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Solidarity between groups who face societal marginalization— stigma-based solidarity- is es-
sential to surviving the harms associated with ethno-nationalist, autocratic regimes. What
happens when expectations for stigma-based solidarity are violated? Two studies (N7 = 945,
N2 =1116) examined this question in the context of the 2024 U.S. presidential election. Specif-
ically, White (S1 and S2) and Black (S2) women who supported Kamala Harris in the election
indicated how betrayed they felt by anti-Harris/pro-Trump voting behavior by members of
other marginalized groups (i.e.,, Arab Americans, Latino men) and/or, members of an advan-
taged group (i.e.,, White men). In both studies, White women revealed a pattern of betrayal
reflective of relational ties: greater betrayal by White men than Arab Americans/Latinos.
Black women revealed a pattern of betrayal reflective of expectations for stigma-based soli-
darity. greater betrayal by Latinos compared to White men. Betrayal, in turn, correlated with
trust in and, to some extent, future solidarity intentions toward the “betraying” outgroup. To-
gether, the findings suggest a need to consider the emergence and potential consequences
of stigma-based solidarity betrayal for the promise of cross-group political alliances to chal-
lenge societal injustice.

Keywords: intergroup relations, stigma-based solidarity, intergroup betrayal, political alli-
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Stigma-based solidarity betrayal

1. INTRODUCTION

Solidarity between groups who face societal
marginalization — stigma-based solidarity — has
been essential to successful challenges of soci-
etal inequities. During the United States Civil
Rights Movement, for instance, gains in racial
justice largely led by Black Americans were
supported by Jewish Americans (Behnken,
2016; Dinnerstein, 2002). Similarly, labor activ-
ism led by Latino members of the United Farm
Workers was uplifted by Asian, Black, and low-
income White supporters (Araiza, 2014). The
2024 U.S. presidential election brought re-
newed attention to the value of such cross-
group alliances to fight against the rising anti-
democratic, ethno-nationalist sentiment in the
nation (Hossain, 2024; Mitchell, 2024). In a polit-
ical climate that poses explicit threats to multi-
ple marginalized communities, cross-group
solidarity may be vital to these groups’ wellbe-
ing (Taylor, 2024).

The consequences of perceived disunity be-
tween different marginalized groups may be
especially stark in the wake of democratic
backsliding. In the months prior to the 2024
U.S. presidential election between Donald
Trump and Kamala Harris, for instance, con-
cerns about various marginalized groups who
have historically been part of successful Dem-
ocratic voting coalitions (i.e., Black men, Arab
Americans) withholding support from Harris
were raised by some prominent Harris voters,
often with quite pointed language (Rangel,
2024). The intention to vote against Harris by
members of these marginalized groups
seemed to be perceived as defections from
stigma-based solidarity. We believe these reac-
tions may illustrate a broader phenomenon:
members of different stigmatized groups may
expect solidarity from one another. Further, vi-
olations of those expectations may be per-
ceived and experienced as betrayal. The pre-
sent research investigates this possibility.

1.1 Stigma-Based Solidarity

A growing body of literature is exploring the

psychological foundations that promote
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intergroup coalition among members of differ-
ent stigmatized societal groups- i.e., stigma-
based solidarity- as well as the factors that lead
to the derogation of other stigmatized groups
(Craig & Richeson, 2016). According to Craig and
Richeson’s working model, exposure to the dis-
crimination that one’s own group has experi-
enced can lead to either outgroup derogation
or coalitional behavior toward other marginal-
ized social groups. Intriguingly, salient ingroup
marginalization is first thought to trigger social
identity threat that promotes the derogation of
other stigmatized groups as a route to repair
group esteem (Branscombe et al., 1999; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). For instance, making pervasive
societal sexism salient for White women led
them to express more anti-Black and anti-
Latine racial bias (Craig et al,, 2012). Consistent
with the putative role of social identity threat in
this process, affirming a different aspect of
White women'’s collective identity eliminated
the effect of salient sexism on their expression
of racial bias.

Craig and Richeson (2016) also asserts, however,
that the very experiences of marginalization
that begin this cascade toward outgroup dero-
gation can also disrupt it. Specifically, shared
experiences of group-based discrimination can
lead to more positive, coalitional attitudes
among members of different marginalized
groups (Allport, 1954; Cortland et al., 2017; Pérez
et al,, 2024a; Sellers et al,, 1997; Vollhardt, 2015).
Research exploring relations among members
of different racial minority groups in the U.S,, for
instance, largely finds that perceiving that one’s
racial group faces discrimination is associated
with increased perceived commonality with,
and expressed positivity toward, other racial
minority groups (Craig & Richeson, 2012;
Sanchez, 2008). The Common Ingroup ldentity
Model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2012) offers an ex-
planation for this phenomenon. Salient dis-
crimination is thought to activate a superordi-
nate identity, perhaps as “racial minorities,” re-
sulting in former outgroup members being
treated as part of the ingroup. Consistent with
this idea, Schmitt and colleagues (2003) found
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that perceived discrimination based on stu-
dents’ national identity increased their identifi-
cation with a collective “international student”
identity, providing a pathway for more positive
attitudes toward other international students
despite having distinct national identities.

Even without common ingroup identification,
however, shared discrimination can lead mem-
bers of different stigmatized groups to per-
ceive their groups as having a linked fate
(Gonlin & Cobb, 2023) or common goals
(McClain & Carew, 2018; Meier et al.,, 2004) that
motivate solidarity (Tedin & Murray, 1994). To-
gether, this research underscores the possibil-
ity that shared stigmatization can promote sol-
idarity among groups, especially in service of
combatting inequality (Chan & Jasso, 2023;
Glasford & Calcagno, 2012; Pérez et al., 2024b).

Despite the possibility of cross-group solidarity,
forming and sustaining alliances, in general,
and among different marginalized groups is
challenging. As noted previously, for groups
that face stigmatization in society, the very ba-
sis for shared experience triggers social identity
threat (Branscombe et al., 1999) that promotes
outgroup derogation. Consequently, when dis-
crimination is perceived or construed as a dis-
tinctive, unique threat to one's ingroup, rather
than as a shared experience, it typically leads to
cross-group derogation instead of solidarity
(Cortland et al., 2017; Craig & Richeson, 2016).
Even when marginalized groups recognize
their similar experiences and a common in-
group identity is activated, these buffers
against outgroup derogation often break
down due to multiple factors. Most notably,
perceived competition from other marginal-
ized groups- be it in terms of power, economic
resources, or other valued status markers— dis-
rupts cross-group solidarity (Blumer, 1958; Gay,
2006; Goh & Douglas, 2025; Rothgerber &
Worchel, 1997; Sherif et al., 1961). In addition,
common ingroup identities can pose a distinc-
tiveness threat (Branscombe et al., 1999) to in-
dividuals’ marginalized subgroup identities, or
lead to perceptions that their group'’s interests
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are not sufficiently recognized in—- or even
harmed by- the coalition (Gaztambide-Fernan-
dez, 2021; Noor et al., 2008; Rogers, 2009; Wen-
zel et al,, 2007). In other words, coalitions forged
through stigma-based solidarity may be fragile.

Despite these threats, coalitions formed
through stigma-based solidarity may operate
much like other collective identity groups.
Much as ingroup members typically demon-
strate and expect ingroup favoritism from one
another (Balliet et al., 2014; Everett et al, 2015;
Foddy et al., 2009), members of marginalized
groups may similarly expect other marginal-
ized groups to hold favorable attitudes toward,
and demonstrate cross-group solidarity with,
them. Consistent with this premise, Drake and
colleagues (2024) asked samples of Asian,
Black, and Latine participants to imagine being
the target of racial discrimination, then to indi-
cate the likelihood that individuals from their
own and other racial groups would support
them. Not surprisingly, participants from all
groups expected ingroup members to be the
most likely to offer support; but, they also ex-
pected other racial minorities to offer support
more than racial majority group members. This
work suggests that individuals from marginal-
ized racial groups expect other marginalized
groups to be more understanding and support-
ive than non-marginalized groups- i.e., they ex-
pect stigma-based solidarity. So, what happens
if expectations for stigma-based solidarity are
violated?

