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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

BOBBY SINGLETON, et al.,  ) 
) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 
) 

v.  ) Case No.: 2:21-cv-1291-AMM 
) 

WES ALLEN, in his official   )  THREE-JUDGE COURT
capacity as Alabama Secretary of  ) 
State, et al.,   ) 

) 
Defendants.  ) 

__________________________________________________________________ 

EVAN MILLIGAN, et al.,  ) 
) 

Plaintiffs,   ) 
) 

v.   ) Case No.: 2:21-cv-01530-AMM 
) 

WES ALLEN, in his official   ) THREE-JUDGE COURT
capacity as Secretary of State of  ) 
Alabama, et al.,   ) 

) 
Defendants.   ) 

__________________________________________________________________  

 MARCUS CASTER, et al.,   )  
)  

Plaintiffs,   )  
)  

v.   ) Case No.: 2:21-cv-01536-AMM  
)  

WES ALLEN, in his official  ) 
Capacity as Alabama Secretary of )  
State, et al.,  ) 

)  
Defendants.   )  
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STATE DEFENDANTS’ JOINT NOTICE OF FILING 

DX108 (CORRECTED) AND DX372

On February 19, 2024, Secretary of State Allen, Senator Livingston, and 

Representative Pringle filed an unopposed motion seeking leave to file a corrected 

DX108.   Milligan doc. 455; Caster doc. 366; Singleton doc. 296. The same day, the 

Court said the filing would be allowed. Daily Trial Tr. at 1797. The State Defendants 

hereby file the corrected DX108. 

On February 20, 2024, the State Defendants moved to admit True Colors: 

White Conservative Support for Minority Republican Candidates, a document which 

was used during the cross-examination and then re-direct of Dr. Trey Hood.  The 

exhibit was first designated as DX371 and admitted,  Daily Trial Tr. at 1963, and 

then corrected to be designated as DX372, Daily Trial Tr. at 1968-69.  The State 

Defendants hereby file DX372. 

Three copies of these exhibits will be provided to Judge Marcus, Judge 

Manasco, and Judge Moorer during the ongoing trial.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

Steve Marshall  
Attorney General

s/ Misty S. Fairbanks Messick
Edmund G. LaCour Jr. (ASB-9182-U81L) 

Solicitor General 
Soren Geiger (ASB-0336-T31L) 

Assistant Solicitor General
James W. Davis (ASB-4063-I58J) 

Deputy Attorney General 
Richard D. Mink (ASB-4802-M76R) 
Misty S. Fairbanks Messick (ASB-1813-T71F) 
Brenton M. Smith (ASB-1656-X27Q) 
Benjamin M. Seiss (ASB-2110-O00W) 
Charles A. McKay (ASB-7256-K18K) 
Scott Woodard (ASB-1001-F94C) 
Matthew E. Duggan (ASB-1512-D00L) 
   Assistant Attorneys General 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

STATE OF ALABAMA

501 Washington Avenue 
P.O. Box 300152 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-0152 
Telephone: (334) 242-7300 
Fax: (334) 353-8400 
Edmund.LaCour@AlabamaAG.gov 
Soren.Geiger@AlabamaAG.gov 
Jim.Davis@AlabamaAG.gov 
Richard.Mink@AlabamaAG.gov 
Misty.Messick@AlabamaAG.gov 
Brenton.Smith@AlabamaAG.gov 
Ben.Seiss@AlabamaAG.gov 
Charles.McKay@AlabamaAG.gov 
Scott.Woodard@AlabamaAG.gov 
Matt.Duggan@AlabamaAG.gov 
Counsel for Secretary of State Allen 
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s/Michael P. Taunton 
J. Dorman Walker (ASB-9154-R81J) 
BALCH & BINGHAM LLP 
Post Office Box 78 (36101) 
445 Dexter Avenue, Suite 8000 
Montgomery, Alabama 36104 
Telephone: (334) 269-3138 
DWalker@Balch.com 

Michael P. Taunton (ASB-6833-H00S) 
Riley Kate Lancaster (ASB-1002-X86W) 
BALCH & BINGHAM LLP 
1901 Sixth Avenue North, Suite 1500 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
Telephone: (205) 251-8100 
MTaunton@Balch.com 
RLancaster@Balch.com 

Counsel for Sen. Livington & Rep. Pringle 
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User:

Plan Name: 2023 Court Ordered Congressional Districts

Plan Type: SP Remedial Plan 3

Plan Components with Population Detail
Tuesday, February 11, 2025 1:16 PM

Total

Population

White Black AP_Wht AP_Blk

District: 1

County: Baldwin AL

Total: 231,767 189,399 18,217 203,968 20,913

81.72% 7.86% 88.01% 9.02%

Voting Age 182,471 152,668 13,593 162,063 14,664

83.67% 7.45% 88.82% 8.04%

County: Coffee AL

Total: 53,465 37,080 8,760 40,821 9,834

69.35% 16.38% 76.35% 18.39%

Voting Age 40,774 29,225 6,644 31,493 7,118

71.68% 16.29% 77.24% 17.46%

County: Covington AL

Total: 37,570 30,877 4,607 32,247 5,088

82.19% 12.26% 85.83% 13.54%

Voting Age 29,387 24,553 3,482 25,377 3,634

83.55% 11.85% 86.35% 12.37%

County: Dale AL

Total: 49,326 33,429 10,241 36,608 11,239

67.77% 20.76% 74.22% 22.79%

Voting Age 38,048 26,755 7,505 28,695 7,924

70.32% 19.73% 75.42% 20.83%

County: Escambia AL

Total: 36,757 22,202 10,991 23,695 11,571

60.40% 29.90% 64.46% 31.48%

Voting Age 28,575 17,779 8,495 18,619 8,726

62.22% 29.73% 65.16% 30.54%

County: Geneva AL

Total: 26,659 22,078 2,241 23,522 2,727
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 1

82.82% 8.41% 88.23% 10.23%

Voting Age 20,820 17,532 1,775 18,392 1,942

84.21% 8.53% 88.34% 9.33%

County: Henry AL

Total: 17,146 11,888 4,248 12,534 4,445

69.33% 24.78% 73.10% 25.92%

Voting Age 13,641 9,553 3,429 9,958 3,521

70.03% 25.14% 73.00% 25.81%

County: Houston AL

Total: 107,202 69,265 28,408 74,408 30,210

64.61% 26.50% 69.41% 28.18%

Voting Age 82,646 55,898 20,476 59,083 21,308

67.64% 24.78% 71.49% 25.78%

County: Mobile AL

Total: 157,862 111,112 28,749 118,958 30,774

70.39% 18.21% 75.36% 19.49%

Voting Age 120,974 87,718 20,872 92,817 21,745

72.51% 17.25% 76.72% 17.97%

District: 1 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 527,330 116,462 566,761 126,801

73.47% 16.23% 78.96% 17.67%

Voting Age 557,336 421,681 86,271 446,497 90,582

75.66% 15.48% 80.11% 16.25%

District: 2

County: Barbour AL

Total: 25,223 11,317 11,933 11,939 12,261

44.87% 47.31% 47.33% 48.61%

Voting Age 20,134 9,582 9,278 9,978 9,456

47.59% 46.08% 49.56% 46.97%

County: Bullock AL

Total: 10,357 2,320 7,396 2,526 7,492

22.40% 71.41% 24.39% 72.34%

Voting Age 8,356 2,083 5,892 2,214 5,956
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 2

24.93% 70.51% 26.50% 71.28%

County: Butler AL

Total: 19,051 9,752 8,430 10,263 8,742

51.19% 44.25% 53.87% 45.89%

Voting Age 14,903 7,998 6,326 8,317 6,498

53.67% 42.45% 55.81% 43.60%

County: Clarke AL

Total: 5,547 1,501 3,851 1,611 3,918

27.06% 69.42% 29.04% 70.63%

Voting Age 4,392 1,254 3,015 1,319 3,048

28.55% 68.65% 30.03% 69.40%

County: Conecuh AL

Total: 11,597 5,912 5,104 6,224 5,236

50.98% 44.01% 53.67% 45.15%

Voting Age 9,277 4,922 3,961 5,127 4,045

53.06% 42.70% 55.27% 43.60%

County: Crenshaw AL

Total: 13,194 9,388 3,103 9,826 3,360

71.15% 23.52% 74.47% 25.47%

Voting Age 10,360 7,511 2,401 7,768 2,517

72.50% 23.18% 74.98% 24.30%

County: Macon AL

Total: 19,532 3,252 15,441 3,607 15,792

16.65% 79.05% 18.47% 80.85%

Voting Age 16,226 2,750 12,849 2,999 13,096

16.95% 79.19% 18.48% 80.71%

County: Mobile AL

Total: 256,947 118,438 117,505 128,783 121,697

46.09% 45.73% 50.12% 47.36%

Voting Age 198,453 97,454 86,318 104,249 88,616

49.11% 43.50% 52.53% 44.65%

County: Monroe AL

Total: 19,772 10,391 8,299 10,990 8,541
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 2

