
APPENDIX D

Methodological Materials for Chapter 6

Data and Variable Coding

Operationalization of the Dependent Variables

All of the dependent variables we use in chapter 6 in the printed book were coded so that the high re-

sponse (for binary choices this is 1, for the ordinal choices this is 3 or 4, depending on the question) indicates

an affirmative choice and the low response indicates a negative choice. For example, on the Contracts ques-

tion, we coded the affirmative response (1) as the respondent favoring federal set-asides for minorities, while

the negative response (0) was reserved for respondents who did not favor set-asides. We begin by discussing

the racial policy questions, binary and ordinal, followed by the opinions about blacks questions.

Binary Racial Policy Questions

The first question in these set of analyses was Contracts. Here, respondents were asked the following

question: “(Many people/Many blacks) (believe/are demanding) that there should be a law to make sure that

a certain number of federal contracts go to black contractors. What do you think about such a law—is it

a good idea or a bad idea?” We coded three dummy variables to control for the different wordings of this

question. If a respondent had the “Many people believe” stem, we coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 =

0; if they had the “Many blacks believe” stem, we coded Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 0; if they had the

“Many people are demanding” stem, we coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 1; last, if they had the “Many

blacks are demanding” stem, we coded Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 1. We also include Dummy3, which

is the interaction between Dummy1 and Dummy2, to control for possible interactive effects of the question

wordings.

Next, we analyzed Taxes. Respondents were asked to give their opinion on: “(Some people have

said/Both the President and Congress, including both Democrats and Republicans, have decided) that taxes
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need to be raised to take care of pressing national needs. How do you feel—would you be willing to have

your taxes raised a little in order to improve (education in public schools/educational opportunities for mi-

norities)?” Again, we used three dummy variables to control for the different possible wordings of this

question. Respondents who were asked “Some people have said/education in public schools” were given a

coding of Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 0; if the respondent was asked “Some people have said/educational

opportunities for minorities”), we coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 1; respondents who were asked “Both

the President and Congress, including both Democrats and Republicans, have decided/education in public

schools” were scored Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 0; respondents who were asked “Both the President and

Congress, including both Democrats and Republicans, have decided/educational opportunities for minori-

ties” were scored Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 1. We again include an interaction between Dummy1 and

Dummy2 (which we give below in our tables of results as Dummy3), to control for possible interactive effects

in the question wordings.

The variable Housing, measuring binary opinions on open housing laws, actually had three different ver-

sions: one was neutrally worded, the second invoked the idea of property rights, and the third led respondents

to think about open housing in the context of the role of government. The three wordings were:

1. (Neutral, Dummy1 = 0, Dummy2 = 0): Suppose there were a community-wide vote on a general housing

issue and that there were two possible laws to vote on. One law says that homeowners can decide for

themselves who to sell their houses to, even if they prefernot to sell to blacks. The other law says that

homeowners cannot refuse to sell to someone because of their race or color. Which law would you vote

for?

2. (Property rights, Dummy1 = 1, Dummy2 = 0): Some people believe that homeowners should be free to

decide for themselves who to sell their house to, even if they prefer not to sell it to blacks. For example,

some people might say it isn’t that they don’t want to sell to blacks; it’s just that they don’t want to

be told what to do with their own property. In other words, they feel that because it’s their property,

they should have the right to sell to anyone they want to. How do you feel about this? Do you think

homeowners should be able to decide for themselves who to sell their houses to, even if they prefer not

to sell to blacks, or do you think homeowners should not be allowed to refuse to sell to someone because

of their race or color?

3. (Role of government, Dummy1 = 0, Dummy2 = 1): Some people believe that the government should
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make an active effort to see that blacks can live anywhere they choose, including white neighborhoods.

Others believe that this is not the government’s business and it should stay out of this. How do you feel?

(Is this an area the government should stay out of or should the government make an active effort to see

that blacks can live anywhere they can afford to—including white neighborhoods?)

