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Group dynamics are central to understanding race in America. Research reveals that Blacks and Latinos who
report discrimination are more likely to feel interracial political commonality and intragroup linked fate.
However, these findings may not extrapolate to Asian Americans, a heterogeneous group with a recent im-
migration history. This study examines whether type and context of perceived discrimination influence this
relationship for Asian Americans. I find that interpersonal discrimination is associated with political com-
monality with Hispanics, whereas jobs discrimination is associated with political commonality with Blacks.
Both are associated with intraracial and intraethnic linked fate. Neither housing discrimination nor police
mistreatment predicts political commonality or linked fate. These findings suggest that promoting solidarity
across and within racial groups requires acknowledging the differential impacts of perceived discrimination.
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U.S.-born Blacks and Whites in the decades
ahead.

Between 1965 and 2015, the Asian American
population grew from 1.2 percent of the U.S.

population to 6.4 percent. Demographers proj-
ect continued growth, with Asian Americans
making up 10 percent of the U.S. population by
2060 (Pew Research Center 2015). Although the
Black-White boundary remains the most sa-
lient color line in the United States, the growth
of post-1965 immigrant groups, including
Asian Americans, raises questions about how
these groups will relate to each other and to

Understanding these group dynamics is cen-
tral to understanding race in America. Individ-
uals identify as members of groups but are also
ascribed membership in groups by others (Mc-
Clain et al. 2009). Group membership is associ-
ated with value connotations that pave the way
for conflict, competition, and cooperation
among groups (Tajfel 1982). Research in this
area originally focused on examining White ra-
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cial attitudes, before expanding to include ra-
cial minority group attitudes toward both
Whites and each other (Oliver and Wong 2003).
This literature includes studies on intergroup
dynamics, examining relationships between in-
groups and outgroups. For example, one body
of research examines whether Latinos feel com-
monality with Blacks on dimensions including
political interest and socioeconomic status
(Jones-Correa 2011). It also includes work on
intragroup dynamics, examining how individu-
als relate to being members of groups them-
selves.! For example, the concept of linked fate
proposes that as a result of historical and cur-
rent discrimination, African Americans view
their individual fates as tied to the larger
group’s (Dawson 1994). Social and contextual
factors such as intergroup contact and per-
ceived competition influence these dynamics.
Reported discrimination has also been associ-
ated with feelings of commonality and linked
fate for Blacks and Latinos. Social psychologists
theorize that experiences of discrimination can
evoke the perception of a common identity
with groups who would otherwise be consid-
ered outgroups, and thus promote feelings of
solidarity across racial groups. Likewise, polit-
ical scientists have suggested that experiences
of discrimination may increase perceptions of
shared status with other members of one’s
group, thus promoting feelings of linked fate.
These attitudes may in turn predict political be-
havior, such as cross-racial coalition-building.

However, the racialization of Asian Ameri-
cans in the United States differs from that of
Black and Latino Americans, and may therefore
affect the extent to which these concepts of
commonality apply to them. Nearly three-
quarters of U.S. Asian adults are foreign born
(Lopez, Ruiz, and Patten 2017), and conse-
quently lack the collective history and memory
of discrimination that Black Americans hold.
This, in turn, may affect how Asian Americans
view themselves in relation to other racial mi-
nority groups. The panethnic Asian American
category also encompasses significant linguis-

tic, national-origin, and socioeconomic hetero-
geneity, which may affect the extent to which
Asian Americans view their fates as linked.

Consequently, research on feelings of inter-
group and intragroup commonality among
Asian Americans has yielded inconclusive re-
sults. This study therefore examines the rela-
tionship between reported experiences of dis-
crimination and Asian Americans’ feelings of
commonality toward Blacks, Hispanics, and
Whites, as well as their feelings of linked fate
with other Asians. I posit that understanding
this relationship requires adding nuance to the
measurement of reported discrimination. I
therefore capitalize on the 2016 National Asian
American Survey (NAAS), which is unique in
that it both contains multiple measures of per-
ceived discrimination and allows us to examine
both intergroup commonality and intra-Asian
linked fate.

In this article, I first review the two concepts
of commonality that will be central to this
study: intergroup political commonality and
intragroup linked fate. Prior research suggests
that examining variation in experiences of dis-
crimination could elucidate the relationship
between perceived discrimination and feelings
of commonality for Asian Americans. I then
present multivariate analyses from the 2016
NAAS, which show that the type and context of
reported discrimination predict Asian Ameri-
can respondents’ feelings of interracial politi-
cal commonality, as well as their perceptions
of intra-Asian linked fate. I conclude by discuss-
ing the implications of these findings for our
understanding of linked fate and group con-
sciousness.

INTERGROUP COMMONALITY:
INTERRACIAL POLITICAL
COMMONALITY

Political scientists have posited that self-
interest alone is not enough to sustain political
coalitions across racial minority groups. In-
stead, a sense of shared values and perceived
commonality are needed to promote commit-

1. I use intergroup when referring to feelings toward racial outgroups, and intragroup when referring to feelings
toward others within a racial ingroup. For the latter, | use intragroup when referring generally to this phenom-
enon, and intra-Asian when discussing the empirical case of Asian Americans’ feelings of linked fate toward

other Asian Americans and toward Asian coethnics.
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ment to a heterogeneous group (Kaufmann
2003). Researchers have thus examined the ex-
tent to which different racial and ethnic groups
perceive commonalities among each other. For
example, the 1999 Washington Post/Henry J. Kai-
ser Family Foundation National Survey on La-
tinos asked, “How much do [respondent’s
group] have in common with African Ameri-
cans?” The more recent 2006 Latino National
Survey (LNS) included a more specific question
on political commonality, asking respondents
to consider “things like government services
and employment, political power, and repre-
sentation.”

Analyses of these surveys found that predic-
tors of greater feelings of commonality with
Black Americans included pan-Latino group
consciousness, English ability, being U.S. born,
and being a born-again Christian (Jones-Correa
2011; Kaufmann 2003; Sanchez 2008). Contex-
tual factors such as intergroup contact, geo-
graphic proximity to large-scale collective ac-
tions (such as protest marches), and receiving
messages from elites about intergroup rela-
tions also affected Latinos’ feeling of common-
ality with Blacks (Jones-Correa 2011; Jones-
Correa, Wallace, and Zepeda-Millan 2016;
Wallsten and Nteta 2011). On the other hand,
feelings of commonality can also be influenced
by perceived competition. Building on Herbert
Blumer’s (1958) group position theory, which
argues that intergroup hostility arises from be-
liefs about where different racial groups ought
to stand in the racial hierarchy, one analysis of
the 2006 LNS found that U.S.-born Latinos who
felt economically threatened were less likely to
perceive commonality with Blacks (Wilkinson
2014). National origin may also play a role, with
two analyses finding that Mexican Latinos were
less likely to perceive political commonality
with Blacks, compared to non-Mexican groups,
including Cubans, Dominicans, and Ecuador-
ans, though the authors do not offer theoretical
explanations for these findings (Jones-Correa
2011; Kaufmann 2003).2

Relative to research on Black-Latino dynam-
ics, research on Asian Americans’ perceptions
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of intergroup commonality is more nascent.
However, social scientists have argued that
Asian Americans are uniquely positioned as a
racial minority group in the United States.
Nearly three-quarters of Asian adults in the
United States are foreign born, compared to
about half of Latino adults and just under 10
percent of Black adults (Anderson and Lopez
2018; Flores, Lopez, and Radford 2017; Lopez,
Ruiz, and Patten 2017). The recency of most
Asian immigration means that the group lacks
the strong collective memory of discrimination
and racism that Black Americans hold (Chou
and Feagin 2015). Blacks are also more likely to
live in hyper-segregated neighborhoods; Asian
Americans may therefore lack the opportunity
to develop feelings of commonality through in-
tergroup contact (Kim and Lee 2001). Theoreti-
cally, some view Asian Americans as racially tri-
angulated within the U.S. racial hierarchy:
Whites valorize them as “superior” relative to
the subordinate group (Blacks) but ostracize
them as “foreign” (Kim 1999). An alternate the-
oretical prediction is that some Asian Ameri-
cans will become “honorary Whites,” with its
attendant racial privileges, while others will be-
come part of a subordinated “collective Black”
(Bonilla-Silva 2004). Critics of the model minor-
ity myth, which stereotypes Asian Americans
as hardworking and high-achieving, argue that
it perpetuates anti-Black racism and is in-
tended to drive a wedge between racial minor-
ity groups (Poon et al. 2016). As a consequence
of this unique positionality, Asian Americans’
feelings of commonality toward other racial
groups may differ from those of Blacks and La-
tinos.

