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Due to racial wealth inequality in the U.S.—inequality that benefits White Americans on aver-

age—many Americans associate White people with wealth. Yet, many White Americans re-

port feeling like they, personally, are “falling behind.” We conducted a five-wave longitudinal 

study with a representative quota sample of non-Hispanic, White Americans (N = 506) during 

the 2024 U.S. presidential election. We found that White Americans who feel they are falling 

behind White and Asian Americans, while also being close to being passed by Black and His-

panic Americans, within a perceived tight status hierarchy, reported the most support for DEI 

bans and Trump, controlling for objective status. Further, White Americans with these status 

perceptions were most likely to vote for Trump in the 2024 election. We conclude that White 

Americans’ subjective perceptions of their position in the racial economic hierarchy mean-

ingfully relate to political attitudes and behavior.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Racial economic inequality in the United States 

is stark. In 2019, the average White family had 

about 13 times the median wealth of the aver-

age Black family (Bhutta et al., 2020). Likewise, 

the average White family has 6 times the 

wealth of the average Latinx/Hispanic family 

(Urban Institute, 2024). Thus, on average, White 

Americans are doing well economically com-

pared to Black and Latinx Americans, who con-

tinue to face significant barriers to wealth ac-

cumulation stemming from historical and pre-

sent-day racism (Derenoncourt et al., 2022; 

Gómez, 2022).  

One important psychological consequence of 

racial wealth inequality is that it contributes to 

societal stereotypes that link race with socioec-

onomic status (SES). Americans, regardless of 

their own race/ethnicity, tend to assume White 

people are wealthy and that Black and Latinx 

people are poor (Brown-Iannuzzi et al., 2019; 

Zou & Cheryan, 2017). As a result of assuming 

that most White people are wealthy, many 

White Americans may feel like they are “falling 

behind” their racial group and not living up to 

the SES stereotype of White people (Cooley et 

al., 2021). This feeling of “falling behind” may be 

further compounded by between-group status 

comparisons—namely, White Americans’ be-

liefs about where they stand in the SES hierar-

chy relative to other racial/ethnic groups. In 

particular, some White Americans may feel like 

they are in, or close to, “last place”—worse off 

than all other racial/ethnic groups, including 

their own. This perceived position (i.e., being 

“last place”) within the racial/ethnic SES hierar-

chy may draw some White Americans to alt-

right worldviews given that such ideology aims 

to elevate the status of White Americans (Hart-

zell, 2018). Of note, we use “alt-right ideology” 

and “alt-right” to reference belief systems and 

candidates who center White nationalism and 

thus support/endorse policies that favor 

“White interests” (Forscher & Kteily, 2020; Haw-

ley, 2017). 

In the present paper, we test how the context 

of high racial economic inequality in the U.S.—

inequality that disproportionately benefits 

White Americans (vs. most other racial/ethnic 

groups)—may contribute to a sense of de-

spondency among some White Americans. 

Further, we predict that White Americans who 

feel they are in “last place”—worse off com-

pared to all other racial/ethnic groups, includ-

ing their own—may be particularly likely to sup-

port alt-right ideology, DEI bans, and may have 

been most likely to vote for President Trump in 

the 2024 U.S. presidential election.  

1.1 Within-Group Status Comparisons 

Recent research suggests that, when forming a 

sense of their subjective status, White Ameri-

cans most often compare their own status 

within their racial group (i.e., to other White 

people; Caluori et al., 2024; Cooley et al., 2021). 

Due to race/class stereotypes that associate 

wealth with White people (e.g., Brown-Iannuzzi 

et al., 2019), this may lead many White Ameri-

cans to make upward status comparisons with 

others from their racial group; and, comparing 

oneself to others who are perceived as better 

off can negatively impact psychological well-

being (Diel et al., 2025; Festinger, 1954). Con-

sistent with this reasoning, prior work using 

representative quota samples of non-Hispanic, 

White Americans found that, on average, White 

Americans perceive themselves to be worse-off 

in the SES hierarchy than most other White 

Americans (Caluori et al., 2024; Cooley et al., 

2021). Moreover, these status perceptions (con-

trolling for the influence of objective status), 

predicted decreased positive emotions at a sec-

ond future time point, which then predicted 

worse well-being at a third future time point 

(Caluori et al., 2024). These findings suggest 

that because White people are often stereo-

typed to be wealthy, the average White Ameri-

can, regardless of their objective status, may 

feel like they are falling behind—and this sub-

jective experience has meaningful emotional 

consequences. 

1.2 Between-Group Status Comparisons 

Although White Americans may primarily 
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compare their status to others within their own 

racial group, they are also likely to evaluate 

their status through between-group compari-

sons (Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Brown-Iannuzzi 

et al., 2025; Cooley et al., 2025). Racially/ethni-

cally minoritized groups (e.g., Black and Latinx 

Americans) are often stereotyped as poorer 

than most White Americans (e.g., Brown-Ian-

nuzzi et al., 2019; Zou & Cheryan, 2017). Blumer’s 

Group Position Theory (1958) suggests that 

prejudice is exacerbated when White Ameri-

cans feel their superior position is being chal-

lenged. Further, Bobo and Hutchings (1996) ex-

tend this model to suggest that the relative po-

sition of the group who is doing the challeng-

ing also influences the degree of intergroup 

threat. Extending from these models, we sug-

gest that the current economic climate may 

lead some White Americans to feel as if their 

individual position in the economic hierarchy is 

challenged both by feeling they are “worse off” 

than other White people and that other ra-

cial/ethnic groups may be superseding them 

(or close to it) in status as a result of perceived 

racial progress (Kraus et al., 2019; Norton & 

Sommers, 2011). This perception of precarious 

positionality both within and between racial 

groups may activate fears of being in “last 

place” (i.e., last place aversion; Kuziemko et al., 

2014). So, while prior work has documented 

that feelings of “falling behind” other White 

people has predictable emotional/well-being 

consequences for White Americans, we pro-

pose that the simultaneous perception that 

one is being passed by, or close to being passed 

by, all other racial groups (i.e., feeling both low 

within-group and low between-group status) is 

likely to have distinct consequences for politi-

cal attitudes.  

1.3 The Relationship Between Feeling in 
“Last Place” and Political Attitudes  

For White Americans who feel like they are in 

“last place” (or close to it), their perceived low 

status conflicts with stereotypes that White 

people are wealthy, while intergroup competi-

tion is also perceived to be high. This conflict 

may produce a feeling among those White 

Americans that they are entitled to be wealth-

ier (Kunst & Obaidi, 2020), that the current sys-

tem is not attuned to their needs, and that they 

need a candidate who focuses on their plight as 

White people (Jardina, 2019; Major et al., 2018). 

Due to the simultaneous perception that other 

racial groups are passing them, or close to pass-

ing them, in status, these individuals are likely 

to see policies that aim to uplift racial minori-

ties, such as DEI-related policies, to be person-

ally harmful and unjust. As such, we anticipate 

that White Americans who feel like they are in 

“last place” (or close to it) will be particularly 

likely to support worldviews and ideology that 

align with the alt-right including White nation-

alism, anti-government beliefs (due to the per-

ception that the government does not cur-

rently prioritize White Americans’ best inter-

ests), and support for policies that ban DEI initi-

atives (Hartzell, 2018).   

Previous work lends evidence to this hypothe-

sis (Cooley et al., 2024). Across two large repre-

sentative quota samples, collected in 

spring/summer 2023, when non-Hispanic, 

White Americans were asked to rank the SES of 

their own racial group, other racial groups, and 

themselves as individuals, about 10% of each 

sample fell into a latent profile that reflected a 

tendency to feel worst-off, falling behind all ra-

cial groups (including their own; Cooley et al., 

2024). On average, participants who fell in this 

“last place” profile, compared to the other 

White Americans in the sample, were the most 

likely to support alt-right ideology. These ef-

fects were robust to controlling for objective in-

dicators of SES (income and education), as well 

as participants’ conservatism, age, and gender. 

Importantly, “last place” White Americans were 

not objectively the lowest status people in 

these samples. This suggests that White Amer-

icans’ subjective feelings about their position in 

the racial economic hierarchy are not simply a 

reflection of objective experiences of wealth or 

poverty. Instead, we reason that these percep-

tions may stem from the current sociopolitical 

climate around Whiteness in the U.S. In the pre-

sent work, we replicate and extend upon these 
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findings in the context of the 2024 U.S. presi-

dential election, combined with a longitudinal 

design, to assess the novel outcomes of differ-

ential candidate support and voting behavior 

as the election nears. 

1.3.1 “Last-Place” Political Rhetoric  

When Barack Obama was elected President in 

2008, many White working-class voters inter-

preted the election of the United States’ first 

Black President to be a de-prioritization of their 

needs and an empowerment of minority 

groups at their expense, deepening divides on 

both racial and party lines (Abramowitz & 

McCoy, 2019; Tesler, 2020). Likewise, the great 

recession during Obama’s presidency led some 

White Americans to scapegoat Black Ameri-

cans for their own economic plight, putting 

into motion a narrative that people of color are 

helped by the federal government at White 

Americans’ expense (McKenzie, 2014). The nar-

rative of White Americans being “left behind” 

has gained traction in recent years, as reflected 

by increasingly overt themes of economic dis-

placement, perceived loss of status, and dimin-

ishing opportunities for White Americans 

(Hochschild, 2016; Jardina, 2019; McKenzie, 

2014).  

