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Abstract
In this thesis, I examine the relationship between the incidence of hate crimes targeting

the Asian American, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander communities and Asian American
voter turnout in federal general elections between 2000 and 2020. Initially, I began my analysis
by compiling data on anti-ANHPI hate crimes and all racially motivated hate crimes from the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reporting Program, which I used to run linear
regressions with Asian American voter turnout data from the United States Census Bureau.
While I failed to observe a statistically significant relationship between anti-ANHPI hate crimes
and Asian American turnout between 2000 and 2020, I found a weakly, albeit statistically strong,
positive relationship between the incidence of all racially motivated hate crimes and Asian
American voting behavior. I then proceeded into case studies of the salience of race and Asian
American pan-ethnic identity in 2008 and 2016 Presidential Elections, using data from the 2008
and 2016 Pre-Election National Asian American Surveys, to find that listing race in their top
three issues facing the country was associated with an increased likelihood of voting in 2016, but
the opposite in 2008. I also engaged in case studies of the 2016 Presidential Election, using data
from the 2016 Post-Election National Asian American Survey, that suggests that some forms of
personal experiences of discrimination had statistically strong, significant correlations with
Asian American respondents’ likelihood of reported voting, although there was no statistically
significant relationship between attributing such experiences to racial discrimination and turnout.
When separating out respondents by their state of residence, I found that personal experiences of
discrimination had differing magnitudes and directional impacts on respondents’ likelihood of
reporting voting that varied by state.
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Introduction

In her remarks during the March 18, 2022 House Judiciary Committee Hearing on

Discrimination and Violence Against Asian Americans, Congresswoman Judy Chu of

California’s 27th District, who also serves as the elected chairwoman of the Congressional Asian

Pacific American Caucus explicitly connected the sharp, sudden increase in hate incidents

targeting the Asian American and Pacific Islander communities during the COVID-19 pandemic

to presidential politics in her opening remarks. She stated,

“Today, we find that there have been nearly 3,800 anti-Asian hate crimes and incidents in
just the year alone. They were stoked by the words of former President Donald Trump,
who sought to shift blame and anger away from his own flawed response to the
coronavirus. He used racial slurs like “Wuhan virus,” “China plague,” and “Kung flu,”
despite the fact that the CDC and the World Health Organization warned not to associate
the virus with a specific ethnicity, country, or geographic region, due to the stigma it
causes. [...] Over the past year, hostile anti-Asian COVID comments on Twitter
increased by 900%, and we saw a nearly 150% surge in anti-Asian hate crimes in major
U.S. cities. And even though Donald Trump is no longer president, I believe the most
recent round of anti-Asian attacks are the aftermath of one year of hateful attacks and
four years of ugly comments about immigrants and people of color. That’s why I’m so
grateful that we have a new president, Joe Biden, who is working to stop these attacks,
not incite them. Within his first week as president, President Biden issued a presidential
memorandum to combat and condemn xenophobia against AAPIs, and ensure that the
Department of Justice works with our community to address these surging hate crimes.”
(Rev 2021)

According to a report published in January 2022 by the Center for the Study of Hate and

Extremism, hate crimes targeting Asian Americans increased by 124% between 2019 and 2020,

surging even more to a record 339% between 2020 and 2021 (Yam 2022). While I was well

aware of this increase, as a Chinese American woman living in New York City, received verbal

harassments and threats from strangers myself, and heard similar stories and experiences shared

anecdotally by my mother and many of my Asian American friends, I was surprised by

Congresswoman Chu’s decision to explicitly attribute this phenomenon to former President

Trump’s xenophobic, anti-Asian remarks on the pandemic. Consequently, I decided to explore
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the connection between violence targeting the Asian American, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific

Islander American communities and voter turnout in recent federal general elections, specifically

those between 2000 and 2020.

Initially, I chose to focus on anti-ANHPI hate crimes and their potential associations with

Asian American voter turnout, due to the current, newfound attention on anti-ANHPI violence

and discrimination towards Asian Americans in national discussion and in Asian American

communities. While there is prior academic literature on Asian American voter registration,

turnout, and political participation, which I examine in my literature review, there is little

discussing the effects of discrimination on recent Asian American voting behavior, nevermind

the impact of anti-Asian hate crimes and hate incidents.

I begin my analysis by conducting linear and multivariate regressions between the

incidence of anti-ANHPI hate crimes, as reported by the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s

Uniform Crime Reporting Program, and Asian American voter turnout, as expressed as a

percentage of the total Asian American population that is of voting age and holds United States

citizenship. Finding no statistically significant relationship between anti-ANHPI hate crimes and

Asian American voter turnout, I did however observe a small, almost negligible, but still positive

relationship between increased racially motivated hate crimes and Asian American voter turnout

for federal general elections between 2000 and 2020. In the second, third, and fourth quantitative

chapters, I conducted case studies of the 2008 and 2016 Presidential Elections using data from

the respective National Asian American Surveys. In these case studies, I evaluated the impact of

the salience of race and racial discrimination, panethnic Asian identity, and personal experiences

of discrimination on individual, eligible Asian American respondents’ likelihood of turning out

to vote. Through this analysis, I found that some forms of discriminatory treatment were strongly
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correlated with and had sizable effects on an Asian American respondent’s likelihood of voting,

although the magnitude and direction of such effects varied by location. This thesis will

hopefully build upon previous research on Asian American voter turnout through its focus on

violence targeting Asian Americans and personal experiences with discrimination.

Chapter I: Recent Literature
Explanations for Asian American Voter Registration and Turnout

In her analysis of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey Voter

Supplements for 1994, 1996, 1998, and 2000, Pei-te Lien observes that the process of obtaining

American citizenship contributes to low voter registration and turnout rates of Asian Americans,

as Asian Americans are almost twice as likely to both register and vote if they are United States

citizens. According to Lien’s analysis, Asian Americans are more likely to register to vote if they

have higher levels of educational attainment, higher family income, if they were born outside the

United States, have spent a longer portion of their political life in the United States, are older,

inhabited the same home for longer, or report membership in a labor union (Lien 2004).

Similarly to white Americans, Asian American voter registration and turnout increases in



Liu 10

presidential elections, which are associated with higher stakes, and are reduced in midterm

elections. Among Asian Americans who are registered to vote, the likelihood of whether an

individual casts a ballot becomes increased with higher levels of educational attainment, older

age, and a longer time spent residing at their home (Lien 2004). Interestingly, Lien finds that

registered Asian American voters are more likely to turn out if they live in Hawaii or California,

compared to their registered counterparts living in other states. Lien also found that different

ethnic groups exhibited different patterns of voter registration and turnout and that different

variables are associated with increases in voter registration and turnout for specific ethnic groups

(Lien 2004).

In their analysis of the 2000-2001 Pilot National Asian American Political Survey, which

contained responses from 1,218 adults who identified with the six largest Asian American ethnic

population groups and lived in the Los Angeles, New York, Honolulu, San Francisco, and

Chicago metropolitan areas, Janelle Wong, Pei-te Lien, and M. Margaret Conway found that

naturalized Asian Americans registered and turned out to vote at almost identical rates to

native-born Asian Americans in the 2000 General Election, although earlier research ascribes

low rates of Asian American voter turnout to the large proportion of non-citizens among the

adult, foreign-born Asian population and difficulties in accessing voter materials in Asian

languages (Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005). However, the authors also acknowledged that

native-born Asian Americans are significantly more likely to engage in most civic and political

activities aside from registering and casting a ballot, compared to their naturalized and noncitizen

counterparts. For example, 18% of the Asian Americans born in the United States surveyed

answered that they had contacted a government official, compared to 11% of naturalized Asian

Americans and 6% of foreign, noncitizen Asian Americans. Similarly, 30% of the sample born in
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the United States reported that they had “signed onto a petition,” compared to 20% and 14% of

the naturalized and foreign-born, noncitizen groups, respectively. (Wong, Lien, & Conway

2005).

Wong, Lien, and Conway found that before controlling for potentially confounding

variables, such as fluency in English and socioeconomic status (Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005),

Asian Americans with a strong sense of panethnic, Asian American group consciousness, which

they define as a belief that “they share interests with other [Asian Americans] and that their

individual fate is tied to the fate of [Asian Americans],” had greater levels of political

participation. Their analysis suggests that respondents who answered that they identified as

“Asian American” when initially asked whether they “[thought] of themselves as an American,

an Asian American, an Asian, a [the respondent’s ethnic group] American, or a [the respondent's

ethnic group]” were more likely to register to vote compared to those who chose differently

(Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005). The authors also found that respondents who reported

membership in an Asian American organization were more likely to partake in political

activities, including registering, voting, and other civic engagement. In addition, they found that

respondents who indicated that they had “experience with discrimination” were increasingly

likely to register and take part in civic and political engagement beyond voting (Wong, Lien, &

Conway 2005).

However, after controlling for potentially confounding variables, Wong, Lien, and

Conway found that the aforementioned variables had relatively small, inconsistent effects on

registration and voting (Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005). Interestingly, they also found that

respondents with a strong sense of group consciousness within their own ethnic group were less

likely to register to vote (Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005). The authors’ analysis, which accounted
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for confounding variables, implied that some of the strongest predictors of whether an Asian

American respondent registered to vote and reported casting a ballot mirrored those of the

overall population. These included an individual’s interest in politics, whether an individual has

been mobilized, their ideology, partisanship, and age (Wong, Lien, & Conway 2005). However,

the authors find that respondents who are part of an Asian American or an Asian ethnic

organization or indicate a strong, ethnic group consciousness are more likely to engage in

political activities beyond voting, even when controlling for confounding variables (Wong, Lien,

and Conway 563). On the other hand, they also found that Asian Americans who report an

“American” identity are also increasingly likely to be politically active (Wong, Lien, and

Conway 2005).

Through her analysis of the 2000 Current Population Survey Voting and Registration

Supplement, Maria-Elena D. Diaz finds that Asian American voter turnout is increased in

counties with higher intermarriage rates, a variable which the author uses as a proxy for

structural and racial integration. In contrast, her analysis suggests higher concentrations of

foreign-born Asian Americans and increased racial occupational segregation, which Diaz defines

as the “extent that racial and ethnic groups are distributed within an occupational structure based

on race and ethnicity” (Diaz 2012) are associated with lower rates of Asian American voter

turnout. However, Diaz proposes that the presence of ethnic organizations could mitigate the

negative impact of these influences, as her analysis suggests that Asian Americans are more

likely to vote in counties containing ethnic organizations.

Diaz further supports her argument that ethnic organizing could potentially increase

Asian American electoral turnout, citing her finding that increased proportions of Asian

Americans and Asian diversity are associated with higher rates of Asian American voter turnout
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(Diaz 2012). In addition, Diaz’ analysis implies that counties containing sizable Japanese

American communities are associated with increased Asian American voter turnout, as Japanese

Americans are more likely to be third or fourth generation Americans, compared to other Asian

American ethnic groups, and Japanese Americans have a history of engaging in panethnic, Asian

American activism. (Diaz 2012) However, Diaz’ analysis also suggests that the presence of

panethnic organizations do not have a significant, sizable impact on Asian American voter

turnout, although she proposes that such organizations could also indirectly contribute to

mobilizing Asian American voters by working with existing ethnic organizations to collaborate

towards a collective goal (Diaz 2012).

How Existing Explanations for Overall Voter Turnout Could Be Insufficient for Explaining
Asian American Voting Behavior

In his 2005 journal article, “Why Do Minorities Participate Less? The Effects of

Immigration, Education, and Electoral Process on Asian American Voter Registration and

Turnout,” Jun Xu examines the disconnect between low Asian American voter turnout and the

relatively high educational attainment of Asian Americans as a panethnic group. While earlier

research illustrates the connection between increased educational attainment and increased

political participation, Xu cites sociologists who propose that such an explanation may not apply

to voters of color (Xu 2005). To evaluate this theory, Xu separates educational and voter turnout

data from Current Population Survey Voting and Registration Supplements between 1994 and

2000 by race. He finds that Asians, Black Americans, and Hispanics with lower levels of

educational attainment are more likely to vote than White voters of the same educational level;

however, Whites become more likely to vote with additional education, compared to Asian and

Hispanic voters. Xu’s analysis also suggests that Asian voter turnout rates persistently lag behind

those of Black and Hispanic voters at all educational levels (Xu 2005).
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Xu proposes two explanations for this effect. The first suggests that foreign-born Asian

Americans could lack familiarity with democratic political institutions, as most immigrate from

non-democratic states or countries with otherwise weak democracies, even though they

themselves may have high levels of educational attainment. Xu’s other explanation proposes that

Asian Americans are less likely to turn out, as they believe civic and political engagement can

offer them little benefit, given the history and continued existence of systemic racism in the

United States. Instead, Xu suggests, Asian Americans may choose to counteract the effects of

such discrimination by pursuing educational opportunities and economic well-being (Xu 2005).

Similarly, in her journal article, “Naturalization, Socialization, Participation: Immigrants

and (Non-) Voting,” Wendy K. Tam Cho proposes that earlier socioeconomic theories, which

state that individuals with higher socioeconomic status will be increasingly likely to vote, as they

can hold greater risks and can derive greater benefits from political and civic engagement,

provide incomplete explanations for voting behavior (Cho 1999). Cho argues that such

explanations are insufficient for immigrant communities, as they conflate increased educational

attainment with immigrant socialization. Finding that education has a negligible effect on Asian

American voter turnout, Cho reasons that Asian Americans are more likely to have received their

education outside of the United States than other racial groups. Cho claims that students are

socialized through education in the United States, as it familiarizes students with democratic

systems and processes and aims to instill American civic norms, such as a respect for majority

rule (Cho 1999).