Both the property rights and role of government frames introduce a rationale for opposing rights of equal

access to housing for blacks. The property rights frame invokes one of the traditional values embedded in

the modern racism concept and so advocates of this concept might expect the sign on the coefficient to be

negative and sizable. (It is.) We do not see the same relationship to the role of government frame, although it

introduces government intrusion, and a potential reactance effect. The dummy term for the role of government

is also negative and sizable. (The coefficient on the role of government dummy is larger than the equivalent

for property rights, although the two are statistically indistinguishable).

Next, we have a binary indicator for opinions on preferences for black university admissions (Universi-

ties). This question had two different formats:

1. (Preference, Dummy1 = 0): Some people say that because of past discrimination, qualified blacks should

be given preference in university admissions. Others say that this is wrong because it discriminates

against whites. How do you feel—are you in favor of or opposed to giving qualified blacks preference in

admission to colleges and universities?

2. (Extra effort, Dummy1 = 1): Some people say that because of past discrimination, an extra effort should

be made to make sure that qualified blacks are considered for university admission. Others say that this

extra effort is wrong because it discriminates against whites. How do you feel—are you in favor of or

opposed to making an extra effort to make sure qualified blacks are considered for admission to colleges

and universities?

The preference frame reflects a stronger policy than simply making an extra effort. Hence, we expected the

sign on Dummy1 to be positive, and it was both positive and statistically significant.

The last two binary racial policy dependent variables involve questions about the provision of jobs. Job

Quotas was asked with three slightly different versions: “(Blank/There are some large companies where

blacks are underrepresented/There are some large companies with employment policies that discriminate

against blacks.) Do you think (that/these) large companies should be required to give a certain number of
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jobs to blacks, or should the government stay out of this?” We included two variables in our model to control

for the different wordings: respondents who received no stem (Blank) were coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2

= 0; those who received the “blacks underrepresented” stem were coded Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 0; those

who got the “companies discriminate” stem were coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 1.

The second question relating to jobs for blacks we called Jobs. This question had two slightly different

versions: “Some people feel that the government in Washington should (increase spending for programs to

help blacks get more jobs/do more to make sure that blacks are not discriminated against in getting jobs).

Others feel that blacks should take care of their own problems. How do you feel?” We used one variable

to control for these different versions; if a respondent was asked the “increase spending” stem, we coded

Dummy1 = 1, while if they received the “do more” stem, we coded Dummy1 = 0.

Ordinal Racial Policy Questions

Our analysis of the ordinal racial policy questions begins with a question about anti-discrimination laws

which we call Discrimination. This question had three different versions, where respondents were asked if

they strongly favored, somewhat favored, somewhat opposed, or strongly opposed the following statement:

“How about laws protecting people—many of whom are (blacks/Asian Americans/women) from discrimina-

tion in hiring and promotion?” We created two variables to control for the different versions of this question.

If a respondent received the frame blacks, we coded these two variables Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2 = 0; if

they received the frame Asian Americans, we coded these two variables Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 1; if

they received the frame women we coded these variables Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 0.

Next, we used two different questions to probe respondent preferences regarding open housing laws. The

first of these dependent variables is Housing, which is based on a simple question: “How do you feel about

blacks buying houses in white suburbs?” Respondents were asked the extent to which they agreed (strongly,

somewhat) or opposed (strongly, somewhat) with that question. The second version of this question we

called White Suburbs, which involved a more complicated multi-version wording of a similar question. This

question also asked the extent of a respondent’s support for or opposition to “(programs set up by religious and

business groups that/government subsidizing housing to/the goverment putting its weight behind programs

to) encourage blacks to buy homes in white suburbs.” Here we used two variables to control for the question

wording. If the respondents were given the first stem, we coded the two variables Dummy1 = 1 and Dummy2

= 0; if they got the second stem, these two variables were coded Dummy1 = 0 and Dummy2 = 1; if they
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received the third stem, both variables were coded zero.