1.2 Stigma-Based Solidarity Betrayal

Betrayal arises when someone expects another
person or group to protect their wellbeing, or at
least not harm them, and that expectation is vi-
olated (Burgoon, 2015; Freyd, 1996). Theoretical
models of betrayal, largely emerging from the
psychology of close relationships, underscore
the centrality of violated expectations of rela-
tional obligations (Burgoon, 2015; Freyd, 1996).
People feel betrayed, that is, when they expect
support and do not receive it. Feelings of be-
trayal are especially salient when people are
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connected through shared histories of interde-
pendence for mutual safety or advancement.
The violation of implicit or explicit norms in
such relationships— especially engagement in
uncooperative behavior- reduces trust in the
betraying party, and often motivates a desire to
separate from or punish the betrayer (CGobin &
Freyd, 2014; Koehler & Gershoff, 2003).

While these models of betrayal have been de-
veloped primarily in interpersonal contexts, re-
cent work has extended them to institutional
and collective domains. Individuals can feel be-
trayed by groups or institutions in much the
same way they feel betrayed by individuals
(Smith & Freyd, 2014). Just like close others,
people also expect salient ingroups to behave
in cooperative and trustworthy ways with them
(e.g., Foddy et al,, 2009) and generally cooper-
ate more with ingroup, compared to outgroup,
members, even when those ingroup categori-
zations are minimal, superordinate, or tempo-
rary (see Everett et al, 2015). Another prescrip-
tive norm that is especially relevant to group
life is loyalty; that is, shared group identity-
based on nationality, ethnicity, religion or
something else- creates a normative expecta-
tion of loyalty (Abrams, 2011; Zdaniuk & Levin,
2001). Ingroup members who violate the norm
are judged more negatively than are outgroup
members who engage in similar behavior
(Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Rothgerber, 2014;
Tang et al., 2023; Zdaniuk & Levin, 2007; see also
Rotella et al., 2013). One extreme form of disloy-
alty, of course, is exiting the ingroup and join-
ing the outgroup. Research suggests that such
ingroup defectors are evaluated especially
negatively (Travaglino et al., 2014). Expectations
for ingroup loyalty may be especially strong in
the context of competitive intergroup relations
wherein the success of the ingroup may de-
pend on ingroup solidarity (Levine & Moreland,
2002). The absence of loyalty under such con-
ditions may be experienced as betrayal.

Building on this work, it is plausible that behav-
ior by marginalized group members, when per-
ceived as violating expectations of loyalty to (or
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solidarity with) another marginalized group,
may elicit similar feelings of betrayal. Con-
sistent with this possibility, a recent study
found that people of color reported greater
feelings of hurt and betrayal when a discrimina-
tory act was perpetrated by another person of
color than by a White individual (Mujica &
Bridges, 2023). This heightened sense of be-
trayal was explained by an expectancy violation;
racial minorities are more likely to expect dis-
crimination from dominant racial groups than
from other racial minorities. Further, racial dis-
crimination from another minoritized racial
group violates expectations for cross-racial soli-
darity. Whereas discrimination from all perpe-
trators is harmful to well-being, this research
suggests that it is only experienced as a be-
trayal when the perpetrator is another racial
minority. The present research builds on this
work in the context of political solidarity by con-
sidering whether voting behavior that does not
align with the political goals of a marginalized
ingroup elicits greater feelings of betrayal when
enacted by a marginalized, compared with an
advantaged, outgroup.

1.3 Present Research

Two studies conducted in the context of the
2024 U.S. presidential election examine the ex-
perience of stigma-based solidarity betrayal.
We chose this context because it allowed us to
examine this phenomenon with actual groups,
given that the potential implications of the
election for the rights, freedoms, and overall
well-being of different groups that face margin-
alization in society (i.e.,, women, racial, ethnic,
and religious minorities, sexual minorities) were
well publicized. Further, the zero-sum nature of
the election created the type of competitive in-
tergroup context that is known to exacerbate
expectations for ingroup loyalty (Abrams, 2017,
Travaglino et al.,, 2014) and, perhaps also, for
stigma-based solidarity. White (Studies 1 and 2)
and Black (Study 2) women supporters of Ka-
mala Harris were asked to consider the anti-
Harris/pro-Trump voting behavior of another
marginalized societal group (Arab Americans,
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Latino men) and/or similar voting behavior of
an advantaged societal group (White men).
Our primary goal was to test whether a lack of
support from another marginalized group en-
genders greater feelings of betrayal than the
same behavior from an advantaged group,
presumably due to the violation of expecta-
tions for solidarity. In addition to betrayal, we
also investigated other potential conse-
quences of perceived disloyalty, including in-
tergroup trust and future intergroup solidarity

intentions.

2. STUDY 1

Study 1examined White women- marginalized
based on gender-who reported intending to
vote for Kamala Harris. After making the stakes
of the election for women'’s rights in the US.
(and gender identity) salient, we investigated
their reactions to anti-Harris/pro-Trump voting
behavior by either a stigmatized (Arab Ameri-
cans) or an advantaged (White men) outgroup.
Specifically, just prior to the election, partici-
pants were asked to imagine it is the day after
the election and to report how betrayed they
would feel upon learning that the majority of
Arab Americans or White men did not support
Harris. Arab Americans were selected as the fo-
cal marginalized outgroup and White men
were selected as the focal advantaged out-
group based on pre-election polling indicating
the groups’ likely voting behavior (Glueck,
2024). In addition to the focal outgroup, we also
manipulated the election outcome that partic-
ipants imagined- a Harris or Trump victory—
given that the consequences of perceived dis-
loyalty contribute to its psychological impact
(Gaboriaud et al., 2022).

This design allowed us to test whether mem-
bers of one marginalized group (White
women) feel more betrayed by the lack of po-
litical support from another marginalized
group (Arab Americans) than from an advan-
taged group (White men), and whether the
consequence of the behavior (i.e., Trump vs.
Harris victory) impacts the experienced be-
trayal. Given the putative role of expectancy
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violation in the manifestation of betrayal, we
also measured participants’ surprise regarding
each group's voting behavior. If White women
Harris voters expect greater solidarity from
other marginalized groups compared with ad-
vantaged groups, then they should find Arab
Americans’ voting behavior (i.e. the failure to
support Harris in the election) more surprising
and deem it as more of a betrayal than essen-
tially the same behavior by White men (an ad-
vantaged group).

Drawing on research finding that betrayal re-
duces individuals’ willingness to trust and co-
operate with the transgressing party (Gobin &
Freyd, 2014; Koehler & Gershoff, 2003), we also
examined participants’ trust of and future will-
ingness to work in solidarity with the focal out-
groups. Because we did not know whether sol-
idarity intentions would differ at the individual
and collective levels of self-construal (Ellemers
& Haslam, 2012; Turner & Reynolds, 2012), we
measured both. Specifically, we assessed par-
ticipants’ own willingness to work with the out-
group (individual intentions) and their belief
that their ingroup (women) should work with
the outgroup (collective intentions). In addition,
we provided participants with an opportunity
to express political solidarity with the focal mar-
ginalized outgroup (i.e. Arab Americans); specif-
ically they were asked to indicate their support
for one protective policy (anti-discrimination
laws) and one punitive policy (domestic surveil-
lance) targeting this outgroup. In addition to
testing whether the focal outgroup and elec-
tion outcome manipulations affected partici-
pants’ trust, solidarity intentions, and political
solidarity, we also explored whether greater be-
trayal is associated with lower trust, solidarity
intentions, and political solidarity.