The 2008 NAAS was the first nationally rep-
resentative survey to take up the task of exam-
ining Asian Americans’ perceptions of inter-
group commonality. NAAS replicated the LNS
political commonality question, framing it in
terms of government services and employ-
ment, political power, and representation. In
2008, 47 percent of Asian respondents reported
feeling “a lot” or “some” in common with
Whites, 38 percent with Latinos, and 34 percent

2. Karen Kaufmann (2003) rejects the possibility that national origin is a proxy for racial identity given that her

analysis controls for racial identification.
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with African Americans.? Similar to earlier find-
ings that pan-Latino group consciousness pre-
dicted Latinos’ feelings of commonality with
Blacks (Kaufmann 2003), intra-Asian group
consciousness and intra-Asian linked fate pre-
dicted foreign-born respondents’ feelings of
commonality with Blacks, though analyses ex-
cluded U.S.-born respondents because sample
sizes were too small (Nicholson, Carter, and Re-
star 2018). As with the pan-Latino group, Asian
Americans appear to vary in their feelings of
intergroup commonality by national-origin
group, with Korean respondents in the 2008
NAAS reporting the highest levels of political
commonality with African Americans and with
Latinos, and Vietnamese respondents report-
ing the lowest (Wong et al. 2011). In general,
however, research investigating the determi-
nants of Asian Americans’ feelings of interra-
cial political commonality remains scant, com-
pared to the body of literature on Latino-Black
relations.

INTRAGROUP COMMONALITY:
INTRARACIAL AND
INTRAETHNIC LINKED FATE
In addition to political commonality across ra-
cial groups, research has explored the extent to
which people feel commonality within racial
groups. “Linked fate” was first conceptualized
by political scientist Michael Dawson to explain
why African Americans tended to be politically
homogeneous. Dawson argued that experi-
ences of discrimination and racism led African
Americans to feel that what happened to them
individually was strongly linked to what hap-
pened to the group as a whole, a notion he
termed the “black utility heuristic” (1994).
Researchers have since applied this concept
to other groups, including Latino Americans,
Asian Americans, Muslim Americans, and non-
Hispanic White Americans. One recent review
of the literature found that across surveys, at
least half of respondents across racial groups
experienced linked fate with their own group,
though the proportion tended to be higher
among Black Americans (Gay, Hochschild, and
White 2016). Recent data are consistent with

3. Author’s calculations.
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these findings; in a 2019 Pew Research survey
of Asian, Black, Hispanic, and White Ameri-
cans, more than 60 percent of all four groups
reported “a lot” or “some” racial linked fate,
though White respondents were the least likely
to report “alot” of linked fate with other Whites
(Cox 2019).

However, scholars have questioned whether
linked fate can be extrapolated to non-Black
groups (Sanchez and Vargas 2016). As Paula Mc-
Clain and her colleagues (2009) point out, at-
tempts to apply the concept of linked fate to
panethnic groups like Latino and Asian Amer-
icans should consider that panethnic identities
may not be constructed in the same way as
Black American identity. Moreover, even if
linked fate does apply to these groups, there
may be within-group heterogeneity based on
national origin. For example, within the pan-
Latino group, Puerto Ricans have been found
to report lower levels of linked fate than Central
and South Americans (Sanchez and Masuoka
2010). The Asian American label likewise en-
compasses significant heterogeneity in na-
tional origin, as well as in language, citizenship
status, and culture, which may affect the extent
to which Asian Americans feel intragroup com-
monality.

Again, the body of research on Asian Ameri-
cans’ sense of linked fate is less robust than for
other racial groups. Nevertheless, prior work
demonstrates that Asian Americans do feel
linked fate both with their own ethnic-origin
groups, as well as with Asian Americans as a
whole. Both the 2000 Pilot National Asian
American Political Survey (PNAAPS) and the
2008 NAAS asked linked fate questions. In the
2000 PNAAPS, 49 percent of respondents re-
ported feeling any amount of linked fate with
other Asians, and 55 percent reported feeling
any amount of linked fate with coethnics (Lien,
Conway, and Wong 2004). In the 2008 NAAS,
similar proportions reported linked fate: 44
percent for linked fate with other Asians, and
50 percent for linked fate with coethnics.
National-origin differences again appear, with
Korean respondents being the most likely to
report linked fate with other Asians and with
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coethnics, and Filipino and Vietnamese re-
spondents the least likely (Wong et al. 2011).

DISCRIMINATION AND PERCEPTIONS

OF INTERGROUP COMMONALITY

The literature reviewed to this point suggests
that social and contextual factors influence
people’s sense of intergroup commonality and
within-group linked fate. A significant body of
work also suggests that experiences of discrim-
ination are linked to positive relations among
racial and ethnic minority groups. The com-
mon ingroup identity model posits that in-
groups develop favorable attitudes toward out-
groups when they think of themselves as part
of a common, superordinate identity rather
than as distinct groups (Gaertner et al. 1993;
Jones-Correa et al. 2016; Kaufmann 2003). Ex-
perimental work has found that the status of
“disadvantaged racial minority,” primed by
reading information about discrimination
against one’s racial group, can indeed serve as
the basis of common identity with other racial
groups (Craig and Richeson 2012; Richeson and
Craig 2011). On the other hand, perceived dis-
crimination can lead instead to the derogation
of outgroups as a way to protecting one’s own
social identity (Craig and Richeson 2016). This
is particularly likely when discrimination oc-
curs across dimensions of identity; for exam-
ple, discrimination based on race can lead to
derogation of outgroups based on gender
(Craig and Richeson 2016). However, recent ex-
perimental work suggests that highlighting
perceived similarities between groups, even
across identity dimensions, can mediate this
effect (Cortland et al. 2017).

Outside of experimental settings, however,
groups vary in the degree to which historical
experiences of discrimination and racism are
salient. Research has found that for Asian
Americans, experiences of discrimination were
only weakly correlated with feelings of com-
monality with non-Asian groups (White, Black,
Latino) (Wong et al. 2011)*. Furthermore, analy-
ses of the 2008 NAAS found that personal expe-
riences of discrimination did not appear to pre-
dict foreign-born respondents’ feelings of
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commonality with African Americans (Nichol-
son, Carter, and Restar 2018), nor did they pre-
dict Asian Americans’ feelings of commonality
with Latino or White Americans (Lu 2018).
However, further analyses suggest a path
forward: when discrimination was divided into
employment- and non-employment-related ex-
periences, Fan Lu (2018) finds that Asians who
reported employment-related discrimination
perceived lower levels of commonality with La-
tinos and Whites, whereas those who reported
non-employment-related discrimination per-
ceived higher levels of commonality with Lati-
nos and Whites. The author theorizes that the
employment setting influenced whether re-
spondents attributed discrimination to racial
prejudice, as opposed to other forms of preju-
dice; whether they perceived that Latinos also
experienced discrimination; and whether they
perceived the perpetrator of discrimination to
be a racial nonminority (Whites). These condi-
tions set the stage for whether discrimination
was a precursor to feelings of commonality.
This study therefore takes seriously the role of
context in evaluating whether reported discrim-
ination is associated with commonality, and
moves a step further by also disaggregating
non-employment-related experiences.