52.55% 41.97% 55.58% 43.20%

Voting Age 15,562 8,482 6,341 8,846 6,446

54.50% 40.75% 56.84% 41.42%

County: Montgomery AL

Total: 228,954 75,074 130,467 81,942 134,029

32.79% 56.98% 35.79% 58.54%

Voting Age 177,427 63,536 97,867 68,016 99,936

35.81% 55.16% 38.33% 56.33%

County: Pike AL

Total: 33,009 18,275 12,138 19,518 12,707

55.36% 36.77% 59.13% 38.50%

Voting Age 26,809 15,416 9,524 16,215 9,830

57.50% 35.53% 60.48% 36.67%

County: Russell AL

Total: 59,183 27,532 26,243 30,507 27,708

46.52% 44.34% 51.55% 46.82%

Voting Age 44,681 22,120 19,225 23,816 19,859

49.51% 43.03% 53.30% 44.45%

County: Washington AL

Total: 15,388 10,309 3,318 10,811 3,502

66.99% 21.56% 70.26% 22.76%

Voting Age 12,081 8,212 2,641 8,530 2,720

67.97% 21.86% 70.61% 22.51%

District: 2 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 303,461 353,228 328,547 364,985

42.28% 49.21% 45.77% 50.85%

Voting Age 558,661 251,320 265,638 267,394 272,023

44.99% 47.55% 47.86% 48.69%

District: 3

County: Calhoun AL

Total: 116,441 80,586 25,559 86,179 27,445

69.21% 21.95% 74.01% 23.57%

Voting Age 92,289 65,424 19,865 69,016 20,663
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 3

70.89% 21.52% 74.78% 22.39%

County: Chambers AL

Total: 34,772 18,850 13,512 19,955 14,009

54.21% 38.86% 57.39% 40.29%

Voting Age 27,791 15,603 10,540 16,273 10,771

56.14% 37.93% 58.55% 38.76%

County: Cherokee AL

Total: 24,971 22,707 987 23,581 1,219

90.93% 3.95% 94.43% 4.88%

Voting Age 20,169 18,475 825 19,055 912

91.60% 4.09% 94.48% 4.52%

County: Clay AL

Total: 14,236 11,375 1,963 11,928 2,204

79.90% 13.79% 83.79% 15.48%

Voting Age 11,299 9,207 1,530 9,533 1,612

81.49% 13.54% 84.37% 14.27%

County: Cleburne AL

Total: 15,056 13,819 466 14,372 556

91.78% 3.10% 95.46% 3.69%

Voting Age 11,620 10,736 372 11,095 401

92.39% 3.20% 95.48% 3.45%

County: Etowah AL

Total: 103,436 78,584 15,146 83,568 16,762

75.97% 14.64% 80.79% 16.21%

Voting Age 81,121 63,277 11,488 66,494 12,181

78.00% 14.16% 81.97% 15.02%

County: Lee AL

Total: 174,241 111,651 39,570 120,199 42,011

64.08% 22.71% 68.98% 24.11%

Voting Age 136,444 89,697 30,298 95,292 31,477

65.74% 22.21% 69.84% 23.07%

County: Randolph AL

Total: 21,967 16,772 3,815 17,550 4,118
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 3

76.35% 17.37% 79.89% 18.75%

Voting Age 17,264 13,503 2,931 13,965 3,030

78.21% 16.98% 80.89% 17.55%

County: St. Clair AL

Total: 91,103 75,728 8,652 80,226 9,604

83.12% 9.50% 88.06% 10.54%

Voting Age 70,092 59,007 6,631 61,908 7,034

84.19% 9.46% 88.32% 10.04%

County: Talladega AL

Total: 80,220 49,531 26,297 52,146 27,416

61.74% 32.78% 65.00% 34.18%

Voting Age 63,494 40,359 20,229 41,999 20,722

63.56% 31.86% 66.15% 32.64%

County: Tallapoosa AL

Total: 41,311 28,477 10,409 29,773 10,860

68.93% 25.20% 72.07% 26.29%

Voting Age 33,012 23,532 7,841 24,377 8,040

71.28% 23.75% 73.84% 24.35%

District: 3 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 508,080 146,376 539,477 156,204

70.79% 20.39% 75.16% 21.76%

Voting Age 564,595 408,820 112,550 429,007 116,843

72.41% 19.93% 75.98% 20.70%

District: 4

County: Blount AL

Total: 59,134 50,663 845 54,252 1,250

85.67% 1.43% 91.74% 2.11%

Voting Age 45,403 39,758 647 42,159 797

87.57% 1.43% 92.86% 1.76%

County: Colbert AL

Total: 57,227 43,631 9,286 46,163 10,135

76.24% 16.23% 80.67% 17.71%

Voting Age 45,078 35,120 7,169 36,681 7,481
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 4

77.91% 15.90% 81.37% 16.60%

County: Cullman AL

Total: 87,866 79,142 937 83,762 1,408

90.07% 1.07% 95.33% 1.60%

Voting Age 68,240 62,242 727 65,406 890

91.21% 1.07% 95.85% 1.30%

County: DeKalb AL

Total: 71,608 56,420 1,046 60,877 1,595

78.79% 1.46% 85.01% 2.23%

Voting Age 53,920 44,395 831 47,370 1,036

82.33% 1.54% 87.85% 1.92%

County: Fayette AL

Total: 16,321 13,666 1,736 14,281 1,961

83.73% 10.64% 87.50% 12.02%

Voting Age 12,791 10,901 1,336 11,258 1,428

85.22% 10.44% 88.02% 11.16%

County: Franklin AL

Total: 32,113 24,333 1,166 25,795 1,475

75.77% 3.63% 80.33% 4.59%

Voting Age 23,931 19,039 911 19,905 1,003

79.56% 3.81% 83.18% 4.19%

County: Lamar AL

Total: 13,972 11,962 1,425 12,372 1,623

85.61% 10.20% 88.55% 11.62%

Voting Age 11,019 9,532 1,145 9,768 1,222

86.51% 10.39% 88.65% 11.09%

County: Lauderdale AL

Total: 76,606 61,552 8,783 65,175 9,884

80.35% 11.47% 85.08% 12.90%

Voting Age 61,494 50,612 6,694 52,896 7,170

82.30% 10.89% 86.02% 11.66%

County: Marion AL

Total: 29,341 26,312 1,106 27,571 1,453
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 4

89.68% 3.77% 93.97% 4.95%

Voting Age 23,264 21,148 880 21,910 992

90.90% 3.78% 94.18% 4.26%

County: Marshall AL

Total: 97,612 76,926 2,428 83,169 3,286

78.81% 2.49% 85.20% 3.37%

Voting Age 73,530 60,762 1,725 64,730 2,028

82.64% 2.35% 88.03% 2.76%

County: Tuscaloosa AL

Total: 87,072 61,804 16,893 65,314 17,785

70.98% 19.40% 75.01% 20.43%

Voting Age 66,114 48,525 12,205 50,730 12,674

73.40% 18.46% 76.73% 19.17%

County: Walker AL

Total: 65,342 57,012 3,929 59,678 4,603

87.25% 6.01% 91.33% 7.04%

Voting Age 51,667 45,720 3,026 47,489 3,243

88.49% 5.86% 91.91% 6.28%

County: Winston AL

Total: 23,540 21,760 141 22,817 265

92.44% 0.60% 96.93% 1.13%

Voting Age 18,766 17,530 107 18,281 148

93.41% 0.57% 97.42% 0.79%

District: 4 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 585,183 49,721 621,226 56,723

81.53% 6.93% 86.55% 7.90%

Voting Age 555,217 465,284 37,403 488,583 40,112

83.80% 6.74% 88.00% 7.22%

District: 5

County: Jackson AL

Total: 52,579 45,480 1,636 48,955 2,181

86.50% 3.11% 93.11% 4.15%

Voting Age 41,768 36,685 1,309 39,054 1,493
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 5

87.83% 3.13% 93.50% 3.57%

County: Lauderdale AL

Total: 16,958 15,589 460 16,235 576

91.93% 2.71% 95.74% 3.40%

Voting Age 13,414 12,393 367 12,843 416

92.39% 2.74% 95.74% 3.10%

County: Lawrence AL

Total: 33,073 24,915 3,304 27,735 3,672

75.33% 9.99% 83.86% 11.10%

Voting Age 25,878 19,803 2,726 21,701 2,855

76.52% 10.53% 83.86% 11.03%

County: Limestone AL

Total: 103,570 77,064 13,307 83,424 14,937

74.41% 12.85% 80.55% 14.42%

Voting Age 79,718 60,928 10,495 64,734 11,145

76.43% 13.17% 81.20% 13.98%

County: Madison AL

Total: 388,153 242,510 92,066 269,337 99,875

62.48% 23.72% 69.39% 25.73%

Voting Age 304,143 196,819 70,675 213,855 74,617

64.71% 23.24% 70.31% 24.53%

County: Morgan AL

Total: 123,421 89,869 15,453 97,800 17,197

72.81% 12.52% 79.24% 13.93%

Voting Age 95,485 72,478 11,562 77,462 12,209

75.91% 12.11% 81.12% 12.79%

District: 5 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 495,427 126,226 543,486 138,438