Drawing on the theoretical framework outlined
previously, we formed the following predic-
tions:

H1. Building on the premise that shared mar-
ginalization can foster intergroup coalition (i.e.,
stigma-based solidarity), and that such coali-
tional bonds typically generate normative
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expectations of loyalty, we predict that partici-
pants will report greater feelings of betrayal in
response to and be more surprised by the anti-
Harris voting behavior of Arab Americans (a
marginalized outgroup) than the pro-Trump
voting behavior of White men (an advantaged
outgroup).

H2. Because the psychological intensity of be-
trayal is often linked to the severity of the harm,
participants will report greater feelings of be-
trayal when the election outcome is conse-
quential (@ Trump victory) compared to when
it is not (a Harris victory).

2.1 Method
2.1.1 Participants

We collected data from 946 White women re-
cruited via Prolific. Participation was restricted
to individuals who identified as women, Dem-
ocrats, and Harris voters. One participant was
excluded for missing data, resulting in a final
sample of 945 White women (Mage= 45.0, SDgge=
14.65). A sensitivity power analysis was con-
ducted in G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) for a two-
way between-subjects ANOVA with four
groups. With an a = .05 and desired power of
95, the final sample size of Study 1 provided suf-
ficient sensitivity to detect a minimum partial
n? of .014.

2.1.2 Materials
All materials are stored at https://osf.io/4q95z.

Manipulations. Participants read a brief pas-
sage about the current status of women's
rights in the United States to make gender-
based marginalization and its relevance to the
election salient. The passage indicated that
over the past decade, women's rights have
faced significant setbacks. The passage high-
lighted that the 2024 election will be conse-
quential in shaping women's rights in the fu-
ture.

Election Outcome. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to read one of two hypothet-
ical vignettes about the election outcome. Par-
ticipants were presented with a newspaper
headline announcing a Harris or Trump victory,
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with accompanying text: “Imagine you wake up
next Wednesday, November 6, and you learn
that after a very close race, Kamala Harris [Don-
ald Trump] has won the presidential election.”
Marginalized vs. Advantaged Focal Out-
group. Participants were randomly assigned to
read one of two hypothetical exit poll summar-
ies. Participants in the Arab Americans condi-
tion read that a record number of Arab Ameri-
cans- the majority of whom voted Democratic
in the 2020 election- did not support Harris,
and instead voted for a third-party candidate or
did not vote at all. Participants in the White
men condition read that a record number of
White men- the majority of whom voted Re-
publican in the 2020 election-supported
Trump.

Measures. Unless otherwise indicated, items
were assessed on 5-point scales (1=not at all,
5=very much so).

Betrayal and Surprise. Participants indicated
both how betrayed and surprised they would
feel “when considering the voting behavior of”
of the group [White men or Arab Americans]
associated with their experimental condition.
Trust. Participants rated how much they
trusted the focal outgroup [White men or Arab
Americans] to act in their best interest in the fu-
ture.

Solidarity Intentions. Individual solidarity in-
tentions were assessed with the item, “How
willing would you be to act in solidarity with
[White men or Arab Americans] in the future?”
Collective solidarity intentions were assessed
with the item, “Women should work together
with [target group] to achieve common politi-
cal goals.” Participants completed the item re-
garding both Arab Americans and White men.
Policy Support. Participants indicated their
support for one harmful policy (mass domestic
surveillance) and one protective policy (anti-
discrimination laws) relevant to the outgroup
(i.e.,, Arab Americans) on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly oppose, 7 = strongly support).

2.1.3 Procedure

Study 1 was launched on November 3, 2024,
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three days prior to the 2024 U.S. presidential
election. Participants were randomly assigned
to one of the four conditions in a 2 (election
outcome: Harris wins, Trump wins) x 2 (focal
outgroup: White men, Arab Americans) design.
After reading the passage on women's rights,
participants were shown the election outcome
headline for their condition, followed by the
voting behavior of their focal outgroup. Partici-
pants then reported their feelings of surprise
and betrayal, trust, and solidarity intentions.'
They provided demographic information, were
debriefed, and compensated $1.20. All proce-
dures, methods, and materials for both studies
were approved by Yale University's Institutional
Review Board.

2.2 Results

Analyses were conducted with R 4.4.1 (R Core
Team, 2024), using the effect size (Ben-Shachar
et al.,, 2020) and tidyverse (Wickham et al., 2019)
packages. Unless otherwise specified, all
measures were submitted to a 2 (outcome) x 2
(focal outgroup) ANOVA. Descriptive statistics
and pairwise correlations for all measures are
provided in Table 1. The condition means are re-
ported in Table 2.

2.2.1 Betrayal

As depicted in Figure 1, betrayal was higher in
the Trump wins, compared with the Harris
wins, condition, F(1,938) = 179.07, p <.001, n% =
J6. Contrary to predictions, participants felt
more betrayed by White men than Arab Amer-
icans, F(1,938) = 119.52, p < .001, n% = .11. The in-
teraction was non-significant, F(1, 938) = 1.01, p
=.315, 1%, = .001.

2.2.2 Surprise

Participants were more surprised in the Trump
wins, compared with Harris wins, condition, F(1,
940) = 54.14, p < .001, n%, = .05, and in the Arab
Americans, compared with the White men,
condition, F(1, 940) = 140.06, p < .001, 1%, = .13.
The interaction was non-significant, F(1, 940) =
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3.44, p = 064, 1% = .004.

2.2.3 Trust

Participants reported greater trust in their focal
outgroup in the Arab Americans, compared
with White men, condition, F(1, 941) =196.86, p <
.001, %, = .17. Trust was also higher in the Harris
wins vs. Trump wins condition, F(1,941) =11.42, p
<.001, n% = .01. The interaction was non-signifi-
cant, F(1,941) = 0.72, p = 395, n% < .001.

2.2.4 Solidarity Intentions

Individual solidarity toward the focal outgroup
was higher in the Arab Americans compared
with White men condition, F(1, 940) = 332.59, p
< .001, % = .26, as well as in the Harris wins vs.
Trump wins condition, F(1, 940) = 13.41, p < .00],
n% = .01. The interaction was non-significant, F(1,
940) = 0.06, p = .811, 1%, < .001.

Collective solidarity intentions toward both
outgroups (i.e, solidarity targets) were analyzed
with a 2 (election outcome) x 2 (focal outgroup)
X 2 (solidarity target: Arab Americans, White
men) mixed-effects ANOVA. Analyses revealed
main effects of focal outgroup condition, F(1,
935) = 4.34, p = .037, 1% = .005, and of solidarity
target, F(1,935) = 90.94, p <.001, n% = .09, both of
which were qualified by a significant focal out-
group by solidarity target interaction, F(1, 935) =
21.23, p <.001, 1% = .02. As depicted in Figure 2,
collective solidarity intentions toward Arab
Americans did not differ between participants
who considered the voting behavior of Arab
Americans and those who considered the vot-
ing behavior of White men, t(937.69) = -0.47, p =
.638, d = -0.03. By contrast, collective solidarity
intentions toward White men were signifi-
cantly lower among participants who consid-
ered the voting behavior of White men com-
pared with participants who considered the
voting behavior of Arab Americans, t(920.66) =
3.96, p <.001,d = 0.26.