DISCRIMINATION AND PERCEPTIONS
OF INTRAGROUP LINKED FATE
Shared and historical experiences of discrimi-
nation were critical to Michael Dawson’s origi-
nal conception of linked fate among African
Americans (1994). As with the common ingroup
identity model, perceptions of shared status—
such as having experienced discrimination on
the basis of one’s identity—can affect within-
group feelings of group consciousness (Austin,
Middleton, and Yon 2012; Dawson 1994; San-
chez 2008; Sanchez and Vargas 2016).
However, for groups like Latino Americans
and Asian Americans, within-group heteroge-
neity could affect this relationship. Both Latino
and Asian Americans are panethnic groups
originating from large and diverse sets of coun-
tries. Substantial proportions of both groups
are recent arrivals to the United States, and

4. Janelle Wong and her colleagues (2011) collapse the five types of discrimination in the 2008 NAAS into what

they call “experiences of discrimination.”
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phenotypic variation could affect people’s ex-
periences and perceptions of discrimination
(Sanchez and Masuoka 2010). Accordingly, Ga-
briel Sanchez and Natalie Masuoka analyzed
the 2006 LNS to investigate whether these fac-
tors changed what “linked fate” meant for La-
tino Americans. They found that whereas prior
research linked the Black utility heuristic to ex-
periences of discrimination, a “Brown-utility
heuristic” did not depend on discrimination.
Instead, economic marginalization (measured
by income) and degree of acculturation (mea-
sured by Spanish language and immigrant gen-
eration) were key factors in predicting linked
fate (Sanchez and Masuoka 2010). However, us-
ing the more recent 2016 Collaborative Multi-
racial Post-election Survey (CMPS), they found
that both perceived and actual discrimination
did predict linked fate for Latino American re-
spondents. They speculated that their disparate
findings could result from demographic and
sociopolitical changes over the ten years be-
tween surveys, suggesting that linked fate is a
dynamic concept (Sanchez, Masuoka, and
Abrams 2019).

Among Asian Americans, experiences of dis-
crimination have been associated with paneth-
nic identification, particularly for the middle
class (Masuoka 2006; Okamoto and Mora 2014).
Analyses of the 2008 NAAS found that a number
of demographic characteristics were associated
with linked fate and reports of discrimination,
though these were not analyzed in a multivari-
ate model (Wong et al. 2011). In contrast, Indian
immigrants’ experiences of discrimination have
been found to discourage panethnic identifi-
cation, though linked fate was not examined
(Schachter 2014). These findings may simply be
the result of using different measures, though
scholars have suggested that qualitative varia-
tion in history and context across national-
origin groups may also contribute to differences
in intergroup relations and in intragroup soli-
darity. Overall, however, little work has ex-
amined whether the association between dis-
crimination and linked fate holds for Asian
Americans, especially for intraethnic linked fate.

As with intergroup commonality, nuances
in the measurement of discrimination may af-
fect its association with intragroup linked fate.
Lu and Bradford Jones (2019) differentiate be-
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tween experiential discrimination (whether in-
dividuals themselves have experienced discrim-
ination) and beliefs about discrimination
(whether individuals perceive that their group
or other groups are targets of discrimination).
The logic behind this distinction is that indi-
viduals may not experience discrimination
themselves, but they may be aware of and find
discrimination against other members of their
group to be problematic. Using the 2016 CMPS,
Lu and Jones find that experiential discrimina-
tion is related to perceptions of linked fate for
Asian, Black, Latino, and White respondents,
and beliefs about discrimination are related to
perceptions of linked fate for all groups except
Whites.

Taken together, then, the literature suggests
that understanding the link between discrimi-
nation and feelings of commonality and linked
fate requires attention to the type and context
of discrimination. Experiences of discrimina-
tion can range from verbal and interactional
microaggressions to biased behavior to physi-
cal violence; discrimination can also occur in
various settings, such as the labor market, edu-
cation, and housing. However, with some ex-
ceptions (notably Lu 2018), many of the studies
that examine discrimination and commonality
conceptualize discrimination as a single item.
For example, Harvey Nicholson, Scott Carter,
and Arjee Restar’s model summed five discrim-
ination questions to create a single 5-point vari-
able (2018). In contrast, I examine how the type
of discrimination matters for whether these ex-
periences are associated with feelings of politi-
cal commonality or linked fate. This study is
therefore unique in examining commonality as
it relates to four broad domains of discrimina-
tion: interpersonal, the labor market, the hous-
ing market, and police mistreatment.

DATA AND METHODS

To examine the relationship between discrimi-
nation and commonality for Asian Americans,
Iuse data from the 2016 post-election National
Asian American Survey (NAAS). The survey was
administered via telephone, in twelve lan-
guages, from November 2016 through February
2017 to a national sample of Asian American
adults age eighteen and older, as well as to
smaller groups of Black, Latino, and White re-
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spondents. Respondents were recruited from
Catalist, which provides registered voter and
commercial vendor lists; ethnic groups were
sampled using name, listed race, and tract-level
ethnic concentration (Ramakrishnan et al.
2017). This analysis draws on the subsample
with all Asian American respondents (n = 4,362).
They represent the six largest Asian ethnic
groups, as well as four South and Southeast
Asian groups. Table 1 reports sample sizes for
the ten ethnic groups and a summary of demo-
graphic statistics.

Dependent Variables

The key dependent variables in this study mea-
sure feelings of commonality: political common-
ality with Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites, as well
as linked fate with other Asians and with mem-
bers of one’s ethnic-origin group. The political
commonality questions were asked on a 4-point
scale ranging from “nothing at all” to “a lot.”
Linked fate was asked in two parts: a yes/no
question, with those responding yes receiving
a follow-up question for “a lot,” “some,” or “not
very much.” For parsimony, all are coded as a
series of dichotomous variables. On political
commonality, those who responded “a lot” or
“some” are compared with those who re-
sponded “little” or “no.” On linked fate, those
who responded “yes, a lot” or “yes, some” are
compared with those who responded either
“yes, not very much” or “no.”

Independent Variables

The key independent variables are types of dis-
crimination. Interpersonal discrimination is a
dichotomous variable that combines seven
measures (Cronbach’s alpha 0.75), which ask
whether the respondent has received poorer
service than other people at restaurants or
stores, whether people have acted as though
the respondent does not speak English,
whether people act afraid of the respondent,
whether people act as though the respondent
is dishonest, whether the respondent has been
called names or insulted, whether the respon-
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dent has been threatened or harassed, and
whether the respondent has ever moved into a
neighborhood where neighbors made life dif-
ficult for them or their family. Labor-market dis-
crimination is a dichotomous variable that com-
bines three measures (Cronbach’s alpha 0.63):
whether the respondent has been unfairly de-
nied a promotion, unfairly fired from a job, and
unfairly not hired for a job.” Housing market dis-
crimination is a dichotomous variable for
whether respondents have ever been discrimi-
nated against by a landlord or realtor. Police
mistreatment is a dichotomous variable for
whether respondents have ever been unfairly
stopped, searched, questioned, physically
threatened, or abused by the police. In addi-
tional models, I include two dichotomous
items that ask whether respondents feel they
or someone they know has been passed over for
a job offer or a government contract (employ-
ment), or for admissions to a selective college
or university (college admissions) as a result of
affirmative action policies. These items provide
another avenue through which respondents
could feel that their racial identity constitutes
a disadvantage.