These “left behind” narratives were also promi-

nent in the campaigning of current President 

Donald Trump during the 2016, 2020, and 2024 

U.S. presidential elections (Goethals, 2018). In-

deed, some have theorized that the populist 

messaging that Trump campaigned with in 

2016 was internalized by some White voters as 

speaking to their racial group and contributed 

to Donald Trump’s success in the 2016 presi-

dential election by acknowledging the status 

threat many White voters were feeling 

(Abramowitz & McCoy, 2019; Knowles & Tropp 

2018; Mutz, 2018). If so, it follows that White 

Americans who are most drawn to Trump’s 

populist rhetoric in 2024 may be those who feel 

subjectively that they are in, or close to, “last 

place”— passed by, or close to being passed by, 

both stereotypically high-status groups (i.e., 

White and Asian Americans), and racially 

marginalized groups (e.g., Black and Hispanic 

Americans) within the SES hierarchy. 

1.3.2 Opposition to Diversity, Equity, and In-
clusion Efforts 

Notably, the “left behind” rhetoric has been re-

flected in policy relevant to diversity, equity and 

inclusion, in particular (DEI; Hochschild, 2016). 

President Trump’s 1776 commission/report 

during his first term (Executive Order, 2020), as 

well as his 2024 campaign platform (Wendling, 

2025), foreshadowed his subsequent flurry of 

executive orders banning DEI efforts after his 

2025 inauguration. Thus, anticipating large-

scale DEI bans if Trump were to win the elec-

tion, we also examined whether non-Hispanic, 

White Americans who feel the threat of being 

(or soon becoming) “last place” may also be 

those who are most supportive of DEI bans. We 

reasoned that for these White Americans, DEI 

policies may seem not only unnecessary, but 

personally harmful. 

1.3.3 Relationships Between Feeling “Last 
Place” and Trump Support Over the 2024 
U.S. Election  

Finally, it is an open question as to how subjec-

tive perceptions of feeling “last place” (or close 

to it) may relate to political outcomes over time, 

and during times of political transitions, such as 

a U.S. presidential election. One possibility is 

that the relationship between feeling “last 

place” and support for alt-right ideology and 

candidates like Donald Trump becomes 

stronger as the election nears due to the in-

creased salience of candidates’ political rheto-

ric as the election season peaks. However, it is 

also possible that in a climate of extreme politi-

cal polarization, such as in the contemporary 

U.S., the behavior of political candidates (or 

other exogenous shocks) would have to be rel-

atively extreme to shift belief systems apprecia-

bly (Axelrod et al., 2021). Such a possibility would 

predict a relative stability of the relationship be-

tween feeling “last place” and support for alt-

right ideology, Donald Trump, and voting be-

havior as the election nears. Through a longitu-

dinal design, over the span of several months 
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and including timepoints both before and after 

the election, we tested these possibilities. 

1.4 Overview of Longitudinal Study 

The present study has three key hypotheses. 

First, we predicted that there would be a dis-

tinct group of White Americans who feel “last 

place,” and that such a perception, controlling 

for objective status, would predict the highest 

support for alt-right ideology and candidates 

with platforms that align with alt-right 

worldviews. This first prediction represents a 

replication of Cooley et al. (2024), while also ex-

tending those findings to a novel longitudinal 

design and during a consequential point in U.S. 

history (a presidential election). Second, testing 

a novel hypothesis, we predicted that these 

“last place” White Americans would be most 

supportive of policies that aim to ban DEI initi-

atives and would report the strongest support 

for President Trump leading up to the election, 

as well as the highest proportion of votes ulti-

mately cast for President Trump. Finally, given 

our longitudinal design we further tested the 

novel question of whether these associations 

increased in strength as the election neared; or, 

conversely, whether they were relatively stable, 

perhaps due to strong political polarization un-

dermining the influence of exogenous shocks 

(Axelrod et al., 2021). 

To test these hypotheses, we conducted a five-

wave longitudinal study, with three waves be-

fore the 2024 U.S. presidential election and two 

waves after the election, launched between 

September 4th, 2024 and November 20th, 

2024.1 At each time point, non-Hispanic, White 

Americans living in the United States were 

asked to complete a survey consisting of a 

measure of within- and between-group sub-

jective status (i.e., our key predictor; see Figure 

1) as well as support for alt-right ideology; sup-

port for an unnamed, purportedly-local candi-

date with a platform that aligned with alt-right 

worldviews; support for DEI bans; and voting 

           
1 Wave 1: opened Sept 4th, closed Sept 19th; wave 2: opened Sept. 30th, closed October 7th; wave 3: opened Oct. 
16th, closed October 21st; wave 4: opened Nov. 6th, closed Nov. 7th; wave 5: opened Nov. 20th, closed Nov. 21st 

 

intentions and behavior in the 2024 U.S. presi-

dential election. To assess patterns of responses 

to the within- and between-group measure of 

subjective status, and generate subjective sta-

tus profiles—such as the hypothesized “last 

place” profile—we chose latent profile analysis 

(LPA) for several reasons. First, the underlying 

process of LPA is much like factor analysis, ex-

cept instead of clustering items from a scale 

based on shared characteristics, individuals in a 

sample are clustered based on shared patterns 

of responding. Thus, LPA is a powerful, person-

centered approach to data analysis that is par-

ticularly relevant to understanding holistic pat-

terns of responses such as those captured by 

the within- and between-group subjective sta-

tus measure of focus here. LPA has the addi-

tional benefit that it moves beyond the often-

critiqued method of testing 2- and 3-way inter-

actions between variables which requires ex-

ceedingly (and often prohibitively) large sam-

ple sizes to adequately detect effects, and these 

types of interactions are notoriously difficult to 

replicate (e.g., Giner-Sorolla et al., 2024). Finally, 

we were replicating and extending upon prior 

work that used this analysis strategy. 

2. METHODS 

A link to Supplemental Materials, study materi-

als, de-identified data, and analysis code can be 

accessed here: https://osf.io/uznha/. This study 

was not pre-registered; however, our hypothe-

ses replicate and extend findings from an exist-

ing publication for which all studies were pre-

registered (Cooley et al., 2024). All methods be-

low were reviewed and approved by the lead 

authors’ institutional review board (proposal # 

ER-F24-03) to ensure adequate protection of 

participants.  

2.1 Statistical Power 

We worked with CloudResearch’s “Managed 

Research” platform to recruit a sample of non-

Hispanic, White Americans with census-based 

https://osf.io/uznha/
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representative quotas on age, gender, region 

of the country, and education. We over-sam-

pled at wave 1 (N ~ 600) to account for attrition 

across waves. This larger sample size also ac-

commodates current standards for statistical 

power for latent profile analysis (LPA) which we 

planned to apply to responses to our within- 

and between-group subjective status measure 

based on wave 1 responses. Current recom-

mendations for LPA suggest we would need 

approximately 500 participants to detect the 

correct number of latent profiles (Nylund et al., 

2007).  

Next, we planned to use mixed-effects models 

for our longitudinal analyses to examine the ef-

fect of a time-invariant, continuous predictor 

(i.e., posterior probabilities of within- and be-

tween-group subjective status profile mem-

bership) on repeatedly-measured political out-

come variables. The literature on power anal-

yses for mixed-effects models suggested that 

our analysis would require approximately N = 

200 for adequate power (.80), assuming a 

small/medium effect and a high intraclass cor-

relation coefficient (i.e., ICC; Brysbaert & Ste-

vens, 2018). That said, the required sample size 

that emerges when simulating power analyses 

for multilevel models is variable based on mi-

nor tweaks in researcher assumptions. Thus, 

our main strategy was to recruit the maximum 

number of participants that we could afford. 

This resulted in a goal to close the study with N 

= 300 White Americans who completed all 5 

waves. 

2.2 Participants 

We retained all participants who completed at 

least waves 1 and 2 for our LPA analysis to gen-

erate subjective status profiles. This allowed us 

to both have a sufficient sample size for LPA 

and also ensured that we only retained partici-

pants who would be used in our longitudinal 

           
2As a reviewer noted, it would be very interesting to examine whether and why profile placement may 
change over time. However, given that several analyses supported the idea that responses to our within- and 
between-group subjective status measure were stable over time, and because sample size dropped below 
recommended sample sizes for stable profile placement in LPA (i.e., N = 500) for waves 3-5, we felt it was 
most reasonable to treat this variable as a stable individual difference, as measured initially at wave 1. See 
Supplemental Materials for more information. 

prediction models (i.e., participants who only 

completed wave 1 could not be included in lon-

gitudinal models, so determining their profile 

placement would be moot). Thus, LPA analyses 

were conducted on responses to the within- 

and between-group subjective status measure, 

as assessed at wave 1.2  

Next, we handled missing data on this measure 

via listwise deletion (N = 19) given our interest in 

the relative placement of all racial groups (and 

to mirror the strategy used to handle missing 

data on this measure in Cooley et al., 2024). Be-

cause we were interested in psychological pro-

cesses that stem from being enmeshed in the 

U.S. cultural context, we removed N = 27 partic-

ipants who were not born in the United States, 

as measured at wave 1 (again, mirroring Cooley 

et al. [2024]). Our final sample who completed 

at least both wave 1 and wave 2 of the study 

consisted of 506 non-Hispanic, White Ameri-

cans who were born in the United States. They 

were, on average, 48.63 years of age (SD = 16.59; 

279 women; 227 men) and had a median edu-

cation of “some college, no degree (or associ-

ate’s degree),” a median income of 40,000-

59,999 USD, and the following political affilia-

tions: 28.5% Republican, 22.9% Independent, 

46.6% Democrat, and 2.0% Other. Table 1 pre-

sents the descriptive statistics by wave on each 

of our representative quota variables. 