Crime, Voting Behavior, and Political Participation

Although political candidates frequently campaign on “tough on crime” policies, from the

municipal to the federal level, research related to crime and voting behavior remains scarce.
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Haggerty examines whether the “responsibility hypothesis,” which proposes that voters view the

incumbent party as accountable for current economic conditions and vote accordingly, is

applicable to changes in the incidence of crime in his journal article, “Quality of Life from the

Voting Booth: The Effect of Crime Rates and Income on Recent U.S. Presidential Elections.”

Through his analysis of vote shares in presidential elections between 1972 and 1996 and the

FBI’s annual Uniform Crime Reports published within the same time period, Haggerty found

that voters likely choose whether to vote for the incumbent or a challenger based on current

economic conditions and crime at the national level. However, Haggerty acknowledges that the

economic conditions have a far stronger effect on vote choice compared to crime. Interestingly,

Haggerty also observes that voters pay more attention to crime at the national level than crime at

the state level, when deciding which party to vote for on Election Day (Haggerty 2006).

In contrast, Bateson’s analysis of regional barometer surveys from the 2000’s in “Crime

Victimization and Political Participation” suggests that recent victims of crime are more likely to

engage in political activity and have higher levels of political interest than similar non-victims.

Bateson observed that being a victim of a recent crime had the equivalent effect as an additional

five to ten years of education did on political engagement (Bateson 2012). While the surveys

Bateson used contain data from Latin America and the Caribbean, the United States and Canada,

Europe, and countries in East and Southeast Asia, the effect of being a victim of a recent crime

remains consistent for respondents in different regions, for men and women, for all classes of

crime considered, and for all forms of political activity and engagement (Bateson 2012).
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Chapter II: Empirical Strategy I

Overview

I address my larger research question, which asks if increases in anti-Asian violence mobilizes

Asian American voters, by first examining whether increases in anti-Asian hate crimes between

2000 - 2020 correlate with increased Asian American voter registration and voter turnout

between 2000 - 2020. I will test the core hypothesis below using regression analysis:

H1: Increased anti-Asian hate crimes during a specific year will correlate with increased

Asian American voter registration and increased Asian American voter turnout in the same year.

Methods

I gathered statistics on anti-Asian violence from the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s

Uniform Crime Reporting Program, which compiles data from law enforcement agencies across

the United States about single-bias and multiple-bias hate crimes. The Uniform Crime Reporting

Program states that a “hate crime may involve multiple offenses, victims, and offenders within a

single incident” and establishes a single-bias incident as one in which “one or more offense types

are motivated by the same bias,” while also differentiating it from a multiple-bias incident, which

specifies that one in which “one or more offense types are motivated by two or more biases”

(U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Criminal Justice Information

Services Division n.d.). For example, the hypothetical robbery and murder of a Pakistani

American man would be classified as a single-bias hate crime, had the offender been motivated

by racism against South Asians. However, if the offender targeted the victim because of his race

and his presumed Islamic faith, the incident would be classified as a multiple-bias hate crime

instead.
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However, anti-Asian hate crimes could be underreported, as a 2021 survey from AAPI

Data, a group that conducts and publishes demographic and policy research on Asian Americans

and Pacific Islanders, indicated that Asian Americans are one of the least likely demographic

groups to indicate that they are “very comfortable” with reporting hate incidents to law

enforcement (Yam 2021).

I found statistics on national Asian American voter registration and voter turnout from

the United States Census Bureau’s Voting and Registration Tables. These contain demographic

information about people who did and did not register to vote, did and did not vote, methods of

voting and registration, and discusses people’s reasons for not voting from the Current

Population Survey’s Voting and Registration Supplemental Survey, which has been conducted by

the Census Bureau biennially since November 2006. The dataset I used for Asian American

voter registration and voter turnout only includes people who only select the option “Asian” for

their race; I chose this dataset to remain as consistent as possible with statistics collected before

2004, which was when the Census Bureau allowed individuals to select multiple racial

categories. My voter registration and turnout data from the years 2000 - 2004 are not directly

comparable to the remainder of my data, as they include both Asians and Pacific Islanders,

instead of just Asian Americans. (United States Census Bureau 2021)

To determine whether my independent variable, the number of reported anti-Asian hate

crimes, has a statistically significant correlation with increased Asian American voter registration

and turnout during midterm and presidential elections, I will run a regression analysis in R

programming.
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Figure 2.1: Number of All Racial Bias Incidents per Year, 2000 - 2020
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Figure 2.2: Number of All Anti-ANHPI Bias Incidents per Year, 2000 - 2020

Figure 2.3: Percent Change in Number of Racial Bias Incidents (All Races) and Anti-ANHPI
Bias Incidents
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As shown in Figure 2.3, which compares the percent change in the number of hate incidents

targeted at Asians, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders between 2000 – 2020, to all racially

motivated bias incidents within the same time frame, changes in the number of anti-ANHPI

(Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander) hate crimes do not always correlate with trends

regarding all racially-motivated hate crimes. For instance, the number of anti-ANHPI bias

incidents went down by 19.58% between 2015 and 2016, while the number of all racially

motivated bias incidents increased by 28.89% during the same time period. This could be

because another racial group experienced a disproportionate increase in hate crimes targeted

toward that group. Similarly, while the number of all racially motivated bias incidents increased

by 31.90% between 2019 and 2020, the number of anti-ANHPI bias incidents increased by over

two times that amount—64.25%.

Table 2.1: Regression Results, Asian Alone Voter Turnout, All Federal Elections 2000 - 2020
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In this regression analysis, my dependent variable was the percentage of Asian,

voting-age U.S. citizens who reported that they voted in general elections between 2000 and

2020, while my independent variables were the number of anti-ANHPI bias incidents per year,

the number of all racially motivated bias incidents per year, and the total percentage of voting

age, U.S. citizen adults who reported that they voted in that general election. I included the last

variable because I was interested in examining whether Asian American voter turnout correlated

with total population turnout in recent general elections in the United States.

Through my regression analysis, I found that an increase in the number of anti-Asian,

Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander bias incidents is associated with an increase of 0.05 in

reported Asian voter turnout. This coefficient suggests that with every additional anti-ANHPI

bias incident, Asian Americans are 0.05% more likely to report voting in a general election.

Hypothetically, this association has a large effect on Asian American voter turnout, as 100

anti-ANHPI bias incidents would increase Asian American voter turnout from 32.1% to 37.1%,

200 incidents would drive turnout to 42.1%, while the 294 incidents in 2020 (the highest within

the twenty year time-period examined) would bring turnout to 47.1%. However, despite this

large effect, this association lacks confidence, as the standard error (0.1) is double the value of

the coefficient and is not even statistically significant at a 90% confidence level. Therefore, I

cannot claim that an increase in national anti-ANHPI bias incidents between 2000 - 2020 is

correlated with an increase in national Asian American voter turnout in federal general elections,

as I could not disprove my null hypothesis.

While this may be because Asian American voters prioritize other issues, such as

healthcare or the economy, over racial attacks or do not think their vote could meaningfully

impact hate crimes, there could also be inconsistent or lacking coverage of anti-Asian violence.
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If incidents are not being covered in outlets that Asian voters consult frequently, trust, and can

understand, then these incidents cannot mobilize Asian voters.

However, I found that an increase in the number of all racially motivated bias incidents is

associated with an increase of 0.01 in reported Asian voter turnout, which suggests that an

additional racial hate crime is correlated with an increase of 0.01% in Asian American voter

turnout. This relationship was statistically significant to a 95% confidence interval and had a

standard error of 0.004. Increases in the number of racially motivated bias incidents could

potentially spark national discussions of race and lead to more minority voter mobilization

activities, which could help drive Asian Americans to the polls.

I decided to examine this relationship, as Asian Americans are sometimes viewed as

occupying a privileged position among people of color in the United States. Often seen through

the lens of the Model Minority Myth, which stereotypes Asian Americans as a quiet,

well-behaved, and hard-working group that has achieved more material success than the general

American population through their work ethic and natural intelligence, to invalidate the

experiences of Black and Latinx Americans, Asian Americans are sometimes thought of as “next

in line to being White” (Blackburn 2019 and Public Broadcasting Service 2021) or otherwise

different from other groups of color, despite being subject to systemic and individual

discrimination. Given this perception, I was interested in examining whether Asian Americans

expressed solidarity with other groups of color in the face of increasing racial hate crimes by

turning out to vote. While my regression analysis suggests that increases Asian American voter

turnout have a statistically significant association with increases in all racially-motivated hate

crimes, it is interesting to note that the association between the number of anti-ANHPI bias

incidents and Asian voter turnout, although measured without confidence, has a coefficient five
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times larger. This would imply that increases in anti-ANHPI hate crimes have five times the

effect of increases in all racially motivated hate crimes on Asian American turnout, which

suggests, in turn, that anti-ANHPI bias incidents are more salient to Asian voters. However, this

observation lacks soundness; I would like to underscore that the association between anti-ANHPI

bias incidents and Asian voter turnout lacked any statistical significance.

I also found that an increase in total voter turnout was correlated with an increase of 1.1

in reported Asian voter turnout. This relationship was statistically significant to a 99%

confidence interval, which indicates that many of the trends that drive the general population in

the United States to the polls have almost identical effects on mobilizing the Asian American

population in particular. This regression line had a constant, or y-intercept of -17.7, as my dataset

did not include any elections which had a population turnout of 0%. Interestingly, this implies

that Asian American turnout lags 7.7% behind that of the total population.

Table 2.2: Regression Results, Total Voter Turnout, All Federal Elections 2000 - 2020
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Given the strong relationship between total voter turnout and Asian American voter

turnout, I was interested in examining whether the relationships between increases in

anti-ANHPI and all racially motivated bias incidents and Asian American voter turnout were

mirrored in the general population. In this regression analysis, my dependent variable was the

total percentage of voting-age citizen adults in the United States who reported that they voted in

a year’s particular general election between 2000 and 2020. My independent variables were the

number of anti-ANHPI bias incidents per year and the number of all racially motivated bias

incidents per year.

Like my results in Table 1, my regression analysis indicated that there was not a

statistically significant relationship between increases in anti-ANHPI bias incidents and

increased voter turnout among the general voting-eligible, United States population in general

elections. An anti-ANHPI bias incident was associated with a 0.04% increase in total population

voter turnout; however, this relationship lacks confidence, even at the 90% confidence interval,

and is not statistically sound, as the standard error is 0.05. However, it is interesting to note that

the value of the correlation coefficient, 0.04, is only one hundredth smaller than the value of the

corresponding correlation coefficient for Asian voters (0.05).

In contrast, I found that the relationship between increases in all racially motivated bias

incidents and increases in voter turnout of the total voting-age, American citizen population in a

general election had a correlation coefficient of 0.01—like its corresponding coefficient for

Asian voters alone—but that this relationship was statistically weaker, as it was only significant

at a 90% confidence level. The standard error for this association, 0.03, was one hundredth

smaller than that of the corresponding association for Asian voters.
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Table 2.3: Multivariate Regression Results, Asian Voter Turnout 2000 - 2020

To account for the influence of fluctuations in total voter turnout, I ran a multivariate

regression where I controlled for voter turnout among the general population, while preserving

the number of anti-ANHPI hate crimes as my independent variable and Asian American voter

turnout as my dependent variable. Interestingly, I found that changes in the number of hate

crimes targeting Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders had an even smaller,

almost negligible effect on whether Asian Americans turned out to vote in an election. Similarly

to my findings in my previous analyses, this association failed to exhibit statistical confidence.

Given the results of my regression analyses in Table 1 and Table 3, I was interested in

seeing whether other racial and ethnic minorities in the United States exhibited similar patterns

in voter turnout behavior. As shown in Table 4, I ran a regression where my dependent variable

was the percentage of African American, voting-age U.S. citizens who reported that they voted

in general elections between 2000 and 2020. My independent variables included the number of

all anti-African American bias incidents per year, the number of all racially motivated bias
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incidents per year, and the total percentage of voting-age citizen adults who reported that they

voted in that general election.

Table 2.4: Regression Results, African American Voter Turnout, All Federal Elections 2000 -
2020

Through this regression analysis, I observed that an additional anti-African American

bias incident is associated with an increase of 0.005 in reported African American voter turnout.