I use multivariate logistic regressions to
model the association between respondents’
reported experiences of discrimination and
feelings of commonality. These analyses in-
clude demographic variables that have previ-
ously been associated with feelings of inter-
group commonality and intragroup linked fate.
In one analysis of the 2008 NAAS, age (mean-
centered in the regression) was negatively cor-
related with intergroup commonality and intra-
Asian linked fate (Wong et al. 2011). Gender
(with male as the reference group in the regres-
sion) was correlated with linked fate, with fe-
male respondents more likely to report coeth-
nic linked fate. Higher levels of education (in
this analysis, a categorical variable with less
than high school as the reference group) were
associated with greater intra-Asian linked fate
and intergroup commonality. U.S.-born respon-
dents were slightly more likely than foreign-

5.1 also conducted a separate analysis using interpersonal discrimination as a 0-7 scale and job discrimination
as a 0-3 scale (available on request). Results are substantively similar, except where noted in the results later
on. | therefore use the binary variables for ease of comparison with housing discrimination and police mistreat-

ment.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics, Asian American Respondents

Mean age (standard deviation) 53.9 years (19.13)
Female 53.0 percent

Household income

75,740 (68,926
Mean (standard deviation) 3 ( )

Median 362,500
Education

Less than high school 17.8 percent

High school 28.8 percent

College degree 32.9 percent

Graduate degree 20.6 percent
Generational status

First generation 74.7 percent

Second generation 18.2 percent

Third or higher generation 7.1 percent
Party

Democratic 46.1 percent

Republican 26.5 percent

Independent 27.4 percent
Contact [min = 1, max = 4], mean (standard deviation)

Asians 3.32 (0.89)

Blacks 2.54 (1.02)

Hispanics 2.68 (1.06)

Whites 3.12 (1.00)
National origin group (n)

Chinese 474

Indian 500

Vietnamese 501

Korean 498

Filipino 498

Japanese 500

Pakistani 320

Bangladeshi 320

Hmong 351

Cambodian 400

Source: Author’s calculations based on Ramakrishnan et al. 2017.

Notes: Age is calculated using respondents’ provided birth years. For respondents who instead pro-
vided an age category, the category maximum was used in order to later estimate time in the United
States based on year of migration. The exception is the open-ended age category (65 and older); for
this category, | used the median of all other 65+ respondents who provided a birth year. Income is cal-
culated using midpoints for the provided categories, with the exception of the highest open-ended cat-
egory ($250,000), which is calculated using the category minimum.
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born respondents to report intra-Asian linked
fate and intergroup political commonality, so
Iinclude generational status (a categorical vari-
able with first generation as the reference
group). Income (logged and mean-centered) has
been associated with perceptions of Black-
Latino conflict (Jones-Correa 2011), and may
therefore also influence feelings of commonal-
ity. Political party (a categorical variable with
Democrat as the reference group) has been cor-
related with Latinos’ perceptions of commonal-
ity with African Americans (Sanchez 2008). Be-
cause intergroup contact has been associated
with less intergroup prejudice (Tropp and Pet-
tigrew 2005), I include respondents’ reported
amount of contact with Asians, Whites, Blacks,
and Hispanics (a lot, some, a little, or none) as
control variables for corresponding outcomes.
Finally, because previous work has found dif-
ferences by national origin, I include it as a cat-
egorical variable, with Chinese, the largest
Asian-origin group in the United States, as the
reference group.

Finally, in the descriptive statistics and mul-
tivariate analyses, I remove observations with
missing values. Given the large number of de-
leted observations, the main analyses do not
use survey weights provided with the NAAS data
set. However, I present sensitivity analyses later
in the results that both impute missing values
and use survey weights.

RESULTS

In this section, I first report descriptive statis-
tics on the dependent variable—perceived
group commonality—and then on the primary
independent variables, types of discrimination.
I then examine the relationship between re-
ported discrimination and commonality (that
is, political commonality and linked fate) using
multivariate analysis.

Figure 1 shows that more than half of total
respondents feel “some” or “a lot” of political
commonality with Black Americans (50.7 per-
cent), Hispanic Americans (55.6 percent), and
White Americans (56.1 percent).® In addition,
consistent with research on linked fate (Gay,
Hochschild, and White 2016), the majority of

ASIAN AMERICANS AND IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

respondents report feeling “some” or “a lot” of
linked fate both with other Asian Americans,
and with others within their ethnic group. A
slightly higher proportion feels intraethnic
linked fate (56.1 percent) than intraracial linked
fate (52.5 percent), a difference that is statisti-
cally significant.

Figure 1 also shows commonality outcomes
by national-origin group. Notably, in this bivar-
iate breakdown, Bangladeshi and Hmong re-
spondents are the most likely to report political
commonality with Blacks and with Hispanics,
and Vietnamese and Japanese respondents are
the most likely to report political commonality
with Whites. In contrast, Chinese and Cambo-
dian respondents are the least likely to report
political commonality with all three groups. In
terms of linked fate, Korean and Hmong re-
spondents are the most likely to report both
intra-Asian and intraethnic linked fate, and Fil-
ipino and Cambodian respondents the least
likely.

Table 2 shows the proportions of total re-
spondents who report each type of discrimina-
tion, as well as of those who feel intergroup po-
litical commonality with each non-Asian group,
and who feel linked fate. Among all respon-
dents, the majority (56.3 percent) report none
of the seven types of interpersonal discrimina-
tion; the remainder report at least one. In terms
of job discrimination, fewer than one-quarter
(23.2 percent) report any of the three types in-
cluded. Just over 10 percent of respondents re-
port mistreatment by police; only 5.3 percent re-
port experiencing housing discrimination. In
terms of respondents who feel that they or
someone they know has been passed over as a
result of affirmative action policies, 6.5 percent
report this for employment, and 9.7 percent re-
port this for college admissions.

Interracial Political Commonality

I use multivariate logistic models to test
whether the type of discrimination predicts
feelings of political commonality with Blacks,
Hispanics, and Whites. Table 3 shows two sets
of models. The first set (models 1-3) includes
the full set of demographic controls and types

6. T-tests show that the proportions for “some” or “a lot” in common with Whites and Hispanics are not signifi-
cantly different, but both are significantly greater than for Blacks.
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Table 2. Proportion of Respondents Reporting Experiences of Discrimination

Percentage Among Those Reporting

Political Commonality with

Linked Fate with

Other
Types of Discrimination Blacks Hispanics Whites Asians Coethnics All
Interpersonal discrimination 48.3 48.7 46.2 51.6 51.1 43.7
Job discrimination 28.0 27.1 25.9 27.9 28.0 23.2
Housing discrimination 6.1 5.6 5.7 6.2 6.4 5.3
Mistreatment by police 13.4 13.1 12.0 13.2 12.9 10.6
Passed over for employment due to 7.6 8.0 7.4 6.8 6.9 6.5
affirmative action
Passed over for college due to 9.7 10.8 11.0 11.3 11.0 9.7

affirmative action

Source: Author’s calculations based on Ramakrishnan et al. 2017.

of discrimination. The second set (models 4-6)
also includes the two items on being passed
over for employment or for college admissions.
Coefficients in the table are log-odds, where
significant positive coefficients indicate a
higher likelihood of feeling commonality with
others. To ease interpretation, I describe find-
ings as odds ratios (exp(f)); reported findings
are statistically significant at the 5 percent level,
unless otherwise noted.

First, in examining the most relevant con-
trols, generational status predicts feelings of
commonality with all three groups; third-plus
generation respondents have the highest odds
of reporting political commonality, followed by
second-generation respondents.” Relative to be-
ing a Democrat, being a Republican or an Inde-
pendent is associated with decreased odds of
feeling political commonality with Blacks
(models 1 and 4) and with Hispanics (model 2,
though not significant in model 5), and being
Republican is associated with increased odds
of feeling political commonality with Whites
(models 3 and 6). Consistent with intergroup
contact theory, contact with the relevant group
is significantly associated with feelings of po-
litical commonality in all six models, with the
largest effect sizes for contact with Blacks.