2.3 Participants: Longitudinal Analyses, 
Mixed-Effects Models 

Because we only recruited participants at sub-

sequent waves who had completed the prior 

wave, it was not possible for participants to skip 

one wave and then return to the study. De-

mographics of those who completed at least 

waves 1 and 2, and thus who were used in the 

LPA analysis conducted on wave 1 responses to 

our within- and between-group subjective 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics of Representative Quota Variables by Wave 

Wave Total N Gender 
N (%) 

Age Group 
N (%) 

Education Level 
N (%) 

 
1,2 

 
506 

 
Male – 227 (45%) 

Female – 279 (55%) 

 
18-24 – 44 (9%) 
25-34 – 84 (17%) 
35-44 – 90 (18%) 
45-54 – 73 (14%) 
55-64 – 92 (18%) 
65+ – 123 (24%) 
 

 
1 – 19 (4%) 
2 – 121 (24%) 
3 – 158 (31%) 
4 – 131 (26%) 
5 – 77 (15%) 

3 448 Male – 195 (44%) 
Female – 253 (56%) 

18-24 – 31 (7%) 
25-34 – 68 (15%) 
35-44 – 77 (17%) 
45-54 – 68 (15%) 
55-64 – 87 (20%) 
65+ – 117 (26%) 
 

1 – 10 (2%) 
2 – 103 (23%) 
3 – 146 (33%) 
4 – 116 (26%) 
5 – 73 (16%) 

4 376 Male – 157 (42%) 
Female – 219 (58%) 

18-24 – 21 (6%) 
25-34 – 47 (12%) 
35-44 – 64 (17%) 
45-54 – 57 (15%) 
55-64 – 79 (21%) 
65+ – 108 (29%) 
 

1 – 6 (1%) 
2 – 86 (23%) 
3 – 124 (33%) 
4 – 97 (26%) 
5 – 63 (17%) 

5 290 Male – 119 (41%) 
Female – 171 (59%) 

18-24 – 14 (5%) 
25-34 – 38 (13%) 
35-44 – 51 (17%) 
45-54 – 43 (15%) 
55-64 – 63 (22%) 
65+ – 81 (28%) 
 

1 – 3 (1%) 
2 – 68 (23%) 
3 – 97 (34%) 
4 – 75 (26%) 
5 – 47 (16%) 

Note. Education level categories are as follows: 1 = No high school degree, 2 = High school de-
gree or equivalent, 3 = Some college, no degree; or associate’s degree, 4 = Bachelor’s degree, 5 
= Masters, professional, or doctorate degree. Quota targets were as follows. Gender: 51% fe-
male, 49% male; Age: 12% 18-24, 18% 25-34, 16% 45-54, 17% 55-64, 21% 65+; Education: 10% group 
1, 26% group 2, 28% group 3, 22% group 4, 14% group 5. Percentages in table are rounded to the 
nearest whole percent. The main deviation from our quota targets are decreased representa-
tion from the youngest age group as time goes on (18-24) and, consistently low representation 
from the lowest education level (1 = no high school degree) at all waves. 
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status measure, are described above; those 

who continued to complete wave 3 included 

449 respondents; those who also completed 

wave 4 included 377 respondents; and, finally, 

those who completed all 5 waves included 291 

respondents. Our strategy for handling miss-

ing data due to attrition across waves is dis-

cussed in more detail in the “Analyses” section. 

2.4 Procedure 

Participants were contacted in early Septem-

ber 2024 to complete a longitudinal study 

through late November. If they agreed, they 

continued to be contacted again every 7 to 14 

days. The first wave began with a robot and 

captcha check to ensure that respondents 

were human. If participants did not identify as 

non-Hispanic and White, they learned that 

they were not eligible for this study. These 

items were then followed by an attention 

check. If participants failed the check, they 

learned they were not eligible to continue with 

the study. If they passed all of these sections at 

wave 1, participants read an informed consent 

for the 5-wave study and completed a variety of 

demographic items to accommodate our 

quota-based sampling. If participants fit our de-

sired quotas, they then continued into the 

study. Our key measures, broken down by wave 

of inclusion, are detailed below.  

2.5 Measures 

2.5.1 Key Items Included at All 5 Waves 

Within- and Between-Group Subjective Sta-

tus Measure. Each wave began with partici-

pants responding to the recently developed 

“Perceived Self-Group Hierarchy” (PSGH) meas-

ure of their perceived position within the racial 

economic hierarchy and the perceived position 

of a variety of racial groups, including their own 

(see Figure 1 and Brown-Iannuzzi et al., 2025 for 

scale development; see also Cooley et al., 2024). 

Participants were asked to consider their social 

status in the U.S. in terms of money, education, 

job prestige, and political power, as well as the 

relative status of “White people”, “Black 

Figure 1 

Subjective Within- and Between-Group Status Measure (Brown-Iannuzzi et al., 

2025; Cooley et al., 2024) 
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people”, “Asian people” and “Latinx people.” Re-

sponses to this measure were analyzed via LPA 

to obtain posterior probabilities of classification 

into each of the within- and between-group 

subjective status profiles for each participant 

and these probabilities then served as predic-

tors of the outcomes that follow. 

Alt-Right Beliefs. Participants’ support for ide-

ology that aligns with the alt-right (Hawley, 

2017) was assessed via two separate scales 

taken from Cooley et al. (2024). One scale was a 

17-item scale created by Cooley et al. (2024) 

that includes items assessing the following at-

tributes of alt-right ideology: perceptions of 

anti-White bias (e.g., “White people are gener-

ally under attack in the U.S”); anti-government 

beliefs (e.g., “The government threatens my 

personal rights.”); violent anti-government be-

liefs (e.g., “When the government isn’t working, 

violence is sometimes the answer”); and anti-

immigrant beliefs (e.g., “Immigrants are con-

taminating the U.S. way of life”). Cronbach’s al-

pha for this scale across waves was high, vary-

ing from .95 to .96. 

The next alt-right ideology scale was an adap-

tation of a 5-item scale used by Kamenowski et 

al. (2021), as assessed in Cooley et al. (2024). This 

scale recorded agreement to items like, “Amer-

ica is superior to other nations;” “White people 

should be the leaders in the U.S.;” and “Foreign-

ers will never be real Americans no matter how 

much time they spend in the U.S.” All items for 

both scales were evaluated via seven-point Lik-

ert scales (1= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 

agree). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale across 

waves was high, varying from .86 to .89.  

Opinions on Right and Left Movements. Par-

ticipants then rated their feelings about Right-

Wing events or social movements (e.g., “Janu-

ary 6th storming of the U.S. Capitol”; 11 items) 

and Left-Wing events or social movements 

(e.g., “#BlackLivesMatter”; 8 items) on a seven-

point Likert scale (1 = extremely negative, 7 = 

extremely positive; 8 items). These items were 

taken from Cooley et al. (2024) with the addi-

tion of assessing feelings toward “Project 2025” 

in waves 2-5. Cronbach’s alpha for both support 

of right-wing movements/events and support 

of left-wing movements/events varied from .89 

to .96 across waves. 

Fictional Candidates. Using previously pub-

lished items (Cooley et al., 2024), participants 

next read about the platforms of two unnamed 

political candidates who were presented as “re-

cent candidates for state-level political posi-

tions” and indicated their opposition or support 

for both candidates (1 = strongly oppose, 7 = 

strongly support). Candidate #1 was designed 

to have views that align with alt-right ideology, 

such as espousing policies that support white 

nationalism (i.e., voter identification require-

ments, strict immigration policies, and preven-

tion of DEI education), and Candidate #2 was 

designed to have views similar to left-wing pol-

iticians and candidates (i.e., advocacy for gov-

ernment-run healthcare, higher taxes, and 

more wealth redistribution).  

Attitudes Toward DEI. Finally, participants 

were informed about the University of Florida’s 

decision regarding the removal of DEI educa-

tion with the following statement: “The Univer-

sity of Florida recently announced that it would 

be eliminating all DEI (Diversity, Equity, and In-

clusion)-related positions. This move complies 

with a state law that bars state universities from 

using government funds for initiatives that pro-

mote DEI.” They were then asked to rate their 

agreement to three statements about DEI edu-

cation (e.g., “I think more states and universities 

should enact policies that will eliminate DEI po-

sitions on college campuses”) on a sliding scale 

(0 =strongly disagree, 100 = strongly agree). 

Cronbach’s alpha for this scale across waves 

was high, varying from .97 to .99. 

2.5.2 Key Wave-Specific Items 

Waves 1-3 (Pre-Election).  

Voting Intentions and Support for Candidates. 

At waves 1-3, participants were also asked to in-

dicate their support of, or opposition to, each of 

the candidates running in the 2024 presidential 

election at the time of the study: Donald Trump, 
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Kamala Harris, and Third-Party Candidates on 1 

(strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly support) scales. 

They were then asked how likely they were to 

vote for each candidate as well as how likely 

they were to vote in the 2024 presidential elec-

tion, versus abstain from voting, on a sliding 

scale (0 = not likely at all, 100 = extremely likely). 

Wave 4 (Day-After-Election). 

Cast Votes. The day after the election, partici-

pants were asked a yes-or-no question of 

whether they voted in the U.S. presidential 

election. If they answered “yes,” participants 

were given a follow-up question asking them 

to report if they voted for Donald Trump, Ka-

mala Harris, or a third-party candidate. If they 

answered “no,” participants were asked why 

they did not vote in an open-ended question.  

2.5.3 Exploratory Items Waves 1-5 

Because of the expense of longitudinal recruit-

ment, as well as the timing of this study at a 

unique moment in U.S. history, we included ad-

ditional measures to assess a variety of distinct 

research questions that will be analyzed in sep-

arate manuscripts. These items are detailed in 

the Supplemental Materials. 