69.02% 17.59% 75.72% 19.29%

Voting Age 560,406 399,106 97,134 429,649 102,735

71.22% 17.33% 76.67% 18.33%

District: 6

County: Autauga AL
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 6

Total: 58,805 42,160 11,445 45,084 12,266

71.69% 19.46% 76.67% 20.86%

Voting Age 44,523 32,773 8,363 34,574 8,706

73.61% 18.78% 77.65% 19.55%

County: Bibb AL

Total: 22,293 16,555 4,413 17,275 4,643

74.26% 19.80% 77.49% 20.83%

Voting Age 17,533 13,120 3,564 13,568 3,669

74.83% 20.33% 77.39% 20.93%

County: Chilton AL

Total: 45,014 35,527 4,067 37,443 4,537

78.92% 9.03% 83.18% 10.08%

Voting Age 34,385 27,886 3,069 29,058 3,227

81.10% 8.93% 84.51% 9.38%

County: Coosa AL

Total: 10,387 6,824 3,008 7,137 3,168

65.70% 28.96% 68.71% 30.50%

Voting Age 8,603 5,759 2,466 5,968 2,559

66.94% 28.66% 69.37% 29.75%

County: Elmore AL

Total: 87,977 63,139 18,211 67,159 19,305

71.77% 20.70% 76.34% 21.94%

Voting Age 69,005 50,648 14,031 53,176 14,451

73.40% 20.33% 77.06% 20.94%

County: Jefferson AL

Total: 268,326 186,540 55,560 198,653 58,407

69.52% 20.71% 74.03% 21.77%

Voting Age 206,345 148,150 40,309 155,991 41,707

71.80% 19.53% 75.60% 20.21%

County: Shelby AL

Total: 223,024 165,206 28,939 178,163 31,472

74.08% 12.98% 79.89% 14.11%

Voting Age 170,487 130,014 21,411 138,173 22,511
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 6

76.26% 12.56% 81.05% 13.20%

County: Talladega AL

Total: 1,929 1,683 142 1,751 165

87.25% 7.36% 90.77% 8.55%

Voting Age 1,530 1,349 116 1,394 128

88.17% 7.58% 91.11% 8.37%

District: 6 Subtotal

Total: 717,755 517,634 125,785 552,665 133,963

72.12% 17.52% 77.00% 18.66%

Voting Age 552,411 409,699 93,329 431,902 96,958

74.17% 16.89% 78.18% 17.55%

District: 7

County: Choctaw AL

Total: 12,665 7,074 5,232 7,288 5,358

55.85% 41.31% 57.54% 42.31%

Voting Age 10,168 5,710 4,211 5,858 4,286

56.16% 41.41% 57.61% 42.15%

County: Clarke AL

Total: 17,540 10,528 6,404 10,905 6,596

60.02% 36.51% 62.17% 37.61%

Voting Age 13,857 8,589 4,879 8,816 4,976

61.98% 35.21% 63.62% 35.91%

County: Dallas AL

Total: 38,462 10,409 26,899 11,075 27,497

27.06% 69.94% 28.79% 71.49%

Voting Age 29,613 8,675 20,104 9,129 20,496

29.29% 67.89% 30.83% 69.21%

County: Greene AL

Total: 7,730 1,301 6,246 1,418 6,354

16.83% 80.80% 18.34% 82.20%

Voting Age 6,070 1,111 4,806 1,203 4,886

18.30% 79.18% 19.82% 80.49%

County: Hale AL
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 7

Total: 14,785 5,999 8,337 6,222 8,533

40.57% 56.39% 42.08% 57.71%

Voting Age 11,483 4,807 6,370 4,964 6,494

41.86% 55.47% 43.23% 56.55%

County: Jefferson AL

Total: 406,395 143,050 225,766 156,882 231,108

35.20% 55.55% 38.60% 56.87%

Voting Age 320,742 121,000 173,442 130,442 176,798

37.73% 54.08% 40.67% 55.12%

County: Lowndes AL

Total: 10,311 2,818 7,192 2,984 7,336

27.33% 69.75% 28.94% 71.15%

Voting Age 8,283 2,437 5,603 2,570 5,724

29.42% 67.64% 31.03% 69.11%

County: Marengo AL

Total: 19,323 8,428 10,188 8,781 10,400

43.62% 52.72% 45.44% 53.82%

Voting Age 15,053 6,858 7,735 7,089 7,860

45.56% 51.39% 47.09% 52.22%

County: Perry AL

Total: 8,511 2,359 5,936 2,500 6,050

27.72% 69.75% 29.37% 71.08%

Voting Age 6,740 2,064 4,524 2,157 4,592

30.62% 67.12% 32.00% 68.13%

County: Pickens AL

Total: 19,123 10,739 7,489 11,185 7,718

56.16% 39.16% 58.49% 40.36%

Voting Age 15,447 9,053 5,820 9,319 5,931

58.61% 37.68% 60.33% 38.40%

County: Sumter AL

Total: 12,345 2,974 8,997 3,142 9,117

24.09% 72.88% 25.45% 73.85%

Voting Age 9,914 2,562 7,052 2,675 7,144
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Plan Components with Population Detail 2023 Court Ordered Congress

District: 7

25.84% 71.13% 26.98% 72.06%

County: Tuscaloosa AL

Total: 139,964 74,778 52,195 81,280 53,957

53.43% 37.29% 58.07% 38.55%

Voting Age 112,910 63,813 39,213 68,790 40,219

56.52% 34.73% 60.92% 35.62%

County: Wilcox AL

Total: 10,600 2,880 7,483 3,026 7,598

27.17% 70.59% 28.55% 71.68%

Voting Age 8,260 2,457 5,639 2,554 5,713

29.75% 68.27% 30.92% 69.16%

District: 7 Subtotal

Total: 717,754 283,337 378,364 306,688 387,622

39.48% 52.71% 42.73% 54.00%

Voting Age 568,540 239,136 289,398 255,566 295,119

42.06% 50.90% 44.95% 51.91%
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True Colors 
White Conservative Support for Minority 
Republican Candidates

M. V. Hood III
Seth C. Mckee*

Abstract A lthough the vast majority of minority candidates run under 
the Democratic label and minority voters are more supportive of the 
Democratic Party, in recent years a nontrivial number of minority candi-
dates have won Republican Party nominations in high-profile elections 
(i.e., governor and US Senate). In this study, we assess the level of sup-
port that white conservative voters give to minority Republican candidates. 
We are interested in seeing whether these voters are less supportive of the 
Grand Old Party (GOP) standard-bearer when the candidate is not white, 
since the vast majority of Republican candidates and Republican identifi-
ers are non-Hispanic whites. Our data come from the 2006, 2010, and 2012 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) surveys—election 
years with minority Republican nominees for governor and US Senate. 
Controlling for various factors, we consistently find that white conserva-
tives are either more supportive of minority Republicans or just as likely to 
vote for a minority as they are a white Republican (a null result). Although 
we hesitate to dismiss the presence of racial prejudice in voting behavior, 
in the case of white conservatives our analyses suggest that the base of the 
GOP does not discriminate against minority nominees in high-profile con-
temporary general elections. At a minimum, the level of ideological polari-
zation in American politics masks racially prejudiced voting behavior, and 
at a maximum, it renders it inoperable, because white conservatives view 
recent minority Republican nominees as at least as conservative as white 
GOP nominees and their level of support reflects this.
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On November 6, 2012, Americans reelected the nation’s only minority president 
in the history of the United States. According to the national exit poll, 93 per-
cent of African Americans, 71 percent of Hispanics, and 73 percent of Asians 
voted for Democratic President Barack Obama. While earning landslide vote 
shares from the three largest minority groups, Obama lost the non-Latino white 
(Anglo) vote to his Republican challenger Mitt Romney by 39 to 59 percent.1 
Thus, a multiracial coalition of voters granted President Obama a second term. 
The reaffirmation of the historic 2008 victory was perhaps all the more impres-
sive because in 2012, short-term political conditions, particularly the slow climb 
out of the Great Recession, arguably favored the Republican opposition.2

The stinging defeat in 2012 prompted Republicans to face the stark reality 
that their minority problem had become their major impediment to winning the 
greatest prize in American politics. Shortly after the election, the Republican 
National Committee issued a detailed report (“Growth and Opportunity 
Project”) that bluntly discussed the structural problems with the GOP brand. 
Contrasting the differential rates of success in contemporary presidential 
versus gubernatorial elections, under the second section of the report titled 
“America Looks Different,” the Republican authors write:

America is changing demographically, and unless Republicans are able to 
grow our appeal the way GOP governors have done, the changes tilt the 
playing field even more in the Democratic direction. (Barbour et al. 2012, 7)

It remains to be seen whether Republicans can find a way to increase their 
appeal and support among minority voters,3 but the party has clearly confronted 
the fact that Anglos are declining as a portion of the electorate while the grow-
ing minority population continues to shift in favor of Democrats. And yet, 
amid the daunting reality of being rendered a national minority party due to 
the growth of minority voters who align overwhelmingly with the Democratic 

1. I n addition, for those voters who failed to claim a race/ethnicity and thus were categorized as 
“other” (2 percent of the survey sample), 58 percent voted for Obama and 38 percent for Romney. 
Percentage splits by party do not equal 100 percent because of the small portion of voters prefer-
ring non-major-party candidates. The exit poll results can be found on the CNN website www.cnn.
com/election/2012/results/race/president.
2.  We qualify this statement because economic indicators were pointing in a positive direction 
as Election Day neared. Also, President Obama’s response to Hurricane Sandy, particularly the 
demonstration of bipartisan unity generated from his appearances with New Jersey Governor 
Chris Christie, was a credible display of crisis leadership that most likely won some votes late in 
the election season.
3. A ctive recruitment of minority candidates suggests the GOP believes this is a means to attract 
crossover voters, specifically, minority voters inclined to vote Democratic but willing to defect 
because of the appeal of descriptive representation on the basis of race/ethnicity. This strategy 
may be rendered moot when the Democratic nominee is of the same race/ethnicity as the minority 
Republican opponent, but it could yield positive results when the Democrat is white and faces a 
minority Republican, a realistic scenario and one worthy of empirical testing (we revisit this ques-
tion in the concluding section).