This suggests that African Americans are 0.05% more likely to report voting in a general

election, with every additional hate crime targeted towards African Americans. Remarkably, this

was the same coefficient associated with anti-ANHPI bias incidents and Asian American voter

turnout, although neither reached statistical significance. Interestingly, changes in the number of

all racially motivated bias incidents had half the impact on African American voters as it did on

Asian American voters, although the relationship between African American voters and all

racially motivated hate crimes is not statistically significant. However, when accounting for total

voter turnout, as shown in Table 2.5, an additional anti-Black hate crime is weakly correlated

with a 0.003% decrease in African American voter turnout in a given election.
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Table 2.5: Regression Results, African American Voter Turnout 2000 - 2020

I also ran regression analyses to determine whether anti-Hispanic bias incidents and all

racially motivated hate crimes would impact Hispanic voter turnout in all federal, general

elections between 2000 and 2020. Interestingly, while Hispanic voter turnout was strongly

correlated with total voter turnout in the general population, the coefficient was slightly smaller

for Hispanic voters, compared to Black and Asian American voters. As shown in Table 2.6, an

additional racially motivated hate crime was weakly correlated with a 0.01% increase in turnout

for Hispanic voters of all races. While my results in Table 2.6 indicate that an additional hate

crime targeting a Hispanic victim is associated with a 0.01% increase in Hispanic voter turnout,

it actually has a smaller, albeit negative effect on Hispanic voter turnout, when total voter turnout

is controlled for, as in Table 2.7. However, neither of these associations approached statistical

confidence.
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Table 2.6: Regression Results, Hispanic Voter Turnout, All Federal Elections 2000 - 2020

Table 2.6: Multivariate Regression Results, Hispanic (All Races) Voter Turnout 2000 - 2020
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Chapter III: Case Studies of the 2008 and 2016 Presidential
Elections: Analysis of the Salience of Racial Discrimination and

Asian American Group Consciousness

Since my regression results in Chapter I showed no statistically significant correlation

between the number of anti-Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander bias incidents and

Asian American voter turnout behavior, I was left with a number of questions. Are Asian

Americans hearing about anti-ANHPI hate crimes; are they being covered in news outlets and

media that are accessible to Asian American voters and enjoy Asian American readership,

whether they be mainstream, local, or ethnic sources? Do Asian American voters consider hate

crimes to be one-off incidents, manifestations of mainstream American society’s racism towards

Asians, or the results of anti-Asian political attitudes or rhetoric? Do they believe that political

engagement can meaningfully draw attention to and reduce these hate crimes, and if so, where in

the political process are Asian American voters mobilizing? Is the general election too late? Are

Asian American voters prioritizing other policy issues and areas? Does a strong sense of

pan-ethnic, Asian American identity predispose Asian Americans to cast a ballot on Election

Day? If respondents report that racism and ethnic discrimination are salient to them, will it

motivate them to go to the polls? I examined these last two questions in case studies of relevant

data from the 2016 Pre-Election National Asian American Survey and the 2008 National Asian

American Survey.

Chapter III, Section I: Regression Analysis of National Asian American Survey,
Pre-Election Survey, 2016 Data

Using data from the National Asian American Survey (NAAS) Pre-Election Survey,

2016, I ran separate linear regressions to determine the significance of the relationship between

an Asian respondent’s reported likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election and

whether that respondent mentioned racial discrimination in any of the three times they were
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asked to name an important issue facing the United States, whether they named racial

discrimination when asked to name the most important issue to them personally, and how

important their race was to their identity. This survey was conducted between August 10, 2016 to

October 27, 2016 and contains nationally representative data gathered through telephone

interviews of adult U.S. residents who self-identified as Asian, Asian American, Native

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, White, African American, Hispanic, Latino, and Multiracial, in

addition to large, representative samples of nine Asian national origin groups (Cambodian,

Chinese, Filipino, Hmong, Indian, Japanese, Korean, and Vietnamese) and Native Hawaiians and

Pacific Islanders (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016). To ensure that I

was only examining responses from Asian and Asian American voters, I filtered the survey data

in R Programming to only include voters who self-identified as “Asian.” The results of my

regression analysis are shown below, in Table 3.1:

Table 3.1: Regression Results, National Asian American Survey 2016
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My dependent variable, the respondent’s self-reported likelihood of voting in the 2016

Presidential Election, was measured on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 signified that they were

absolutely certain that they would vote and 5 signified that they would not vote in the election.

For the first of my independent variables, I combined data from three different questions, where

respondents were asked “What do you think is the most important problem facing the United

States today?”, “What other important problem faces the United States today?”, and if they

thought there was “Any other important problem facing the United States today?”

(Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016). I created three new binary

variables, which indicated whether a respondent listed “racism or racial discrimination” as an

issue when asked, and merged data from these new binary variables into a single column using

the “as.integer” function in R. This combined, binary variable recorded whether the respondent

specified “racism or racial discrimination” for any of the three opportunities they had to name an

important problem currently facing the United States. I thought this would serve as a good

measure of how important racism and racial discrimination were as issues facing the United

States. For my second independent variable, which noted whether a respondent listed “racism or

racial discrimination” as the most important issue to them personally, I followed a similar logic: I

took data from a question that asked respondents to select “which issue is most important to you

personally” and created a new, separate binary variable, as I thought this would help determine

how salient racism and racial discrimination were to a respondent personally, relative to other

pressing social issues. Finally, my last independent variable asked the respondent to rank how

important being Asian is to their identity on a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being “not at all important”

and 4 being “extremely important” (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016).
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I chose this variable to represent the salience of a respondent’s Asian identity. I tested the

following hypotheses through this regression analysis:

H: If a respondent names “racism and racial discrimination” when asked to name an

important problem facing the United States today, they will report an increased likelihood of

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

H: If a respondent names “racism and racial discrimination” when asked to name the

most important issue to themselves personally, they will report an increased likelihood of voting

in the 2016 Presidential Election.

H: Increases in the salience of being Asian to a respondent’s identity will be correlated

with an increased self-reported likelihood that they will vote in the 2016 Presidential Election.

If a relationship is not statistically significant at a 95% confidence level, I will be unable

to reject the respective null hypothesis.

Through my regression analysis, I found that whether a respondent named “racism or

racial discrimination” as an important problem currently facing the United States was correlated

with an increase of 0.084 in their reported likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

However, the correlation coefficient, 0.084, is very small and the relationship is not statistically

significant, even at a 90% confidence level, so I was unable to reject my null hypothesis in this

case. In addition, the r-squared value is 0.001, which indicates that 0.1% of the variance in the

respondent’s reported likelihood of voting could be explained by whether they listed “racism or
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racial discrimination” as an important problem currently facing the United States during their

survey.

Similarly, I found that whether a respondent said that racism or racial discrimination was

the most important issue to them personally was correlated with an increase of 0.052 in their

reported likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Like the previous variable, the

relationship was not statistically significant, even at a 90% confidence level, and the correlation

coefficient, 0.052, was very small, so I was unable to prove correlation and thus, reject my null

hypothesis.

In contrast, how a respondent ranked the importance of being Asian to their identity had a

statistically significant (at a 99% confidence level) correlation with a decrease of 0.136 in their

reported likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. The correlation coefficient, 0.136,

indicates a relatively slight linear relationship between increases in how a respondent ranked the

importance of their Asian identity and decreases in their reported likelihood of voting in the 2016

general election. The r-squared value of this relationship was 0.01, which indicates that 1% of

the variance in the respondent’s likelihood of voting could be explained by their self-ranked

salience of their Asian identity. A potential explanation for this finding could be that Asian

Americans may not view Asian identity as politically salient, or that it could be associated with

another variable that causes Asian Americans to be less likely to turn out.

Chapter III, Section II: Regression Analysis of 2008 National Asian American Survey Data

With data from the 2008 National Asian American Survey, I ran another regression

analysis, where I ran separate linear regressions to determine the significance of the relationship

between an Asian respondent’s reported likelihood of voting in the 2008 Presidential Election
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and whether that respondent mentioned racial discrimination in any of the three times they were

asked to name an important issue facing the United States, whether they named racial

discrimination when asked to name the most important issue to them personally, whether they

believed Asians shared a common fate, whether they believed Asians shared a common culture,

and whether they believed Asians shared common political interests. The survey contains 5,159

telephone interviews of self-identified Asian and Asian American residents of the United States

that were completed between August 12, 2008 and October 29, 2008 (Ramakrishnan, Junn, Lee

(Taeku), Wong 2012). The results of my regression analysis are shown below, in Table 3.2:

Table 3.2: Regression Analysis of National Asian American Survey 2008

Similarly to the regression analysis I ran of the National Asian American Survey

(NAAS), Pre-Election Survey 2016, my dependent variable was the respondent’s self-reported

likelihood of voting in the 2008 Presidential Election, which they ranked on a scale of 1 to 4.

Responses of 1 signified that the respondent was “absolutely certain to vote” in the November

2008 Presidential Election, while a response of 4 signified that the respondent reported that they
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were less than 50% likely to vote that year. I used the same method that I used for the 2016

NAAS dataset to create my first independent variable, which measured whether that respondent

mentioned racial discrimination in any of the three times they were asked to name an important

issue facing the United States. I decided to create this variable, as I thought that it would be a

good measure of whether the respondent thought that racial discrimination was an important

issue for the United States government to address. I also employed the same method that I used

for the 2016 NAAS dataset to create my second independent variable, which measured whether

the respondent named “racial discrimination” when asked which issue was most important to

them personally. I decided to use this variable, as I thought that it would be a good determinant

of the salience of racial discrimination to the respondent personally. For my third independent

variable, I decided to consider whether the respondent believed that “what happens to other

Asians affects [their] lives,” or whether Asians shared a common fate Ramakrishnan, Junn, Lee

(Taeku), Wong 2012). I also considered variables that measured whether the respondent believed

that Asians shared a common culture or common political interests. I tested the following

hypotheses through this regression analysis:

H: If a respondent names “racial discrimination” when asked to name an important

problem facing the United States today, they will report an increased likelihood of voting in the

2008 Presidential Election.

H: If a respondent names “racial discrimination” when asked to name the most

important issue to themselves personally, they will report an increased likelihood of voting in the

2008 Presidential Election.
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H. If a respondent answers that they believe what happens generally to other Asians in

the United States affects what happens in their life, they will report an increased likelihood of

voting in the 2008 Presidential Election.

H. If a respondent answers that they believe Asians share a common culture, they will

report an increased likelihood of voting in the 2008 Presidential Election.

H. If a respondent answers that they believe Asians share common political goals, they

will report an increased likelihood of voting in the 2008 Presidential Election.

If a relationship is not statistically significant at a 95% confidence level, I will be unable

to reject the respective null hypothesis.

Through my regression analysis, the only relationship that I found had a statistically

significant relationship was the correlation between the respondent’s belief that what generally

happens to Asians in the United States will affect what happens in their life and their likelihood

of voting in the 2008 Presidential Election. A respondent’s answer that they believed what

happens to other Asian Americans would affect what happens in their life correlated with a 0.1

increase in their reported likelihood of voting in the November 2008 Election. This relationship,

although slight, was statistically significant at a 99% confidence level.

A potential reason why there were no statistically significant correlations between

whether a respondent listed “racial discrimination” as an important problem currently facing the

United States at the time of the survey and whether a respondent named “racial discrimination”
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as the most important issue to themself personally would potentially be because anti-Asian hate

crimes were among their lowest points between 2007 and 2008. Thus, issues of racial

discrimination and racial violence may not have been covered much or at the forefront of Asian

voters’ minds during that specific election. All racially based hate crimes were also on a decline,

as well, so racial discrimination and avoiding racial violence may not have been at the forefront

of the general publics’ minds.
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Chapter IV: Case Study: Personal Experiences of Discrimination

and Asian American Voter Turnout in the 2016 Presidential Election

Chapter IV, Section I: Methodology

After seeing no statistically significant correlation between the number of anti-Asian,

Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander bias incidents and Asian American voter turnout behavior,

I wondered if these bias incidents feel distant and far between; do personal experiences of racism

have a stronger mobilizing effect on Asian American voters? I decided to explore this question

through a regression analysis of specific questions from the 2016 Post-Election National Asian

American Survey, in which 4,393 Asian American adults were interviewed by telephone between

November 10, 2016 and March 2, 2017 (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong

2020). To answer my question, I examined four sets of questions, where respondents were asked

if they experienced the following types of discrimination during a typical month; their responses

were recorded with a binary “yes” or “no” in the survey data. Below were the following

questions I examined, as organized in the survey questionnaire:

“Q5.1 In the following questions, we are interested in the way you have been treated in
your day to day encounters with strangers in the United States. In an average month, do
any of the following things happen to you?

Q5.1b. You receive poorer service than other people at restaurants or stores.
Q5.1c. People act as if you don’t speak English.
Q5.1d. People act as if they are afraid of you.
Q5.1e. People act as if they think you are dishonest.
Q5.1g. You are called names or insulted.
Q5.1h. You are threatened or harassed.
Q5.1i. People mispronounce your name.
[The following questions were rotated.]
Q5.1j. People assume you are good at math and science.
Q5.1k. People assume you are not a creative thinker.

Q5.2 Next, we would like to ask about important ways that some people have been
treated poorly or unfairly. [The following questions were randomized.]
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Q5.2a. Have you ever been unfairly denied a promotion?
Q5.2b. Have you ever been unfairly fired from a job?
Q5.2c. For unfair reasons, do you think you have ever not been hired for a job?
Q5.2d. Have you ever been unfairly stopped, searched, questioned, physically
threatened, or abused by the police
Q5.2e. Do you think you have ever been unfairly prevented from moving into a
neighborhood because the landlord or a realtor refused to sell or rent you a
house or apartment?
Q5.2f. Have you ever moved into a neighborhood where neighbors made life
difficult for you or your family?
Q5.2g. [This question was asked of South Asian respondents.] Have you ever
been denied entry into a religious institution?

Q5.3 [This question was asked if the respondent answered “yes” to any prompt in
Question 5.2.] What do you think are the main reasons for why you have been treated
unfairly? Please say yes if any of the following apply: [Check all that apply]

● Your Race or Ethnicity (1)
● Your Religion (2)
● Your Gender (3)
● Your Age (4)
● Your Sexual Orientation (5)
● Something else (6) [Interviewers were instructed not to read the options below,

but to mark them, if a respondent said so.]
● [If the respondent was Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, or South Asian] Your caste

(11)
○ [These were the options interviewers were instructed not to read, but to

mark.]
■ Your income level or social class (8)
■ Your accent (9)
■ Your name (10)
■ Other (11)

Q5.4 [This question was asked if the respondent indicated more than one reason in
Q5.3.] What would you say is the most important reason why you have been treated
unfairly?