TParticipants in both studies completed a number of additional measures that were either explor-
atory or unrelated to the primary hypotheses. Information about the exploratory measures is pro-

vided in the Supplemental Online Materials..
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Table 1

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics and Inter-Correlations Among Study Measures

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Betrayal 297 148 —

2. Surprise 224 125 19™ —

3. Trust 1.88 098 -34™ 27—

4. Individual Solidarity 225 115 -357 13" 697 —

5. Collective Solidarity—
Arab Americans 378 108 .04 -02 15 24 —

6. Collective Solidarity-
White men 345 114 .00 .03 19 26 53 —

7. Arabb American Protec- "
tion Policy Support 6.16 121 .02 .02 .07 12 36 12 —

8. Arab American Surveil-
lance Policy Support 249 153 02 07 -01 -07 -26" -03 -30™

Note. Table 1 presents zero-order correlations between study variables. *p < .050, **p < .010, ***p <
.001
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Figure 1

Mean Betrayal by Focal Outgroup and Election Outcome

Focal Outgroup

. Arab Americans
I:' White Men

Perceived Betrayal
W

Harris Wins Trump Wins
Election Outcome

Note. Figure 1 presents mean reported betrayal toward each focal outgroup by election outcome
condition. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 2

Interaction between Focal Outgroup Condition and Solidarity Target on Collective Solidarity Inten-
tions

5

IN

\pq

Focal Outgroup
@ Arab Americans
White Men

Collective Solidarity Intentions
(O]

N

Arab Americans White men

Solidarity Target

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 2
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Study 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Primary Dependent Measures by Election Outcome and
Focal Outgroup Condition

Harris Wins

Trump Wins

Arab Americans White Men Arab Americans White Men

(N=237) (N=237) (N=237) (N=235)
Variable M 95% ClI M 95% ClI M 95% ClI M 95% ClI

LL UL LL UL LL UL LL UL

Betrayal 190 176 205 291 273 308 311 293 329 395 379 41
Surprise 247 232 262 145 134 156 288 272 303 214 197 23]
Target Group Trust 241 228 254 156 145 166 217 203 230 141 133 149
Individual Solidarity 296 281 310 177 166 188 270 256 284 155 144 165
Collective Solidarity— 3.66 352 380 385 372 398 388 375 401 375 360 390
Arab Americans
Collective Solidarity— 3.49 335 3263 339 324 354 371 357 384 322 3.06 338
White Men
Arab Surveillance 252 233 272 241 221 261 256 237 275 246 225 266
Policy Support
Arab Protection 620 6.07 634 614 596 631 612 597 627 618 6.02 634

Policy Support

y \4
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Although there was no main effect of election
outcome, F(1,935) = 0.58, p = .447, 1% < .00]1, the
interaction between election outcome and fo-
cal outgroup condition was reliable, F(1, 935) =
8.01, p = .005, %, = .01. Among participants in
the Trump wins condition, those who consid-
ered the voting behavior of Arab Americans re-
ported greater solidarity intentions (overall)
compared with participants who considered
the voting behavior of White men, t(911.71) =
415, p <.001, d = 0.27. This difference by focal
outgroup condition was not observed among
participants in the Harris wins condition,
t(934.60) = -0.71, p = .480, d = -0.05. No other ef-
fects were significant (all ps = .566).

2.2.5 Policy Support

No effects were significant (ps =.282).

2.2.6 Betrayal as a Correlate of Future Solidar-
ity and Policy Support

Examination of the correlations (see Table 1) re-
vealed that betrayal was significantly associ-
ated with lower trust (r = -.34, p <.001) and indi-
vidual solidarity intentions (r = —.35, p <.001) to-
ward the relevant focal outgroup. Betrayal did
not correlate with lower collective solidarity in-
tentions toward either Arab Americans (r = .04,
p = .141) or White men (r = .00, p = .945). Alt-
hough betrayal by Arab Americans was unre-
lated to support for the protective, anti-dis-
crimination policy (r = -.06, p =.201), it was posi-
tively, albeit only modestly, correlated with
support for the harmful, mass surveillance pol-
icy (r=11, p=.013).

2.3 Discussion

Days before the 2024 U.S. presidential election,
Study T made gender-based marginalization
salient in a sample of White women Harris vot-
ers, then tested whether they would feel
greater betrayal regarding the ostensible anti-
Harris voting behavior of Arab Americans, an-
other marginalized societal group, compared
with the pro-Trump voting behavior of White
men, an advantaged societal group. Contrary
to predictions, participants who considered the
behavior of White men reported greater
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betrayal than participants who considered the
behavior of Arab Americans. Participants also
reported lower trust and solidarity intentions
toward White men compared with Arab Amer-
icans. Interestingly, the election outcome did
not moderate these effects, although betrayal
was higher in the Trump wins compared with
the Harris wins condition, suggesting that the
consequences of disloyal behavior contribute
to the magnitude of its psychological impact
(Gaboriaud et al,, 2022). Further, consistent with
evidence that betrayal reduces willingness to
trust and cooperate with transgressing parties
(Gobin & Freyd, 2014; Koehler & Gershoff, 2003),
betrayal was negatively associated with partici-
pants’ trust and individual (but not collective)
solidarity intentions toward the focal outgroup;
similarly, the more participants felt betrayed by
Arab Americans, the more support they indi-
cated for a harmful policy targeting the Arab
American community.

Although the observed betrayal pattern did not
align with expectations from a stigma-based
solidarity framework (Craig & Richeson, 2016), it
is consistent with perspectives from relation-
ship science (Burgoon, 2015). Most White
women have close ties to White men- as part-
ners, fathers, brothers— which may generate ex-
pectations of care that extend to political sup-
port. In other words, feelings of betrayal among
White women who voted for Harris in response
to White men’s pro-Trump voting could reflect
the violation of expectations grounded in rela-
tional ties, which may supersede expectations
for solidarity due to shared stigmatization. It is
also possible that the observed pattern reflects
a violation of expectations for solidarity from
one's racial ingroup (Foddy et al, 2009; Trav-
aglino et al.,, 2014). Although we cannot rule this
possibility out completely, we think it unlikely,
given that gender, and the implications of the
election for women'’s rights, were made salient
at the beginning of the study and, thus, partici-
pants are likely to have engaged in the study
from the lens of their gender rather than their
racial identity.
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It is also possible that the observed betrayal
pattern simply reveals participants’ lack of ex-
pectations for stigma-based solidarity. Re-
search suggests that cross-group solidarity is
more difficult to foster between groups that ex-
perience stigmatization along different dimen-
sions of identity (e.g., gender vs. race; Craig et
al., 2012). Indeed, in past research, making per-
vasive sexism salient among White women in-
creased their expression of racial bias, con-
sistent with social identity theory, rather than
promoting more positive racial attitudes (Craig
et al,, 2012). Making gender marginalization sa-
lient among the White women sampled in the
present work, in other words, may not have in-
creased their expectations that Arab Ameri-
cans— a group that faces ethno-religious mar-
ginalization- should be in solidarity with them.
Without expectations for solidarity, partici-
pants should not feel betrayed.

Last, this betrayal finding may stem from differ-
ences in the perceived severity or conse-
qguences of each group’s voting behavior. Arab
Americans were described as withholding sup-
port for Harris, whereas White men were de-
scribed as voting for Trump. Research suggests
that acts of commission are perceived as
greater violations than acts of omission (Yeung
et al., 2022), which could contribute to greater
betrayal and reduced trust towards those vot-
ing for Trump. We also acknowledge that
providing the 2020 voting histories for each
group-done to ensure common knowledge re-
garding these groups’ past coalitional behav-
ior-created a potential confound between
marginalized/dominant group status and past
Democratic/Republican voting behavior. Given
the surprising pattern of results, questions re-
garding their emergence, and the reliance on
hypothetical scenarios before the actual elec-
tion, we conducted a second study, just after
the election, to investigate this phenomenon
further.