True Colors 29

 at T
exas T

ech U
niversity on M

arch 17, 2015
http://poq.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

Case 2:21-cv-01291-AMM     Document 297-2     Filed 02/22/25     Page 3 of 26



Party, the GOP has curiously found a way to expand its portfolio of minority 
candidates and officeholders in the highest elected statewide contests: gover-
nor and US Senate. The notable disconnect between the paucity of minority 
Republican voters, on the one hand, with the recent uptick in the number of 
minority Republican candidates securing party nominations and some subse-
quently winning election, on the other hand, raises numerous questions.4

In this study, we examine the political behavior of individuals faced with the 
opportunity to vote for a minority Republican candidate in a high-profile state-
wide contest. Given the racial divide in partisan vote choice, we want to assess 
whether white loyalty to GOP candidates is essentially colorblind. In other words, 
after controlling for numerous confounding factors, are Anglo voters as support-
ive of minority Republicans as they are of white Republican nominees? The 
prevalent stereotype that minority candidates will be more liberal in their policy 
positions is often entangled with the obvious fact that most run as Democrats—
affiliating with the more liberal party. Not surprisingly, the base of the Republican 
Party, white conservatives, may be most likely to embrace this stereotype, but 
how do they vote when the GOP fields a minority nominee? All things constant, 
do white conservatives demonstrate impartial support for Republican candidates, 
regardless of their racial/ethnic profile? If the answer is yes (a null finding), then 
ideology may be trumping racial prejudice. If the answer is no (a significant dif-
ference in favor of greater support for Anglo Republican nominees), then one of 
the fundamental problems with the GOP’s electoral positioning may stem from 
its base of supporters actively resisting greater racial diversity.

Our data consist of Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) sur-
veys conducted in 2006, 2010, and 2012—elections that included minority 
Republican nominees (African American, Asian American, or Latino) vying to 
become governor or US senator. With the CCES data, we pool across election 
years and conduct multiple regressions comparing white conservative support 
for Anglo Republican nominees versus minority Republican candidates in 
order to determine whether these voters exhibit the same level of support for 
Republican candidates irrespective of their racial/ethnic profile.

Previous Research

Most of the previous research that examines white support of minority candi-
dates represents the converse of this study—analyzing white voting in biracial 

4. F or instance, on the supply side, is the GOP actively recruiting minority candidates to deflect 
attention from their minority voter problem and hopefully to increase minority support from those 
who share the candidate’s racial/ethnic profile? Are the win-loss records of minority Republicans 
markedly worse than their Anglo counterparts, and if so, are most running as sacrificial lambs in 
hopeless contests? Is there a considerable amount of good old-fashioned political ambition driving 
some of these qualified minority Republican candidates, who behave strategically by recognizing 
the glut of minority Democrats seeking public office (on this point, see Greenblatt [2012])?
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contests (white candidate versus minority candidate) where the minority can-
didate is a Democrat. And this is the most prevalent scenario, whether the bira-
cial contest is a primary matchup or a general election. This reality is mainly 
grounded in the fact that a notable minority presence in contesting and winning 
high-profile positions under the Republican label is a very recent develop-
ment. With rare exceptions outside the Reconstruction era (circa 1865–1877), 
like the election of African American Republican Senator Edward Brooke of 
Massachusetts in 1966 (see Becker and Heaton 1967), few minority candi-
dates have captured GOP nominations or even sought the party’s nomination 
in statewide races until around the past decade.

The GOP’s outreach to minority candidates and the increase in minori-
ties choosing to run as Republicans appear a positive development because 
they combat the palpable suspicion of the party holding antagonistic posi-
tions toward minorities. Indeed, this current study would not have been pos-
sible even 10 years ago because of a dearth of minority candidates running, 
let  alone winning GOP nominations in statewide contests. By contrast, the 
Democratic Party’s long-standing status as the refuge for minority candidates 
goes back to at least the 1964 presidential election (Carmines and Stimson 
1989), when the national parties’ permanent reversal on civil rights made the 
GOP anathema to voters of color, who came to view Republicans as opposing, 
if not actively undermining, racial and ethnic equality.

And even though the Democratic Party established itself as the vehicle pro-
moting and defending civil rights, growing its appeal and broadening its coali-
tion outside the American South during the New Deal era in various northern 
states (see Feinstein and Schickler 2008), the overall record of the major par-
ties in electing minority candidates to high office is rather abysmal. Indeed, 
spanning the history of the United States, fewer than 40 minority candidates 
(African Americans, Asians, and Hispanics) have been elected to serve as a 
US senator or governor of a state.5 And among this select group of elected 
minorities, most are concentrated within those states where their minority 
group has a substantial presence; for example, Latinos in California and New 
Mexico, Asians in Hawaii, and African Americans in southern states during 
Reconstruction and decidedly outside the South in contemporary politics.

One of the obvious reasons a significantly smaller number of racial minori-
ties are elected to these high offices is a matter of supply. A disproportionately 
lower number of minorities seek public office, and since politics is a profes-
sion with established norms for moving up the career path, fewer and fewer 
individuals (irrespective of race) have the requisite skills and ambition to pro-
gress up the electoral ladder to such desirable positions as governor or US 
senator (Schlesinger 1966). But another common explanation, and a question 

5. H ardly any Native Americans have won high office (US Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
[1993–2005] of Colorado being an exception; he was a Democrat until switching to the GOP 
in 1995), and for the period of our study no Native Americans won Republican nominations for 
governor or US Senator.
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guiding this research, is racial prejudice. The comparatively lower number of 
successful minority candidates is frequently attributed to racial prejudice on 
the part of white voters.

Studies assessing white prejudice against minority candidates in biracial 
contests display mixed results, particularly in terms of whether racial preju-
dice reaches a level great enough to be decisive (Highton 2004; Reeves 1997). 
Further, most studies have examined contests where the minority candidate 
was African American, but this has changed more recently with the contempo-
rary electoral successes of Asian and Latino candidates in high-profile offices 
(Bejarano and Segura 2007; Knuckey 2010). Finally, the methods for analysis 
have varied considerably, including aggregate data, surveys, and experimental 
approaches.

Perhaps the most famous evidence of racial prejudice in biracial contests 
stems from the 1982 California gubernatorial election, which gave us the 
well-known term the “Bradley effect.” Named after Los Angeles mayor and 
black Democratic gubernatorial candidate Tom Bradley, this effect happens 
when a minority candidate exhibits greater support than the white opponent 
throughout the duration of the contest, but on Election Day, the minor-
ity candidate either loses, or wins by a much narrower margin, because 
a nontrivial share of whites (a representative sample of whom presuma-
bly displayed greater support for the minority candidate in polling done 
prior to the election) end up voting for the white candidate. Bradley was in 
fact leading prior to the election (albeit by a small margin as Election Day 
neared) and did end up losing to his white opponent (Republican George 
Deukmejian). Nonetheless, some contend that it was more a bout of lack-
luster campaigning by Bradley that led to his defeat (see Citrin, Green, and 
Sears 1990) and not racial prejudice that did him in (for the opposing view, 
see Sonenshein [1990]).

Later in the decade, the Bradley effect was given another examination in 
the 1989 Virginia gubernatorial race, which elected the first African American 
governor (L. Douglas Wilder) in the nation’s history. Democratic Lieutenant 
Governor Doug Wilder was leading Republican J. Marshall Coleman through-
out the campaign and, contrary to the pre-election polling, had a margin of 
victory notably narrower than what the survey data suggested. Indeed, a post-
election autopsy of the leading exit-poll data reveals that instead of the natu-
ral tightening of a close race (as partisans supposedly “come home,” as first 
articulated by Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee [1954]), racial prejudice was 
the most credible explanation for why the Wilder/Coleman contest ended up 
being so close (Traugott and Price 1992).

In a more recent study of white voter preferences toward African American 
candidates in the 1996 and 1998 general elections for the US House, Highton’s 
(2004) examination of exit-poll data finds no statistically significant differ-
ence in the likelihood of voting for House nominees on the basis of their race. 
The primary finding is that: “African American Democratic candidates were 
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neither favored nor discriminated against by white voters. The same conclusion 
appears warranted for African American Republican candidates” (2004, 11).6

But, given possible complications due to social desirability accounting for 
higher expressed levels of support for minority candidates in biracial contests, 
experimental designs have been conducted in creative ways to detect a more 
accurate degree of racial prejudice. Unobtrusive survey methods under experi-
mental designs reveal significantly more racial prejudice toward minority can-
didates. For instance, not only does prejudice exist toward African American 
candidates, but it is even more severe in the case of those with darker complex-
ions—a more nuanced analysis that goes beyond the simple reality of racial 
distinctions (Terkildsen 1993). Challenging the notion of a more colorblind 
“New South,” Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens (1997)7 employ an unobtrusive 
survey list experiment and find that racial prejudice among southern whites 
is very high vis-à-vis their northern counterparts and especially among white 
southern males (a pillar of support for the contemporary GOP). Finally, Reeves 
(1997) uses an experimental survey to conclude that although some whites are 
not bold enough to express their disapproval of an African American candidate 
that they otherwise are expected to support, cueing a racial issue (affirmative 
action) leads to a large increase in the number of undecided white voters, and 
this is interpreted as racial prejudice. In other words, most of these white vot-
ers are not really undecided, but they just do not want to admit they oppose the 
black candidate (see Highton [2004] for opposing this interpretation).