The last two questions in this series did not involve any question-wording experiments; both of these

questions attempted to assess respondents’ opinions about the extent of federal government involvement in

private life to combat racial discrimination. The first question we called Interference, and respondents were

asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the statement “The government in Washington tries to do

too many things that should be left up to individuals and private businesses.” The second question we called

Overboard, and again respondents were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the statement “This

country sometimes goes overboard in its efforts to fight racism these days.”

Opinions about Blacks

Respondents to the mailback survey were asked to say whether each of the following statements is

definitely or probably true or false.

� Students: The average black child in American does as well in school as the average white child.

� Knives: Poor black children are more likely to carry knives and other dangerous weapons to school than

poor white children are.

� Advantage: When they have the chance to improve their economic position, most blacks make good use

of such opportunities.

� Employers: Nowadays, when the average employer must decide between two equally qualified appli-

cants, he is more likely to choose the black rather than the white applicant.

� Fair trial: In most American courts, a white person has a better chance to get a fair trial than a black

person does.

� Racist: White people are more likely to be racists than blacks are.

Specification of the Variance Function

The specification of the variance function reflects our desire to test two competing explanations for

differences across Americans in the variation of their racial policy beliefs. As we argued above, variation in

policy beliefs may reflect fundamental uncertainty about the policy choice under discussion. In other words,

people may simply lack information about the policy choices and what they might imply, and that uncertainty

will be reflected in the variance function of the heteroskedastic probit model (Alvarez and Franklin 1994;
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Franklin 1991).

To control for the effect of uncertainty, we include in the specification of the variance function a variable

which measures what we call chronic information. This is a simple political information measure, based

on the earlier measures advocated by Zaller (1992). We use an additive scale which measures whether the

respondent correctly knew the number of Supreme Court members and the maximum number of presidential

terms. This variable is coded to range from 0 to 1, where 1 indicates correct answers to both factual political

information questions. We expect the estimated coefficient to be negative, which implies that with increased

political information the amount of variance in policy choices diminishes.

The 1991 survey data also include three factual items which are race-related: the percentage of poor who

are black, the percent arrested who are black, and the percentage of black males who are unemployed. We

used responses to these three questions to develop a domain-specific racial information measure. Although the

mechanics of the difference are far from clear, chronic information measures regularly outperform domain-

specific information measures (Zaller 1992).

The rival explanation for variability in attitudes toward racial policy is ambivalence induced by core

beliefs underlying racial attitudes. We set two criteria in order to identify ambivalence. The first is that

additional information should not reduce, and may in fact heighten, the response variability. The second

criterion is that response variability should increase as core beliefs and values conflict. Prior research instructs

us to attend to one particular source of conflict, between egalitarianism and individualism. To the extent that

racial policies achieve egalitarianism by rejecting individualism, we should expect to see greater response

variability among individuals who prize both egalitarianism and individualism.

To test for the core belief conflict, we include the absolute values of the differences of levels of egali-

tarianism and individualism.1 To get an intuition for what this operationalization means, recall that each of

these core value scales is coded so that the minimum score is 0 and the maximum is 1. Thus, when we use

the absolute value of the differences, when a respondent’s level of egalitarianism and individualism are in

conflict (i.e., both are highly prized values), then we get a measure of zero. When the respondent’s level of

egalitarianism differs from the level of individualism then the values are not in conflict, and we get a positive

value for the conflict term. In this particular case, we expect that if the conflict of the two values structures

response variability, then this can only occur when both values are in agreement. Hence, if ambivalence is

the appropriate characterization, we expect the coefficient on this measure to be negative and significant.

A second way in which these scales might influence variability in racial attitudes is via a kind of measure-
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ment effect. Sniderman and colleagues (Sniderman and Piazza 1993; Sniderman and Hagen 1985; Sniderman

and Tetlock 1986) have argued that researchers should not hold that opposition to racial policy is an indication

of racism, since opposition to racial policy might be grounded in non-racial objections. This is tantamount to

holding that racists are relatively fixed in their opposition to racial policy, but that non-racists might be quite

variable in attitudes about racial policy. We estimate a second set of heteroskedastic probit models which in-

clude the two primary racial core values, modern racism and antiblack stereotyping, in the variance function.