3. STUDY 2

Roughly a week after the 2024 U.S. presidential
election, Study 2 examined the responses of
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White and Black women who voted for Harris
to the actual voting behavior (based on exit
polls) of a marginalized racial group (Latino
men) and an advantaged racial group (White
men). Specifically, participants were asked to
reflect on the election outcome and then
shown a figure summarizing exit poll data, bro-
ken down by race and gender, indicating that
the majority of both Latino men and White
men voted for Trump. Unlike in Study 1, partici-
pants were exposed to the voting behavior of
each focal outgroup and asked to report their
feelings of betrayal regarding each. In order to
further probe the experience of betrayal, Study
2 examined it at the personal and collective lev-
els of self-construal (Ellemers & Haslam, 2012).

Study 2 also included a manipulation to in-
crease the salience of threat and the stakes of
the election; specifically, at the start of the ex-
periment, after reflecting on the outcome of
the election, participants were randomly as-
signed to consider the threats of a Trump pres-
idency (threat), the (lost) promise of a Harris
presidency (promise), or to do neither of these
tasks (neutral control). This design allowed us to
test whether participants experience differen-
tial betrayal, at either the personal or collective
level of self-identification, by the pro-Trump
voting behavior of White men (an advantaged
group) compared with Latino men (a marginal-
ized group), and whether threat salience may
directly affect betrayal and/or moderate the
emergence of differential betrayal regarding
the two focal outgroups. In addition to betrayal,
we again assessed participants' feelings of sur-
prise, as well as their collective solidarity inten-
tions regarding each focal outgroup and politi-
cal solidarity (i.e. opposition to a proposed
harmful policy) with the focal marginalized out-
group. As in Study 1, we explored whether
greater feelings of betrayal are associated with
lower solidarity intentions and policy opposi-
tion.

We recruited both White and Black women
participants in the present study for two pri-
mary reasons. First, including White women
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allows us to examine the replicability of the be-
trayal pattern observed in Study 1. Second, be-
cause the results of Study 1 were not consistent
with the predictions of the stigma-based soli-
darity framework, we decided to examine the
responses of another marginalized group;
namely, Black women-a group that is margin-
alized based on both their racial and gender
identity. We believe the inclusion of Black
women offers a clearer opportunity for the
emergence of stigma-based solidarity betrayal,
relative to that provided by White women in
the context of the 2024 U.S. presidential elec-
tion. Specifically, both target groups—Latino
men and White men—are racial and gender
outgroups for Black, but not White, women. La-
tino men share a common stigmatized status
in the U.S. racial hierarchy with Black women,
whereas White men have dominant status.
Consequently, Black women may be poised to
experience greater betrayal in response to the
pro-Trump voting behavior of Latino men com-
pared with White men, due to the violation of
expectations born of shared marginalization.

Drawing on the findings of Study 1and our the-
oretical framework, we formed the following
predictions:

H1. We predict different betrayal patterns to
emerge for White and Black women.

Hla. Replicating the results of Study 1, White
women are expected to experience greater be-
trayal fromm White men compared with Latino
men, reflecting either women’s relational ties
to and/or racial ingroup affiliation with White
men.

H1b. Black women's reactions are expected to
reflect stigma-based solidarity betrayal; Black
women will experience greater betrayal re-
garding the pro-Trump voting behavior of La-
tino men compared with White men.

H2. As found in Study 1, we expect the voting
behavior of Latino men (marginalized group)
to be more surprising to both White and Black
women than the behavior of White men (ad-
vantaged group).
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H3. As found in Study 1, we predict that greater
feelings of betrayal will be associated with
lower solidarity intentions and harmful policy
opposition.

3.1 Method
3.1.1 Participants

We collected data from 1,124 women recruited
via Prolific. Participation was restricted to indi-
viduals who identified as women, White or
Black, and Harris voters. Eight participants were
excluded for reporting a multiracial identity, re-
sulting in a final sample of 1,116 women (Mage=
42.88; SDgge = 13.65; 48.6% Black, 51.4% White).

A sensitivity power analysis was conducted in
G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) for a two-way mixed-
factorial repeated measures ANOVA with two
groups (participant race; Black or White) and
two repeated measures (focal outgroup; Latino
or White men). Because the correlation be-
tween repeated measures varied across items,
sensitivity estimates were computed across a
range of plausible correlations (r = .30, .50, .70),
assuming £ = 1. With a = .05 and desired power
of .95, the final sample size of Study 2 (N = 1116)
provided sufficient sensitivity to detect mini-
mum partial n? values between .002 and .004.

3.1.2 Materials
All materials are stored at https://osf.io/4q95z

Manipulations.

Threat Salience. Participants were asked to
think back to the moment they realized Harris
had lost the election to Trump. Participants
were then asked to list either a few things
about Donald Trump that make them or other
Harris voters feel threatened (threat), or about
Kamala Harris that make them or other Harris
voters feel inspired (promise). Participants in
the third condition (control) were not asked to
list anything.

Exit Poll Information. Participants were shown
a bar chart of actual 2024 election exit poll data
broken down by race and gender from a major
U.S. media outlet (Kates, 2024), followed by a
simplified figure highlighting the vote shares of

AN



https://osf.io/4q95z

Stigma-based solidarity betrayal

Latino men and White men. Participants were
reminded that a majority of both groups voted
for Trump. No information was provided about
the groups' prior voting histories.

Measures. All items were assessed on 5-point
scales from (1 = not at all to 5 = very much so),
unless otherwise indicated.

Surprise. Participants reported how surprised
they felt in response to each outgroup’s voting
behavior.

Betrayal. Individual betrayal was assessed
with the following item for each focal out-
group: “l feel betrayed by [Latino/White] men
who supported Trump.”

Collective betrayal was assessed with the fol-
lowing two items for each focal outgroup: “[La-
tino/White] men who supported Trump be-
trayed (Black) women,” and “[Latino/White]
men supporting Trump let (Black) women
down.” The two items were strongly correlated
(rs =2 .83) and, thus, averaged.

Reasons For Betrayal. Exploratory measures
probed potential reasons underlying betrayal.
Participants were asked to report the extent to
which they felt betrayed because: 1) “My group
has fought for the rights of other oppressed
groups for decades”-- history of solidarity; 2)
“Latino men (should) protect the rights of other
vulnerable groups since they also could be
hurt”-- shared stigmatization; and 3) “White
men (should) know that a second Trump ad-
ministration will be disastrous for women"-- ex-
pectations for relational care.

Collective Solidarity Intentions. One item as-
sessed participants’' belief that their ingroup
(Black women, women) should work with each
outgroup [Latino men/White men] to achieve
common political goals. This item was meas-
ured on a 6-point scale (1= strongly disagree to
6= strongly agree).

Policy Opposition. As in Study 1, in addition to
probing solidarity intentions directly, partici-
pants were also asked to indicate their opposi-
tion to a harmful policy targeting the Latino
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community (i.e. the marginalized target group),
embedded among three other policies de-
scribed as negatively affecting other groups, all
of which Trump had indicated would be imple-
mented at the start of his presidency. Specifi-
cally, participants indicated their willingness to
oppose each of the following four harmful poli-
cies: mass deportations (Latino Americans), pu-
nitive criminal-legal policies (Black Americans),
restricting women'’s reproductive healthcare
(women), and repealing affordable health care
(low-income Americans).