Despite scholarly prescriptions of how black candidates can minimize 
the likelihood of being caricatured in a manner unacceptable in the eyes of 
prejudiced white voters (see Sonenshein 1990; Strickland and Whicker 1992), 
Moskowitz and Stroh (1994) contend that their experimental evidence reveals a 
psychological component of racial prejudice that cannot be overcome by even 
the most convincing candidate presentations intended to combat deeply held 
racial stereotypes. Hence, although prejudice is a learned attitude, for some 
people it appears an impossibility to overcome once the belief is ingrained.

The latest research has moved from the more typical black/white biracial 
contest to look at other minority candidate pairings to see if racial prejudice 
contributed to the outcome. For example, parish-level and survey data on the 
2003 Louisiana gubernatorial election reveals evidence of racial prejudice 
contributing to Indian American Republican Bobby Jindal’s defeat by white 
Democrat Kathleen Babineaux Blanco (Skinner and Klinkner 2004; Bejarano 

6. T he discussion section of the same article does point to an interesting qualification to Highton’s 
general finding when the party identification of a white voter interacts with the race of the candi-
date. White Democratic voters were more supportive of black Democratic candidates than white 
Democratic candidates, whereas white Republicans were less supportive of black Democratic 
candidates as compared to white Democratic candidates (a decline of four to five percentage 
points; Highton [2004], 16).
7. T he Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens study examines racial prejudice in the broadest sense and not 
in the context of candidates running for elective office.
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and Segura 2007). And even though Jindal was victorious in the open contest 
in 2007, racial backlash accounted for a lower level of white support com-
pared to white Republican candidates who ran in other high-profile statewide 
Louisiana races since the 1980s (Knuckey 2010). These Louisiana studies 
come closest to the approach we take in this article because we are also inter-
ested in white voting behavior in the context of elections where the minority 
candidate is a Republican.

By examining white conservative support for minority Republican nomi-
nees for governor and senator, we pursue a new angle on the old question of 
white voter preferences in the context of a minority candidate running for a 
high-profile office. To be sure, we acknowledge that there may be variation in 
the perception and attendant vote choice of white conservatives depending on 
the specific race/ethnicity of the minority GOP nominee (African American, 
Asian, or Latino).8 But due to data limitations, primarily grounded in the fact 
that there simply are not yet enough cases of minority Republican gubernato-
rial and senatorial nominees representing each of the aforementioned racial/
ethnic categories, in this study we assess the broader question of white con-
servative vote choice when the GOP nominee is either Anglo or a minority.

The recency of minority Republicans seeking and winning gubernatorial and 
senatorial nominations may signal a notable shift in the relative importance of 
race and ideology in contemporary American elections. For instance, we know 
from various opinion polls that younger generations of Americans are markedly 
more tolerant with respect to racial issues (e.g., interracial marriage). At the 
same time, and unfolding for at least the past three decades, the major politi-
cal parties and their supporters have become increasingly ideologically polar-
ized (Hetherington 2001; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006; Jacobson 2007; 
Theriault 2008). These two trends in American opinions suggest that the ability 

8.  We thank an anonymous reviewer for pressing us on this point. In our attempt to discover 
literature that can speak more directly to the question of variation in white support for minority 
candidates, not surprisingly we found that almost all of this work examines the question in the 
context of the minority candidate running under the Democratic label. In contrast, we have strong 
reasons to expect that perceptions and voting behavior are much different in the case where a 
minority candidate is a Republican. For example, Sigelman et al. (1995, 248), in an experiment of 
Anglo voting behavior, hypothesize that “[a] conservative Anglo voter would presumably judge a 
conservative Hispanic or black candidate more positively than an equally conservative Anglo can-
didate.” Their results lend some support to this expectation based on the assumption that similar to 
most whites in the American electorate, their experimental subjects (conservative Anglos) “take a 
dim view of affirmative action on behalf of minority groups and therefore see minority candidates 
who reject it as attractive individuals who positively violate their expectancies” (Sigelman et al. 
1995, 261). Likewise, we expect that in the minds of conservative white voters, by representing 
the Republican Party, minority nominees do indeed “positively violate” their general predisposi-
tion that minority candidates are more liberal. Nonetheless, we concede that there may be varia-
tion in conservative white support for minority Republican nominees on the basis of their specific 
race/ethnicity, but it remains an open question, and one certainly worthy of future investigation, as 
to whether such variation is statistically significant and electorally consequential, given the over-
riding importance of ideology in contemporary American politics.
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of minority candidates to emerge victorious in more polarized Republican pri-
mary contests and several subsequently winning general elections means that 
the relative significance of race as a factor influencing vote choice is diminish-
ing in comparison to the rising importance of ideology.

In an age of extremely ideologically polarized political parties, the simple 
fact that a minority candidate affiliates with the GOP almost always elicits 
information that he or she is more conservative than the Democratic oppo-
nent, regardless of the latter’s race. We assess the voting behavior of conserva-
tive white voters across multiple elections in order to compare their support 
for Republican nominees in gubernatorial and senatorial contests when the 
party standard-bearer is either white or a minority (African American, Asian, 
or Hispanic). Simply put, the ideological distance between Democratic and 
Republican nominees for the most coveted elective offices leads us to empiri-
cally test the expectation that the base of the Republican Party, white conserva-
tives,9 will be colorblind in their preferences for contemporary GOP nominees 
running for governor and US Senate.

Data and Methods

The Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) surveys conducted 
in 2006, 2010, and 2012 (Ansolabehere 2006, 2010; Ansolabehere and 
Schaffner 2012) serve as the basis for our examination of white conservative 
support for minority Republican candidates.10 As mentioned, there were no 

9. D ata from the 2012 CCES indicate that among white conservatives casting a major-party presi-
dential vote, 94.6 percent chose Republican Mitt Romney, and Romney garnered 99.1 percent in 
the case of those labeled “very conservative” (228 out of 230 respondents).
10. T he 2006 midterm was the first year that the Cooperative Congressional Election Study 
(CCES) undertook a large-scale assessment of the opinions of the American electorate. These 
wholly web-based surveys are administered by YouGov/Polimetrix and are constructed/designed 
and funded in collaboration with various university research teams that pay a fee to have their 
questions administered by YouGov/Polimetrix. Each team is allocated a set number of questions 
unique to their research agenda along with a set of questions that every respondent is asked (the 
Common Content). Each team pays for the completion of a 1,000-person sample that is demo-
graphically representative of the general population. Because each research team asks questions 
that are common to every team’s survey, the Common Content data (which we rely on in this 
study) have a sample size equal to the completion rate for the sum of all the individual research 
team surveys. All of the surveys were conducted in two waves: The first occurred shortly before 
the upcoming election (in October) and the second shortly thereafter (in November). The surveys 
designed for each CCES data set we examine (2006, 2010, 2012) comprise a panel of respondents 
who are asked a larger number of questions before the election and then a smaller number after the 
election takes place. The sample size for the Common Content we analyze in this study, based on 
completed surveys (in the pre- and postelection waves of these panels), are as follows: N = 36,421 
for the 2006 CCES; N = 55,400 for the 2010 CCES; and N = 54,535 for the 2012 CCES. The 
CCES is a nonprobability sample that is administered via the Internet. The samples for these 
surveys are drawn through a multistep process designed to ensure a completed data set that is 
demographically representative of the American population. YouGov/Polimetrix has a larger busi-
ness model that is based on surveying consumers to get feedback on their opinions on a range of 
topics. Specifically, “advertisements for these short surveys are placed on banners of popular web 

True Colors 35

 at T
exas T

ech U
niversity on M

arch 17, 2015
http://poq.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

Case 2:21-cv-01291-AMM     Document 297-2     Filed 02/22/25     Page 9 of 26



minority Republican nominees for governor and senator in 2008, and thus 
this election cycle is excluded from our analyses. There are two clear benefits 
from using CCES data. First, for each election year, all regularly scheduled 
gubernatorial and senatorial contests are included in these surveys. Second, 
the CCES samples are very large, and thus even though the total number of 
minority Republican candidates may appear modest, statistical power is con-
siderable because the number of respondents casting a vote in each contest 
is substantial.