Our expectation is that people who are more racist on these scales will have lower variance, hence that the

sign of the direct effects of modern racism and antiblack stereotyping should be negative.2
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Notes

1:It is conceivable that conflict among the other scales might also lead to greater response variability. An

earlier version of this paper, in fact, included all possible combinations of scales in a similar test. None of

the results summarized in the tables vary significantly with the results of the fully saturated test. We prefer

the simpler test of conflict between egalitarianism and individualism as it is one based upon the standing

literature. We can think of no similarly motivated reason to expect conflict among any other pair of values.

2:We also include ideology in the variance function, in order to control for a similar effect such that

liberals may be more variable in their opinions about racial policy than conservatives. As the reader will

note below, this effect did not materialize. We explored another variation of this model wherein we scaled

ideological self-placement to reflect extremism (i.e., extreme liberals and extreme conservatives score at the

maximum, moderates at the minimum), and there was again no effect of ideology on variance.
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Heteroskedastic probit results

TABLE D.1. Attitudes about Racial Policy: Binary Probit Models
Linear Variance Specification

Independent
Variables Contracts Taxes Housing Universities Job Quotas Jobs
Choice Model
Constant 0:98�� 1:2�� 1:6�� 1:6�� 0:92�� 3:8��

0:49 0:46 0:63 0:68 0:39 1:1
Dummy1 �0:07 �0:16�� �0:51�� 1:6�� �0:06 �0:07

0:09 0:09 0:20 0:50 0:07 0:10
Dummy2 0:07 �0:41�� �0:44�� 0:43��

0:08 0:16 0:18 0:15
Dummy3 �0:09 0:14

0:12 0:11
Modern racism �1:3�� �0:90�� �0:83�� �2:7�� �1:1�� �2:5��

0:59 0:33 0:34 0:88 0:41 0:73
Individualism �0:66�� 0:09 0:07 �0:86�� �0:22 �1:3��

0:34 0:19 0:20 0:49 0:19 0:52
Antiblack �0:27 �0:003 �0:16 0:05 �0:27 �0:39

0:25 0:16 0:19 0:35 0:24 0:31
Authoritarianism 0:12 0:31� �0:50�� �0:02 �0:16 0:58�

0:20 0:20 0:26 0:40 0:19 0:36
Anti-Semitism 0:64�� �0:28� �0:32�� 0:30 �0:14 �0:72��

0:31 0:18 0:19 0:33 0:15 0:34
Egalitarianism �0:68�� �0:58� �0:34�� �0:95�� �0:72�� �1:8��

0:32 0:25 0:21 0:43 0:28 0:57
Ideology �0:02 �0:05�� �0:03� �0:05� �0:006 �0:09��

0:02 0:02 0:02 0:04 0:02 0:04
Financial status �0:02 �0:06�� �0:07� �0:12� �0:05 �0:23��

0:05 0:03 0:04 0:08 0:05 0:09
Variance Model
Race information �0:19 �0:08 0:38 0:31 0:09 �0:08

0:25 0:26 0:33 0:24 0:22 0:27
Chronic information �0:60�� �0:58�� �0:82�� �0:16 �0:57�� �0:33�

0:24 0:26 0:28 0:21 0:21 0:23
Modern racism �0:31 �0:81�� 0:21 0:65�� �0:03 �0:19

0:40 0:34 0:31 0:29 0:37 0:28
Antiblack 1:02�� 0:91�� 0:54� 0:33 0:02 0:75��

0:51 0:38 0:41 0:34 0:43 0:32
Ideological strength �0:15�� �0:03 0:05 �0:10� �0:10� �0:02