3.1.3 Procedure

Data collection for Study 2 began on November
12, 2024, and took place six to eight days after
the U.S. presidential election. After providing in-
formed consent, participants reflected on the
election outcome, and completed the
threat/promise free-writing task. After, partici-
pants were shown the exit poll data, then re-
ported their surprise, completed the betrayal
measures, followed by the solidarity measures
including the policy opposition items. Partici-
pants reported their demographics, were de-
briefed and compensated $2.20. Additional ex-
ploratory measures are presented in the Sup-

plemental Online Materials.

3.2 Results

Analyses were conducted in R 4.4.1 (R Core
Team, 2024), using the effectsize (Ben-Shachar
et al, 2020), Ime4 (Bates et al, 2015), and ti-
dyverse (Wickham et al., 2019) packages. Initial
analyses revealed that the threat/promise sali-
ence manipulation had no significant main or
interactive effects on any measures (957 = ps =
.091 for all main effects), so this factor was
dropped from analyses. Results for the full
threat/promise salience manipulation are pre-
sented in the Supplementary Materials. Unless
otherwise noted, all dependent variables were
submitted to a 2 (participant race: Black, White)
x 2 (focal outgroup: Latino men, White men)
mixed-model ANOVA. Descriptive statistics and
correlations for all dependent variables are pre-
sented in Table 3. The condition means are pro-
vided in Table 4.
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3.2.1 Surprise

White women reported greater surprise than
Black women, F(1, 1110) = 18.11, p < .001, n?, = .02.
Replicating Study 1, participants also reported
more surprise about Latino men’s voting be-
havior than White men'’s, F(1, 1110) = 2104.42, p <
.001, n?, = .65. The interaction was non-signifi-
cant, F(1, 1110) = 0.06, p =.805, n?, <.001.

3.2.2 Betrayal

Individual Betrayal. There was a significant
main effect of participant race, F(1, 1111) = 296.05,
p < .001, n?%, =
greater feelings of betrayal than Black women.

21; White women reported

There was also a main effect of focal outgroup,
with participants reporting greater betrayal by
Latino men than White men, F(1, 1111) = 69.83, p
<.001, n?, = .06. These effects were qualified by
a significant interaction, F(1, 1111) = 415,90, p <
.001,n? =.27. Consistent with predictions and as
depicted in Figure 3, White women felt more
betrayed by White men compared with Latino
men, t(570) = -8.76, p < .001, d = -0.36, whereas
Black women felt more betrayed by Latino
men compared with White men, t(541) =19.31, p
<.001,d =0.90.

Collective Betrayal. Similar to the results for
individual betrayal, White women reported
greater collective betrayal than Black women,
F(1, M) = 479.32, p < .001, n?, =.30, and partici-
pants reported greater collective betrayal by
Latino men than White men, F(1, 1105) = 137.60,
p < .001, n?%, = .11. Both effects were qualified by
a significant interaction, F(1, 1105) = 316.10, p <
.001, n?, = .22. As predicted, White women re-
ported greater collective betrayal by White
men compared with Latino men, t(569) = -6.33,
p < .001, d = -0.15, whereas Black women re-
ported greater collective betrayal by Latino
men than White men, t(537) =12.74, p <.001, d
=0.47; see Figure 3.

3.2.3 Collective Solidarity Intentions

The main effect of participant race emerged;
White women expressed greater belief that
their ingroup should work in solidarity with
each of the outgroups (i.e., White and Latino
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men) compared with Black women, F(1, 1113) =
126.69, p <.001, n?, =.10. The main effect of focal
target group also emerged; participants overall
reported greater belief that they should work
with Latino men than with White men, F(1, 1113)
= 4119, p < .001, n%, = .04. The interaction was
non-significant, F(1, 1113) = 0.09, p = .760, n?, <
.001.

3.2.4 Policy Opposition

Policy opposition was submitted to a 2 (partici-
pant race: Black, White) x 4 (policy target: low-
income people, Latine people, Black people,
women) mixed model ANOVA. Analyses re-
vealed that White women reported greater
willingness than Black women to work to op-
pose the harmful policies, F(1, 1) = 132.47, p <
.001, n?, = .11. There was also a main effect of the
policy target, F(3, 3339) = 257.05, p < .001, n?, =
19. As depicted in Figure 4, participants were
least willing to work to oppose mass deporta-
tion- i.e,, the policy described as being dispro-
portionately harmful to Latine people- com-
pared to the other policies. This effect was qual-
ified by an interaction with participant race, F(3,
3339) = 76.48, p < .001, n?%, = .06. Among Black
participants, opposition to the mass deporta-
tion policy was substantially lower than opposi-
tion to any other policy (all ps < .001). Among
White participants, opposition to the mass de-
portation policy was also lower than opposition
to any other policy (all ps < .001), though the
magnitude of those differences were smaller
than those observed among Black participants.

3.2.5 Probing the Roots of Betrayal

Consistent with the logic of the stigma-based
solidarity framework, Black women (M = 3.78,
95% Cl [3.67, 3.90]) indicated that their feelings
of betrayal stemmed from violated expecta-
tions born of historical solidarity more than
White women (M = 3.38, 95% ClI [3.28, 3.49]) did,
t(1105.6) = 5.16, p < .001, d = 0.31, see Figure 5.
White women (M = 434, 95% Cl [4.26, 4.42]) en-
dorsed the item reflecting expectations for re-
lational care from White men more than Black
women (M = 2.80, 95% ClI [2.68, 2.92]), t(954.35) =
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Figure 3
Mean Ratings of Individual and Collective Betrayal by Participant Race and Focal Outgroup

Black Women White Women

Focal Outgroup

. Latino men
|:| White men

Perceived Betrayal
[N}

Individual Betrayal Collective Betrayal Individual Betrayal Collective Betrayal

Note. Figure 3 presents mean reported individual and collective betrayal toward each focal out-
group by participant race. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 4

Willingness to Oppose Harmful Policies by Participant Race and Policy Target

Participant Race

. Black women
E] White women

Policy Opposition
N

Targeting Low-income  Targeting Latine/x Targeting Black Targeting Women
populations populations populations

Policies

Note. Figure 4 presents willingness to oppose Trump policies affecting ingroup and focal outgroup
targets by participant race. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 5

Roots of Betrayal

Participant Race

Black women
White women

Mean Endorsement
N

Ingroup Historical White Men Relational Latino Men Shared
Solidarity Care Stigma

Betrayal Source

Note. Figure 5 presents endorsement of three potential roots of betrayal. Error bars reflect 95% con-
fidence intervals.
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Table 3
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Study 2 Full Sample Descriptive Statistics and Inter-Correlations Among Measures for the White

(Bottom Diagonal) and Black (Top Diagonal) Samples.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

9 10

il

12

1.Surprise- La-

tino Men 138 — .09 32 .02 .20

3.30

2.Surprise—

White Men 127 079 23" — -03 21" -04

3.Individual
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tino Men

4 Individual
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266 159 5™

5.Collective

Betrayal-la- 5.6 125 140 o7 e 55 T
tino Men

6.Collective
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White Men 339

155 11" a 51 69" 86

7.Collective
Solidarity-

LatinoMen 430 141 .05 .01 -05 -12"  -.09

8.Collective
Solidarity-

White Men -06 -7 -1

417 147 .06 .05

9.Policy Op-
position— 275

Latine/x Harm ™ 28

142 .07 -02 207" 197

10.Policy Op-
position-

Black Harm 26

442 108 .06 -.01 Je™ 9™

1.Policy Op-
position-
Low-Income 4.52
Harm

101 a1 -.01 a7 9™ 9™

12.Policy Op-
position-

Women Harm4’58 1.02 .08 .04 12 21 21

04

J10°

45

59"

68"

-10°

12"

28™

o5

217

J9™

16™

.09

-.01

.01

-.06

-.06

88"