Table 1 displays the universe of minority Republican nominees who ran 
for governor and senator in 2006, 2010, and 2012. As shown, a total of 
11 minority Republicans secured their party’s nomination over these three 
election cycles. Seven ran in gubernatorial contests and four in senatorial 
races. There were four African Americans (three for governor and one for 
senator), four Hispanics (two for governor and two for senator), and three 
Asians (two for governor and one for senator). All four African Americans 
were defeated, while all four Hispanics were victorious and one of the three 
Asians won (Nikki Haley won the South Carolina governorship in 2010). 
These are the minority Republicans whose support from white conserv-
atives will be compared against the level of support these voters give to 
Anglo Republican nominees running for governor and senator for the same 
election years.

pages and people surfing the Internet click on the banner because they want to share their thoughts 
on exercise or Harry Potter or gardening” (Vavreck and Rivers 2008, 360). Primarily through this 
method of recruitment, individuals are given the opportunity to opt in to what YouGov/Polimetrix 
calls its PollingPoint Panel. Once individuals consent to be part of the PollingPoint Panel, they 
make their e-mails available and provide a battery of demographic and political information so that 
they are available to participate in future surveys. Based on the thousands of individuals who com-
prise the PollingPoint Panel, a CCES data set is then constructed from the demographic profile of 
participants who are surveyed by the US Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) 
(this is a probability sample, and according to Vavreck and Rivers [2008, 361] the 2004 ACS had 
a “sample of size 1,194,354 with a response rate of 93.1%”). On the basis of the most recent ACS 
conducted before the election under study (i.e., 2004 for the 2006 election), and according to a 
set of characteristics in this sample (i.e., stratified by age, education, gender, and race), YouGov/
Polimetrix then selects its own random sample of respondents from the ACS. After generating 
the random YouGov/Polimetrix-drawn ACS sample, each respondent is then matched with an 
“active Polimetrix panelist…selected using a weighted absolute distance measure on four Census 
variables—age, race, gender, and education, plus on imputed values of partisanship and ideol-
ogy” (Vavreck and Rivers 2008, 361). Additionally, the opt-in PollingPoint Panel respondents 
are matched geographically in terms of census region and metropolitan area (metro or non-metro; 
see Ansolabehere and Schaffner [2013], 16–17). In this manner, across a range of demographic 
characteristics, this matching procedure allows for YouGov/Polimetrix to draw a demographically 
representative sample of the general population despite starting with a database of participants 
who self-select into the PollingPoint Panel. Stephen Ansolabehere was the Principal Investigator 
(PI) for the 2006, 2010, and 2012 CCES surveys. More details (including cooperation rates) on the 
survey methodology employed can be found at http://projects.iq.harvard.edu/cces.
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Dependent Variable

In all of our models, the dependent variable equals 1 for a Republican vote and 
0 for a candidate of another affiliation.11 Although the results are not statisti-
cally or substantively different if we limit the choice to the major parties so 
that 0 is a Democratic vote, in some races there are viable/credible third-party/
independent candidates (like Charlie Crist in the 2010 Florida Senate elec-
tion) who may be more appealing to many white voters in comparison to the 
Democratic option.

Independent Variables of Interest

Minority Republican is a dummy equal to 1 if the GOP nominee is a minority 
(African American, Asian, or Hispanic) and 0 otherwise. Respondent ideolog-
ical self-identification (Ideology) is measured on a five-point scale (1 = very 
liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = moderate, 4 = conservative, 5 = very conservative). The 
primary independent variable of interest is an interaction constructed from 
these two measures: Minority Republican * Ideology. Including the compo-
nent parts of the interaction and controlling for various factors expected to 
influence vote choice, we test whether the noted covariate generates a null 
result or is statistically significant. If the coefficient is insignificant, then white 
conservatives vote at comparable rates for Republican nominees regardless 
of their racial/ethnic profile. If the interaction is positive and significant, then 
white conservatives are more supportive of minority Republicans than their 
Anglo Republican peers. And if the interaction is negative and statistically sig-
nificant, then white conservatives are more supportive of Anglo Republicans 
than their minority Republican counterparts, suggesting evidence of racially 
prejudiced voting.

Control Variables

In addition to our primary variables of interest, we control for a number of 
individual-level factors expected to influence voter preferences. Demographic 
controls include Age (in years); Education (1 = no high school, 2 = high school 
grad, 3 = some college, 4 = 2-year, 5 = 4-year, 6 = post-college grad); Female 
(1  =  female, 0  =  male); Married (1  =  married, 0  =  otherwise); and Union 
member (1 = member of a union, 0 = otherwise). We also include Party iden-
tification (1 = strong Democrat, 2 = weak Democrat, 3 = independent leaning 
Democrat, 4 = independent, 5 = independent leaning Republican, 6 = weak 
Republican, 7 = strong Republican) and Church attendance (1 = seldom or 
never, 2 = a few times a year, 3 = once or twice a month, 4 = once a week 
or more).

11. F or obvious reasons, we omit uncontested races (Indiana 2006 Senate and South Dakota 2010 
Senate) except in the case of a strong third-party/independent candidate like Bernie Sanders (see 
footnote 12).
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We have also added the following contextual variables germane to the 
gubernatorial and Senate contests under study: Republican incumbent and 
Open contest (the excluded base category are races that feature a Democratic 
incumbent); Republican experience (1  =  previous elective office-holding, 
0 = otherwise); Democratic experience (1 = previous elective office-hold-
ing, 0 = otherwise); and Republican spending (the percentage of total spend-
ing accounted for by the Republican candidate in a two-party race or in 
a multiple candidate contest when a third-party/independent candidate is 
credible).12 In the models that pool the 2006, 2010, and 2012 elections, we 
add election-year dummies for 2010 and 2012, using 2006 as the omitted 
comparison year.

Finally, because of the importance of a host of racially imbued issues as 
well as a leading hot-button issue (Abortion) that has mobilized conserva-
tives, we present the results for models that include five additional controls 
that can only be run for the 2010 and 2012 election cycles.13 For these models, 
we add the following two racial-resentment variables: Racial resentment A: 
“The Irish, Italians, Jews, and many other minorities overcame prejudice and 
worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without any special favors” 
(1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 
4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree); Racial resentment B: “Generations 
of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for 
blacks to work their way out of the lower class” (1 = strongly agree, 2 = some-
what agree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = somewhat disagree, 5 = strongly 
disagree); Abortion (1 = By law, a woman should always be able to obtain 
an abortion, 2 = The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, 
3 = The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest, 4 = By law, 
abortion should never be permitted); Affirmative action (1  =  strongly sup-
port, 2  =  somewhat support, 3  =  somewhat oppose, 4  =  strongly oppose); 
and Tea Party favorability: “What is your view of the Tea Party movement?” 
(1 = very negative, 2 = somewhat negative, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat positive, 
5 = very positive). For models utilizing these variables, we have included a 
2010 election-year dummy.

12. T he spending data for the US Senate were compiled from The Almanac of American Politics 
(Barone and Cohen 2007; Barone and McCutcheon 2011) for the 2006 and 2010 elections. In 
2012, the US Senate spending data were compiled from OpenSecrets’ online website (www.
opensecrets.org). For all of the gubernatorial elections (2006, 2010, and 2012), the spending 
data are from FollowTheMoney’s online website (www.followthemoney.org). Races where there 
were three formidable candidates and thus the total percentage of Republican spending is split 
three ways include the 2010 gubernatorial races in Colorado, Maine, and Rhode Island, and the 
2010 Senate races in Alaska and Florida. Throughout, Bernie Sanders of Vermont is treated as a 
Democratic candidate even though he runs in the general Senate election as an independent (there 
is no Democratic nominee in the Senate general election in 2006 and 2012, the two years when 
Sanders won the election).
13. T hese additional variables were either not available in the 2006 CCES or the coding of the 
question in the 2006 survey was not compatible with later years.
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For all of our models, we employ probit regression, limit the respondents 
to non-Hispanic white voters, include the weight variable provided for each 
CCES survey, and cluster standard errors by election contest. In the next sec-
tion, we present first the results for the gubernatorial models, then our esti-
mates of voting preferences in US Senate races.14

Results

Gubernatorial Contests

Table 2 presents the results for our models of gubernatorial vote choice. 
Models 1 and 2 cover the 2006, 2010, and 2012 election cycles. Model 
1 is a baseline model that contains an additive term for the presence of a 
minority GOP candidate. Of note, the coefficient for Minority Republican 
is signed in a positive direction, but not significant—an indication that 
white voters are no more likely to vote for minority Republican candi-
dates as compared to Anglo GOP candidates. The interaction term in 
model 2 is positive and significant. As white voters become increasingly 
conservative, they are more likely to support minority GOP gubernato-
rial candidates as compared to white Republican candidates. This finding 
is robust even controlling for a number of other individual and contest-
specific factors. Among these, party identification, conservatism, church 
attendance, and being married are all significant predictors of voting for 
the Republican gubernatorial candidate, while education level is inversely 
related. Relative increases in campaign expenditures by GOP candidates 
and experienced Republican candidates are both positively related to the 
probability of casting a Republican ballot.

In figure 1, we translate the findings from model 2 into a set of predicted 
probabilities with 95 percent confidence bands. In this case, we plot the proba-
bility of conservative and very conservative respondents to vote for white and 
minority GOP gubernatorial candidates. To produce these estimates, we utilize 
the observed value approach outlined in Hanmer and Kalkan (2012), which 
relies on the observed values for each case, manipulates particular covariates 
of interest, and then calculates a simulated probability measure by averaging 
across all cases in the analysis.15

For those in the self-identified conservative category, the probability of voting 
for a white GOP candidate is .60, compared with .66 for a minority GOP can-
didate. Although there is a difference of .06 between these point estimates, the 

14.  We excluded respondent income due to the number of cases with missing values for this vari-
able. It should be noted that including an income measure for the models presented does not alter 
any of the substantive findings.
15. E stimates presented are simulated probabilities and corresponding standard errors produced 
using Stata 11.
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confidence intervals do overlap. The probability of a very conservative respondent 
voting for a white Republican candidate is .71, and .81 for a minority Republican 
nominee. In the case of these probability estimates, one can state that they are sig-
nificantly different from a statistical standpoint since the 95 percent confidence 
intervals do not overlap with each other. There is both a sizable and statistical 
difference, then, in the support that white conservatives display for minority GOP 
gubernatorial candidates over candidates from their own racial group.