2.6 Analyses 

2.6.1 Latent Profile Analyses 

To identify participants’ within and between-

group subjective status profiles, we planned to 

conduct LPA with the following profile indica-

tors: relative placement of the self, White peo-

ple, Black people, Hispanic people, and Asian 

people. We used Mplus 8.10 and 8.11 with Mix-

ture Add-On and model defaults such that var-

iances were allowed to vary within profile but 

not between profiles and covariances were 

fixed to 0 both within and between profiles 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). All other model deci-

sions were selected to follow prior work using 

LPA with this measure, which included the use 

of maximum likelihood estimation with robust 

standard errors (Cooley et al., 2024). 

Criteria for Evaluating LPA Model Fit. Follow-

ing recent guidelines for LPA (Ferguson et al., 

2020), we began our analysis by comparing 

model results starting with a one-profile base-

line model, which was compared to a two-pro-

file model, which was then compared to a 

three-profile model and so on, until it was clear 

that the model with one fewer profile had bet-

ter fit. To evaluate relative model fit we exam-

ined the log-likelihood value, Akaike’s Infor-

mation Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian Infor-

mation Criterion (BIC), and the Sample-Ad-

justed BIC (SABIC). For each of these statistics, 

better model fit is reflected by lower values; 

however, the magnitude of the change be-

tween each model is also important. For exam-

ple, these indices may decrease between two 

models, but to such a small degree that the im-

provement in fit is not meaningful, in which 

case the more parsimonious model would be 

selected. Additionally, we examined the results 

of two tests that compare the fit of a given 

model with the fit of a model with one fewer 

profile: the Lo-Mendell Rubin (LMR) test and 

bootstrapped log likelihood test (BLRT). Both of 

these tests indicate a preference for the more 

parsimonious model when they do not reach 

statistical significance. Finally, we examined 

the degree of classification certainty, via model 

entropy. Entropy values range from 0 to 1 with 

values closer to 1 representing greater classifi-

cation certainty, meaning that the placement 

of participants into profiles is expected to have 

less error. We also aimed to avoid solutions that 

yielded any profiles that accounted for less than 

10% of the sample to follow general recommen-

dations (Ferguson et al., 2020), as well as to rep-

licate the decision-making strategy used in 

Cooley et al. (2024). 

2.6.2 Longitudinal Models Using Profile to Pre-
dict Political Outcomes 

After establishing participants’ probabilities of 

falling into each of the identified within- and 

between-group subjective status profiles via 

LPA, we conducted longitudinal mixed-effects 

models, specifying a random intercept for par-

ticipant and a random slope of wave, with pos-

terior probabilities of profile membership (i.e., 

probability of belonging to each profile), wave, 
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and their interactions as predictors of each of 

our political outcomes. This approach, of using 

posterior probabilities of profile membership 

rather than categorical profile placement (i.e., 

placing participants into their highest proba-

bility profile), makes use of graded profile 

membership rather than assuming hard classi-

fication, thereby incorporating classification 

uncertainty into the model. Importantly, the 

variables used to define the latent profiles (per-

ceptions of each group’s status and self-status) 

were distinct from the distal outcomes (sup-

port of alt-right ideology, DEI bans, and Trump), 

reducing concerns about overlap or bias in pre-

diction. As such, parameter estimates reflect 

relationships with latent profiles while ac-

counting for inevitable classification error. In-

cluding interactions with wave allowed us to 

test whether the relation between probabilities 

of profile membership and political outcomes 

changed over time. Our models nested obser-

vations within participant and specified a ran-

dom slope for the effect of wave (coded from 1-

5). 

Missing Data in Longitudinal Models. Given 

that our LPA only used data for participants 

who completed at least waves 1 and 2, there 

were not any participants in our dataset who 

completed wave 1, but not wave 2. However, 

several variables had missing values at wave 3, 

wave 4, and wave 5. These included alt-right 

beliefs, opinions on right and left movements, 

support for fictional candidates, and attitudes 

toward DEI (missingness at wave 3 = 11%, wave 

4 = 25%, wave 5 = 42%), as well as support for 

Trump and likelihood of voting for Trump 

(missingness at wave 3 = 11%; these items were 

not measured after wave 3). We used multiple 

logistic regression to assess how missingness 

on these variables was related to observed 

data, including probabilities of profile 

           
3 The 3-profile model, combined with a classify-analyze approach used in Cooley et al., 2024, yields results 
that are highly comparable to prior findings. Likewise, Supplemental Materials includes comparisons of the 
highest probability profile placement for each participant in the 3-profile model vs. the 4-profile model. Per-
haps most relevant to the current theory, participants placed in the “last place (tied)” profile in the 3-profile 
model are the only participants for whom no one was reclassified into a different profile in the 4-profile 

 

assignment, support for Trump at wave 1 (to ac-

count for political lean), alt-right beliefs at wave 

1 (as measured by Cooley et al., 2024, to ensure 

missingness on other DVs was not related to a 

key variable of interest), age, education, in-

come, and gender (see Supplement for full 

analyses). Missingness on these variables was 

only significantly associated with age at all 

waves, with greater missingness among 

younger participants. This suggests that data 

may be missing at random (MAR). To proceed 

with our planned mixed-effects model anal-

yses, data were multiply imputed using the 

Mice package in R (van Buuren & Groothuis-

Oudshoorn, 2011). Models using pairwise dele-

tion did not produce results that differed mean-

ingfully from models using imputed data, and 

results using pairwise deletion are reported in 

the Supplemental Materials. 

3. RESULTS 

3.1 LPA Results 

3.1.1 Replication: Identifying Within- and Be-
tween-Group Subjective Status Profiles 

The LPA results for iterative model fit led us to 

test 1 to 5 profile models; the results of these 

tests appear in Table 2. Using the decision-mak-

ing strategies defined in the Analyses section, 

and the same strategies used in Cooley et al. 

(2024), there was some uncertainty as to 

whether the 3-profile or 4-profile model was 

the best fit, especially when combining theory, 

prior findings (i.e., Cooley et al., 2024 settled on 

a 3-profile model), a preference for parsimony, 

and the data itself. That said, from a purely data-

driven perspective, the 4-profile model best fit 

the data. To address this ambiguity, we ana-

lyzed the data both ways, with the 4-profile 

model results appearing in the main manu-

script and the 3-profile results, analyzed identi-

cally to Cooley et al., 2024, in Supplement.3  
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The indicator means for the selected 4-profile 

model appear in Table 3 and a visual of these 

means, mapped onto the subjective status 

measure of interest, appear in Figure 2.  

3.1.2 Description of 4-Profile Model Results  

For comparison purposes, we will start by not-

ing that prior work identified three profiles 

named based on where the self was placed in 

the hierarchy: a “second place” profile, a “third 

place” profile, and a “last place” profile (see Coo-

ley et al., 2024). The findings below are similar, 

but given our selection of the 4-profile model 

for the present data, the “third-place” profile 

observed in prior work seems to have split into 

two versions: one with groups relatively com-

pact, perhaps reflective of a perceived tight 

status competition between groups, and one 

with groups relatively dispersed. We describe 

these profiles in more detail below. 

The “second place (tied)” profile appears in Fig-

ure 2, top panel, and accounts for 17% of our 

sample. In this profile, participants see the self 

as behind the perceived high status of White 

people (as we see across all profiles). That said, 

in this profile, participants see the self as tied 

for second place in status with a group stereo-

typically assumed to be high status—Asian 

Americans—and ahead of two groups stereo-

typed to be low status, Black and Hispanic 

Americans (Zou & Cheryan, 2017). This profile is 

very similar to the “second place” profile from 

Cooley et al., 2024.  

The “third place-compact” profile appears in 

Figure 2, second from the top panel, and ac-

counts for 51% of our sample. In this profile, par-

ticipants see the self as falling behind relatively 

high-status White and Asian people, but ahead 

of relatively poor Black and Latino people who 

are perceived as not differentiable in status. 

That said, as compared to the profile described 

next, the perceived status of the self is behind, 

but closer to, White and Asian people; and 

           
model (see Supplemental Figure 2S). This suggests that most of the uncertainty in classification was driven 
by difficulty sorting participants into the other three profiles, but that individuals were sorted into the “last 
place (tied)” profile with relative certainty. 

ahead of, but closer to, both Black and Hispanic 

people. For these reasons, we named this pro-

file “third place-compact” as the placement of 

all racial groups, as related to the self, is rela-

tively condensed—perhaps reflecting a per-

ceived tight status race. This profile most 

strongly mirrors the single “third-place” profile 

that emerged in Cooley et al., 2024. 

A new profile, varying a bit from prior work, is 

the “third place-dispersed” profile, which ap-

pears in Figure 2, third panel from the top, and 

accounts for 17% of our sample. This profile is 

quite similar to the prior profile, with the most 

notable difference being that the perceived 

status of the self is further behind White and 

Asian people, and the perceived status of Black 

and Hispanic people is further behind the self. 

In short, the rankings of the self and all racial 

groups are the same as the prior profile, but 

everyone is spread further apart within this pro-

file, perhaps reflecting perceptions of a more 

dispersed status race, and thus relatively lower 

intergroup status threat.  