.08

.00

.02

-.02

127

5™

-.05

.04

-.06

86"

.03

-.05

-.01

-.06

247

04 -09'

.07 =137

ar 10

J9™ .09

a7 ar

J9™ .09

30™  -.05

-.01

9™

55

497 63"

40" 59™

.03

-09

ar

.06

a3

.04

107

J10°

357

54

63

-.07

12t

.06

.09

.09

.01

.04

31

65

63

Note. Table 3 presents zero-order correlations between study variables. The correlations for the

White participants are reported in the bottom diagonal and those for the Black participants in the

top diagonal. *p <.050, **p < .010, **p < .001.
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Table 4

Study 2 Means and Standard Deviation of Primary Measures by Participant Race and Focal Out-

group
Black Women White Women
Latino Men White Men Latino Men White Men
Variable M 95% ClI M 95%CI M 95% ClI M 95% ClI
LL UL LL UL LL UL LL UL
Surprise 318 305 331 116 111 122 341 330 351 137 130 144

Individual Betrayal 283 271 296 163 154 173 316 3.05 327 3.64 353 374
Collective Betrayal 317 3.05 329 239 227 251 419 411 427 434 426 4.42

Solidarity Intentions 3.85 372 398 371 358 3.83 473 4.64 483 461 4.50 4.71
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-20.44, p < .001, d = -1.24. Surprisingly, White
women (M = 425 95% CI [4.17, 4.33]) rated
shared stigmatization as a basis to expect soli-
darity from Latinos significantly more than
Black women (M = 3.95, 95% CIl [3.85, 4.06]),
t(1014.90) = -4.41, p <.001, d = -0.27.

3.2.6 Betrayal as a Correlate of Future Solidar-

ity and Policy Opposition
As in Study 1, we examined whether betrayal
was associated with participants’ solidarity in-
tentions. Among White women, collective soli-
darity toward Latino men was negatively re-
lated to collective (r = -.09, p =.028), but not in-
dividual (r = -.05, p = .271), betrayal by Latino
men. Similarly, collective solidarity toward
White men was negatively associated with
both collective (r = -12, p =.004) and individual
(r=-11, p=.01) betrayal by White men. Contrary
to expectations, Black women's collective soli-
darity toward Latino men was unrelated to
both individual (r = -.01, p = .815) and collective
(r=-.06, p =.134) betrayal by Latino men, as was
collective solidarity toward White men (individ-
ual betrayal: r = .04, p = .328; collective betrayal:
r = -.06, p = .184). Also contrary to predictions,
betrayal by Latino men among both White
women (rs = .20, .28, ps < .001) and Black
women (rs = .11, .12, ps < .011) was positively re-
lated to willingness to oppose a harmful policy
targeting Latinos. Participants’ relative feelings
of betrayal by Latino men, compared with
White men, however, were either unrelated or
modestly negatively related to policy opposi-
tion, a pattern that held for all policies (-.09 <rs
< .03, ps = .031).

3.3 Discussion

Study 2 examined White and Black women
Harris voters' responses to the majority pro-
Trump voting behavior of White and Latino
men in the 2024 U.S. presidential election. Rep-
licating Study 1, White women reported
greater betrayal in response to White men’s,
compared with Latino men’s, voting behavior.
In contrast, and consistent with predictions,
Black women reported feeling greater betrayal
in response to the voting behavior of Latino
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men, compared with White men. Consistent
with the stigma-based solidarity framework
(Craig & Richeson, 2016), Black women’s pattern
of betrayal seems to reflect the violation of
greater expectations for solidarity from Latino
men, another marginalized group, compared
with White men, an advantaged group. Fur-
ther, Black women, more than White women,
endorsed the idea that Latino men betrayed ex-
pectations for stigma-based solidarity born of
Black women’s history of engaging in cross-
group solidarity for the benefit of other op-
pressed groups.

The betrayal reported by White women is also
intriguing. Like in Study 1, White women in
Study 2 reported feeling more betrayed by
White men than Latino men, despite the pro-
Trump voting behavior of White men being ex-
pected and unsurprising. We speculated after
Study 1 that this could be due to expectations
for care from White men, given the interper-
sonal ties between White men and women. Ex-
ploratory items assessing participants’' reasons
for feeling betrayed suggested that this may be
the case; White women endorsed the idea that
White men should have shown solidarity due to
the harms women face from a Trump presi-
dency more than Black women did. In addition,
the generally high levels of betrayal reported by
White women are also fascinating. Although
this could simply reflect differences in the use
of the scale by White and Black women, it may
reveal actual experiences of greater betrayal by
White women, compared with Black women,
Harris voters. That is, White women may have
experienced relational betrayal of solidarity
from White men and stigma-based betrayal of
solidarity from Latino men. Consistent with this
possibility, White women reported feeling
more betrayed by Latino men due to shared
marginalization from a Trump presidency,
compared with Black women.

The results for solidarity intentions and willing-
ness to oppose harmful policies were less clear.
Whereas White women's feelings of collective
betrayal by White and Latino men were
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negatively associated with their intentions to
work in solidarity with these groups in the fu-
ture, Black women's feelings of betrayal were
not. That said, Black women- who, on average,
reported feeling more betrayed by Latino men
than White men- were also strikingly unwilling
to oppose a Trump administration policy iden-
tified as harmful to the Latine community.
Adding more opacity, feelings of betrayal by
Latino men were positively related to willing-
ness to oppose the harmful policy among both
Black and White women. Apparently, partici-
pants were unwilling to completely withdraw
support from a vulnerable group, despite the
perceived betrayal by some of its members.

4. GENERAL DISCUSSION

Drawing on research examining the dynamics
of stigma-based solidarity (Craig & Richeson,
2016), we investigated whether marginalized
groups experience stigma-based solidarity be-
trayal. Specifically, two studies conducted in
the context of the 2024 U.S. presidential elec-
tion examined White (Studies 1 and 2) and
Black (Study 2) women Harris voters’ reactions
to the imagined or actual anti-Harris/pro-
Trump voting behavior of either a marginalized
group (Arab Americans, Latinos) or a dominant
group (White men). Contrary to predictions,
White women- a group that faces gendered
marginalization— felt more betrayed by a lack
of political solidarity frommn White men (an ad-
vantaged group) than fromm marginalized ra-
cial/ethnic groups (i.e., Arab Americans, Latino
men). The pattern of betrayal for Black women
however, was consistent with the predictions
of the stigma-based solidarity framework.
Black women felt more betrayed by a lack of
political solidarity from Latino men, another
marginalized group, compared with White
men, a dominant group. This is the first empir-
ical evidence (to our knowledge) of a stigma-
based solidarity betrayal effect.

Despite being unpredicted, the pattern of be-
trayal among White women is fascinating. Be-
trayal is thought to involve a violation of expec-
tations; yet, White women felt more betrayed
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by White men’s voting behavior, compared
with Arab Americans and Latino men, despite
finding White men’s behavior less surprising.
This betrayal pattern, however, is consistent
with research in relationship science centering
expectations for care and protection based on
relational interdependence (Burgoon, 2015). In-
deed, relational ties likely led White women to
expect greater concern from White men about
the election outcome's potential impact on
women's rights. When White men's voting be-
havior did not reflect this expected concern,
they felt betrayed. Interestingly, White women
in Study 2 may have experienced stigma-based
solidarity betrayal as well. Not only did they re-
port high levels of betrayal by Latino men, they
indicated that their betrayal stemmed, in part,
from Latinos' failure to demonstrate solidarity
with women based on their shared marginali-
zation. Future research should investigate this
intriguing possibility.