0:08 0:08 0:09 0:07 0:07 0:08
Financial status 0:02 0:01 �0:18�� 0:04 0:05 0:13��

0:10 0:09 0:09 0:07 0:09 0:08

Sample size 1353 1362 1360 1360 1359 1249
Model χ2 229:7�� 205:4�� 201:9�� 374:5�� 259:5�� 326:3��
Heterogeneity test 20:2�� 14:8�� 13:5�� 14:0�� �13:44�� 12:25
Percentage correct 71:2% 68:1% 65:9% 72:5% 73:0% 70:6%
Note: Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests;
** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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TABLE D.2. Attitudes about Racial Policy: Binary Probit Models
Interactive Variance Specification

Independent
Variables Contracts Taxes Housing Universities Job Quotas Jobs
Choice Model
Constant 0:54�� 0:74�� 0:87�� 0:67�� 0:99�� 2:8��

0:23 0:27 0:31 0:28 0:36 0:73
Dummy1 �0:06 �0:09�� �0:29�� 0:78�� �0:06 �0:06

0:05 0:05 0:10 0:20 0:08 0:09
Dummy2 0:05 �0:26�� �0:26�� 0:46��

0:05 0:09 0:09 0:14
Dummy3 �0:05 0:08

0:07 0:07
Modern racism �0:79�� �0:51�� �0:46�� �1:3�� �1:1�� �1:7��

0:27 0:18 0:16 0:34 0:35 0:44
Individualism �0:41�� 0:17� 0:07 �0:31� �0:21 �0:87��

0:17 0:12 0:11 0:21 0:21 0:36
Antiblack 0:00 �0:05 �0:08 0:04 �0:29� �0:49��

0:11 0:11 0:11 0:18 0:19 0:25
Authoritarianism 0:04 0:20� �0:31�� 0:02 �0:17 0:41�

0:12 0:13 0:15 0:20 0:21 0:27
Anti-Semitism 0:40�� �0:26�� �0:19�� 0:19 �0:16 �0:50��

0:16 0:13 0:11 0:16 0:16 0:23
Egalitarianism �0:29�� �0:51�� �0:15� �0:40�� �0:84�� �1:3��

0:18 0:18 0:11 0:18 0:35 0:36
Ideology �0:02� �0:03�� �0:02� �0:03�� �0:00 �0:07��

0:01 0:01 0:01 0:02 0:02 0:03
Financial status �0:01 �0:04�� �0:03� �0:05� �0:06 �0:17��

0:03 0:02 0:02 0:04 0:05 0:06
Variance Model
Race information �0:19 0:09 0:48� 0:31� 0:07 �0:06

0:25 0:28 0:33 0:24 0:22 0:27
Chronic information �0:68�� �0:61�� �0:84�� �0:17 �0:58�� �0:40��

0:23 0:25 0:28 0:22 0:21 0:22
1� j EG� IN j �0:31 �0:93�� �0:29 �0:50�� 0:17 �0:15

0:35 0:33 0:33 0:27 0:30 0:25
Ideological strength �0:14�� �0:06 0:02 �0:07 �0:10� �0:00

0:08 0:09 0:09 0:06 0:07 0:08
Financial status 0:005 0:05 �0:19�� 0:02 0:05 0:14��

0:10 0:09 0:08 0:07 0:08 0:07

Sample size 1353 1362 1360 1360 1359 1249
Model χ2 226:3�� 204:5�� 199:6�� 369:7�� 259:5�� 321:9��
Heterogeneity test 16:8�� 13:9�� 11:2 9:1 13:8�� 7:8
Percentage correct 71:6% 67:5% 65:6% 71:3% 73:3% 70:9%
Note: Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests;
** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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TABLE D.3. Attitudes about Racial Policy: Ordinal Probit Models
Linear Variance Specification

Independent
Variables Discrimination Housing White Suburbs Interference Overboard
Choice Model
Constant 2:5�� 3:6�� 2:7�� 3:6�� 4:3��

0:49 0:52 0:51 0:59 0:57
Dummy1 �0:37�� 0:42��

0:09 0:11
Dummy2 �0:47�� �0:03

0:11 0:10
Modern racism �0:89�� �0:55�� �1:7�� �1:4�� �2:0��

0:20 0:13 0:33 0:28 0:28
Individualism 0:31� 0:17 0:04 �1:3�� �0:48��

0:21 0:16 0:28 0:36 0:24
Antiblack �0:32�� �0:60�� 0:20 0:30 �0:86��

0:19 0:15 0:25 0:25 0:21
Authoritarianism 0:30� �0:30�� 0:20 �0:28 �0:49��

0:20 0:18 0:25 0:28 0:23
Anti-Semitism �0:47�� �0:84�� �0:37� �0:65�� �0:54��

0:19 0:19 0:23 0:25 0:18
Egalitarianism �0:76�� �0:11 �1:4�� �0:62�� �0:57��

0:20 0:12 0:30 0:21 0:18
Ideology �0:07�� �0:04�� �0:06�� �0:09�� �0:06��

0:02 0:01 0:03 0:03 0:02
Financial status �0:06�� �0:09�� �0:13�� �0:10�� �0:09��

0:03 0:03 0:05 0:05 0:04
Variance Model
Race information �0:15 0:17� 0:11 �0:07 �0:04

�0:13 0:13 0:11 0:10 0:11
Chronic information �0:17�� �0:25�� 0:03 �0:12 �0:30��

0:10 0:10 0:10 0:10 0:09
Modern racism 0:09 �0:18 0:27�� �0:02 0:01

0:15 0:15 0:14 0:13 0:10
Antiblack 0:13 0:04 �0:11 0:28�� 0:25��

0:21 0:17 0:17 0:15 0:14
Ideological strength 0:02 �0:05� 0:07�� 0:06�� 0:03

0:04 0:03 0:04 0:03 0:03
Financial status �0:08�� �0:05� �0:03 0:09�� 0:05��

0:04 0:04 0:03 0:03 0:03
µ1 0:51�� 0:58�� 0:94�� 1:6�� 1:3��

0:10 0:11 0:17 0:23 0:16
µ2 1:4�� 1:6�� 2:4�� 3:2�� 2:6��

0:26 0:26 0:40 0:44 0:31
Sample size 1360 1354 1208 1361 1363
Model χ2 233:2�� 230:7�� 264:0�� 193:5�� 426:8��
Heterogeneity test 9:1 4:7 10:4 17:1�� 18:3
Percentage correct 51:7% 44:4% 43:0% 47:5% 44:9%
Note: Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical significance,
one-tailed tests; ** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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TABLE D.4. Attitudes about Racial Policy: Ordinal Probit Models
Interactive Variance Specification

Independent
Variables Discrimination Housing White Suburbs Interference Overboard
Choice Model
Constant 2:2�� 3:6�� 2:1�� 2:9�� 3:6��

0:34 0:50 0:35 0:41 0:40
Dummy1 �0:32�� 0:37��

0:07 0:09
Dummy2 �0:40�� �0:03

0:08 0:08
Modern racism �0:79�� �0:61�� �1:5�� �1:1�� �1:7��

0:15 0:14 0:22 0:21 0:20
Individualism 0:30�� 0:16 0:12 �1:0�� �0:37��

0:18 0:19 0:22 0:28 0:19
Antiblack �0:32�� �0:66�� 0:16 0:30� �0:74��

0:16 0:16 0:20 0:21 0:18
Authoritarianism 0:26� �0:38�� 0:17 �0:22 �0:41��

0:17 0:21 0:21 0:24 0:20
Anti-Semitism �0:39�� �1:0�� �0:28� �0:51�� �0:44��

0:15 0:18 0:18 0:20 0:15
Egalitarianism �0:67�� �0:09 �1:1�� �0:47�� �0:46��

0:14 0:14 0:21 0:18 0:15
Ideology �0:06�� �0:05�� �0:05�� �0:07�� �0:05��

0:02 0:02 0:02 0:02 0:02
Financial status �0:05�� �0:11�� �0:11�� �0:09�� �0:08��

0:03 0:03 0:04 0:04 0:03
Variance Model
Race information �0:16 0:17� 0:14� �0:09 �0:05

0:13 0:12 0:11 0:10 0:11
Chronic information �0:17�� �0:26�� 0:03 �0:15� �0:31��

0:10 0:10 0:10 0:10 0:08
1� j EG� IN j �0:07 0:21�� �0:23�� �0:09 �0:09

0:12 0:11 0:12 0:11 0:10
Ideological strength 0:02 �0:06�� 0:07�� 0:06�� 0:03

0:04 0:03 0:04 0:03 0:03
Financial status �0:07�� �0:05� �0:04� 0:09�� 0:05��

0:04 0:03 0:03 0:03 0:03
µ1 0:43�� 0:68�� 0:76�� 1:3�� 1:1��

0:06 0:10 0:10 0:03 0:11
µ2 1:2�� 1:9�� 2:0�� 2:6�� 2:2��

0:15 0:22 0:24 0:30 0:20
Sample size 1360 1354 1208 1361 1363
Model χ2 233:5�� 232:0�� 263:7�� 190:9�� 424:4��
Heterogeneity test 8:3 16:4�� 10:1 14:4�� 16:0
Percentage correct 51:4% 57:1% 43:0% 47:6% 45:2%
Note: Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical significance,
one-tailed tests; ** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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TABLE D.5. Attitudes about Blacks: Ordinal Probit Models

Linear Variance Specification
Independent
Variables Students Knives Advantage Employers Fair Trial Racist
Choice Model
Constant 0:51�� 2:8�� 3:5�� 2:7�� 3:6�� 0:97��

0:30 0:57 0:73 0:55 0:70 0:27
Modern racism �0:04 �0:53�� �0:85�� �1:2�� �1:1�� �0:62��

0:20 0:22 0:25 0:30 0:30 0:18
Individualism 0:13 0:39 �0:03 �0:23 �0:42 �0:31�

0:32 0:30 0:30 0:33 0:34 0:22
Antiblack �0:58�� �1:5�� �1:4�� 0:16 0:07 �0:30��

0:29 0:32 0:35 0:26 0:31 0:18
Authoritarianism 0:94�� 0:62�� 0:67�� �0:21 �0:93�� 0:24�

0:33 0:29 0:32 0:30 0:39 0:19
Anti-Semitism 0:12 �1:0�� �0:46�� 0:22 0:08 0:48��

0:25 0:30 0:25 0:24 0:28 0:15
Egalitarianism �0:64�� 0:29 �0:42�� �0:24 0:03 �0:04

0:27 0:23 0:22 0:25 0:27 0:15
Ideology 0:05� �0:03� �0:03 �0:02 �0:08 �0:02

0:03 0:02 0:03 0:03 0:03 0:02
Financial status 0:14�� �0:07� �0:00 �0:04 �0:01 �0:03

0:06 0:05 0:05 0:05 0:06 0:03
Variance Model
Race information 0:13 �0:23�� 0:02 �0:18� 0:04 0:04

0:13 0:13 0:14 0:14 0:13 0:14
Chronic information 0:01 �0:11 �0:34�� �0:22�� �0:15 �0:18�

0:11 0:11 0:13 0:11 0:12 0:13
Modern racism 0:01 0:18 �0:03 0:20� 0:34�� �0:22�

0:13 0:15 0:16 0:15 0:16 0:16
Antiblack 0:13 0:19 0:22 0:04 0:13 �0:02

0:04 0:17 0:20 0:17 0:20 0:20
Ideological strength �0:01 �0:05 0:09�� 0:09 0:03 �0:00

0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04
Financial status 0:01 �0:03 �0:03 �0:00 0:00 �0:04