● Your Race or Ethnicity (1)
● Your Religion (2)
● Your Gender (3)
● Your Age (4)
● Your Sexual Orientation (5)
● [If the respondent was Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, or South Asian] Your caste

(11)
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○ [Interviewers were instructed not to read the options below, but to mark
them, if a respondent said so.]

■ Your income level or social class (8)
■ Your accent (9)
■ Your name (10)
■ Other specified in Q5.3

Q5.5A. [Some Black, Asian, or Latino respondents were asked the following question.]
Have you ever been encouraged to Americanize or Whiten your name?

Q5.6 [Some Black, Asian, or Latino respondents were asked the following question.] Did
your parents or other family members ever tell you that you have to be better than white
Americans to get as far as white Americans in life?" (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee
(Taeku), & Wong 2020).

I organized most of the above questions about experiences of discrimination into four broader

categories, which were microaggressions, verbal abuse and harassment, professional

discrimination, and discrimination in neighborhoods, while also preserving some questions as

separate. Using the as.integer function in R, I created a new variable, where I merged all

responses to questions that I categorized as microaggressions; for example, if a hypothetical

Respondent X indicated that strangers acted as if she did not speak English in the survey, the new

merged microaggressions variable would indicate that Respondent X experiences a

microaggression in a typical month, even if she responded “no” to all of the other questions in

the category. So would a hypothetical Respondent Y, even if he only said that “people assume

[he is not] a creative thinker” in a typical month, while answering “no” to everything else. I

repeated this process for the other three categories. Below is how I classified the questions:

● Microaggressions:

Originally coined by psychiatrist Chester M. Pierce in 1970 (DeAngelis 2009), Derald Wing Sue,

along with co-authors Capodilupo, Torino, Bucceri, Holder, Nadal, and Esquilin define racial

microaggressions as “brief everyday exchanges that send denigrating messages to people of color
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because they belong to a racial minority group” in their 2007 journal article, “Racial

Microaggressions in Everyday Life: Implications for Clinical Practice (D.W. Sue et al. 2007).

Sue and his co-authors suggest there are three main types of microaggressions: microassaults,

which are “explicit racial derogation[s] characterized by a verbal or non-verbal attack meant to

hurt the intended victim through name-calling, avoidant behavior, or purposeful discriminatory

actions,” microinsults, which are verbal and non-verbal “communications that convey rudeness

and insensitivity and demean a person’s racial heritage or identity,” and microinvalidations,

which include “communications that exclude, negate, or nullify the psychological thoughts,

feelings, or experiential reality of a person of color” (D.W. Sue et al. 2007).

○ “You receive poorer service than other people at restaurants or stores.”
○ “People act as if you don’t speak English.”
○ “People act as if they are afraid of you.”
○ “People act as if they’re better than you are.”
○ “People mispronounce your name.”
○ “People assume you are good at math and science.”
○ “People assume you are not a creative thinker.”

● Verbal Abuse and Harassment

○ “You are called names or insulted.”
○ “You are threatened or harassed.”

● Professional Discrimination

○ “Have you ever been unfairly denied a promotion?”
○ “Have you ever been unfairly denied a job?”
○ “For unfair reasons, do you think you have ever not been hired for a job?”

● Discrimination in Housing and Neighborhoods

○ Do you think you have ever been unfairly prevented from moving into a
neighborhood because the landlord or a realtor refused to sell or rent you a house
or apartment?

○ Have you ever moved into a neighborhood where neighbors made life difficult for
you or your family?
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In my regression analyses, I decided to classify the questions “you are called names or

insulted” and “you are threatened or harassed” as verbal abuse and harassment, even though the

principal investigators originally grouped them with other microaggressions and name-calling

and insults could qualify as microassaults. According to Sue and his co-authors, microassaults

differ from microinsults and microinvalidations, as they are intentional and explicit attempts to

hurt, humiliate, or belittle an intended victim, instead of incidents that subconsciously or even

unintentionally betray implicit bias (D.W. Sue et al. 2007). Verbal harassment, in the forms of

name-calling, insults, threats, and heckling, differs from the other forms of microaggressions

mentioned in the survey, as it constitutes a deliberate and purposeful attempt to intimidate,

injure, or otherwise leave an intended victim feeling anxious, angry, or insecure.

I was also interested in examining verbal harassment separately, due to its increased

prevalence during the COVID-19 pandemic and the ensuing increase in violence against Asian

Americans and Pacific Islanders. According to Stop AAPI Hate, a nonprofit organization started

in March 2020 to “track and respond to incidents of hate, violence, harassment, discrimination,

shunning, and child bullying against Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in the United States”

(Stop AAPI Hate n.d.), verbal harassment made up 63% of a total of 10,905 hate incidents

reported to their organization between March 19, 2020 to December 31, 2021 (Yellow Horse,

Jeung, & Matriano 2022). Verbal harassment occupies a gray area where the government cannot

prosecute or otherwise punish speakers, as their speech is protected under the First Amendment

until it reaches the level of a threat, even if it is motivated by biases against marginalized groups.

(Phillips 2021) Under federal law, only threats would constitute a hate crime, which the United

States Department of Justice defines as “a crime motivated by bias against race, color, religion,

national origin, sexual orientation, gender, gender identity or disability” (U.S. Department of
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Justice n.d.). It clarifies that such crimes could refer to “violent crime, such as assault, murder,

arson, vandalism, or threats to commit such crimes” or even “conspiring or asking another

person to commit such crimes, even if the crime was never carried out” (U.S. Department of

Justice n.d.). Following this definition, most forms of verbal harassment mentioned in the survey

would be classified as “bias or hate incidents,” which the Department of Justice establishes as

“acts of prejudice that are not crimes and do not involve violence, threats, or property damage”

(U.S. Department of Justice n.d.).

I chose to keep the following questions separate and ran individual regression analyses

for each of them, as the experience did not intuitively fit into one of the four broader categories.

● Have you ever been unfairly stopped, searched, questioned, physically threatened, or
abused by the police?

● Have you ever been denied entry into a religious institution?
● Did your parents or other family members ever tell you that you have to be better than

white Americans to get as far as white Americans in life?"
● Have you ever been encouraged to Americanize or Whiten your name?

I was also interested in examining whether attributing such experiences to racism would

impact Asian American voter turnout. To measure this, I created two separate binary variables,

which indicated if the respondent reported they believed they received discriminatory treatment

because of their race or ethnicity, for the questions “What do you think are the main reasons for

why you have been treated unfairly?” and “What would you say is the most important reason

why you have been treated unfairly?” (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong

2020).

Using R, I ran regression analyses to test whether any of the aforementioned variables,

which served as my independent variables, would have a statistically significant relationship
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with my dependent variable; whether an Asian-identifying, U.S. citizen respondent’s likelihood

of reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

Chapter IV, Section II: Hypotheses

H4.1 : Discrimination in the form of microaggressions

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship indicates that they

face at least one of the seven forms of discrimination addressed in the 2016 Post-Election

National Asian American Survey and classified by myself as “microaggressions” during a typical

month, they will be more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. As

manifestations of casual racism against marginalized groups, I anticipated that facing at least one

of the seven forms of discrimination marked as microaggressions would increase a respondent’s

likelihood of turning out to vote, due to the salience of racism to Asian American voters. In the

2016 National Asian American Survey, 10% of Asian American registered voters surveyed

answered that “racism or racial discrimination” was the “most important problem facing the

United States today.” “Racism or racial discrimination” was the third most popular response

among Asian American respondents, after the “economy or jobs” (26% of Asian American

respondents surveyed) and “terrorism, ISIS, or national security” (12%) ((Ramakrishnan, Lee

(Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016). Although Karthick Ramakrishnan, Janelle Wong, Taeku

Lee, and Jennifer Lee note that issues regarding “race relations” tends to be the third most

common response to the same question in polls sampling the total population of the United

States, I anticipate that Asian Americans may view racism slightly differently, due to their status

as people of color and a historically marginalized group (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee

(Taeku), & Wong 2016).
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H4.2 : Discrimination in the form of verbal abuse and harrassment

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship notes that they are

called names, insulted, threatened, or harassed by strangers during an average month, they will

be more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Verbal abuse and harassment,

through insults, slurs, heckling, and threats, are explicitly intended to mock, belittle, or terrify

individuals for their perceived membership in a marginalized group. While this variable did not

indicate which perceived and actual identities such harassment was targeted at, I would hazard to

guess that some of it was racist, anti-Asian, or otherwise targeted at specific Asian ethnicities.

With this assumption and the salience of racism to Asian American voters in mind, I anticipated

that receiving verbal abuse and harassment would be correlated with a statistically significant

increase in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting.

H4.3 : Professional discrimination

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship answers that they

have experienced professional discrimination, through being unfairly fired, denied a promotion,

or hired for a job, they will be more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

When asked to name what they believed to be the “most important problem facing the United

States today,” 26% of all Asian American registered voters surveyed in the 2016 National Asian

American Survey answered the “economy or jobs” ((Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku),

& Wong 2020)), while 19% of Asian American registered voters surveyed described the

“economy or jobs” as the “issue [...] most important to [them] personally” (Ramakrishnan, Lee

(Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016). Similarly to voters of other races, the “economy or jobs”

was the most popular response among Asian American registered voters surveyed

(Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku), & Wong 2016). Since economic issues appeared
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highly salient to Asian American voters and one’s employment and professional opportunities

are closely connected to personal finances and perceptions of the economy, I anticipated

perceived professional discrimination to be correlated with a large, significant increase in a

respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted (Ramakrishnan, Lee (Jennifer), Lee (Taeku),

& Wong 2016).

H4.4 : Discrimination in housing and neighborhoods

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship indicates that

have “ever been unfairly prevented from moving into a neighborhood because the landlord or a

realtor refused to sell or rent [them] an apartment” or ever moved into a community where

“neighbors made life difficult for [them] or [their family],” there will be no significant impact on

the respondent’s likelihood of reporting that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. I

anticipate that discrimination from landlords and realtors will have a small, negligible effect on

voter turnout, as it could be perceived as a municipal-level or local issue that is out of the reach

of presidential politics.

H4.5 : Discrimination through police brutality

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship reports that they

have ever “been unfairly stopped, searched, questioned, physically threatened, or abused by the

police,” then they will be significantly more likely to indicate that they voted in the 2016

Presidential Election, in light of the salience of racism and racial discriminations to Asian voters

and police brutality’s associations with racism against Black and Brown Americans.

H4.6 : Has the respondent ever been encouraged to Americanize or “whiten” their name?
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If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship says that they

have been encouraged to Americanize or otherwise whiten their name, then they will be

significantly more likely to indicate that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. Such a

recommendation, whether it be well-intentioned or given by another Asian American, suggests

that whiteness, or proximity to whiteness, provides advantages in American society, and thus

implies the existence of institutional racism. Given the salience of racism and racial

discrimination to Asian American voters in the 2016 National Asian American Survey, I

anticpate that receiving such advice increase a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting.

H4.7 : Was the respondent ever informed that they would have to “be better” than white

Americans to “get as far” in life?

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship reports that their

“parents or other family members told [them] that [they] have to be better than white Americans

to get as far as white Americans in life,” they will be significantly more likely to say that they

voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, due to the statement’s explicit acknowledgement of

institutional racism and the salience of racism and racial discrimination to Asian American

voters.

H4.8 : The respondent’s race or ethnicity is a main reason motivating their discriminatory

treatment.

If an Asian-identifying respondent who holds United States citizenship believes that a

main reason motivating the discriminatory treatment they received was their race or ethnicity,

they will be significantly more likely to say that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election.

Racism and racial discrimination appear salient to Asian American registered voters surveyed in
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the 2016 Post-Election NAAS, and these voters could potentially view presidential politics as an

avenue to address such issues.

H4.9 : The respondent’s race or ethnicity is the most important reason motivating their

discriminatory treatment.

Similarly to my logic above, I anticipate that if an Asian-identifying respondent who

holds United States citizenship believes that their race or ethnicity was the most important reason

motivating the discriminatory treatment they received, they will be significantly more likely to

say that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election.

Chapter IV, Section 3: Results

Figure 4.1: Regression Results
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Figure 4.2: Regression Results, Continued
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Figure 4.3: Regression Results, Continued

If a respondent indicated that they experienced at least one of seven microaggressions

discussed in the survey during an average month, they were 20% more likely to report voting in

the 2016 Presidential Election. This relationship exhibited strong statistical confidence, as it was

significant at a 0.01 level and had a standard error of 0.02. Given the magnitude of the impact of

microaggressions on a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting, I became interested in

investigating whether facing additional forms of microaggressions would further compel Asian

American voters to the polls. Thus, I re-coded this variable as an index, which measures how

many types of microaggressions (among the seven addressed in the survey and classified by

myself as such) a respondent reported receiving in a typical month. (For example, if a

hypothetical respondent marked that she “receives poorer service than other people at restaurants

and stores” and strangers “act as if [she does] not speak English” in an average month, she would
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receive a score of “2” on my microaggressions index.) Using this index, I ran a regression

analysis to test the following hypothesis:

H3.1.2 : With every additional form of unfair treatment (among the seven mentioned in the

2016 Post-Election National Asian American Survey and classified by myself as a

“microaggression”) experienced during a typical month, an Asian-identifying respondent

who holds United States citizenship will be slightly more likely to report voting in the

2016 Presidential Election.

Through the regression analysis below, I found that for every additional form of

microaggression faced during an average month, Asian American respondents were 3% more

likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Although the magnitude of an additional

form of microaggression’s effects were small, this correlation exhibited high levels of statistical

confidence, as it was significant at a 0.01 level and thus supported my hypothesis.