Next, turning to the key discrimination
variables in the first set of models, we see that
for respondents who report interpersonal dis-
crimination, the odds of feeling political com-
monality with Hispanics are 24 percent higher
than for those who do not (model 2). In con-
trast, the association with political common-
ality with Blacks is significant only at the
p < .10 level (model 2), and there is no signifi-
cant association with political commonality
with Whites (model 3). For those reporting job
discrimination, the odds of reporting political
commonality with Blacks are 25 percent
higher than for those who do not (model 1),
whereas there is no significant association for
commonality with Hispanics (model 2) or
Whites (model 3).

When the items on being passed over for col-
lege admissions and employment are included,
job discrimination remains associated with
commonality with Blacks (model 4). Moreover,
for those reporting being or knowing someone
who was passed over for employment due to af-
firmative action, the odds are 40 percent higher
for reporting political commonality with Blacks
(p <.10) than for those who do not. Strikingly,
the odds of reporting political commonality
with Blacks are 26 percent less for those who

7. In addition, | tested whether, for foreign-born respondents, time in the United States (measured in years) had
an effect. A simple regression model measuring the effect of time in the United States was not statistically
significant, nor was the inclusion of the interaction of time in the United States for foreign-born respondents in
a full model. For parsimony, | have therefore excluded time in the United States from the models presented here.
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Table 3. Asian Americans’ Perceptions of Intergroup Political Commonality, Log-Odds

191

Political Commonality with

Blacks Hispanics Whites Blacks Hispanics Whites
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Age -0.006** -0.007*** 0.009***  -0.006** -0.008*** 0.009***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Female -0.079 -0.101 -0.187** -0.089 -0.112 -0.143
(0.078) (0.080) (0.079) (0.089) (0.090) (0.089)
Income -0.079* -0.035 0.043 -0.083 -0.032 0.051
(0.047) (0.047) (0.048) (0.053) (0.053) (0.054)
Education
High school 0.016 0.051 -0.216 0.045 0.125 -0.202
(0.146) (0.148) (0.146) (0.174) (0.174) (0.174)
College 0.193 0.173 0.011 0.140 0.201 -0.021
(0.155) (0.157) (0.156) (0.183) (0.183) (0.183)
Graduate 0.232 0.195 0.074 0.261 0.162 0.037
(0.174) (0.176) (0.176) (0.203) (0.203) (0.204)
Generation
Second 0.358%** 0.518%*** 0.322%** 0.356*** 0.496*** 0.258**
(0.112) (0.117) (0.112) (0.123) (0.127) (0.123)
Third plus 0.526%** 0.822%** 0.907*** 0.452** 0.681%*** 0.797***
(0.188) (0.198) (0.201) (0.208) (0.215) (0.220)
Political party
Republican -0.265***  -0.189** 0.211** -0.235** -0.126 0.263***
(0.089) (0.091) (0.091) (0.099) (0.101) (0.102)
Independent -0.377***  -0.426***  -0.091 -0.418***  -0.420***  -0.101
(0.105) (0.106) (0.105) (0.121) (0.121) (0.121)
National origin
Indian 0.323* 0.263 0.619*** 0.173 0.285 0.602***
(0.179) (0.180) (0.178) (0.206) (0.207) (0.205)
Vietnamese 0.514%** 0.611%** 0.954%*** 0.192 0.360* 0.863***
(0.176) (0.179) (0.177) (0.202) (0.206) (0.204)
Korean 0.135 0.193 0.147 -0.048 0.141 0.123
(0.172) (0.172) (0.168) (0.194) (0.194) (0.190)
Filipino 0.380** 0.645*** 0.405** 0.251 0.577%** 0.415%*
(0.177) (0.180) (0.174) (0.203) (0.206) (0.200)
Japanese 0.064 -0.042 0.342* 0.012 0.071 0.454%**
(0.201) (0.204) (0.201) (0.228) (0.231) (0.229)
Pakistani 0.449** 0.484** 0.493** 0.333 0.314 0.501**
(0.197) (0.199) (0.196) (0.228) (0.228) (0.225)
Bangladeshi 0.733*** 0.521** 0.482*** 0.636*** 0.614** 0.489**
(0.208) (0.209) (0.201) (0.238) (0.240) (0.230)
Hmong 0.704%** 0.857*** 0.618*** 0.530** 0.750%** 0.560**
(0.210) (0.217) (0.206) (0.242) (0.249) (0.238)
Cambodian -0.065 -0.082 -0.287 -0.300 -0.132 -0.515**
(0.202) (0.203) (0.199) (0.233) (0.233) (0.233)
(continued)
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Table 3. (continued)
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Political Commonality with

Blacks Hispanics Whites Blacks Hispanics Whites
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Contact with
Blacks 0.219*** 0.239***
(0.041) (0.046)
Hispanics 0.201%** 0.192%**
(0.041) (0.046)
Whites 0.192*** 0.219%**
(0.047) (0.054)
Discrimination
Interpersonal 0.147* 0.214*** 0.117 0.169* 0.216** 0.112
(0.081) (0.083) (0.082) (0.092) (0.092) (0.092)
Jobs 0.224** 0.107 0.042 0.291%** 0.140 0.039
(0.095) (0.097) (0.098) (0.106) (0.107) (0.107)
Housing -0.014 -0.297* -0.059 -0.118 -0.295 -0.102
(0.166) (0.167) (0.167) (0.185) (0.186) (0.185)
Police 0.075 0.177 0.003 0.098 0.184 -0.040
(0.126) (0.131) (0.127) (0.140) (0.144) (0.140)
Passed over in
College admissions -0.304* -0.039 0.087
(0.158) (0.159) (0.159)
Employment 0.338* 0.249 0.044
(0.195) (0.196) (0.194)
Constant -1.024*** -0.912%** -0.874*** -0.979*** -0.973*** -0.982%**
(0.216) (0.219) (0.228) (0.251) (0.253) (0.262)
N 3,055 3,028 3,060 2,444 2,432 2,445

Source: Author’s calculations based on Ramakrishnan et al. 2017.

Notes: Age is mean-centered, calculated as described in table 1. Income is logged and mean-centered,
calculated as described in table 1. Reference group for education is less than high school. Reference
group for generation is first generation. Reference group for political party is Democrat. Reference
group for national origin is Chinese. Parentheses are standard errors.

*p <.1; **p < .05; ***p < .01

report being or knowing someone passed over
in college admissions (p < .10). These findings
suggest that for Asian Americans, perceiving
job discrimination may predict solidarity with
Blacks, whereas feeling disadvantaged by affir-
mative action in college admissions may be as-
sociated with a sense of competition.

In model 5, the association between inter-

personal discrimination and feelings of polit-
ical commonality with Hispanics remains pos-
itive and significant.® Strikingly, experiences
of housing discrimination are also negatively
associated with political commonality with
Hispanics (p < .10, model 2). Police mistreat-
ment is not associated with political common-
ality with any groups. However, the propor-

8. This finding was no longer significant when interpersonal discrimination was coded as a 0-7 variable rather
than a yes-no variable (results available on request); all other findings for intergroup commonality remained the

same.
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tions of respondents reporting either housing
discrimination or police mistreatment are rel-
atively small; these findings are therefore less
conclusive.

Finally, with respect to national origin, rela-
tive to the Chinese reference group, some
groups appear to be more inclined toward feel-
ings of commonality overall; both Bangladeshi
and Hmong respondents are more likely to re-
port feelings of commonality toward Blacks,
Hispanics, and Whites, compared to Chinese
respondents. In contrast, Indian respondents
are more likely to express feelings of common-
ality only toward Whites, relative to Chinese re-
spondents, whereas the difference in feelings
of commonality for Korean respondents rela-
tive to Chinese respondents is not statistically
significant.