Finally, a “last place” profile emerged (see bot-

tom panel of Figure 2), accounting for 15% of the 

sample. This profile replicates the key profile of 

theoretical interest from Cooley et al. (2024), ex-

cept that instead of perceiving the self as falling 

significantly behind all other racial groups in-

cluded on the scale as in prior work, this profile 

now reflects seeing the self as tied for last place 

with a racial/ethnic minority with a long history 

of experiencing racial discrimination in the U.S.: 

Black Americans. Replicating prior work, it is 

notable that White Americans in this profile 

also perceive that there is a tight race among 

all racial groups at the top with all points clus-

tering relatively close together and toward the 

top of the scale. As a reminder, this is the profile 

we theorized would be predictive of the highest 

alt-right extremism (replicating prior work), 

most support for DEI bans (new outcome), the 

most Trump support (new outcome), and that 
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Table 2 

Comparative Model Fit Statistics for 1 to 5 Profile Models  

Model 
Log likeli-

hood AIC BIC SABIC 
En-

tropy 

Small-
est 

Class % 
LMR p-
value 

LMR 
Mean-

ing 
BLRT p-

value BLRT Meaning 

1 -10929.86 21879.72 21921.99 21890.25 - - - -   
2 -10782.81 21597.61 21665.24 21614.45 0.72 26% 0.002 2 > 1 < .001 2 > 1 

3 -10709.72 21463.45 21556.43 21486.60 0.76 11% 0.001 3 > 2 < .001 3 > 2 

4 -10645.80 21347.61 21465.95 21377.07 0.78 15% 0.017 4 > 3 < .001 4 > 3 

5 -10617.35 21302.71 21446.41 21338.49 0.79 7% 0.190 5 < 4 < .001 5 > 4 
 

 

Table 3 

Summary of Indicator Means for Selected 4-Profile Model 

 

Variable 

 
"Second Place (Tied)" 

Profile                                           
(n = 85)                                                                 

M [95% CI] 

"Third Place-Compact" 
Profile                                           

(n = 258)                                                                 
M [95% CI] 

"Third Place-Dispersed" 
Profile                                         
(n = 85)                                                                 

M [95% CI] 

 “Last Place (Tied)” Profile                                            
(n = 78)                                                                 

M [95% CI] 

Self 35.74 [30.40, 41.09]  48.25 [45.00, 51.50]  40.99 [35.21, 46.77] 56.84 [50.62, 63.07] 
White American 61.37 [55.01, 67.74] 65.96 [63.20. 68.62] 81.95 [78.28, 85.63] 80.45 [76.91, 83.99] 
Black American  23.03 [18.36, 27.69] 42.71 [40.25, 45.16] 24.91 [20.70, 29.13] 61.30 [53.97, 68.63] 
Asian American 32.96 [27.96, 37.95] 56.22 [51.94, 60.49] 73.72 [69.26, 78.17] 78.07 [74.60, 81.53] 
Latinx/Hispanic American 22.81 [18.54, 27.08] 40.57 [37.55, 43.59] 27.70 [23.31, 32.08] 63.04 [57.63, 68.45] 
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Figure 2 

Visual Depiction of 4-Profile Model Results 

 

Note. See Supplement for analyses comparing target ratings within and between profiles. 

                           

                             

                           

                           

          

                     

                                                    



15 advances.in/psychology 

 

 

A longitudinal election study        Kukharkin et al., 2026 

would have the highest proportion of people 

within the profile ultimately voting for Trump 

(new outcome). 

3.2 Longitudinal Results 

3.2.1 Stability of Responses to Subjective Sta-
tus Measure 

Initially, when designing our study, we had 

hoped to examine potential changes in profile 

membership over time. Indeed, this was the 

reason we included the within- and between-

group subjective status measure at each wave. 

However, given the complexity and expense of 

recruitment for longitudinal designs, we were 

not able to overrecruit enough at wave 1 to 

maintain an adequate sample size for stable 

profile classification (N = 500) over all 5 time 

points. Nylund and colleagues (2007) use sim-

ulations to show that LPA results produce ac-

curate findings consistently when N > 500, but 

that at lower sample sizes, fit statistics like BIC 

and BLRT (as we use here) become less reliable 

for determining the correct number of profiles. 

For these reasons, we focused on profile mem-

bership as determined by our largest set of co-

hesive data (wave 1), while further only includ-

ing participants who would also be included in 

our longitudinal prediction models (i.e., those 

who completed at least wave 1 and wave 2). To 

further justify this decision of treating profile 

probabilities as a relatively stable individual dif-

ference over the timespan of our study, we also 

conducted some additional statistical tests 

which are described next. 

One way to assess response stability to our 

within- and between-group subjective status 

measure is to assess the stability of placement 

of each indicator (i.e., the self, White people, 

Black people, Asian people, and Latinx people) 

across all 5 waves. To assess this, we calculated 

an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for 

each profile indicator across waves 1-5. The ICC 

reflected high stability in responses to each 

profile indicator: self-placement ICC = .82, 95% 

           
4 We also measured support for alt-right-aligned events and social movements; however, we adjusted this 
measure from Cooley et al. (2024) across waves, as we added Project 2025 after wave 1. Because this is not a 
direct replication due to this change, these analyses appear in R code, but not here. 

CI [.79, .85]; White-people-placement ICC = .66, 

95% CI [.62, .71]; Black-people-placement ICC = 

.71, 95% CI [.67, .75]; Latinx-people-placement 

ICC = .67, 95% CI [.62, .71]; and Asian people 

placement ICC = .73, 95% CI [.69, .77]. While 

there is some variability in stability—with the 

placement of the “self” being most stable, and 

placement of “White people” as least stable—

the indicators used to generate the latent pro-

files demonstrated moderate-to-good tem-

poral stability overall (ICCs ranged from .66 to 

.82). This suggests that the constructs used to 

define profiles are relatively stable individual 

differences, although we revisit this point in the 

general discussion. 

3.2.2 Replication and Extension to Longitudi-
nal Context of 2024 U.S. Presidential 
Election: Alt-Right Outcomes  

Next, we tested whether we generally repli-

cated the finding that subjective perceptions of 

falling in “last place (tied)” predicts general sup-

port for alt-right ideology and the highest sup-

port for an unnamed, purportedly-local candi-

date with a platform that aligns with alt-right 

worldviews.4 Both of these outcomes were 

taken directly from prior work (Cooley et al., 

2024), and thus represent a direct replication; 

however, they simultaneously extend prior 

work to a novel longitudinal design during a 

particularly consequential moment in U.S. his-

tory, taking place 1.5-2 years after data collec-

tion for Cooley et al. (2024). Due to the longitu-

dinal nature of these data, we were further in-

terested in whether these effects became 

stronger as the election neared.  

To test these hypotheses, as described in detail 

in the Analyses section, we ran longitudinal 

mixed-effects models with posterior probabili-

ties of profile membership, wave, and their in-

teractions as predictors of each of our three alt-

right outcomes. Because the four posterior 

probabilities of membership in profiles 1, 2, 3, 

and 4 sum to 1, they are perfectly collinear. To 
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avoid multicollinearity, we include only the 

probabilities of membership in profiles 1, 2, and 

3 in our models, using profile 4, “last place 

(tied),” as the omitted reference category. We 

selected profile 4 as the reference because a 

higher probability of being placed in that pro-

file was hypothesized to predict the highest 

levels of support of all measured political out-

comes.  

To aid interpretation, we mean-centered con-

tinuous predictors (i.e., profile probabilities, in-

come, education, and age). As a result, the in-

tercept represents the predicted value of the 

dependent variable when all predictors are at 

their mean. Likewise, the coefficients for the 

profile probabilities (see Table 4) indicate how 

the outcome changes as the probability of be-

longing to each profile increases, with the 

probability of belonging in the “last place 

(tied)” profile decreasing accordingly. For ex-

ample, a negative and statistically significant 

coefficient for the probability of belonging in 

the “second place (tied)” profile when predict-

ing support for an alt-right candidate would in-

dicate that as the probability of belonging to 

this profile increases relative to the “last place 

(tied)” profile, support for an alt-right candidate 

decreases.  

Aligned with Cooley et al. (2024), we addition-

ally controlled for age, objective status (i.e., in-

come and education) and gender (1: man; -1: 

else) so that we could isolate the effects of sub-

jective status. Each of our control variables 

were initially also allowed to interact with wave 

(so we could control for their effects over time), 

as were profile probabilities, so we could assess 

differential relationships between profile prob-

abilities and political outcomes as the election 

neared. Notably, however, for none of our out-

comes was the effect of profile moderated by 

wave of the study. For this reason, the results of 

simplified models without interaction terms 

with wave are reported below and the more 

complex models with interactions with wave 

are reported in Supplemental Materials.  

We report results separately for each of our 5 

political outcomes next. 

Alt-Right Ideology (Two Scales). Results when 

predicting support for alt-right ideology were 

partially consistent with hypotheses and par-

tially replicated Cooley et al. (2024; see Table 4). 

Support for alt-right ideology (as measured by 

both scales) decreased significantly as the 

probability of belonging to the “second place 

(tied)” profile increased, relative to the “last 

place (tied)” profile, bKamenowski = -0.80, p <.001; 

bCooley= -0.73, p = .004. Support for alt-right ide-

ology (as measured by both scales) also de-

creased as the probability of belonging to the 

“third place–compact” profile (bKamenowski = -0.12, 

p = .559; bCooley = -0.20, p = .353) or “third place–

dispersed” profile (bKamenowski = -0.33, p = .182; bCoo-

ley = -0.34, p = .205) increased, relative to the “last 

place (tied)” profile, but these effects were not 

statistically significant. 

To better understand the differences between 

profiles in these outcomes, we also computed 

marginal means for each profile. Because pos-

terior probabilities range from 0 to 1, we esti-

mated the expected outcome as if a participant 

had a probability of 1 of belonging to each re-

spective profile (with the remaining probabili-

ties set to 0). This allows us to obtain model-im-

plied means for each profile without imposing 

any classification rule. Conceptually, this ap-

proach is similar to probing effects of a contin-

uous predictor at meaningful values (e.g., 0 and 

1), but in this case we are using the posterior 

probabilities generated by the latent profile 

model. We repeated this process for this out-

come and all outcomes that follow.  