I was curious to see whether experiencing particular microaggressions had stronger

effects on Asian American voter turnout in the 2016 Presidential Election. In the table below, I

ran seven separate regressions, where each independent variable measured an individual

microaggression mentioned in the survey (“You receive poorer service than other people at

restaurants or stores,” “People act as if you don’t speak English,” “People act as if they are afraid

of you,” “People act as if they’re better than you are,” “People mispronounce your name,”

“People assume you are good at math and science,” and “People assume you are not a creative

thinker”), while my dependent variable remained reported voter turnout in the 2016 Presidential

Election.
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Figure 4.4: Regression Analysis, Microaggressions

Through this analysis, I found that whether Asian respondents reported that in a typical

month, strangers treated them like they could not speak English, acted as if they were dishonest,

or judged them prematurely to be uncreative did not have a statistically significant relationship,

even at a 90% confidence level, on whether they reported voting in the 2016 Presidential

Election.

Regularly receiving poorer service appeared to be weakly associated (at a 0.1 level of

significance) with an increase in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting, as respondents

who believed they were treated poorly, relative to other patrons, by staff members at stores and

restaurants during an average month were 3% more likely to indicate that they had voted in the

same election.
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If respondents reported that strangers “acted as if they [were] afraid of [them]” during an

average month, they were 10% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

This relationship showed statistical confidence at a 0.05 level of significance. Reporting that

people mispronounced their name or that strangers assumed they were good at science,

technology, engineering, and math related subjects were both strongly associated with a 10%

increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted in the same election. Both of

these correlations exhibited statistical confidence at a 0.01 level of significance.

While the magnitude of its effect was far weaker than that of facing microaggressions,

regularly receiving verbal abuse was strongly correlated (at a 0.05 level of significance) with an

increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted. If a respondent acknowledged

that they were threatened, harassed, called names, or otherwise insulted during an average

month, they were 3% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Respondents

who reported they were “encouraged to Americanize or whiten [their] names” were 10% more

likely to indicate that they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. Similarly, if a respondent

said they had been told they “had to be better than white Americans to get as far” in life, they

were 10% more likely to report voting in the same election. These correlations exhibited

statistical confidence, as they were each significant at the 0.01 level.

I also observed that facing professional discrimination, as addressed in the survey, and

discrimination in housing and neighborhoods were both strongly associated with increases in a

respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, although

at different magnitudes. Respondents who indicated that they had been “unfairly denied a

promotion,” “unfairly denied a job,” or had “ever not been hired for a job” due to “unfair

reasons” were 10% more likely to report voting. This correlation exhibited a high degree of
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statistical confidence, as it was significant at the 0.01 level and had a standard error of 0.01,

which supports my initial hypothesis and allows me to reject my null hypothesis. While facing

discrimination in housing and neighborhoods were also correlated (at a 0.05 level of

significance) with increases in reported Asian American voter turnout, these experiences had a

smaller effect, as respondents who believed that they had “ever been unfairly prevented from

moving into a neighborhood because the landlord or realtor refused to sell or rent [them] a house

or apartment” or “ever moved into a neighborhood where neighbors made life difficult for [the

respondent or their family],” were only 4% more likely to indicate that they had voted in the

same election. However, receiving unfair treatment from the police or being refused entry into a

religious institution both failed to show a statistically significant relationship with reported

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election in my regression analysis.

Although attributing their discriminatory treatment to racism or anti-ethnic biases was

associated with a 2% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting that they voted in the

2016 Presidential Election, the coefficient lacked statistical significance. Interestingly, indicating

that they believed their race or ethnicity was the most important reason motivating their

discriminatory treatment had a far smaller effect, as it was only associated with a 0.1% increase

in a respondent’s likelihood of voting. This relationship also failed to exhibit any confidence, as

it had a standard error of 0.03 and lacked statistical significance.

Chapter III, Section 4: Discussion

While different experiences of discrimination were correlated with increases Asian

American turnout in the 2016 Presidential Election, there were few patterns within these

associations. Although the authors of the 2016 Post-Election National Asian American Survey

did not classify them among either microaggressions or major forms of discrimination, being
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“encouraged to whiten or Americanize [their name]” or told by their parents or family that they

would have to “be better” than white Americans to attain the same level of success were strongly

correlated with large increases in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting. Both the

recommendation to change one’s name, so that it sounds more conventionally “American” or

“white,” and the imperative to strive harder and exceed expectations in all endeavors, just to

reach the same outcome as a lesser-performing white American point toward the existence of

institutional racism. They acknowledge that whiteness, or proximity to whiteness, shield

individuals from the hardships of racial discrimination and makes it easier for them to attain

success in the United States. Potentially, Asian American respondents in this survey could have

seen white privilege and institutional racism as issues that could partially be addressed through

voting and political participation in a presidential election.

Experiences of major discrimination, which could potentially be attributed to anti-Asian

racism, ethnic bias, or discrimination against people of color, were not consistently correlated

with large, statistically significant increases in Asian American voter turnout. While facing

professional discrimination was associated with a strong, sizable increase in a respondent’s

likelihood of voting, the effect of experiencing discrimination in housing and neighborhoods was

less than half as strong, although both correlations were statistically significant. Receiving unfair

treatment from the police was associated with an even smaller, statistically insignificant increase

in voter turnout.

Interestingly, indicating that they believed their race or ethnic identity was a reason

motivating their maltreatment had an almost nonexistent, statistically insignificant impact on a

respondent’s likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Experiencing regular verbal

harassment, which can be more explicit in conveying racist and biased beliefs towards
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marginalized identities, was also associated with a small, although statistically significant

increase in Asian American voter turnout.

Potentially, these discrepancies could indicate the impact of framing experiences of unfair

treatment and discrimination on Asian American voter turnout. For example, comments that

either explicitly or implicitly acknowledge the systemic advantages associated with whiteness in

American institutions could be viewed as politically actionable by Asian American voters.

However, attributing unfair treatment to anti-Asian racism or biases against Asian American

ethnic groups, verbal expressions of racism, or even threats could be interpreted as individual,

discriminatory beliefs or widespread social attitudes that cannot be changed through political

actions or regulations.
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Chapter V: Localizing Personal Experiences of Discrimination from

the 2016 Post-Election National Asian American Survey

Chapter V, Section I: Methods

In this chapter, I was interested in examining the influence of local, in-state events and

contexts on how Asian Americans perceive their personal experiences of discrimination and the

implications and potential relationships they have with voting behavior. Specifically, I was

interested in exploring anti-Asian hate crimes locally; could increases in the number of

anti-Asian hate crimes and bias incidents in a specific state impact the salience with which Asian

Americans attach to their personal encounters with racism and other forms of anti-Asian

discrimination? Would this, in turn, affect Asian American voters’ decisions to turn out on

Election Day? Would higher proportions of anti-Asian hate crime and bias incidents make Asian

Americans in-state more attuned to personal, day-to-day experiences of racial discrimination and

ethnic bias? Would this heightened attention towards and salience of anti-Asian discrimination

result in increased voting among Asian American communities, or would it alienate them

instead?

As part of my attempt to answer these questions, I used the 2016 Post-Election National

Asian American Survey as a case study. Similarly to my methods in the previous chapter, I ran

regressions on respondents’ personal experiences of discrimination and whether they reported

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. However, in my analysis, I used the “case_when”

function in R to separate respondents from a particular state and run regressions, where I

compared their responses to those of respondents residing in all other states. Through these

methods, I hoped to observe whether the impact of discrimination on respondents’ reported

voting behavior differed significantly state-by-state.
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For my analysis of individual states, I chose to examine the five states which experienced

the largest numerical increases in Asian American population growth between 2000 and 2019;

California, Texas, New York, Washington, and New Jersey, along with Hawai’i (Budiman &

Ruiz, 2021). According to the Pew Research Center, California saw an increase of approximately

2,118,000 (a 56.5% increase) in its statewide Asian population, while Texas, New York,

Washington, and New Jersey experienced increases of 883,000 (153.6%); 617,000 (56.2%);

382,000 (116.1%); and 377,000 (76.4%) respectively (Budiman & Ruiz 2021). Hawai’i saw a far

more modest increase of 16,000 (a 3.1% increase) in its Asian population within the same time

period. However, I thought to include Hawai’i in this analysis, as it is the only state with a

majority Asian American and Pacific Islander population (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote

& Asian American Pacific Islander Data 2016).

I also used the “case_when” feature to group respondents from the aforementioned five

states (California, Texas, New York, Washington, and New Jersey) and compare their responses

regarding discrimination and reported voting to those of respondents from the rest of the states.

In addition, I wanted to take a closer look at states where Asian American population growth

outpaced the state’s overall growth between 2000 and 2019, as I was interested in observing

whether Asian Americans were perceived as threats, due to their rapid population growth

in-state, subject to increased discrimination or hate-motivated treatment, and how these factors

could potentially impact their voting turnout behavior in the 2016 Presidential Election. These

states included West Virginia, where Asian population growth increased by 49.3%, or

approximately 5,000 people, while the state’s overall population declined (Budiman & Ruiz

2021). Other states in which the Asian population increased more than the overall state

population included New York, where the Asian population increased by 56.2% (617,000),
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Illinois (69.0% or 299,000), Michigan (83.6% or 151,000), and Rhode Island (51.6% or 13,000)

(Budiman & Ruiz, 2021). In my analysis, I grouped respondents from these states together and

through my regression analysis, looked at their responses against those of respondents from other

states.

Similarly to my analysis in the previous chapter, the independent variables I am using in

my regressions include whether a respondent experiences one of seven microaggressions

mentioned in the survey during a typical month, the number of types of microaggressions (out of

seven) the respondent reports experiencing regularly, whether a respondent receives verbal

harassment during an average month, whether a respondent has ever experienced professional

discrimination, whether a respondent believes that race was a main reason motivating their

discriminatory treatment, and whether a respondent believes that race was the most important

reason behind their discriminatory treatment. My dependent variable for these regressions

remains whether an Asian American respondent, who holds United States citizenship, reports

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

Although this is not an exhaustive list, I would like to acknowledge several of the

limitations in my methodology. As mentioned in my literature review, different Asian American

communities have characteristics, such as ethnic composition, socioeconomic class, percentages

of immigrant or native born Asian Americans, and more, that could impact whether an individual

Asian American chooses to cast a vote on Election Day. My regression analysis in this chapter

does not control for these factors. I also do not run regressions with the number of anti-Asian

bias incidents in this chapter, nor can I attribute causation to changes in the number of anti-Asian

hate crimes in a particular state. While changes in the salience of experiences of personal

discrimination and their impact on reported Asian American voter turnout in the 2016
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Presidential Election could potentially be associated with the prevalence of anti-Asian hate

crimes in state, there could also be a confounding effect. Communities with higher

concentrations of Asian Americans could be serviced or contacted by more community and civic

organizations or have more visible or prominent ethnic media outlets, both which could mobilize

Asian Americans around issues of anti-Asian discrimination and drive them to the polls.

Chapter V, Section II: Hypotheses

Although I cannot confirm causal relationships between anti-Asian hate crimes and bias

incidents, as I am not including them as independent variables in my regression analysis, I

anticipate that if a state experiences a significant increase in the number of anti-Asian hate

crimes and bias incidents or has an ongoing, high proportion of such incidents among all racially

motivated hate crime, a respondent’s personal experiences of discrimination will have an

increased, positive impact on their likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential

Election.
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Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: California

Figure 5.2.1: Number of Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes in California, 2007 - 2016
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Figure 5.2.2: Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes as a Percentage of All Racially Motivated Hate Crimes
in California, 2007 - 2016

According to estimates from the United States Census Bureau, Asian and Pacific Islander

American Vote (APIA Vote), and Asian American and Pacific Islander Data (AAPI Data),

approximately 16.21% of Californians identified as Asian American or Pacific Islander (U.S.

Census Bureau 2021 & APIA Vote and AAPI Data 2016). However, the percentage of

anti-Asian, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander hate crimes out of all racially motivated hate

crimes in California remained somewhat small between 2007 and 2016 relative to the state’s

Asian American and Pacific Islander population. The percentage of anti-ANHPI hate crimes

stayed between 4-5% most years, reaching a low of 3.71% in 2009 and a high of 6.89% in 2013,

as shown in Figure 4.2.2 (California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General n.d.).

With this trend in mind, I anticipate that Californian respondents’ personal experiences of

discrimination will not have a significantly increased, positive impact on their likelihood of

reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, relative to other respondents.
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Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: New York

Figure 5.2.3: Number of Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes in New York, 2008 - 2016

Figure 5.2.4: Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes as a Percentage of All Racially Motivated Hate Crimes

in New York, 2008 - 2016
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Per population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau, APIA Vote, and AAPI Data,

approximately 9.10% of New York’s population identified as Asian American or Pacific Islander

in 2016 (U.S. Census Bureau 2021 & APIA Vote and AAPI Data 2016). While there were

relatively few anti-ANHPI hate crimes in New York between 2007 and 2016, the percentage of

anti-ANHPI hate crimes among all racially motivated hate crimes suddenly spiked at 12.50% in

2015 and stayed high, at 11.36%, in 2016 (New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services

2009, 2012, 2017). This represented a sharp increase from 2014, where hate crimes targeting

Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders only comprised 3.75% of all racially

motivated hate crimes in New York (New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services 2009,

2012, 2017). Due to this sharp rise shortly before the election, I anticipate that New York

respondents’ personal experiences of discrimination will have a significantly increased, positive
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impact on their likelihood of reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, relative to

respondents residing in other states.

Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: Texas

Figure 5.2.5: Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes as a Percentage of All Racially Motivated Hate Crimes
in Texas, 2007 - 2016

According to population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau, APIA Vote, and AAPI

Data, Texas’ 2016 population was 5.03% Asian American and Pacific Islander  (U.S. Census

Bureau 2021 & APIA Vote and AAPI Data 2016). Between 2007 and 2016, the percentage of

anti-ANHPI hate crimes among all racially and ethnically motivated hate crimes in Texas

remained between 2.5% and 5%, although it peaked at 10.14% in 2012 and 7.13% in 2013. Due

to the structure of the Texas Department of Public Safety’s hate crime reports, I lacked data for

the exact number of anti-ANHPI hate crimes between 2013 and 2016. There were six, four, two,



Liu 66

three, three, and seven anti-ANHPI hate crimes in 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012,

respectively (Texas Department of Public Safety n.d.). Since this trend remained pretty constant

and was not disproportionate, relative to the size of the Asian American and Pacific Islander

population in Texas, I do not anticipate that Texan respondents’ personal experiences of

discrimination will have a significantly increased, positive impact on their likelihood of reported

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, relative to other respondents.

Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: Washington

Figure 5.2.6: Number of Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes in Washington, 2007 - 2016
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Figure 5.2.7: Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes as a Percentage of All Racially and Ethnically Motivated
Hate Crimes in Washington, 2007 - 2016

According to population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau, APIA Vote, and AAPI

Data, Washington’s population contained 770,000 Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders,

comprising 10.57% of its statewide population in 2016 (U.S. Census Bureau 2021 & APIA Vote

and AAPI Data 2016). Between 2007 and 2016, the number of anti-ANHPI hate crimes ranged

from six incidents in 2008 to fifteen in 2014. However, the percentage of anti-ANHPI hate

crimes among all racially and ethnically motivated hate crimes remained mostly between 4% and

6% during the same time frame (Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs n.d.)

Thus, I anticipate that for respondents from Washington, personal experiences of discrimination

will not have a significantly increased, positive impact on their likelihood of reported voting in

the 2016 Presidential Election, relative to other respondents from other states.
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Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: New Jersey

Figure 5.2.8: Number of Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes in New Jersey, 2007 - 2016
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Figure 5.2.9: Anti-ANHPI Hate Crimes as a Percentage of All Racially Motivated Hate Crimes
in New Jersey, 2007 - 2016

Per population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau, APIA Vote, and AAPI Data, New

Jersey had 903,000 Asian American and Pacific Islander residents in 2016, who made up 10.18%

of its statewide population U.S. Census Bureau 2021 & APIA Vote and AAPI Data 2016).

Although the number of anti-ANHPI hate crimes fell from a high of 29 in 2007 to a low of 14 in

2016, the percentage of anti-ANHPI hate crimes out of all racially and ethnically motivated hate

crimes in New Jersey had a slightly upward trend, peaking at 9.95% and 9.23% in 2014 and

2015, respectively (New Jersey State Police, Uniform Crime Reporting Unit). Given this slight

increase, I anticipate that for respondents from New Jersey, personal experiences of

discrimination will have a slightly increased, positive impact on their likelihood of reported

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, relative to respondents from other states.



Liu 70

Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: Hawai’i

According to “Hate Crimes in Hawaii, 2016,” a report released by Douglas S. Chin, then

the Attorney General of Hawai’i, there were 16 total hate crimes between 2007 and 2016

statewide, with 2007, 2008, 2009, 2011, and 2014 having one incident, 2010 and 2015 having

two, 2016 having three, 2013 having four, and 2012 having none (Department of the Attorney

General of Hawai’i 2017). Out of 34 bias instances between 2002 and 2016, two were motivated

by anti-Japanese bias, one was motivated by anti-Filipino bias, and another incident was

motivated by anti-Micronesian bias (Department of the Attorney General of Hawai’i 2017). Due

to the low incidence of anti-ANHPI hate crimes in Hawai’i, I anticipate that for respondents

residing in Hawai’i, personal experiences of discrimination will not have a significant impact on

their likelihood of reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, compared to respondents

from other states.

Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: States Experiencing the Largest Numerical Increases

in AAPI Population Growth

For Asian American, U.S. citizen respondents residing in states experiencing the largest

numerical increases in their Asian population between 2000 and 2019, personal experiences of

discrimination will have an increased, positive impact on their likelihood of reporting voting in

the 2016 Presidential Election. I anticipate this effect, as even in 2000, these states were home to

sizable Asian American populations; the Pew Research Center estimates that 59.6% of all Asians

in the United States in 2000 lived in these five states, with 35.8% (3,751,000 people), 10.5%

(1,097,000 people), 5.5% (575,000 people), 4.7% (493,000), and 3.1% (329,000) residing in

California, New York, Texas, New Jersey, and Washington, respectively (Budiman & Ruiz,

2021). In 2016, eligible Asian American voters residing in these states were highly concentrated



Liu 71

in specific counties. For example, Asian Pacific Islander Vote (APIA Vote) and Asian American

Pacific Islander Data (AAPI Data) estimated that there were over 3,700,000 eligible AAPI voters

in California in 2016, and that approximately 23.30% (862,020 individuals), 9.07% (335,595

individuals), and 9.90% (365,905 individuals) lived in Los Angeles, Santa Clara, and Orange

Counties respectively (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and Pacific

Islander Data 2016). Similarly, these organizations estimated that there were over 903,000

eligible AAPI voters in New York’s 2016 electorate, approximately 58.55% of whom (528,740

individuals) resided in either Queens, Kings, or New York County, which are all boroughs of

New York City (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and Pacific Islander

Data 2016). In Texas, where there were over 662,000 eligible AAPI voters statewide in 2016,

approximately 21.33% (141,185 individuals), 9.31% (61,600 individuals), and 8.88% (58,800

individuals) resided in Harris, Dallas, and Fort Bend Counties respectively (Asian Pacific

Islander American Vote & Asian American and Pacific Islander Data 2016), while in New

Jersey, approximately 19.52% (86,480 individuals), 15.31% (67,820 individuals), and 8.76%

(38,825 individuals) of the state’s over 443,000 eligible AAPI voters lived in Middlesex, Bergen,

or Hudson counties in 2016 (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and

Pacific Islander Data 2016). Around 41.40% (170,150 individuals), 9.61% (39,490 individuals),

and 8.91% (36,640 individuals) of Washington’s over 411,000 citizen, voting age Asian

American and Pacific Islander population resided in King, Snohomish, and Pierce Counties

respectively  (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and Pacific Islander Data

2016).

Since sizable percentages of the Asian American and Pacific Islander population in these

states are concentrated within specific counties, I anticipate that these counties will be more
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likely to be serviced by ethnic and pan-Asian civic organizations. In her journal article, “Asian

Embeddedness and Political Participation: Social Integration and Asian American Voting

Behavior in the 2000 Presidential Election,” Maria-Elena D. Diaz found that the presence of a

national ethnic organization in counties home to Asian Americans would increase the likelihood

for Asian Americans to both register and vote (Diaz 2012). These ethnic organizations could

potentially mobilize Asian Americans on experiences of discrimination, causes salient to a

specific ethnic group, or encourage political participation, among other issues or events.

Chapter V, Section II, Hypotheses: States Experiencing Asian American Population Growth

Surpassing the State’s Population Growth

For Asian American, U.S. citizen respondents residing in states where Asian American

population growth exceeded the state’s overall population growth between 2000 and 2019, I

anticipate that personal experiences of discrimination will have an increased, positive impact on

their likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. These states are West

Virginia, New York, Illinois, Michigan, and Rhode Island. My hypothesis is based on the fact

that New York, Illinois, and Michigan are home to substantial Asian American populations that

are highly concentrated in particular counties. According to APIA Vote and AAPI Data, Illinois

was home to approximately 383,000 Asian American and Pacific Islanders who are of voting age

and hold United States citizenship in 2016, 48.38% (185,295 individuals), 13.93% (53,370

individuals), and 5.91% (22,630 individuals) of whom live in Cook, DuPage, and Lake counties

respectively (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and Pacific Islander Data

2016). Asian American and Pacific Islander voters in Michigan were slightly less concentrated in

2016, as 21.99% (31,890 individuals), 15.12% (21,925 individuals), and 8.72% (12,650
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individuals) of the state’s approximately 145,000 voters resided in Oakland, Wayne, and

Washtenaw counties respectively (Asian Pacific Islander American Vote & Asian American and

Pacific Islander Data 2016). Notably, New York is included in both the five states with the

highest numerical growth in its Asian American population between 2000 - 2019, and also the

five states experiencing Asian American population growth surpassing that of the state’s overall

population.

Admittedly, the concentration and the ethnic composition of the Asian American and

Pacific Islander population within these states varies noticeably, as does the numerical magnitude

of the Asian American population growth between 2000 and 2019, within these states. These

states also differ in their population size, the political parties controlling each state, and their

region. For these reasons, I am skeptical of the implications of any potential findings.
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Chapter V, Section III: Results

Chapter V, Section III, Results: California

Figure 5.3.1: Regression Results, California

In these regression analyses, I was interested in examining whether Asian American

respondents in California exhibited differences in voter turnout during the 2016 Presidential

Election when faced with microaggressions, verbal abuse and harassment, and professional

discrimination, compared to respondents residing in the other 49 states.

Since I compared different variables with whether respondents reported voting in the

2016 Presidential Election in my regressions, each analysis had a different sample size, as some

respondents may have skipped over specific questions in the survey or were otherwise ineligible

to answer them. However, throughout each of my regressions below, I found that Asian
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American respondents, who indicated that they were United States citizens and lived in

California, were less likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election than their peers

from the other 49 states. For example, in the first regression below, which examines whether or

not a respondent experiences a microaggression in a typical month, 68.84% of respondents

residing in all states except California indicated that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election,

while only 56.084 of Californian respondents in the sample reported the same. These figures

both approached a 0.001 level of statistical significance. Similarly, in the third regression, which

looks at whether a respondent experiences verbal abuse or harassment in a typical month,

81.30% of non-Californian respondents reported that they voted in the 2016 Presidential

Election, while 76.53% of Californian respondents said the same. These figures both indicated a

high level of statistical confidence; the first figure was significant at a 0.001 level, while the

second was significant at a 0.01 level.

Interestingly, for respondents residing in all states except for California, experiencing at

least one microaggression in a typical month is correlated with a 15.58% increase in their

likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. This relationship is statistically

significant at a 0.001 level and supports the results of my regression analysis in Chapter III.

However, for Californian respondents, facing at least one microaggression during a typical

month is associated with a 24.79% increase in their likelihood of indicating that they voted

during the 2016 Presidential Election, a relationship which carries a 0.1 level of significance.

Given the particularly strong impact of microaggressions on Californian respondents’

likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, I became interested in examing

if the frequency of discrimination, as measured through the number of microagressions

experienced by a respondent in a typical month, would have a similar impact. While
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experiencing an additional microaggression in a typical month was correlated with a 2.67%

increase in likelihood of reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, for non-Californian

respondents, the effect of an additional microaggression was stronger for Californian

respondents, as it was associated with a 4.05% increase. Although the coefficient for

non-Californian respondents exhibited statistical significance at a “0” level of confidence,

indicating an extremely strong correlation, the difference in effects for Californian respondents

lacks significance, even at a 0.1 level of confidence.

For respondents outside of California, experiencing verbal abuse or harassment during a

typical month is associated with a 3.46% increase in reported voting during the 2016 Presidential

Election. The magnitude of this effect was slightly reduced among respondents from California,

even though receiving verbal abuse, through threats, harassment, insults, or being called names,

during a typical month is still correlated with a 3.02% increase in a Californian respondent’s

likelihood of reporting that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. However, while the first

interaction coefficient carried marginal statistical significance (at a 0.1 level of confidence), the

second lacked statistical confidence.

If non-Californian respondents indicated that they had either “been unfairly denied a

promotion,” “unfairly fired from a job,” or “have ever not been hired for a job, for unfair

reasons,” they were 7.55% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. This

correlation proved statistically strong, as it was significant at a “0” degree of confidence.

However, the impact of professional discrimination was slightly smaller for Californian

respondents, who were only 6.69% more likely to indicate that they had voted in the 2016

Presidential Election. My null hypothesis could not be rejected in this case, as the interaction
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coefficient for Californian respondents lacked statistical confidence, even at a 0.1 degree of

significance.

While non-Californian respondents who indicated they believed that their race or

ethnicity was a main reason motivating their discriminatory treatment were 4.17% more likely to

report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, this variable actually had a dampening effect on

respondents from California. Californians who stated the same were 2.40% less likely to say that

they voted in the same election. However, neither of these interaction coefficients approached

statistical significance.