0:03 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04
µ1 1:8�� 1:7�� 1:8�� 1:4�� 1:6�� 0:87��

0:31 0:31 0:39 0:24 0:28 0:17
µ2 3:3�� 3:3�� 3:8�� 3:4�� 3:5�� 1:7��

0:58 0:56 0:73 0:56 0:58 0:32

Sample size 814 813 815 813 816 814
Model χ2 40:3�� 117:1�� 116:7�� 64:9�� 87:2�� 51:5
Heterogeneity test 2:0 11:5 15:5�� 14:5�� 10:3 5:0
Percentage correct 51:6% 52:6% 61:8% 52:8% 45:6% 43:6%
Note: Data from mail-back survey. Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical
significance, one-tailed tests; ** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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TABLE D.6. Attitudes about Blacks: Ordinal Probit Models

Interactive Variance Specification
Independent
Variables Students Knives Advantage Employers Fair Trial Racist
Choice Model
Constant 0:46� 2:2�� 3:1�� 2:2�� 2:6�� 1:1��

0:28 0:37 0:47 0:36 0:39 0:27
Modern racism �0:04 �0:44�� �0:78�� �1:0�� �0:85�� �0:74��

0:19 0:17 0:19 0:22 0:20 0:19
Individualism 0:13 0:35� �0:01 �0:15 �0:26 �0:33�

0:31 0:25 0:27 0:27 0:25 0:25
Antiblack �0:57�� �1:3�� �1:3�� 0:13 0:03 �0:35��

0:27 0:24 0:27 0:22 0:22 0:20
Authoritarianism 0:90�� 0:51�� 0:59�� �0:13 �0:67�� �0:27�

0:31 0:24 0:26 0:25 0:28 0:21
Anti-Semitism 0:13 �0:76�� �0:38�� 0:19 0:08 0:58��

0:24 0:20 0:21 0:20 0:21 0:21
Egalitarianism �0:60�� 0:23 �0:40�� �0:18 0:05 �0:06

0:23 0:18 0:20 0:20 0:20 0:18
Ideology 0:04� �0:03� �0:02 �0:01 �0:06�� �0:03�

0:02 0:02 0:02 0:02 0:02 0:02
Financial status �0:13�� �0:05 �0:00 �0:04 0:01 �0:04

0:05 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04
Variance Model
Race information 0:13 �0:25�� �0:00 �0:17� 0:03 0:04

0:12 0:12 0:14 0:14 0:13 0:13
Chronic information �0:03 �0:15� �0:38�� �0:23�� �0:18� �0:16�

0:11 0:11 0:12 0:11 0:12 0:13
j EG� IN j �0:11 0:05 0:04 �0:14 �0:10 0:03

0:14 0:15 0:13 0:13 0:12 0:15
Ideological strength �0:02 �0:05 0:09�� 0:10�� 0:04 �0:00

0:04 0:04 0:03 0:04 0:04 0:04
Financial status 0:01 0:03 �0:03 �0:00 0:00 �0:04

0:03 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04 0:04
µ1 1:6�� 1:4�� 1:6�� 1:1�� 1:2�� 1:0��

0:19 0:17 0:21 0:15 0:14 0:14
µ2 3:1�� 2:7�� 3:4�� 2:8�� 2:6�� 2:0��

0:35 0:32 0:40 0:34 0:31 0:27
Sample size 814 813 815 813 816 814
Model χ2 40:5�� 113:8�� 115:6�� 63:6�� 80:7�� 49:3��
Heterogeneity test 2:1 8:2 14:4�� 13:2�� 3:7 2:8
Percentage correct 51:8% 52:3% 62:0% 52:8% 44:7% 44:0%
Note: Data from mail-back survey. Entries are maximum-likelihood estimates. * indicates ap � :10 level of statistical
significance, one-tailed tests; ** indicates ap � :05 level of statistical significance, one-tailed tests.
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