As can be seen in Tables 5 and 6, when predict-

ing support for alt-right ideology via either 

scale, the “last place (tied)” profile had the high-

est estimated marginal means in a rank-order 

sense, relative to the other profiles. Statistically, 

both the “last place (tied)” profile and the “third 

place-compact” profile had significantly higher 

estimated marginal means than the “second 

place (tied)” profile, but did not differ signifi-

cantly from the “third place-dispersed” profile.
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Table 4 

Effect of Profile Probabilities on Alt-Right Outcomes, Dropping Non-Significant Interaction with Wave 

 Alt-Right Ideology Alt-Right Candidate 

   (Kam. et al., 2021)  (Cooley et al., 2024)  

 Predictors B 95% CI p B 95% CI p B 95% CI p 

Intercept  2.75 2.62, 2.87 <.001 2.94 2.80, 3.07 <.001 3.44 3.23, 3.64 <.001 
Prob. Third Place (Compact) -0.12 -0.53, 0.29 .559 -0.20 -0.63, 0.23 .353 -0.58 -1.24, 0.08 .087 
Prob. Third Place (Dispersed) -0.33 -0.82, 0.16 .182 -0.34 -0.86, 0.19 .205 -0.99 -1.80, -0.19 .016 
Prob. Second Place (Tied) -0.80 -1.28, -0.32 <.001 -0.73 -1.23, -0.23 .004 -1.39 -2.15, -0.62 <.001 
Wave -0.005 -0.02, 0.01 .576 -0.007 -0.02, 0.01 .299 -0.02 -0.05, 0.01 .151 
Income -0.03 -0.11, 0.05 .439 -0.02 -0.10, 0.06 .615  0.01 -0.12, 0.14 .899 
Education -0.27 -0.40, -0.15 <.001 -0.37 -0.51, -0.24 <.001 -0.56 -0.76, -0.35 <.001 
Age 0.003 -0.004, 0.01 .346 0.002 -0.01, 0.01 .625 0.01 -0.001, 0.03 .064 
Man (1: man; -1: else) 0.13 0.002, 0.26 .047 0.02 -0.11, 0.15 .768 0.07 -0.14, 0.27 .530 
Note.  Prob. stands for probability; Kam. stands for Kamenowski. Citations refer to the source of measures used. Bolded cells reflect the 
statistically significant effects of key profile predictors. Continuous predictors (probabilities, income, education, and age) were mean-
centered prior to analyses; wave was centered around wave 1. 
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Table 5 

Estimated Marginal Means for Models Predicting Alt-Right Outcomes from Profile Probabilities 

  

“Second Place 
(Tied)” 
Profile 

"Third Place-
Dispersed" Pro-

file 
"Third Place-

Compact" Profile 
"Last Place (Tied)"  

Profile 
Dependent Variable M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) 
Alt-Right Ideology (Kam. et al., 2021) 2.19a (0.17) 2.66ab (0.18) 2.88b (0.10) 3.00b (0.18) 
Alt-Right Ideology (Cooley et al., 2024) 2.48a (0.18) 2.87ab (0.19) 3.01b (0.11) 3.21b (0.20) 
Alt-Right Candidate Support 2.71a (0.27) 3.10ab (0.30) 3.52bc (0.16) 4.10c (0.28) 
Note. Highest means for each outcome are bolded. Kam. stands for Kamenowski. Citations refer to the source of 
measures used. The letter next to the estimated marginal means indicate which means are significantly different 
(p < .05) from one another. When means share a letter then these two means do not significantly differ from one 
another. When means do not share a letter then these two means significantly differ from one another.  

 
 

Table 6  

Pairwise Contrasts of Estimated Marginal Means for Alt-Right Outcomes with Effect Size Estimates 

  Alt-Right Ideology Alt-Right Candidate          

     (Kam. et al., 2021)  (Cooley et al., 2024)    

Contrast Est. 95% CI p d Est. 95% CI p d Est. 95% CI p d 
Last - Second 0.81 0.33, 1.28 .001 1.91 0.73 0.23, 1.24 .004 2.29 1.39 0.62, 2.15 <.001 1.93 
Last - Third (Disp.) 0.33 -0.16, 0.83 .184 0.79 0.34 -0.19, 0.87 .207 1.06 0.99 0.19, 1.80 .016 1.38 
Last - Third (Comp.) 0.12 -0.29, 0.53 .560 0.29 0.20 -0.23, 0.63 .354 0.63 0.58 -0.09, 1.24 .089 0.80 
Third (Comp.) - Second 0.68 0.28, 1.09 .001 1.62 0.53 0.11, 0.96 .015 1.66 0.81 0.16, 1.47 .016 1.13 
Third (Disp.) - Second 0.47 -0.01, 0.95 .055 1.12 0.40 -0.11, 0.90 .127 1.23 0.39 -0.39, 1.18 .327 0.54 
Third (Comp.) - Third (Disp.) 0.21 -0.22, 0.64 .333 0.50 0.14 -0.32, 0.59 .559 0.42 0.42 -0.29, 1.13 .248 0.58 
Note. Est. stands for estimate; Kam. stands for Kamenowski; Disp. stands for dispersed; Comp. stands for compact. Citations re-
fer to the source of measures used. Bolded cells reflect statistically significant contrasts. 
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Fictional Alt-Right Candidate. Support for an 

unnamed political candidate whose views 

aligned with alt-right ideology decreased sig-

nificantly as the probability of belonging to the 

“second place (tied)” profile increased, b = -1.39, 

p < .001, or as the probability of belonging to 

the “third place–dispersed” profile increased, b 

= -0.99, p = .016 (see Table 4), relative to the “last 

place (tied)” profile. Support for this candidate 

also decreased marginally as the probability of 

belonging to the “third place–compact” profile 

increased relative to the “last place (tied)” pro-

file, b = -0.58, p = .087. 

As can be seen in Tables 5 and 6, estimated 

marginal means for each profile show that the 

“last place (tied)” profile has the highest sup-

port, in a rank-order sense, for the candidate 

whose views align with alt-right ideology. Sta-

tistically, this profile has significantly higher 

support for this candidate than both the “sec-

ond place (tied) and “third place-dispersed” 

profiles, although support expressed by the 

“last place (tied)” profile does not significantly 

differ from support expressed by the “third 

place-compact” profile. 

3.2.3 Extension: DEI Ban Support and Trump-
Relevant Outcomes 

DEI Ban Support. Next, we tested our novel hy-

pothesis that non-Hispanic, White Americans 

who had a higher probability of being in the 

“last place (tied)” profile would report the 

greatest support for DEI bans—bans that 

aligned with the campaign platform of Trump 

(and ultimately were reflected during Presi-

dent Trump’s immediate executive orders 

post-inauguration).  

The results of the mixed-effects model predict-

ing DEI ban support can be seen in Table 7. 

Support for DEI bans decreased significantly as 

the probability membership in the “second 

place (tied)” profile increased, b = -25.07, p < 

.001, or as the probability of membership in 

“third place–dispersed” profile increased, b = -

14.07, p = .040, relative to the probability of 

membership in the “last place (tied)” profile. 

Support for DEI bans also decreased as the 

probability of membership in the “third place-

compact” profile increased relative to the prob-

ability of membership in the “last place (tied)” 

profile, b = -8.78, p = .122, but this effect was not 

statistically significant.   

Of note, as can be seen in the estimated mar-

ginal means reported in Tables 8 and 9, the “last 

place (tied)” profile is the only profile that has 

significantly higher DEI ban support than both 

the “second place (tied) and “third place-dis-

persed” profiles, although it does not signifi-

cantly differ from the “third place-compact” 

profile.  

Trump Support and Trump Voting Likelihood 

(Pre-Election). Next, we tested our novel hy-

potheses that non-Hispanic, White Americans 

who had a higher probability of being in the 

“last place (tied)” profile would report the great-

est support for Trump (pre-election), the great-

est likelihood of voting for Trump (pre-election), 

and would be the most likely to actually vote for 

Trump (reported the day after the election). 

Again, we were also interested in whether the 

former two effects became stronger as the 

election neared (i.e., moderation by wave).  

When predicting Trump-related outcomes, as 

with all other outcomes, there was no modera-

tion by wave, indicating that the relationship 

between posterior probabilities of profile place-

ment and both Trump support and Trump vot-

ing likelihood did not change from September 

4th up until the election (i.e., waves 1-3; see Sup-

plemental Materials for those non-significant 

interactions with wave). Thus, we report the re-

sults of our simplified models, without interac-

tions with wave, below.  

As can be seen in Table 7, and generally con-

sistent with hypotheses, greater probability of 

membership in the “second place (tied)” or 

“third place–dispersed” profiles—relative to the 

“last place (tied)” profile—predicted signifi-

cantly lower support for Trump (b = –1.03, p = 

.003; b = –0.87, p = .016, respectively) and lower 

likelihood of voting for him (b = –22.16, p = .002; 

b = –20.38, p = .007, respectively). 
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Table 7 

Effect of Profile Probabilities on Trump-Related Outcomes, Dropping Non-Significant Interaction with Wave 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 

Estimated Marginal Means for Models Predicting Trump-Related Outcomes from Profile Probabilities 

 

 

 

 

Note. Highest means for each outcome are bolded. The letter next to the estimated marginal means indicate which means are significantly dif-
ferent (p < .05) from one another. When means share a letter then these two means do not significantly differ from one another. When means do 
not share a letter then these two means significantly differ from one another. 
 