Similarly, if a non-Californian respondent said that their race or ethnicity was the most

important reason behind their discriminatory treatment, they were 2.64% more likely to report

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. As with the previous variable, Californians who

indicated the same were 5.56% less likely to say that they had voted in the same election. These

interaction coefficients also failed to exhibit statistical confidence, even at a 0.1 degree of

significance.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: New York

Figure 5.3.2: Regression Results, New York

Similarly to my regressions for Californian respondents, I found that respondents residing

in New York, who were United States citizens and identified as Asian, were less likely to report

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election than those from all other 49 states. The actual

percentages and the significance of each coefficient varied between regressions, as they had

different sample sizes. In the third regression below, where I analyzed the relationship between

whether respondents were more likely to indicate voting in the 2016 Presidential Election if they

had experienced verbal abuse or harassment in a typical month, New Yorkers were 6.41% less

likely to report that they had voted, compared to their peers from other states. This figure was

significant at the 0.001 confidence level. However, in the fourth regression, which examined
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whether experiencing professional discrimination made respondents more likely to report voting

in the 2016 Presidential Election, New Yorkers were only 4.87% less likely to indicate voting.

According to my regression analysis, respondents residing outside of New York were

19.87% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election if they received at least one

microaggression during a typical month. This effect was weaker for respondents in New York, as

New Yorkers who indicated they experienced microaggressions were only 10.06% more likely to

say they had voted in the same election. While the first correlation was statistically significant, as

its coefficient carried a “0” level of confidence, the interaction coefficient for respondents in

New York lacked statistical confidence, even at a level of 0.1.

With every additional microaggression experienced during an average month,

respondents from all other states except for New York were 3.03% more likely to indicate they

had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. This correlation carried a high degree of statistical

confidence, as it was significant at the “0” level. Although the effect of an additional

microaggression was marginally stronger for respondents residing in New York, as an additional

form of discrimination was associated with a 4.60% increase in a New Yorker’s likelihood of

reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, this relationship lacked statistical significance.

Experiencing verbal abuse, through threats, harassment, insults, and name-calling, during

a typical month was associated with an increase of 2.04% in a respondent’s likelihood of

reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, for all respondents living outside of New

York. However, the effect of verbal abuse was over seven times as large for respondents in New

York; New Yorkers who indicated that they received such harassment during an average month

were 14.89% more likely to say that they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. While the
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first coefficient lacked statistical significance, the interaction coefficient for New Yorkers was

significant at a 0.1 level of confidence.

For respondents residing outside of New York, experiencing professional discrimination

was strongly correlated, at a “0” degree of significance, with a 6.68% increase in their likelihood

of reporting voting during the 2016 Presidential Election. This association appeared to be almost

twice as strong for respondents residing in New York; New Yorkers who indicated they had been

discriminated against professionally were 12.99% more likely to report voting in the 2016

Presidential Election. However, the interaction coefficient for respondents living in New York

lacked statistical confidence, even at a 0.1 degree of significance.

For respondents residing outside of New York, reporting that their race or ethnicity was a

main reason behind their discriminatory treatment was associated with a 2.05% increase in their

likelihood of reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. While this effect was slightly

larger for respondents from New York, who were 2.53% more likely to indicate that they had

voted, neither of these interaction coefficients approached statistical significance.

Interestingly, for respondents living outside of New York, indicating that their race or

ethnicity was the most important reason motivating their discriminatory treatment had a slight

dampening effect, as they were 0.901% less likely to report voting. In contrast, New Yorkers

who stated the same were 7.26% more likely to say that they had voted in the same election.

However, neither of these interaction coefficients approached statistical confidence.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: Texas

Figure 5.3.3: Regression Results, Texas

Unlike my regression analyses for California and New York, respondents residing in

Texas, who were United States citizens and identified as Asian, were more likely to indicate that

they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, when compared with their peers who lived in other

states. While the exact percentages differed, as each variable measured and thus, regression

considered, had a different sample size, only the third regression had an interaction coefficient

that approached statistical significance (and only at a 0.1 level of confidence). In this regression,

where I examined the impact of verbal abuse and harassment on a respondent’s likelihood of

reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, I also found that Texans were 6.53% more

likely to report voting than respondents from other states. In my first, second, and fourth
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regressions, Texans were 9.63%, 3.99%, and 1.98% more likely to indicate that they had voted

than all other respondents respectively. However, none of these coefficients approached

statistical significance.

For respondents residing in all states aside from Texas, experiencing at least one of the

microaggressions listed in the survey was strongly correlated, at a “0” level of significance, with

a 19.1% increase in their likelihood of indicating they had voted in the 2016 Presidential

Election. The microaggressions discussed in the survey seemed to have a smaller effect on voter

turnout among Texan respondents in 2016, as Texans were only 11.44% more likely to report

voting in the presidential election that year. However, the interaction coefficient for Texan

respondents lacked statistical confidence, even at a 0.1 level of significance, so therefore, I could

not disprove my null hypothesis.

Respondents residing outside of Texas were 3.21% more likely to indicate that they had

voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, with every additional form of microaggression (among

those covered by the survey) that they reported experiencing in a typical month. Similarly to my

earlier regression, the effects of experiencing an additional type of microaggression were slightly

smaller among Texan respondents, as they were only 2.22% more likely to report voting. While

the interaction coefficient for all non-Texan respondents was statistically strong, as it carried a

significance level of “0”, the interaction coefficient for Texans lacked confidence.

While respondents outside of Texas became 4.39% more likely to report voting in the

2016 Presidential Election if they had indicated they received verbal abuse or harassment during

a typical month, such maltreatment had a dampening effect among Texan respondents. Texans

who faced threats, harassment, name-calling, or other insults were 18.06% less likely to indicate

that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election compared to their non-Texan counterparts.
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These correlations were statistically strong and carried a high degree of confidence, as they both

were significant at the 0.01 level.

For non-Texan respondents, experiencing employment and workplace-related

discrimination was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of significance) with an increase of 7.36%

in their likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. This effect was slightly

reduced among Texan respondents; Texans who indicated that they were discriminated against

professionally were only 6.34% more likely to report voting in the same election. However, the

interaction coefficient for Texan respondents did not indicate any statistically significant

relationship between the two variables.

Reporting they believed that their race or ethnicity was a main reason motivating their

discriminatory treatment was associated with an increase of 2.51% in a respondent’s likelihood

of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, for all respondents outside of Texas. For

Texans, indicating the same was associated with a 8.15% decrease in their likelihood of reported

voting. However, neither of these interaction coefficients approached statistical significance,

even at a 0.1 level of significance.

Similarly, while reporting that their race or ethnicity was the most important reason

behind their discriminatory treatment was associated with a 0.949% increase in a respondent’s

likelihood of reporting voting for non-Texan respondents, it had a dampening effect for those

from Texas. For Texans, answering that the same was associated with a -20.0% increase in their

likelihood of saying that they voted in the same election. Neither of these interaction coefficients

were statistically significant.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: Washington

Figure 5.3.4: Regression Results, Washington

Respondents from Washington, who held United States citizenship and identified as

Asian, were less likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, compared to similar

respondents from all other states. As with my previous regressions in this chapter, the exact

percentages and their significance levels varied between regressions, due to differences in sample

sizes between variables. For example, in the first regression, which measured the relationship of

receiving at least one microaggression (of those studied in the survey) on reported voter turnout,

Washingtonians were 13.38% less likely (at a 0.1 degree of significance) to indicate that they had

voted in the 2016 Presidential Election than respondents from all other states. In the second,

third, and fourth regressions, respectively, Washingtonians were 7.15%, 5.31%, and 1.97% less
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likely to vote, compared with their peers from other states. However, none of these figures

exhibited much confidence, even at a 0.1 level of significance.

If non-Washingtonian respondents reported that they experienced at least one of the

microaggressions mentioned in the survey during a typical month, they were 18.03% more likely

to indicate they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. However, the effect of facing

microaggressions during an average month was almost twice as strong for respondents living in

Washington, as they were 35.01% more likely to report voting in the same election. Both of these

correlations exhibited high levels of confidence; the first had a statistical significance of “0”,

while the interaction coefficient for Washingtonians was significant at a level of 0.05.

Experiencing an additional type of microaggression (among those covered by the survey)

in a typical month was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of significance) with a 3.03% increase

in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting that they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, for

all respondents living outside of Washington state. This effect was twice as strong for

respondents residing in Washington; with every additional form of microaggression faced by a

Washingtonian during an average month, they became 7.37% more likely to indicate that they

had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. This relationship exhibited confidence at a 0.1 level

of significance.

Experiencing verbal abuse during an average month was associated with a 2.90%

increase in indicating voting during the 2016 Presidential Election for all respondents residing

outside of Washington. However, the effect of regular verbal abuse was far stronger for

respondents in Washington state; Washingtonians who indicated that they were threatened,

harassed, called names, or otherwise insulted during a typical month were 20.91% more likely to
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report voting during the same election. Both of these relationships were statistically confident at

a “0.1” level of significance.

For respondents outside of Washington, experiencing professional discrimination was

strongly correlated (at a “0” degree of significance) with a 7.16% increase in their likelihood of

reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. While the effect of perceived professional

discrimination was stronger for respondents in Washington, as it was associated with a 12.76%

increase in their likelihood of indicating that they voted in the same election, the interaction

coefficient for Washingtonians lacked statistical significance.

Answering that they believed their race or ethnicity to be a main reason behind their

discriminatory treatment was associated with a 2.10% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of

indicating that they voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, for all respondents outside of

Washington. For Washingtonians, indicating the same was associated with a 4.86% increase in a

respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting. However, neither of these interaction coefficients

approached statistical significance.

For respondents residing outside of Washington, stating that they believed their race or

ethnicity to be the most important reason motivating their discriminatory treatment was

associated with a 0.05395% increase in their likelihood of reported voting. While this variable

had no effects on a Washingtonian respondent’s likelihood that they would indicate voting,

neither of these interaction coefficients exhibited statistical confidence.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: New Jersey

Figure 5.3.5: Regression Results, New Jersey

Compared to other Asian-identifying respondents with United States citizenship,

respondents from New Jersey surveyed were more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential

Election, although the exact percentages and their significance levels differ from regression to

regression. For example, in the third regression, where I examined the relationship between

experiencing verbal abuse and reported voter turnout, respondents from New Jersey were

11.88% more likely to indicate they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election than those from

all other states. This specific interaction coefficient exhibited statistical confidence, as it was

significant at the 0.01 level. In the first, second, and fourth regressions, voters from New Jersey

were 23.46%, 15.54%, and 9.49% more likely to report voting, at a 0.1, 0.05, and 0.05

significance level respectively.
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For respondents residing outside of New Jersey, experiencing at least one of the

microaggressions measured in the survey during a typical month was strongly correlated (at a

“0” level of significance) with a 18.96% increase in their likelihood of indicating that they had

voted in the 2016 Presidential Election. Interestingly, facing microaggressions had a far smaller

effect on respondents from New Jersey, who were only 2.50% more likely to report voting during

the same election. However, the interaction coefficient for New Jersey lacked confidence, as it

did not approach statistical significance, even at a 0.1 level.

If a respondent residing outside of New Jersey faces an additional form of

microaggression (among those addressed in the survey) during an average month, they are 3.20%

more likely (at a “0” degree of significance) to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

This variable seemed to have an almost negligible effect on respondents living in New Jersey, as

experiencing an additional type of microaggression during a typical month was associated with a

0.28% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted in the same election.

However, this interaction coefficient also lacked statistical significance.

For respondents residing outside of New Jersey, receiving verbal abuse during an average

month was associated (at a 0.1 level of significance) with a 3.87% increase in a respondent’s

likelihood of reporting that they had voted during the 2016 Presidential Election. Interestingly,

experiencing verbal abuse had a dampening effect for respondents in New Jersey, as it was

associated with a 8.82% decrease in their likelihood of indicating that they had voted in the same

election, although this interaction coefficient lacked statistical significance.

Experiencing professional discrimination was strongly correlated (at a “0” degree of

significance) with a 7.29% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016

Presidential Election for all respondents outside of New Jersey. Although professional
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discrimination had a slightly smaller effect for respondents from New Jersey, as it was associated

with a 6.46% increase in their likelihood of indicating that they voted, the interaction coefficient

for this relationship was statistically insignificant.

Indicating that they believed their race or ethnicity to be a main reason motivating their

discriminatory treatment was associated with a 2.42% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of

voting, for all those residing outside of New Jersey. For respondents from New Jersey, stating the

same was associated with a dampening effect, as they were 4.71% less likely to report voting in

the same election. However, neither of these interaction coefficients approached statistical

significance.

If a respondent residing outside of New Jersey stated they believe their race or ethnicity

was the most important reason motivation behind their discriminatory treatment, they were

0.36% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. While this variable had the

opposite effect for respondents from New Jersey, who were 6.67% less likely to say they voted in

the same election, neither of these interaction coefficients were statistically significant.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: Hawai’i

Figure 5.3.6: Regression Results, Hawai’i

Respondents from Hawai’i, who held United States citizenship and identified as Asian,

were more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election than their counterparts who

lived in other states. In the first, second, third, and fourth regressions, respondents from Hawai’i

were 20.54%, 16.99%, 11.05%, and 10.42% more likely to indicate that they voted than other

respondents, respectively. All of these interaction coefficients exhibited confidence at a “0” level

of significance, except for the first, which was significant at a 0.001 level.

