (0.0570) (0.0655) (0.0562)  (0.0568)  (0.0569)  (0.0541) (0.0536) (0.0537)
Male 0.0030 0.0050 -0.0169 -0.0147  -0.0110 0.0064 -0.0135 -0.0111 -0.0106
(0.0204) (0.0194) (0.0222) (0.0191)  (0.0193)  (0.0193)  (0.0184) (0.0182) (0.0182)
Gender: Other -0.0173 0.0878 0.0041 0.0063 -0.0379 0.0502 -0.0262 0.0283 0.0108
(0.0626) (0.0593) (0.0682) (0.0584)  (0.0591)  (0.0592)  (0.0563) (0.0558) (0.0558)
Age -0.0372 -0.0101 -0.0381 -0.0828*  0.0959** 0.0249 0.0441 0.0372 -0.0239
(0.0493) (0.0467) (0.0537) (0.0460)  (0.0466)  (0.0466)  (0.0443) (0.0439) (0.0440)
Black Country xEthnocentrism -0.5598*** -0.1764 -0.1763 -0.1590 0.0604  -0.3184*** -0.4839**  -0.3175"* -0.2757***
(0.1133) (0.1072) (0.1233) (0.1057)  (0.1070)  (0.1071)  (0.1017) (0.1009) (0.1010)
Fit statistics
Observations 435 435 435 435 435 435 435 435 435
R? 0.06721 0.20836 0.10357 0.23662  0.05408 0.11619 0.13502 0.18657 0.18496
Adjusted R? 0.04295 0.18777 0.08026 0.21677  0.02948 0.09321 0.11253 0.16542 0.16377

11D standard-errors in parentheses

Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 16: Expected Country Traits: Country Race Treatment (Black/White) Inter-
acted with Ethnocentrism Traits Specified

Dependent Variables: Low Corruption Developed Democracy Wealth U.S. Ally Low Crime Quality Civilization Christian
Model: (1) () (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Variables
Constant 0.5545*** 0.4123***  0.6434**  0.2908*** 0.2828"**  0.5236***  0.3292***  (0.3136™*  0.7504***
(0.0592) (0.0508) (0.0529)  (0.0462) (0.0506)  (0.0525) (0.0487) (0.0440)  (0.0487)
Black Country 0.0657 -0.0255 0.0563 -0.0068  0.0526 0.0029 0.0990** 0.0570 0.0272
(0.0491) (0.0421) (0.0439)  (0.0384) (0.0420)  (0.0436) (0.0404) (0.0365)  (0.0404)
Ethnocentrism 0.0462 0.0460 -0.0663 0.1023 0.1199 0.1459 0.0740 0.1491* -0.0707
(0.1168) (0.1002) (0.1044)  (0.0913) (0.0999)  (0.1038) (0.0962) (0.0868)  (0.0962)
Party Identification -0.0068 -0.0434 -0.0144 -0.0155  -0.0041 0.0242 0.0034 0.0196 -0.0308
(0.0501) (0.0430) (0.0448)  (0.0391) (0.0429)  (0.0445) (0.0412) (0.0372)  (0.0413)
Education -0.0326 0.0645 0.0375 0.0370 0.0099 -0.0232 0.1036** 0.0409 -0.0168
(0.0493) (0.0423) (0.0440)  (0.0385) (0.0422)  (0.0438) (0.0406) (0.0366)  (0.0406)
Income 0.0583 -0.0155 0.0091 -0.0167  0.0643 0.0250 0.0223 0.0295 0.0521
(0.0616) (0.0529) (0.0551)  (0.0482) (0.0527)  (0.0548) (0.0507) (0.0458)  (0.0508)
Ideology 0.0176 0.0597 0.0047 0.0200 0.0253 -0.0228 0.0198 0.0585 0.0241
(0.0542) (0.0465) (0.0484)  (0.0423) (0.0464)  (0.0481) (0.0446) (0.0403)  (0.0446)
Self Monitor -0.0500 -0.1148* -0.0184 -0.0572  -0.0428 -0.0035 -0.0367 -0.0954* -0.0809
(0.0773) (0.0663) (0.0691)  (0.0604) (0.0661)  (0.0686) (0.0636) (0.0574)  (0.0636)
Male 0.0106 0.0094 0.0447* 0.0041  -0.0173 -0.0202 0.0400* -0.0019 0.0396*
(0.0273) (0.0235) (0.0244)  (0.0214) (0.0234)  (0.0243) (0.0225) (0.0203)  (0.0225)
Gender: Other 0.1399 -0.0245 0.1670 -0.0755  0.0469 0.2467** 0.1804* 0.1439 -0.0945
(0.1217) (0.1044) (0.1088)  (0.0951) (0.1041)  (0.1081) (0.1002) (0.0904)  (0.1002)
Age 0.1640** -0.0367 0.1538***  -0.0798  0.0482  0.2203***  0.1441*** 0.0799 -0.0050
(0.0658) (0.0564) (0.0588)  (0.0514) (0.0563)  (0.0584) (0.0541) (0.0489)  (0.0542)
Black Country xEthnocentrism -0.2496 -0.1321 -0.3429**  -0.0964  0.0244 -0.1816  -0.3375***  -0.3160***  -0.0847
(0.1555) (0.1335)  (0.1391)  (0.1216) (0.1331)  (0.1382)  (0.1280)  (0.1156)  (0.1281)
Fit statistics
Observations 399 399 399 399 399 399 399 399 399
R? 0.02986 0.03688 0.07766 0.01879  0.03594 0.06643 0.07987 0.06840 0.02432
Adjusted R? 0.00229 0.00950 0.05144  -0.00910  0.00854 0.03989 0.05372 0.04192  -0.00342