 

  DEI Ban Support Trump Support Likelihood Vote Trump  

  B 95% CI p B 95% CI p B 95% CI p 

Intercept  44.61 41.17, 48.04 <.001 2.60 2.42, 2.78 <.001 32.90 29.14, 36.66 <.001 
Prob. Third Place-Compact -8.96 -20.11, 2.18 .115 -0.45 -1.04, 0.14 .133 -8.72 -21.02, 3.58 .164 
Prob. Third Place-Dispersed -14.24 -27.66, -0.83 .040 -0.87 -1.58, -0.17 .016 -20.39 -35.22, -5.56 .007 
Prob. Second Place-Tied -25.21 -38.05, -12.36 <.001 -1.03 -1.71, -0.35 .003 -22.16 -36.34, -7.98 .002 
Wave 0.54 0.14, 0.94 .008 -0.01 -0.03, 0.02 .630 -0.17 -0.67, 0.32 .481 
Income 1.68 -0.47, 3.82 .125 0.07 -0.04, 0.18 .231 1.43 -0.94, 3.79 .238 
Education -7.12 -10.60, -3.64 <.001 -0.42 -0.60, -0.23 <.001 -8.30 -12.15, -4.45 <.001 
Age 0.30 0.08, 0.52 .008 0.01 -0.001, 0.02 .062 0.28 0.04, 0.53 .023 
Man (1: man; -1: else) 3.34 -0.13, 6.81 .059 0.03 -0.15, 0.22 .719 1.11 -2.73, 4.94 .572 
Note. Prob. stands for probability. Bolded cells reflect the statistically significant effects of key profile predictors. Continuous 
predictors (probabilities, income, education, and age) were mean-centered prior to analyses; wave was centered around wave 1.  
 

  

“Second Place 
(Tied)” 
Profile 

"Third Place-
Dispersed" Pro-

file 
"Third Place-

Compact" Profile 
"Last Place (Tied)"  

Profile 
Dependent Variable M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) 
Support DEI Bans 31.80a (4.56) 42.80ab (4.89) 48.10bc (2.77) 57.00c (4.75) 
Trump Support 2.12a (0.24) 2.28a (0.26) 2.70ab (0.15) 3.15b (0.25) 
Trump Voting Likelihood 22.30a (5.05) 24.07ab (5.43) 35.74bc (3.06) 44.46c (5.24) 
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Table 9 

Pairwise Contrasts of Estimated Marginal Means for Trump-Related Outcomes with Effect Size Estimates 

  DEI Ban Support Trump Support Trump Voting Likelihood 

             

Contrast Est. 95% CI p d Est. 95% CI p d Est. 95% CI p d 

Last - Second 25.21 12.31, 38.10 <.001 2.30 1.03 0.35, 1.71 .003 2.92 22.16 7.93, 36.40 .002 3.39 
Last - Third (Disp.) 14.24 0.78, 27.70 .038 1.30 0.87 0.16, 1.59 .016 2.48 20.39 5.50, 35.30 .007 3.12 
Last - Third (Comp.) 8.96 -2.23, 20.20 .116 0.82 0.45 -0.14, 1.04 .134 1.28 8.72 -3.62, 21.10 .166 1.33 

Third (Comp.) - Second 16.24 5.24, 27.30 .004 1.48 0.58 -0.01, 1.16 .052 1.64 13.44 1.27, 25.60 .031 2.06 
Third (Disp.) - Second 10.96 -2.20, 24.10 .102 1.00 0.15 -0.55, 0.85 .666 0.44 1.77 -12.82, 16.40 .811 0.27 
Third (Comp.) - Third (Disp.) 5.28 -6.48, 17.00 .378 0.48 0.42 -0.20, 1.05 .183 1.20 11.67 -1.38, 24.70 .080 1.78 

Note. Est. stands for estimate; Disp. stands for Dispersed; Comp. stands for compact. Bolded cells reflect statistically significant contrasts. 
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Greater probability of membership in the “third 

place–compact” profile was also associated 

with lower Trump support (b = –0.45, p = .133) 

and lower likelihood of voting for him (b = –8.72, 

p = .164), but these effects did not reach statis-

tical significance. 

Of note, as can be seen in the estimated mar-

ginal means in Tables 8 and 9, as when predict-

ing support for DEI bans, the “last place (tied)” 

profile shows the highest support for Trump 

and the highest reported likelihood of voting 

for him, in a rank-order sense, relative to the 

other profiles. Statistically, it is the only profile 

that has significantly higher support for Trump, 

and higher reported likelihood of voting for 

Trump, than both the “second place (tied) and 

“third place-dispersed” profiles. Although, the 

“last place (tied)” profile and “third place-com-

pact” profiles do not significantly differ from 

one another for either outcome. 

3.3 Wave 4 Outcome: Actual Vote for Trump 
(Day After Election)  

Finally, we predicted self-reported voting be-

havior, as measured at wave 4, completed the 

day after the election. As a reminder N = 377 

participants completed wave 4. Because actual 

vote was only measured at one wave, this anal-

ysis is not longitudinal in nature and we simply 

used profile probabilities and our control varia-

bles to predict whether participants voted for 

Trump (1) versus another candidate/no vote (0; 

N = 35 reported that they did not vote) via lo-

gistic regression. In particular, a logistic regres-

sion model was estimated to predict the likeli-

hood of voting for Trump from latent profile 

membership probabilities, income, education, 

age, and gender. The results of this analysis mir-

rored the results for our other Trump-relevant 

outcomes (see Table 10). 

As shown in Table 10, a greater probability of 

membership in the “third place–dispersed” pro-

file (OR = 0.46, p < .001) or the “second place 

(tied)” profile (OR = 0.63, p = .011) was associated 

with substantially and significantly lower odds 

of voting for Trump relative to the “last place 

(tied)” (omitted) profile. By contrast, a greater 

probability of membership in the “third place–

compact” profile, relative to the probability of 

membership in the “last place (tied)” profile, 

was not associated with different odds of voting 

for Trump (OR = 1.11, p = .483). Thus, the highest 

odds of voting for Trump are associated with a 

greater probability of membership in either the 

“last place (tied)” or “third place–compact” pro-

files (which do not differ statistically), while 

membership in the “second place (tied)” and 

“third place–dispersed” profiles predict lower 

odds. 

 

Table 10 
Logistic Regression Predicting Trump Vote in 2024 Presidential Election by Posterior Probabili-
ties of Profile Placement 

  Trump Vote (1: Yes; 0: No) 

  OR 95% CI p % change in odds 

Intercept  0.35 0.27, 0.44 <.001 — 

Prob. Third Place-Compact 1.11 0.83, 1.49 .483 +11% 

Prob. Third Place-Dispersed 0.46 0.31, 0.69 <.001 –54% 

Prob. Second Place-Tied 0.63 0.43, 0.90 .011 –37% 

Income 1.04 0.98, 1.11 .160 +4% 

Education 0.69 0.62, 0.76 <.001 –31% 

Age 1.03 1.02, 1.04 <.001 +3% 

Man (1: man; -1: else) 1.00 0.91, 1.11 .944 0% 

Note. Odds ratios are presented for logistic regression models predicting Trump vote. Percent 
change in odds represents the percentage change in odds of an event occurring for a one-unit 
increase in the predictor. Bolded cells represent significant effects. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

Overall, our results generally supported our 

three hypotheses, with some minor deviations. 

First, LPA combined with responses to our 

measure of within- and between-group sub-

jective status (Brown-Iannuzzi et al., 2025) re-

vealed the theorized “last place” subjective sta-

tus profile that reflected a group of non-His-

panic, White Americans who feel they are “fall-

ing behind” the perceived higher status of their 

own racial group as well as Asian Americans. 

However, in contrast to prior work, this “last 

place (tied)” profile further reflected seeing the 

self as tied in status with Black Americans (and 

nearly so with Hispanic Americans), rather than 

passed by them in status. We have several re-

flections on this general replication and slight 

change from the data collected 1.5-2 years 

prior.  

First, we think it is noteworthy that a very simi-

lar “last place” subjective status profile 

emerged at all. This replication, even years 

later, suggests that the feeling among some 

White Americans that they are “last place,” 

even if tied for it, has been a persistent under-

current in U.S. politics. Second, while the pre-

sent sample of non-Hispanic, White Americans 

did not rate their status as significantly below 

Black Americans, they did indicate that they 

saw their status as undifferentiated from this 

racial group with a long history of experiencing 

racism in the United States (Derenoncourt et 

al., 2022; Gόmez, 2022). Finally, just as in prior 

work, participants in the “last place (tied)” pro-

file are not only perceiving themselves to be in 

last place, but they are also rating the status of 

all groups, including themselves, the highest 

on the scale as compared to the other two pro-

files. Thus, these “last place (tied)” White Amer-

icans do not seem to see everyone as suffering 

low status; instead, they seem to perceive a 

tight status race at the top of the SES hierarchy. 

It would be important for future work to con-

tinue to explore the factors that lead to these 

perceptions for some White Americans, but 

not for others. 

Our results using posterior probabilities of pro-

file placement to predict alt-right and Trump-

related outcomes also generally supported our 

hypotheses with some caveats. Overall, the pat-

tern across profiles, for all 5 continuous political 

outcomes, can be understood as a ranking 

from highest to lowest predicted support: last 

place (tied) > third place–compact > third 

place–dispersed > second place (tied). While 

these patterns replicated across all outcomes, 

the specific contrasts that reached statistical 

significance varied somewhat. Most notably, 

across all continuous outcomes, a higher prob-

ability of being in the “last place (tied)” profile, 

relative to the “third place-compact” profile, 

was associated with higher values on alt-right 

and Trump-specific outcomes, but not to a sta-

tistically significant degree. This marks a nota-

ble difference from Cooley et al., 2024 in which 

the contrasts between the “last place” profile 

and the “third place” profile (which mirrored 

the “third place-compact” profile here) were in 

the same direction as observed here, but statis-

tically significantly different for all alt-right out-

comes assessed in that work. 