Intraracial and Intraethnic Linked Fate

Table 4 shows the results of multivariate logis-
tic regressions predicting linked fate with other
Asians, as well as linked fate with coethnics. As
with the intergroup commonality models, the
first set (models 1and 2) includes demographic
controls and discrimination variables; the sec-
ond set (models 3 and 4) additionally includes
the items on feeling passed over for college ad-
missions or employment because of affirmative
action.

First, in examining the most relevant control
variables, whereas generational status pre-
dicted feelings of commonality with Whites,
Blacks, and Hispanics, it is not a statistically
significant predictor for linked fate. The odds
of reporting intraethnic linked fate are lower
for Republicans than for Democrats (models 2
and 4); similarly, the odds of reporting either
intraracial or intraethnic linked fate are lower
for Independents than for Democrats (all mod-
els). Consistent with the patterns for common-
ality with Blacks, Whites, and Hispanics, con-
tact with Asians predicts linked fate both with
coethnics and with other Asians.

Looking next at discrimination, the odds of
feeling linked fate with both Asians and coeth-
nics are higher for those who report experienc-
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ing interpersonal discrimination and for those
who report experiencing job discrimination ver-
sus those who do not, in all four models. For
those reporting experiencing interpersonal dis-
crimination, the odds of reporting linked fate
with Asians are 58 percent higher (model 1), and
the odds of reporting linked fate with coeth-
nics are 60 percent higher (model 2) than for
those who do not. For those reporting experi-
encing job discrimination, the odds of report-
ing linked fate with Asians are 29 percent
higher (model 1) and the odds of reporting
linked fate with coethnics are 37 percent higher
(model 2), compared to those who do not.° In
contrast, housing discrimination does not pre-
dict either intraracial or intraethnic linked fate.
Police mistreatment also does not predict linked
fate, except in model 4, where it increases the
odds of reporting coethnic linked fate by 32 per-
cent. Again, however, the overall proportions
of respondents reporting housing discrimina-
tion or police treatment are relatively small.

Next, including the two variables on being
passed over in college admissions and employ-
ment, model 3 shows that being or knowing
someone who was passed over in college admis-
sions because of affirmative action positively
predicts linked fate with other Asians. This con-
trasts with the previous finding that it negatively
predicts commonality with Blacks. This finding
supports the idea that Asian Americans may
view college admissions as an area where they
face a disadvantage that other racial minority
groups do not. In contrast, being or knowing
someone who was passed over for employment
because of affirmative action does not predict
linked fate with either Asians or other coeth-
nics (models 3 and 4).

Finally, with respect to national origin, the
odds of reporting both Asian and coethnic
linked fate are greater for Korean and Hmong
respondents than for Chinese respondents,
and the odds of reporting coethnic linked fate
are smaller for Filipino respondents than
for Chinese respondents. In contrast, other
national-origin groups had no difference rela-
tive to Chinese respondents.

9. The coefficient for job discrimination was no longer statistically significant for either Asian or coethnic linked
fate when measured as a 0-3 scale instead of a binary variable, suggesting that while type of discrimination

matters in this instance, how much of this type may not.
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Table 4. Asian Americans’ Perceptions of Linked Fate, Log-Odds

Linked Fate with

Asians Coethnics Asians Coethnics
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Generation
Second 0.178 0.053 0.196 -0.009
(0.114) (0.114) (0.126) (0.125)
Third or higher 0.050 0.092 0.028 0.066
(0.186) (0.185) (0.207) (0.205)
Political party
Republican -0.121 -0.201** -0.171* -0.245**
(0.089) (0.088) (0.100) (0.099)
Independent -0.229** -0.311%** -0.255** -0.356***
(0.102) (0.101) (0.118) (0.117)
National origin
Indian -0.017 -0.042 -0.080 -0.196
(0.173) (0.173) (0.203) (0.202)
Vietnamese 0.151 0.047 -0.047 -0.290
(0.162) (0.160) (0.193) (0.191)
Korean 0.782%** 0.507*** 0.866*** 0.523***
(0.167) (0.166) (0.193) (0.191)
Filipino -0.263 -0.622%** -0.284 -0.668***
(0.170) (0.169) (0.197) (0.196)
Japanese 0.034 -0.165 0.082 -0.145
(0.194) (0.192) (0.226) (0.222)
Pakistani -0.220 -0.271 -0.196 -0.311
(0.190) (0.189) (0.222) (0.221)
Bangladeshi 0.048 -0.038 0.039 -0.098
(0.198) (0.197) (0.230) (0.229)
Hmong 1.024%** 1.148%** 1.013*** 0.906%**
(0.207) (0.213) (0.239) (0.244)
Cambodian -0.147 -0.167 -0.179 -0.397
(0.189) (0.186) (0.219) (0.215)
Contact with Asians 0.227*** 0.133*** 0.196*** 0.126**
(0.045) (0.045) (0.051) (0.051)

Sensitivity Analyses

I conducted multiple sensitivity analyses to de-
termine whether findings hold when key vari-
ables are conceptualized differently. First, I
consider the possibility that—contrary to this
article’s theoretical prediction that the type of
discrimination matters—any experience of dis-
crimination, regardless of type, matters. I test
this possibility with two specifications: first,
with perceived discrimination as a dichoto-
mous variable, with those responding “yes” to

any of the twelve measures coded as 1and those
responding “no” to all twelve measures coded
as 0; second, with perceived discrimination as
a 0-12 scale, summing “yes” responses to all
twelve measures.

Indeed, for those who respond “yes” to any
of the discrimination variables, the odds of re-
porting political commonality with Blacks and
Hispanics, as well as linked fate with Asians
and with coethnics, are higher than for those
who report “no” to all twelve; there is no asso-
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Table 4. (continued)

Linked Fate with

Asians Coethnics Asians Coethnics
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Discrimination
Interpersonal 0.458%** 0.467*** 0.528*** 0.501%**
(0.080) (0.080) (.091) (0.090)
Jobs 0.252%** 0.315%** 0.281%** 0.308***
(0.095) (0.096) (0.107) (0.107)
Housing -0.039 0.121 -0.228 -0.065
(0.164) (0.169) (0.183) (0.186)
Police 0.149 0.178 0.228 0.280**
(0.126) (0.127) (0.140) (0.141)
Passed over in
College admissions 0.374** 0.257
(0.162) (0.160)
Employment -0.269 -0.141
(0.191) (0.190)
Constant -1.054*** -0.437 -1.131%** -0.288
(0.248) (0.247) (0.291) (0.287)
N 3,253 3,298 2,578 2,611

Source: Author’s calculations based on Ramakrishnan et al. 2017.
Notes: Models include age, gender, education, and income. Reference group for generation is first-
generation. Reference group for political party is Democrat. Reference group for national origin is Chi-

nese. Parentheses are standard errors.
*p < .1;**p <.05; **p < .01

ciation with political commonality with Whites.
When coding discrimination as a 0-12 count,
the odds of reporting political commonality
with Blacks, as well as linked fate with Asians
and with coethnics, are higher for those who
report more types of discrimination than for
those who report fewer types; there is no asso-
ciation with political commonality with His-
panics or Whites (results available on request).
However, these results do not negate either the
theoretical or the empirical assertion of this ar-
ticle, which is that the type of discrimination
affects whether reported experiences are asso-
ciated with intergroup commonality and intra-
group linked fate. In fact, comparing Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC) scores across the
three specifications (as dichotomous, as a 0-12
scale, and as four types) suggests that the last

specification is slightly more parsimonious
than the others.