The second set of models in table 2 include a number of additional con-
trols and, as mentioned previously, include races from only the 2010 and 2012 
election cycles. Even with these alterations, our primary findings of interest 
remain unchanged. In model 3, Minority Republican is positive but statisti-
cally insignificant. Again, minority GOP candidates are essentially no bet-
ter or worse off compared with Republican gubernatorial candidates who are 
white. Model 4, which includes the same interactive term described previ-
ously, once again shows that as white respondents become more conservative, 
they are also more likely to support minority GOP candidates. This effect is 
statistically significant. Of the additional covariates included in the model, 
both measures of racial resentment, opinion on abortion, and support for the 
Tea Party (increasing values on these indicators are coded to align with con-
servative positions) are all positively associated with the probability of voting 
for a Republican gubernatorial candidate.

Figure 1.  Probability of Anglo Vote Choice by Ideology and Candidate 
Type: Gubernatorial Elections, 2006–2012.
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Table 2.  Predicting Republican Voting in Gubernatorial Contests

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Minority Republican candidate 0.1110
(0.1407)

–0.6435**

(0.2482)
0.1785

(0.1753)
–1.0161**

(0.3574)
Minority Republican * ideology – 0.2246***

(0.0624)
–  0.3618***

(0.0659)
Age –0.0003

(0.0013)
–0.0003
(0.0013)

–0.0008
(0.0020)

–0.0009
(0.0020)

Education –0.0469***

(0.0097)
–0.0470***

(0.0010)
0.0194

(0.0137)
0.0189

(0.0138)
Female 0.0010

(0.0202)
0.0009

(0.0203)
0.0064

(0.0329)
0.0066

(0.0329)
Party ID 0.4414***

(0.0125)
0.4417***

(0.0124)
0.3244***

(0.0208)
0.3241***

(0.0208)
Ideology 0.5208***

(0.0318)
0.5072*** 

(0.0317)
0.2225***

(0.0345)
0.2148***

(0.0341)
Married 0.0715***

(0.0211)
0.0724***

(0.0211)
0.0590

(0.0302)
0.0585

(0.0301)
Union –0.0157

(0.0308)
–0.0167
(0.0310)

–0.0646
(0.0655)

–0.0631
(0.0656)

Church attendance 0.0480***

(0.0127)
0.0481***

(0.0128)
–0.0016
(0.0171)

–0.0014
(0.0171)

(R) Incumbent –0.1175
(0.2259)

–0.1138
(0.2244)

–0.2387
(0.1304)

–0.2364
(0.1300)

Open seat –0.0601
(0.0984)

–0.0566
(0.0976)

–0.2185
(0.1316)

–0.2174
(0.1307)

(R) Candidate experience 0.3587***

(0.0813)
0.3611***

(0.0814)
0.4023***

(0.1190)
0.4013***

(0.1183)
(D) Candidate experience 0.0540

(0.1136)
0.0556

(0.1129)
0.0624

(0.1566)
0.0625

(0.1559)
(R) Spending  1.3581***

(0.3714)
1.3507***

(0.3686)
1.9016***

(0.4739)
 1.8948***

(0.4718)
Racial resentment-A – – 0.0627*

(0.0255)
0.0630*

(0.0255)
Racial resentment-B – – 0.0521***

(0.0163)
0.0520**

(0.0164)
Abortion – – 0.1171***

(0.0212)
0.1167***

(0.0211)
Affirmative action – – 0.0686

(0.0402)
0.0692

(0.0401)
Tea Party – – 0.3983***

(0.0223)
0.3975***

(0.0225)
2010 0.16489

(0.1193)
0.1676

(0.1187)
–0.2458*

(0.1034)
–0.2438*

(0.1030)

(Continued)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

2012 0.1683
(0.1686)

0.1697
(0.1674)

– –

Constant –4.611***

(0.2820)
–4.5720***

(0.2793)
–5.2156***

(0.4018)
–5.1836***

(0.4000)

N 46,524 46,524 25,875 25,875

Note.—Entries are probit coefficients with standard errors (in parentheses) clustered by 
gubernatorial contest.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Table 2.  Continued

Figure 2 transposes the coefficients from model 4 into predicted probabilities 
by manipulating values for respondent ideology, type of GOP candidate, and the 
corresponding interaction term. The graphic indicates that conservative support 
for white GOP nominees is .56, compared to .62 for minority Republican can-
didates. The .06 difference between these two estimates, however, is not statis-
tically significant because the confidence bands overlap. For very conservative 
whites, the probability of voting for a Republican from their racial group is .59. 
For this same group, the predicted support level for a minority GOP candidate 
jumps a statistically significant 11 points to .70. Even controlling for additional 
factors, the same pattern persists across the model specifications in table 2—a 
significant increase in support for minority GOP candidates is associated with 
greater levels of conservatism among white respondents.

Senate Contests

The results of our models designed to examine voting patterns in US Senate 
elections are displayed in table 3. In terms of setup, these regressions mirror 
the gubernatorial election models. Models 1 and 2 cover contests from the 
2006, 2010, and 2012 election cycles. The Minority Republican coefficient in 
model 1 is negative but insignificant. Much like the corresponding gubernato-
rial models, this is again an indication that white support for minority GOP 
candidates is no different, in a statistical sense, from that for white candidates. 
The interaction term in model 2 is positive and statistically significant. For 
white respondents, increasing levels of conservatism are associated with higher 
support levels for minority Republican candidates, as compared with white 
GOP candidates. Other significant and positive predictors include party iden-
tification, conservatism, marriage, church attendance, and relative increases in 
Republican campaign spending. Education level is negatively related to GOP 
support, as is the presence of an experienced Democratic Senate candidate.

Translating the results of model 2 into a more understandable format,  
figure  3 displays predicted probabilities for various categories of interest. 
White conservatives actually display a slightly lower level of support for 
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minority GOP Senate candidates as compared to white Republican nominees, 
.59 versus .61. These estimates, however, are statistically indistinguishable 
from each other, as the entire confidence interval for the latter completely 
falls within the range of the confidence band for the former. The estimates 
produced for those in the very conservative category are essentially the same 
as those just described for conservatives. Support for white GOP candidates is 
estimated to be .74 compared to .73 for minority Republicans. This very small 
differential, again, cannot be classified as a statistically significant gap. Unlike 
the results from our models of gubernatorial voting, these US Senate models 
reveal a pattern of essentially commensurate levels of support among white 
conservatives for either minority or white Republican candidates.

Our final set of models adds the additional controls previously discussed, but 
in so doing our sample of minority GOP candidates is also constricted to just 
two contests, one respectively in each of the 2010 and 2012 election cycles. 
Again, the dummy variable for minority Republican candidate in model 3 is 
negative but insignificant. Support for these types of GOP Senate candidates 
is indistinguishable from that for white Republican candidates. In model 4, the 
interaction term of interest is positive but not statistically significant. So, for 
this subset of US Senate elections with additional controls, increasing levels 
of conservatism among respondents is not associated with greater support for 
minority GOP candidates. On the flipside, ideological conservatism is not asso-
ciated with lower levels of support for minority Republican nominees. Even 

Figure 2.  Probability of Anglo Vote Choice by Ideology and Candidate 
Type: Gubernatorial Elections, 2010–2012.
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Table 3.  Predicting Republican Voting in US Senate Contests

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Minority Republican candidate –0.1643
(0.1549)

–0.4203*

(0.1924)
–0.2520
(0.1442)

–0.4587
(0.2359)

Minority Republican * ideology – 0.0751*

(0.0374)
– 0.0597

(0.0390)
Age 0.0006

(0.0010)
0.0006

(0.0010)
0.0005

(0.0013)
0.0005

(0.0013)
Education –0.0274*

(0.0112)
–0.0275*

(0.0112)
0.0548***

(0.0131)
0.0547***

(0.0131)
Female –0.0351

(0.0233)
–0.0350
(0.0233)

0.0067
(0.0277)

0.0067
(0.0277)

Party ID 0.5052***

(0.0138)
0.5053***

(0.0138)
0.3711***

(0.0162)
0.3712***

(0.0162)
Ideology 0.6169***

(0.0283)
0.6112***

(0.0301)
0.2589***

(0.0305)
0.2537***

(0.0327)
Married 0.1401***

(0.0233)
0.1403***

(0.0233)
0.1234***

(0.0350)
0.1237***

(0.0350)
Union –0.0125

(0.0237)
–0.0123
(0.0238)

–0.0772*

(0.0374)
–0.0771*

(0.0374)
Church attendance 0.0684***

(0.0101)
0.0685***

(0.0101)
0.0327*

(0.0149)
0.0328*

(0.0149)
(R) Incumbent –0.0365

(0.1274)
–0.0368
(0.1270)

0.0510
(0.1280)

0.0505
(0.1276)

Open seat –0.1533
(0.1220)

–0.1534
(0.1217)

–0.0156
(0.0825)

–0.0161
(0.0824)

(R) Candidate experience 0.0421
(0.0816)

0.0415
(0.0816)

0.0007
(0.1143)

0.0001
(0.1144)

(D) Candidate experience –0.2579**

(0.0864)
–0.2569**

(0.0863)
–0.4428***

(0.1225)
–0.4415***

(0.1223)
(R) Spending 0.8027***

(0.2118)
0.8036***

(0.2121)
0.6179***

(0.1849)
0.6196***

(0.1856)
Racial resentment-A – – 0.0535**

(0.0181)
0.0535**

(0.0181)
Racial resentment-B – – 0.0704***

(0.0139)
0.0704***

(0.0139)
Abortion – – 0.0917***

(0.0230)
0.0917***

(0.0230)
Affirmative action – – 0.1749***

(0.0232)
0.1753***

(0.0232)
Tea Party – – 0.4663***

(0.0225)
0.4663***

9.0225)
2010 0.3238***

(0.0584)
0.3230***

(0.0583)
–0.0987
 (0.0592)

–0.0992
(0.0595)

(Continued)
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controlling for racial resentment, attitudes on abortion and affirmative action, 
and support for the Tea Party movement (all of which are statistically signifi-
cant predictors of Republican voting), white conservatives support minority 
Republican candidates at comparable levels to those for white GOP candidates.