Experiencing at least one of the microaggressions addressed by the survey was strongly

correlated (at a “0” degree of significance)  with a 20.13% increase in a respondent’s likelihood

of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, for all respondents who resided outside of

Hawai’i. However, this effect was noticeably smaller for Hawaiian respondents; Hawaiians who
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indicated that they faced at least one of the microaggressions mentioned during an average

month were only 4.81% more likely to report voting in the same election. This interaction

coefficient exhibited confidence at a 0.05 level of significance.

While facing an additional form of microaggression (among those addressed by the

survey and categorized by myself as such) during a typical month was strongly correlated (at a

“0” level of significance) with a 3.54% increase in a non-Hawaiian respondent’s likelihood of

reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, it had the opposite effect for respondents

residing in Hawaii. With every additional type of microaggression experienced during an average

month, Hawaiian respondents became 1.53% less likely (this relationship exhibited confidence at

a 0.01 level of significance) to report voting in the same election.

Experiencing verbal abuse also had a mobilizing effect on non-Hawaiian respondents, as

it was associated with a 4.61% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted

in the 2016 Presidential Election. However, verbal abuse had a dampening effect among

respondents from Hawai’i; if a Hawaiian respondent indicated that they received threats,

harassment, or insults, or were otherwise called names during an average month, they were

15.81% less likely to report voting in the same election. Both of these interaction coefficients

exhibited statistical confidence at a 0.01 level of significance, indicating strong correlations

between experiences of verbal abuse and reported voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

For respondents residing outside of Hawai’i, experiencing professional discrimination

was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of significance) with a 7.97% increase in reported voting

during the 2016 Presidential Election. In contrast, professional discrimination was associated

with a dampening effect for respondents living in Hawai’i, as they were 9.16% less likely to say
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that they voted in the same election. However, the interaction coefficient for Hawaiian

respondents lacked statistical confidence, as it was not significant even at a 0.1 level.

If a respondent living outside of Hawai’i reported that they believed their race or

ethnicity to be a main reason motivating their discriminatory treatment, they were 2.11% more

likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. The effect of this variable was twice as

strong for respondents from Hawai’i, who were 4.5% more likely to indicate voting in the same

election. However, neither of these interaction coefficients were statistically significant.

In contrast, for respondents residing outside of Hawai’i, Indicating that their race or

ethnicity was the most important reason behind their discriminatory treatment was associated

with a 0.13% decrease in their likelihood of reported voting. While respondents from Hawai’i

who stated the same were 0.13% more likely to indicate voting, neither of these interaction

coefficients exhibited statistical confidence.
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Chapter V, Section III, Results: States with the Highest Numerical Asian American Population

Growth (CA, NY, TX, WA, NJ), 2000 - 2019

Figure 5.3.7: Regression Results, States with the Highest Numerical Asian American Population

Growth

Respondents who reported experiencing at least one of the seven types of

microaggressions mentioned in the survey during an average month were 15.20% more likely to

report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, if they lived outside of the five states with the

highest numerical Asian American population growth. While this relationship was statistically

significant at a “0” level, this effect was stronger for respondents residing in these five states.For

these respondents, facing at least one of the seven microaggressions mentioned during a typical

month was weakly correlated (at a 0.1 level of significance) with a 21.79% increase in their

likelihood of indicating that they voted in the same election.

Experiencing an additional type of microaggression of the seven mentioned was strongly

correlated (at a “0” level) with a 2.01% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that
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they had voted in the 2016 Presidential Election, for all respondents outside of California, New

York, Texas, Washington, and New Jersey. However, facing additional form of microaggression

during an average month had double the effect for respondents residing in those five states, as

they became 4.14% more likely to report voting in the same election. This interaction coefficient

exhibited statistical confidence at a 0.05 level of significance.

For respondents from states aside from the five with the highest numerical Asian

American population growth, receiving verbal harassment during a typical month was associated

with a 2.23% increase in their likelihood of indicating voting in the 2016 Presidential Election.

Experiencing verbal harassment had double the effect for respondents from these five states, as it

was associated with a 4.38% increase in their likelihood of reporting voting in the same election.

However, neither of these interaction coefficients exhibited statistical confidence.

Facing professional discrimination was correlated (at a 0.01 level of significance) with an

increase of 6.08% in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential

Election, if they resided in a state other than those with the highest numerical growth in their

Asian American population. While the effect of professional discrimination was slightly larger

for respondents from the five states, as it was associated with a 8.44% increase in their likelihood

of indicating voting in the same election, this interaction coefficient was statistically

insignificant.

If a respondent from the aforementioned five states indicated that they believed their race

or ethnicity was a main reason motivating their discriminatory treatment, they were 1.637% less

likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. In contrast, respondents residing outside

of these five states who held similar beliefs were 6.84% more likely to indicate voting. Both of

these associations exhibited weak statistical confidence, at a 0.1 level of significance.



Liu 95

While respondents who lived outside of these states were 4.18% more likely to report

voting in the 2016 Presidential Election if they believed their race or ethnicity was the most

important reason behind their discriminatory treatment, respondents from these five states were

3.05% less likely to say they voted if they indicated the same. Neither of these relationships were

statistically significant, even at a 0.1 level of significance.

Chapter V, Section III, Results: States where Asian American Population Growth Surpassed

Overall Population Growth Between 2000 - 2019

Figure 5.3.8: Regression Results: States with Asian American Population Growth Surpassing

Overall Population Growth

Experiencing at least one of the seven types of microaggressions mentioned in the survey

during a typical month was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of significance) with a 19.42%
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increase in a respondent’s likelihood of voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, for respondents

who lived in states where the Asian American population growth did not outpace that of the

overall population. For respondents residing in West Virginia, New York, Illinois, Michigan, and

Rhode Island, facing at least one of these seven forms of microaggressions was associated with a

15.65% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of indicating that they voted in the same election,

although this relationship failed to exhibit statistical significance.

For respondents residing in states where the Asian American population growth did not

surpass that of the overall population, experiencing an additional type of microaggression during

a typical month was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of significance) with a 2.91% increase in a

respondent’s likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election. Interestingly, this

effect was slightly stronger for respondents from states where Asian American population

growth outpaced overall population growth, as these respondents were 4.6% more likely to

indicate that they had voted in the same election. However, this interaction coefficient did not

exhibit statistical confidence, even at a 0.1 level of significance.

Respondents who resided in states which did not experience Asian American population

growth that exceeded that of the overall population growth only indicated a 1.60% increase in

their likelihood of reporting voting in the 2016 Presidential Election if they experienced verbal

harassment. However, respondents from West Virginia, New York, Illinois, Michigan, and Rhode

Island who indicated that they received verbal harassment during an average month were 12.13%

more likely to say they voted in the same election. While the first interaction coefficient lacked

confidence, the second interaction coefficient exhibited statistical significance at a 0.05 level.

Being discriminated against professionally was strongly correlated (at a “0” level of

significance) with a 6.50% increase in a respondent’s likelihood of reporting that they had voted
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in the 2016 Presidential Election, if the respondent was from a state that did not experience

Asian American population growth exceeding that of the overall population. Although facing

professional discrimination was associated with an 11.56% increase in a respondent’s likelihood

of indicating that they voted in the same election, if they were from states where Asian American

population growth surpassed that of the overall population, this relationship failed to exhibit

statistical significance.

While respondents from states where Asian American population growth outpaced that of

the overall population were 8.59% more likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election,

if they indicated that they believed their race or ethnicity was one of the main reasons motivating

their discriminatory treatment, this association lacked statistical significance. Surprisingly,

respondents from this group of states were only 6.87% more likely to report that they had voted

in this election if they said that their race or ethnicity was the most important reason behind their

discriminatory treatment. This association also failed to exhibit any statistical confidence.

Chapter V, Section IV: Discussion

Personal experiences of discrimination, such as microaggressions and professional

discrimination were generally associated with increases in reported Asian American voter

turnout during the 2016 Election across the states examined, some of which were statistically

significant. However, attributing such experiences to racial or ethnic discrimination had either an

almost negligible or a dampening effect on voter turnout, in all individual states examined except

for New York, where it was associated with a positive, large increase in turnout. While these

relationships failed to exhibit statistical significance, they are counterintuitive. Even if personal

experiences of discrimination drove Asian American voters to the polls in 2016, did Asian

American voters explicitly view anti-Asian racism or ethnic bias as problems that were
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actionable in Presidential politics? Is the experience of microaggressions or professional

discrimination correlated with another variable that predisposes Asian Americans to vote?

Interestingly, while respondents residing in New Jersey and Texas were more likely to

report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, factors such as regularly receiving

microaggressions, facing an additional form of microaggression during an average month, and

experiencing professional discrimination were associated with a weaker, albeit positive effect on

voter turnout than they were for respondents from other states. However, verbal harassment had

a large, dampening effect on reported voting for respondents from Texas and New Jersey,

although this association was only statistically significant for Texans. Attributing their

discriminatory treatment to anti-Asian racism or anti-ethnic biases was also associated with a

large reduction in reported voting for respondents residing in the aforementioned states.

Experiencing verbal harassment in Hawai’i was also associated with a large decrease in a

respondent’s likelihood to report voting, although answering that their race or ethnic bias was a

main or the most important reason motivating their maltreatment was associated with a small,

marginal increase in turnout.

In contrast, verbal harassment had a large, mobilizing effect on voter turnout among

respondents from New York and Washington, with both of these interactions exhibiting statistical

significance. The mobilizing and alienating effects of experiencing verbal harassment across

different states could suggest that the local context of Asian or ethnic communities or the

presence and engagement of pan-Asian or ethnic community organizations, per Diaz’s argument

(Diaz 2012), could impact how respondents frame these experiences, which often resemble

blatant racism more explicitly than other microaggressions or subtle manifestations of systemic

racism (Sue et al. 2007). Do Asian Americans feel empowered in their communities to report or
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speak out about such incidents? Voting could also serve as a proxy of trust and engagement with

the government; do Asian Americans trust their local civic organizations and infrastructure? Are

pan-Asian or other ethnic organizations encouraging Asian victims of verbal harassment to frame

their experiences as a one-off incident or a systemic issue? Do they encourage Asian victims to

take action after experiencing verbal harassment, and if so, how?

All personal experiences of discrimination were associated with increases in reported

turnout that were larger in magnitude, relative to people living outside of those states, for both

the states experiencing the largest numerical population growth and the states where Asian

American population growth outpaced that of the overall population. However, while

respondents who indicated that their maltreatment was motivated by their race or ethnicity were

less likely to report voting in the 2016 Presidential Election, respondents who answered the same

were more likely to turn out if they lived in a state where Asian population growth surpassed that

of the overall population. Potentially, rapid increases in the population of Asian Americans over

the past two decades and the ensuing responses from Asian and non-Asian communities in-state

could promote a stronger pan-ethnic or ethnic group consciousness or otherwise frame anti-Asian

or ethnic discrimination as politically actionable issues.
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Conclusion

This thesis contains several limitations, which may reduce the generalizability and

applicability of this research. While my case studies examined the 2008 and 2016 Presidential

Elections, recent hate crimes and hate incidents targeting Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians,

and Pacific Islanders were only widely discussed in national, mainstream American media

channels after the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. At the time of writing, data from 2020 and

2021 was not yet available, nor would it be likely for us to observe a notable trend or effect in

Asian American voting behavior, given how recently anti-ANHPI violence has become salient in

national, mainstream American discourse. While I collected data on the incidence of anti-ANHPI

hate crimes from the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reporting Program, the

existence of such violent incidents does not guarantee that their news and the circumstances of

such crimes will reach Asian American voters, much less be salient to them. This thesis does not

contain an analysis of Asian American ethnic media or even mainstream American media within

the corresponding time frame. Additionally, this thesis is limited in that its case studies focus on

two presidential elections and in the fact that there is a lack of regularly collected, representative

data on Asian American voters. Furthermore, Asian Americans could view discrimination and

anti-ANHPI violence as issues that are politically relevant and actionable at stages aside from

general elections and at lower, closer levels of government than the realm of federal and

presidential politics. With more time and data, I would have been interested in exploring how

personal experiences of discrimination and anti-ANHPI violence impact Asian American

political participation at different stages of the electoral process.

While this thesis fails to observe a statistically significant relationship between increased

anti-ANHPI hate crimes and Asian American voter turnout in recent elections, it does find a
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marginally positive, statistically strong correlation between Asian American turnout and

increases in hate crimes motivated by race, ethnicity, and ancestry. This effect could potentially

imply that Asian Americans express solidarity with other marginalized groups who are targeted

for their race or their ethnic origin and begs the question, how do Asian Americans see their

political interests, relative to other people of color and marginalized groups?

Similarly, listing racism as one of the three most important issues facing the country is

associated with different impacts on an Asian American respondent’s likelihood of voting in

survey data from 2008 and 2016. Asian Americans who mentioned racism in their top three most

important issues indicated that they were less likely to vote in 2008, while those who said the

same thing were more likely to vote in 2016. This could potentially point towards a shift in

perceptions of race and Asian American identity in politics between 2008 and 2016.

Although there were seemingly few patterns between personal experiences of

discrimination and increased Asian American voter turnout in the 2016 Election, reporting

professional discrimination and being given advice that acknowledged the existence of systemic

racism had a strongly positive, statistically significant impact on Asian American voter turnout.

This could imply that Asian American voters could be mobilized politically around issues of

systemic racism, but view racial discrimination not associated with institutions differently. The

varying magnitudes and effects of personal experiences of discrimination on Asian American

voter turnout between states also signals at the influence of different characteristics of local

Asian American communities and the possible mediating effect of Asian American and ethnic

organizations on Asian American voter turnout.
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