IID standard-errors in parentheses

Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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2.5 Binned Moderator Diagnostics for Linearity and Sup-

port

Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Black — White
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Figure 15: Ethnocentrism White and Black Differences by Binned Moderator
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Predicted Asian — White Difference
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Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Asian = White
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Ethnocentrism and Perceived Country Traits: Black = White (Specified Traits)
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Figure 17: Ethnocentrism White and Black with Specified Traits Differences by
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2.6 Country Race and Trait Specification Interaction

Table 17: Interaction Between Country Race and Constant Traits

Dependent Variable

Corrupt Developed Democracy —Wealth Ally Crime Quality Civ Christian
(1) 2) ®3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9)
Independent Variables
Constant 0.3847**  0.3628***  0.6394™**  0.2659*** 0.3502*** 0.4550*** 0.4099*** 0.3465"** 0.7336***
(0.0370)  (0.0327) (0.0359)  (0.0314)  (0.0322)  (0.0336) (0.0315) (0.0295) (0.0317)
White Country 0.1904***  0.2362*** -0.0860*** 0.2927***  0.0103  0.0754™* 0.0380* 0.1833*** -0.1602***
(0.0243)  (0.0215) (0.0236)  (0.0206)  (0.0211)  (0.0221) (0.0206) (0.0193)  (0.0208)
Constant Traits 0.2282***  0.0583***  -0.1990*** 0.0973***  0.0434**  0.1842*** -0.0470** 0.0380** -0.3130***
(0.0238)  (0.0210) (0.0230)  (0.0201)  (0.0206)  (0.0216) (0.0202) (0.0189)  (0.0204)
White Country x Constant Traits -0.4069*** -0.2300*** 0.3167*** -0.3514*** -0.0976*** -0.2995"**  0.0064 -0.1936*** 0.4516***
(0.0332)  (0.0294) (0.0322)  (0.0282)  (0.0289)  (0.0302) (0.0282) (0.0265)  (0.0284)
Model Fit
Observations 823 824 823 824 825 823 824 825 823
R? 0.166 0.158 0.159 0.240 0.044 0.159 0.057 0.145 0.291
Adjusted R? 0.154 0.146 0.146 0.228 0.030 0.147 0.043 0.133 0.280

IID standard errors in parentheses
**p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10
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2.7 The Results of Trait Specification and Foreign Aid Sup-

port

Table 18: Specified Traits: Country Race Interaction with Ethnocentrism

Dependent Variable: Aid Support
Model: (1)
Variables
Constant 0.2245%**
(0.0654)
Black Country 0.0873*
(0.0517)
Ethnocentrism 0.0967
(0.1236)
Black Country x Ethnocentrism  -0.2958*
(0.1639)
Fit statistics
Observations 399
R? 0.22238
Adjusted R? 0.19612
Controls Yes

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table 19: No Specified Traits: Country Race Interaction with Ethnocentrism

Dependent Variable: Aid Support
Model: (1)
Variables
Constant 0.0844
(0.0562)
Black Country 0.2022***
(0.0428)
Ethnocentrism 0.2810***
(0.1068)
Black Country x Ethnocentrism -0.5146***
(0.1337)
Fit statistics
Observations 435
R? 0.34066
Adjusted R? 0.32030
Controls Yes

1ID standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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