This finding is borne out in the set of predicted probabilities plotted in  
figure 4. Here, we see nominal differences in support by level of conserva-
tism and candidate type. The probability of a conservative voting for a white 
Republican Senate candidate is .56, compared to a slightly lower but statis-
tically indistinguishable .53 for minority GOP candidates. Likewise, among 
those labeled very conservative, there is a statistically insignificant .03 differ-
ential between these two types of candidates (.59 versus .56).

Discussion and Conclusion

This study has investigated a question that until now would have been rel-
egated to conjecture, since several minorities have only very recently managed 
to obtain gubernatorial and senatorial Republican nominations. With use of 
multiple Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) surveys (2006, 
2010, and 2012) during which a minority Republican candidate ran for gov-
ernor or senator, we found that either white conservative voters support these 
candidates at a significantly higher rate than Anglo Republican nominees 
(in gubernatorial contests) or there is no difference in their level of support 
based on the race of the GOP candidate. We expected that an empirical assess-
ment of white conservative voting for Republican standard-bearers in these 
high-profile contests would appear colorblind. What we did not anticipate is 
that in three out of our four models testing the interaction between minority 
Republican nominee and ideology, conservative whites were even more likely 
to vote for the minority GOP contender.

Conversely, not once do we find that white conservatives are more sup-
portive of Anglo Republicans vis-à-vis minority Republicans. We suspect this 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

2012 0.1628
(0.0765)

0.16284*

(0.0763)
– –

Constant –4.5582***

(0.1769)
–4.5403***

(0.1733)
–5.0829***

(0.1975)
–5.0679***

(0.1960)

N 60,889 60,889 39,821 39,821

Note.—Entries are probit coefficients with standard errors (in parentheses) clustered by 
Senate contest.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Table 3.  Continued
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Figure 3.  Probability of Anglo Vote Choice by Ideology and Candidate 
Type: Senate Elections, 2006–2012.

Figure 4.  Probability of Anglo Vote Choice by Ideology and Candidate 
Type: Senate Elections, 2010–2012.
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null finding is a strong statement regarding the historically high rate of parti-
san polarization in contemporary American politics. When African American 
Republican Edward Brooke was elected to the US Senate in Massachusetts, 
he was politically liberal16 and was not considered much of an outlier when 
juxtaposed against his Republican peers hailing from the Northeast, the extant 
bastion of the GOP (Reiter and Stonecash 2011). Since then, the modern 
Republican Party has completed its transformation into a far-right conserva-
tive redoubt with little room for moderation, particularly in the case of those 
who seek elective office. There is no place for Edward Brooke in today’s ver-
sion of the GOP. Now, Republican candidates, regardless of their racial pro-
file, must exhibit conservative bona fides if they stand any chance of securing 
the party’s nomination.

With the CCES data, we can display the extreme ideological polarization 
of Democratic and Republican nominees from the vantage of white conserva-
tives. In the case of ideological placement for gubernatorial nominees, the 
CCES provides these data only for 2006, which includes two of our minority 
Republicans in the analysis (Ken Blackwell and Lynn Swann; see table 1). 
Fortunately, for US Senate nominees, their ideological placement is asked in 
all three CCES surveys (2006, 2010, and 2012), and thus all four of our minor-
ity Republican candidates are evaluated.17

Figure 5 clearly demonstrates just how wide the ideological chasm is between 
Democratic and Republican gubernatorial and senatorial nominees in the 
minds of white conservatives. On the 100-point ideological scale, the gap for 
Democratic and Republican gubernatorial nominees is roughly 45 points. The 
distance is even wider in the case of the US Senate—a remarkable 52-point dif-
ference—with Democratic Senate nominees viewed as considerably more lib-
eral than their Democratic counterparts running for governor. Of course, the key 
finding is that white conservatives place minority Republican nominees as the 
most conservative candidates running for either office. This finding comports 
nicely with what we expected, since white conservatives are either more sup-
portive or just as supportive of minority Republicans in the multivariate models.

In sum, we have provided convincing evidence that white conservatives are 
stalwart in their support of Republican nominees, irrespective of their racial/
ethnic profile, and sometimes even more supportive of minority Republicans 
who are viewed as the most conservative candidates to secure gubernatorial 
and senatorial nominations over the past decade.

16. A ccording to the liberal political-interest group Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), in 
1968, Brooke’s ADA score, which runs from 0 to 100 with 100 being the most liberal, was 86, 
and in the same year Democrat Ted Kennedy scored a 71 (www.adaction.org/pages/publications/
voting-records.php).
17.  Consistent with our five-point ideology scale for the multivariate models, white conservatives are 
designated by placing themselves as either a 4 (conservative) or 5 (extremely conservative). Because 
the 2006 data employ a 100-point ideological scale for candidate placement, we rescale the subse-
quent seven-point ideological scales in the 2010 and 2012 CCES surveys to this 100-point measure.
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But what does this mean with respect to electoral viability? Have these 
minority Republicans placed themselves too far to the right to win office? As 
a collective, the answer is clearly no. What, then, makes for a winner when it 
comes to minority Republican candidates running for statewide office? From 
our small sample of 11 candidates, few patterns related to candidate charac-
teristics appear to leap out. The type of office being sought or prior elective 
experience appear to matter little in terms of being able to differentiate winners 
from losers. However, two patterns of note include the fact that no African 
American Republican candidates in our sample won their respective elections18 
and no minority Republican candidates were successful in the 2006 election 
cycle (three out of four black candidates ran during the 2006 election cycle).

Perhaps winning, however, is more context than candidate dependent.19 
The 2006 cycle clearly favored the Democrats nationally, as a large partisan 

18. US  Senator Tim Scott (R-SC) broke this pattern in the 2014 general election, when he won 
election for the remainder of the term to which he was initially appointed in 2012. Speaking 
directly to ideology eclipsing race as the primary factor in the career advancement of Senator Scott, 
he previously represented the majority white First Congressional District of South Carolina. In 
winning this district in the 2010 midterm, Scott first had to win a crowded open Republican pri-
mary that included nine contestants and one with a very familiar surname. Paul Thurmond, a son of 
the legendary, notorious, and perhaps most influential politician in South Carolina history, J. Strom 
Thurmond, finished second to Scott in the first round, and because Scott was held to under a major-
ity of the vote, a runoff ensued. In the runoff, Scott dominated Thurmond, taking 68 percent of the 
vote (http://elections.nytimes.com/2010/results/primaries/south-carolina/runoff).
19.  Sonenshein (1990) makes this point in his discussion of black candidates running for state-
wide office.
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Figure 5.  Mean Ideological Placements of Statewide Candidates.
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tide delivered control of the US House and Senate. And electoral defeats of 
minority GOP candidates more often than not occurred in Democratic or 
Democratic-leaning states. The four black candidates in our sample were 
running in Maryland, Vermont, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. If this observa-
tion is correct, then success may hinge more on the partisan makeup of 
the overall electorate, as opposed to the characteristics of the candidates 
themselves.

At this juncture, the ability, or inability, of minority Republican candidates to 
attract crossover support among minority voters predisposed to vote Democratic 
must also be considered. While this issue is not the subject of the current 
research endeavor under discussion, it is quite possible that the electoral success 
of minority GOP candidates, especially in blue states, may be linked to attract-
ing some share of minority Democratic voters to the Republican side of the 
ledger. The inability to attract more than token crossover minority support may 
also spell electoral defeat in a state where there is no sizable pool of conservative 
white voters to make up for the overall partisan distribution in the state.

One must also ask if the nomination of some minority candidates actually 
undermines the stated national Republican strategy of making inroads with 
minority voters. In other words, might the goal of winning minority voters 
actually be hampered by the selection of minority nominees? For instance, 
the candidacy of E. W. Jackson, an African American and Tea Party favorite 
running for Virginia lieutenant governor, seemed to backfire in terms of gar-
nering minority support. African Americans were significantly less likely to 
vote for this black Republican nominee (Hood, Kidd, and Morris 2014). It 
appears the premium placed on ideological purity, irrespective of a candi-
date’s race, highlights the overriding importance of the alignment of party 
with ideology, whereas the race of a candidate plays a secondary and typi-
cally minor role.

The passage of time itself may be the principal contextual factor related 
to the electoral success of minority GOP candidates, as demonstrated by the 
number of wins in more recent elections. Time may represent a generational 
change manifest in a more racially tolerant electorate, especially among white 
conservatives. A decade ago, the topic of this manuscript would be bereft of 
empirical analysis for a lack of minority Republican nominees for governor 
and senator. Hence, the willingness of white conservatives to support minor-
ity Republican candidates is a recent phenomenon in American politics. This 
noted trend toward greater racial acceptance has not concomitantly reflected 
itself in ideological diversity. To the contrary, the general trend of ideological 
polarization has replaced the previous litmus test over candidate race. Just as 
liberal Democrats are likely to favor the most left-leaning candidate avail-
able, conservative Republicans are likely to support the most right-leaning 
candidate in the contest, regardless of their race or ethnicity. To summarize, 
the present story demonstrates that for white conservatives, ideological purity 
trumps candidate race.
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