One reason for this deviation from prior find-

ings may be that a higher proportion of White 

Americans—i.e., not only the “last place (tied)” 

White Americans, but also the “third place-

compact” White Americans—may have been 

animated by perceived status threat in the time 

surrounding the 2024 presidential election. In-

deed, increased perceptions of status threat are 

associated with a variety of sociocultural factors 

that were present in the 2024 election season 

such as increased conservatism (Craig & Riche-

son, 2014) and increased radicalization (Pfund-

mair & Mahr, 2022). Additionally, it is important 

to note that both “last place (tied)” and “third-

place-compact” profiles share the perception 

that one’s own status is quite close to two 

groups who are often seen as low status (i.e., 

Hispanic and Black Americans). Thus, this per-

ception of being either tied with, or close to be 

being tied with, the perceived low status of His-

panic and Black Americans may be an im-

portant shared factor driving associations with 
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our political outcomes. That said, we should 

also note that for all Trump-relevant, continu-

ous outcomes—namely, DEI ban support (i.e., 

policies associated with Trump), Trump sup-

port pre-election, and Trump voting likelihood 

pre-election— the “last place (tied)” profile was 

the only profile that reported statistically signif-

icantly higher values on these outcomes than 

either the “last place-dispersed” or “second 

place (tied)” profiles. So, while the “last place 

(tied)” profile and “third place-compact” profile 

did not significantly differ from one another, 

the “last place (tied)” profile still stood out as 

potentially most differentiated (in the high di-

rection) on these outcomes as compared to 

others in the sample. 

An important contribution of the present data 

is that they are the first to show that perception 

of one’s personal position in the racial eco-

nomic hierarchy, controlling for objective sta-

tus, is predictive of support for Trump and ac-

tual voting behaviors, as well as support for a 

consequential set of policies, DEI bans, which 

ended up marking Trump’s first Executive Or-

ders after being inaugurated in January 2026 

(The White House, 2025). As such, these find-

ings shed light on one possible psychological 

mechanism behind DEI opposition—namely, if 

DEI aims to “lift up” minoritized racial groups 

like Black and Hispanic Americans, such poli-

cies may seem profoundly unfair and person-

ally harmful to White Americans who feel they 

are in a tight status competition with both of 

these groups (as reflected in both the “last 

place [tied]” and “third place-compact” pro-

files).  

Another important and novel contribution of 

the present manuscript is the longitudinal na-

ture of the study. This design allowed us to as-

sess whether higher posterior probabilities of 

falling in the “last place (tied)” profile predicted 

even higher alt-right ideology, DEI ban sup-

port, and Trump support as the election 

neared, perhaps due to the accumulation of 

campaign rhetoric aimed at increasing status 

threat (e.g., rhetoric that demonizes outgroups; 

Mutz, 2018; Savin & Treisman, 2024). However, in 

contrast to this possibility, the association be-

tween probabilities of membership in each pro-

file, and our outcomes of interest, were rela-

tively stable over time. The general absence of 

an effect of time could be due to our study 

spanning a relatively short timeframe (i.e., ap-

proximately 3 months). Indeed, research sug-

gests that partisan identities are relatively sta-

ble over time (Kinder & Kalmoe, 2017). Addition-

ally, within a highly polarized political climate, 

as we have in the U.S., voters may be more likely 

to stick with their established partisan identi-

ties, making these types of effects relatively sta-

ble over time (Abramowitz & Webster, 2018) 

and relatively unaffected by exogenous shocks 

(Axelrod et al., 2021). 

Although our theoretical perspective, and asso-

ciated choice of data analysis strategy (i.e., LPA), 

centered our interest in the joint influence of 

both within- and between-group perceptions 

of relative status, some may wonder whether 

both of these factors drive associations with our 

political outcomes equally, or if one factor 

drives that association more than the other. 

While it is difficult to parse out the relative con-

tribution of intragroup versus intergroup per-

ceptions given our measure and analytical ap-

proach, a couple of nuances to our findings can 

speak, at least indirectly, to this question. First, 

the profile with the largest gap between “self” 

and “White people”—reflecting the most ex-

treme feelings of within-group deprivation, was 

not the “last place (tied)” nor the “third place-

compact” profile. This nuance of our findings 

suggests that within-group comparisons alone 

are not the driving force behind the association 

of subjective status profiles and support/voting 

for Trump.  

Relatedly, a variety of work highlights that in-

tergroup comparisons may be especially likely 

to stoke prejudice and threat, which could sug-

gest that between-group comparisons may be 

the more powerful factor in predicting the po-

litical outcomes of focus here (e.g., Cooley et al., 

2018; Cooley et al., 2019; Wildschut & Insko, 
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2007). Indeed, in terms of between-group com-

parisons, both the “last place (tied)” and “third 

place-compact” profiles share the quality of all 

groups being perceived as relatively close to-

gether in status, consistent with high per-

ceived intergroup competition. Thus, the per-

ception of a tight intergroup hierarchy, or per-

haps perceived proximity to two disadvan-

taged racial groups (i.e., Hispanic and Black 

Americans), may be a factor underlying the as-

sociation between these two profiles and 

higher support for the outcomes we measured 

here.  

That said, future research should continue to 

explore the exact psychological processes as-

sociated with these distinct perceptions of per-

sonal status within the racial economic hierar-

chy that may mediate/drive differential politi-

cal attitudes among non-Hispanic, White 

Americans. For example, future work could uti-

lize mixed-methods to first identify which pro-

file participants have the highest probability of 

falling into via large quantitative analysis, and 

then follow-up with a subset of participants 

from each profile for qualitative interviews to 

better understand the psychology, back-

ground, and experiences that lead to these di-

vergent perceptions of personal position 

within the racial economic hierarchy (Syed & 

Westberg, 2025).  

4.1 Limitations and Future Directions 

A limitation of the current study is its reliance 

on correlational data and our inability, due to 

power concerns, to assess possible changes in 

profile placement over time,5 which prevents 

us from making definitive claims about causal-

ity and the directionality of effects. While we 

hypothesized that the “last place (tied)” status 

profile would contribute to support and voting 

for Trump, it is equally plausible that engage-

ment with Trump-related movements (e.g., 

MAGA), or rhetoric, as well as an affinity for 

Trump, may cultivate or intensify feelings of 

           
5 Although there was good stability in the placement of the self over time in the present data, there was only 
moderate stability in placements of the racial groups. 

being last place. Future research should aim to 

recruit a larger sample at wave 1 in order to at-

tain a minimum of 500 participants at each 

time point. Such a process would enable re-

searchers to conduct latent profile analysis 

(LPA) at each time point on responses to the 

within- and between-group subjective status 

measure so that potential changes over time in 

posterior probabilities of profile membership, 

could be assessed as they relate to sociopoliti-

cal experiences. With this revised methodology, 

researchers could then use cross-lagged panel 

models to assess whether profile probabilities 

predict subsequent support for alt-right ideolo-

gies/Trump, or conversely, whether support for 

alt-right ideologies/Trump predicts subse-

quent changes in profile probabilities.  

Relatedly, future studies should examine how 

profile membership may shift in response to sa-

lient social or political events. A wide range of 

political, social, economic, and other factors are 

likely to shape perceptions of one’s personal 

status within the racial economic hierarchy. In-

vestigating the impact of such racialized socie-

tal events on the subsequent qualities of White 

Americans’ within- and between-group subjec-

tive status profiles could offer valuable insight 

into the broader socio-political conditions that 

give rise to perceptions of personal relative 

deprivation and/or perceptions of a tight racial 

economic hierarchy. 

Another caveat to interpreting the present 

findings is the way in which we measured both 

within- and between-group subjective status, 

as well as our political outcomes. For example, 

research indicates that the type of scale used—

here we used a recently developed 0 to 100 slid-

ing scale on which groups and the self were 

placed (see Brown-Iannuzzi et al., 2025)—influ-

ences how people report inequality (Eriksson & 

Simpson, 2012). Likewise, it is interesting to note 

that although White Americans in the “last 

place (tied)” and “third place-compact” profiles 

reported the highest support for alt-right 
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ideology and Trump-related outcomes, their 

means were still closer to the middle of the 

scales versus the extremes. This could reflect 

social desirability concerns that seem to lead 

polls to underestimate degree of support for 

candidates like Trump (Enns et al., 2017) or it 

could reflect that the beliefs of the average alt-

right and Trump supporter are not as extreme 

as some may assume them to be (Westfall et 

al., 2015). 

Finally, this study focused exclusively on the 

subjective status profiles of non-Hispanic, 

White Americans because of their group’s cur-

rent advantaged position in the racial status hi-

erarchy. This focus limits the generalizability of 

the findings to other racial and ethnic groups. 

Future research should examine how partici-

pants’ own race and ethnicity influences the 

types of subjective status profiles that emerge, 

especially given recent work that indicates 

these perceptions are quite distinct among 

Hispanic Americans, as compared to those ob-

served for the non-Hispanic, White Americans 

sampled here (Cooley et al., 2025). Thus, it is 

likely that one’s own racial or ethnic identity 

may shape how individuals position them-

selves relative to both their own racial group 

and other racial groups—with unique predic-

tive effects on political attitudes.  

5. CONCLUSION 

As economic inequality, and racial economic 

inequality, persist in the U.S., more White 

Americans may come to feel “left behind” 

within their own racial group while also per-

ceiving rising threat from other racial groups. 

This dual sense of marginalization, both within 

and between groups, may amplify White 

Americans’ angst that they are “falling behind” 

with implications for U.S. political perspectives. 
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