The present work also explored potential con-
sequences of intergroup betrayal. Study 1 re-
vealed that betrayal was negatively correlated
with feelings of trust and individual solidarity
intentions, consistent with predictions and past
research (Gobin & Freyd, 2014; Koehler & Ger-
shoff, 2003). The potential implications of be-
trayal for future cross-group solidarity, however,
were less clear. The correlations between be-
trayal and both collective solidarity intentions
and support for/opposition to harmful policies
targeting the focal marginalized outgroups in
both studies were small in magnitude and/or
not statistically significant. In fact, Black
women reported greater solidarity intentions
toward Latino men relative to White men, de-
spite feeling more betrayed by the voting be-
havior of the former group. Perhaps given the
harms they anticipated from a Trump admin-
istration, especially for historically-marginalized
groups in the U.S,, neither the Black nor White
women we sampled were willing to abandon
such cross-group alliances (Mujica & Bridges,
2023).
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4.1 Implications

A number of compelling implications stem
from this research. Our findings broaden the
scope of work examining stigma-based soli-
darity (Craig & Richeson, 2016). Past research
has considered the conditions and mecha-
nisms that give rise to coalitional, rather than
adversarial, attitudes and behaviors among
marginalized groups. The present studies con-
sider whether failures to demonstrate such co-
alitional behaviors engender feelings of be-
trayal among different marginalized groups. In
doing so, we introduce the phenomenon of
stigma-based solidarity betrayal, and open a
new avenue for research to examine its emer-
gence and implications for future intergroup
solidarity.

The present research also suggests a need to
revisit, if not broaden, scholarship noting the
role of prescriptive norms regarding coopera-
tion and loyalty among ingroups (Abrams, 2017;
Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Our findings point to
the possibility that, under some conditions, dif-
ferent social identity groups have similar ex-
pectations for solidarity that, when violated,
will engender feelings of betrayal (Drake et al,
2024; Travaglino et al., 2014). Last, the present
research reveals the promise of examining be-
trayal from both an intergroup and interper-
sonal lens. Our findings are both informed by
and offer new insights for current models of
the psychology of betrayal (Burgoon, 2015;
Freyd, 1996), which have typically not consid-
ered the kinds of intergroup dynamics re-
vealed here (cf. GOmez & Gobin, 2024).

In addition to these theoretical implications,
the findings have practical importance. Given
the context and the groups examined, the pre-
sent work reveals that in addition to disap-
pointment about the outcome of the 2024 U.S.
presidential election, many (Black and White)
women Harris voters felt betrayed. Betrayal can
promote mistrust, withdrawal of support from
the betraying party, and even exit from rela-
tionships, institutions, and alliances (Burgoon,
2015; Freyd, 1996). In the context of acute
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threats to the safety and well-being of these
groups from current government policies, be-
trayal may weaken if not thwart the possibility
of the very types of cross-group coalitions that
have proved effective to combat similar threats
in the past. Yet, our results also suggest that
stigma-based solidarity betrayal does not nec-
essarily lead to retaliation or abandonment;
perhaps, reflecting motivations to protect mar-
ginalized outgroups from harm, despite their
disloyalty. Understanding the forces that
weaken or preserve stigma-based solidarity in
the wake of rising ethno-nationalism and the
erosion of democratic norms cannot be more
urgent.

4.2 Limitations and Future Directions

There are a number of limitations of the present
work. Study 1 used hypothetical, albeit realistic,
scenarios regarding the voting behavior of dif-
ferent groups before the election. Although
Study 2 examined reactions to actual voting be-
havior based on exit polling, it was still con-
ducted within the context of the 2024 U.S. pres-
idential election, and focused only on responses
of White and Black women to the voting behav-
ior of specific ethno-racial groups. That said, the
U.S. two-party, winner-take-all system creates a
high-stakes, zero-sum environment that is
well-suited for investigating perceptions of be-
trayal based on consequential group-level be-
havior (i.e., voting). Further, given the antici-
pated implications of the election for the rights
of many marginalized communities, this con-
text offered multiple grounds on which both
White and Black women Harris supporters may
expect other marginalized groups to support
Harris over Trump- that is, to expect stigma-
based solidarity.

We acknowledge specific design limitations re-
garding the comparability of the target groups
in Study 1. To maximize ecological validity, we
presented the likely voting behavior of target
groups as they appeared in prevailing political
discourse and/or consistent with historical vot-
ing patterns; namely, “White men” versus “Arab
Americans.”  These

decisions, however,
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introduce imbalances in the design that could
cloud the interpretability of the findings. Spe-
cifically, the “White men” condition may make
gender more salient than the “Arab Americans”
condition, perhaps amplifying the perceived
gender-based threat of the election for the
White women Harris supporters sampled. Al-
ternatively, or additionally, the “White men”
condition could have primed a common racial
ingroup for the White women participants, es-
pecially in contrast to the “Arab Americans”
condition. Consequently, the design of Study 1
makes it difficult to isolate the contributions of
group status (stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized),
expectations for racial ingroup loyalty, expecta-
tions for care based on relational ties, and the
potential effects of gender salience in shaping
participants’ behavior. Although Study 2 ad-
dressed the category labeling issue by specify-
ing male targets in both the marginalized and
advantaged outgroup conditions, future re-
search should employ fully crossed designs to
disentangle status, race, and gender, or test
these predictions in contexts where group
membership is defined by a single dimension
(e.g., religion or nationality) to avoid or perhaps
reveal intersectional complexity.

These design concerns notwithstanding, it re-
mains unknown whether the results that
emerged in this singular context will be ob-
served in other situations, with different mar-
ginalized groups, and outside of the U.S. We
have no reason to believe, however, that the
dynamics revealed here should be exclusive to
voting, political solidarity, or to relations among
racial and gender groups in the U.S. Building
on research on stigma-based solidarity (Craig &
Richeson, 2016), we theorize that the betrayal
of such solidarity is potentially a fundamental
intergroup process. Although this literature
has largely focused on the U.S. context to date,
we think that wherever groups perceive a
shared or common basis for marginalized sta-
tus, the potential for stigma-based solidarity
exists and, thus, so too does the potential for its
betrayal. However, the specific manifestation
of this betrayal — including which groups are
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perceived as coalition partners — will undoubt-
edly be shaped by the unique historical, politi-
cal, and cultural hierarchies of a given society.
Indeed, we hope the present work inspires
scholarship exploring the prospect of stigma-
based solidarity betrayal in many different con-
texts.

In addition to these vital tests of generalizabil-
ity, future research is also needed to examine
the conditions that are more likely to engender
betrayal. For instance, is betrayal more likely to
emerge when groups that are stigmatized
along the same dimension of marginalization
fail to demonstrate solidarity, compared with
groups that are stigmatized across dimensions,
as found for stigma-based solidarity (Craig &
Richeson, 2016)? Similarly, what factors deter-
mine the consequences of perceived betrayal
for the promise of stigma-based solidarity in
the future? For whom, and under what condi-
tions, might experiences of betrayal lead mar-
ginalized groups to distance themselves from
the shared bases of categorization that typically
foster coalitional attitudes and behaviors? Or,
worse, when might betrayal animate efforts to
punish or retaliate against groups that were
once coalitional partners? In other words, the
present findings offer a glimpse at what we be-
lieve is a provocative and potentially important
phenomenon- stigma-based solidarity be-
trayal. Future research is required, however, to
robustness,

establish its generalizability,

boundary conditions, and consequences.

5. CONCLUSION

Coalitions among marginalized groups have
been a cornerstone of social justice move-
ments. Understanding the causes and conse-
guences of stigma-based solidarity betrayal
may offer critical insight into the promise of col-
lective resistance and survival in an era of rising
ethno-nationalism and democratic backsliding.
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