Second, the data set includes significant por-
tions of missing data for the outcome variables
of interest. These proportions range from 8.3
percent missing (intraethnic linked fate) to 15.9
percent missing (political commonality with
Hispanics). The analyses presented remove ob-
servations with missing values; due to the large
number of deleted observations, I do not use
NAAS’s provided survey weights. However, to
check whether doing so affects the results, I
also analyze the data while imputing missing
values using predictive mean matching and in-
cluding survey weights. When doing so, statis-
tical significance does change for some predic-
tors. In general, however, overall patterns in the
data remain similar.*®

10. For a comparison of results with and without imputed values, see appendix A (available online at https://
www.rsfjournal.org/content/7/2/180/tab-supplemental).
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Overall, these findings suggest that for Asian
American respondents, the type of discrimina-
tion experienced is relevant for feelings of po-
litical commonality with non-Asian groups and
for feelings of linked fate with other Asians and
with coethnics. Most research measures dis-
crimination as a single variable—whether the
respondent experienced it. In contrast, I capi-
talize on the multiple types and contexts of
discrimination included in NAAS. In doing so,
I find that interpersonal discrimination is a
key predictor of feelings of commonality with
Hispanic Americans, and labor-market dis-
crimination is a key predictor of feelings of
commonality with Black Americans. Housing
discrimination and police mistreatment have
no effect, and none of the four types predicts
feelings of commonality with White Americans.
Both labor-market and interpersonal discrimi-
nation predict intraracial and intraethnic
linked fate.

My findings add empirical evidence on the
Asian American case to the body of literature
on intergroup relations, which has most fre-
quently focused on White-non-White relations
and Black-Latino relations. Because Asian
Americans have a very different history of im-
migration, incorporation, and racialization in
the United States, as compared to Black and
Latino Americans, some have questioned the
extent to which they may form meaningful al-
liances with other racial groups. However, the
2016 NAAS shows that significant portions of
the Asian American sample—more than 50 per-
cent—feel some or a lot in common politically
with members of other racial groups. Likewise,
this study also sheds light on whether the con-
cept of linked fate can be extrapolated to non-
Black groups. Because linked fate as originally
conceptualized rested on shared experiences
of discrimination, examining this relationship
can clarify how linked fate operates—if at all—
for Asian Americans. Consistent with the lit-
erature, I find that significant portions of the
Asian American NAAS sample report feelings
of linked fate both with Asians and with their
coethnics, and that it is associated with experi-
ences of discrimination. Nevertheless, hetero-
geneity is evident among the respondents who
report feeling political commonality and linked

ASIAN AMERICANS AND IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

fate, wherein those who report certain types of
experiences of discrimination are also more
likely to report feelings of commonality.

These findings can be interpreted through
the lens of the common ingroup identity model
(Gaertner et al. 1993): if Asian Americans view
experiences of discrimination as something
they have in common with another racial
group, they may feel more warmly toward that
group. In this case, job discrimination is posi-
tively associated with feelings of commonality
with Black Americans, and interpersonal dis-
crimination with Hispanics. Items in the inter-
personal discrimination measure include peo-
ple acting as though the respondent does not
speak English and being threatened or ha-
rassed; Asian Americans who report these ex-
periences could be perceiving commonality
with Hispanics based on their common back-
ground as immigrant-origin groups. In con-
trast, respondents could be viewing perceived
negative effects of affirmative action in college
admissions as unique to Asian Americans,
therefore highlighting a lack of commonality
with other groups. Likewise, because relatively
few respondents report housing discrimination
or police mistreatment, they may not perceive
these as experiences they have in common ei-
ther with other racial minority groups or with
other Asians or coethnics. In the case of police
mistreatment, this particular form of discrimi-
nation is widely associated with the experiences
of Black Americans, such that the few Asian re-
spondents who report police mistreatment—
defined in NAAS as being “unfairly stopped,
searched, questioned, physically threatened, or
abused”—may not view their experiences as
tied to the larger entrenched issue of police
brutality in the Black community.

On the other hand, NAAS does not ask re-
spondents about the perceived source of dis-
crimination, which complicates these findings.
If perceived discrimination stems from nega-
tive interactions with Whites, Asian respon-
dents may be more likely to perceive political
commonality with Black and Hispanic Ameri-
cans. However, if Asian respondents have posi-
tive interactions with Whites—which, accord-
ing to Maureen Craig and Jennifer Richeson’s
(2016) model of stigma-based solidarity, could
reduce solidarity—and instead perceive dis-
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crimination as stemming from interactions
with Black and Hispanic Americans, they may
be less likely to feel political commonality with
these groups. Residential and occupational seg-
regation could affect respondents’ levels of con-
tact and sense of competition with members of
other racial and ethnic groups, and therefore
influence this relationship. In the multivariate
models, I include contact with each respective
group as controls (for example, the amount of
daily contact with Black or African Americans
is a control in the model examining political
commonality with Black Americans). In each
case, intergroup contact is positively and sig-
nificantly associated with feelings of political
commonality. Contact therefore does not ap-
pear to increase racial or ethnic conflict. Future
iterations of the NAAS could ask respondents
to specify the source of perceived discrimina-
tion.

One limitation of the survey data is that I
cannot assess causality. Relatedly, because the
NAAS relies on self-reports of discrimination,
respondents’ experiences are subject to inter-
pretation and therefore to possible overreport-
ing or underreporting. Thus, one possible in-
terpretation is that respondents who feel more
commonality with other racial minority groups
are more likely to report discrimination. For
example, as Vincent Reina and Claudia Aiken
report in this issue (2021), Asians, like Latinos,
face discrimination in finding housing and in
accessing mortgages. However, Asian respon-
dents in the NAAS are much less likely to report
housing discrimination than Latino respon-
dents. This could be a reflection of reality—that
is, Asian Americans could be less likely to expe-
rience housing discrimination—but could also
reflect differences in whether respondents in-
terpret and therefore report certain experiences
as discrimination. Nevertheless, experimental
work suggests that discrimination may be caus-
ally related to feelings of solidarity (Craig and
Richeson 2016); indeed, a survey experiment
embedded within the 2016 NAAS reveals that
Asian American respondents are more likely to
support affirmative action in employment for
Blacks when they are framed as victims of dis-
crimination alongside Blacks (Lee and Tran
2019). Future work can assess whether there is
also a causal relationship when evaluating dif-
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ferent types of discrimination. If indeed the re-
lationship is causal, this study suggests that
promoting intergroup and intragroup solidar-
ity requires attention to these nuances. Ac-
knowledging that experiences of discrimina-
tion are not equivalent in their impacts, across
both types of discrimination and the affected
groups, could influence organizers who seek to
promote cross-racial coalitions.

To be sure, although the commonality mea-
sures used in this study relate to group identi-
fication and membership, neither provides
information about respondents’ political be-
havior. Positive attitudes in themselves do not
guarantee the formation of stable, interminor-
ity coalitions, though they may be a necessary
precursor. Research about African Americans
has historically found that group conscious-
ness predicted political behavior for this group,
but more recent research has been mixed (Mc-
Clain et al. 2009). In fact, Claudine Gay, Jenni-
fer Hochschild, and Ariel White (2016) argue
that the linked fate measure does not appear
to predict political activity and therefore may
not be the most accurate measure of group sol-
idarity. In the 2008 NAAS, feelings of interracial
commonality and of linked fate do appear to
be associated with some politically engaged be-
haviors and greater political participation
(Wong et al. 2011). Future research can eluci-
date the relationship between experiences of
different types of discrimination, intergroup
attitudes, and political mobilization for Asian
Americans.

Finally, this study paves the way for future
research on heterogeneity in how inter- and in-
tragroup commonality operates within the
Asian American umbrella. As Tomés Jiménez,
Corey Fields, and Ariela Schachter (2015) note
in their call for greater attention to intragroup
diversity, heterogeneity within the pan-Asian
group, including nativity, language, and socio-
economic status, may affect intergroup out-
comes. Indeed, I found differences across Asian
national-origin groups in predicting common-
ality outcomes. However, these differences per-
sist even when controlling for several of the de-
mographic factors that contribute to intra-Asian
diversity, including education, income, and
generational status. As Barry Chiswick and Paul
Miller (2001) point out, dichotomous national-

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES



198 ASIAN AMERICANS AND IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

origin variables may be a catch-all for “what we
do not know.” Consequently, other means of
disaggregating Asian Americans—such as what
Lucas Drouhot and Filiz Garip propose (2021,
this issue)—may be more revelatory in under-
standing Asian American heterogeneity. Future
research can assess whether qualitative differ-
ences in either the historical or contemporary
experiences of national-origin groups affect
their attitudes toward others, whether other
factors not measured here contribute to the
national-origin differences seen in these mod-
els, or whether other methods of decomposing
the panethnic group are more appropriate. As
the Asian American population continues to
grow and diversify, these dynamics, too, will in-
crease in importance.

REFERENCES

Anderson, Monica, and Gustavo Lopez. 2018. Key
Facts About Black Immigrants in the U.S. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Pew Research Center.

Austin, Sharon D. Wright, Richard T. Middleton, and
Rachel Yon. 2012. “The Effect of Racial Group
Consciousness on the Political Participation of
African Americans and Black Ethnics in Miami-
Dade County, Florida.” Political Research Quar-
terly 65(3): 629-41.

Blumer, Herbert. 1958. “Race Prejudice as a Sense of
Group Position.” Pacific Sociological Review 1(1):
3-7.

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 2004. “From Bi-Racial to Tri-
Racial: Towards a New System of Racial Stratifi-
cation in the USA.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
27(6): 931-50.

Chiswick, Barry R., and Paul W. Miller. 2001. “A
Model of Destination-Language Acquisition: Ap-
plication to Male Immigrants in Canada.” De-
mography 38(3): 391-409.

Chou, Rosalind S., and Joe R. Feagin. 2015. Myth of
the Model Minority: Asian Americans Facing Rac-
ism, 2nd ed. Boulder, Colo.: Paradigm Publishers.

Cortland, Clarissa I, Maureen A. Craig, Jenessa R.
Shapiro, Jennifer A. Richeson, Rebecca Neel, and
Noah J. Goldstein. 2017. “Solidarity Through
Shared Disadvantage: Highlighting Shared Expe-
riences of Discrimination Improves Relations Be-
tween Stigmatized Groups.” Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology 113(4): 547-67.

Cox, Kiana. 2019. “Most U.S. Adults Feel What Hap-
pens to Their Own Racial or Ethnic Group Af-

fects Them Personally.” Fact Tank (Pew Research
Center blog), July 11. Accessed November 6,
2020. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank
/2019/07/11/linked-fate-connectedness
-americans.

Craig, Maureen A., and Jennifer A. Richeson. 2012.
“Coalition or Derogation? How Perceived Dis-
crimination Influences Intraminority Intergroup
Relations.” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology 102(4): 759-77.

——. 2016. “Stigma-Based Solidarity: Understand-
ing the Psychological Foundations of Conflict
and Coalition Among Members of Different Stig-
matized Groups.” Current Directions in Psycho-
logical Science 25(1): 21-27.

Dawson, Michael C. 1994. Behind the Mule.
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Drouhot, Lucas G., and Filiz Garip. 2021. “What's
Behind a Racial Category? Uncovering Heteroge-
neity Among Asian Americans Through a Data-
Driven Typology.” RSF: The Russell Sage Founda-
tion Journal of the Social Sciences 7(2): 22-45.
DOI: 10.7758/RSF.2021.7.2.02.

Flores, Antonio, Gustavo Lépez, and Jynnah Radford.
2017. 2015, Hispanic Population in the United
States Statistical Portrait.” Washington, D.C.:
Pew Research Center. Accessed November 6,
2020. https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic
/2017/09/18/2015-statistical-information-on
-hispanics-in-united-states-trend-data.

Gaertner, Samuel L., John F. Dovidio, Phyllis A. An-
astasio, Betty A. Bachman, and Mary C. Rust.
1993. “The Common Ingroup ldentity Model: Re-
categorization and the Reduction of Intergroup
Bias.” European Review of Social Psychology 4(1):
1-26.

Gay, Claudine, Jennifer Hochschild, and Ariel White.
2016. “Americans’ Belief in Linked Fate: Does the
Measure Capture the Concept?” Journal of Race,
Ethnicity and Politics 1(1): 117-44.

Jiménez, Tomas R., Corey D. Fields, and Ariela
Schachter. 2015. “How Ethnoraciality Matters:
Looking inside Ethnoracial ‘Groups.” Social Cur-
rents 2(2): 107-15.

Jones-Correa, Michael. 2011. “Commonalities, Com-
petition, and Linked Fate.” In Just Neighbors? ed-
ited by Edward Telles, Mark Q. Sawyer, and Gas-
par Rivera-Salgado. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Jones-Correa, Michael, Sophia J. Wallace, and Chris
Zepeda-Millan. 2016. “The Impact of Large-Scale

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES


https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/07/11/linked-fate-connectedness-americans
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/07/11/linked-fate-connectedness-americans
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/07/11/linked-fate-connectedness-americans
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2017/09/18/2015-statistical-information-on-hispanics-in-united-states-trend-data
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2017/09/18/2015-statistical-information-on-hispanics-in-united-states-trend-data
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2017/09/18/2015-statistical-information-on-hispanics-in-united-states-trend-data

DISCRIMINATION AND COMMONALITY 199

Collective Action on Latino Perceptions of Com-
monality and Competition with African Ameri-
cans.” Social Science Quarterly 97(2): 458-75.

Kaufmann, Karen M. 2003. “Cracks in the Rainbow:
Group Commonality as a Basis for Latino and
African-American Political Coalitions.” Political
Research Quarterly 56(2): 199-210.

Kim, Claire Jean. 1999. “The Racial Triangulation of
Asian Americans.” Politics & Society 27(1): 105-
38.

Kim, Claire Jean, and Taeku Lee. 2001. “Interracial
Politics: Asian Americans and Other Communi-
ties of Color.” PS: Political Science & Politics
34(3): 631-37.

Lee, Jennifer, and Van C. Tran. 2019. “The Mere
Mention of Asians in Affirmative Action.” Socio-
logical Science 6 (September): 551-79. Accessed
November 6, 2020. https://www.sociological
science.com/articles-v6-21-551.

Lien, Pie-te, Margaret Conway, and Janelle Wong.
2004. The Politics of Asian Americans: Diversity
and Community. New York: Routledge.

Lopez, Gustavo, Neil G. Ruiz, and Eileen Patten.
2017. “Key Facts about Asian Americans | Pew
Research Center.” Fact Tank (Pew Research Cen-
ter blog), September 8. Accessed November 6,
2020. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank
/2017/09/08/key-facts-about-asian-americans.

Lu, Fan. 2018. “Forging Ties: The Effect of Discrimi-
nation on Asian Americans’ Perceptions of Politi-
cal Commonality with Latinos.” Politics, Groups,
and Identities 8(3): 595-614.

Lu, Fan, and Bradford Jones. 2019. “Effects of Belief
Versus Experiential Discrimination on Race-
Based Linked Fate.” Politics, Groups, and Identi-
ties 7(3): 615-24.

Masuoka, Natalie. 2006. “Together They Become
One: Examining the Predictors of Panethnic
Group Consciousness Among Asian Americans
and Latinos.” Social Science Quarterly 87(5):
993-1011.

McClain, Paula D., Jessica D. Johnson Carew, Eu-
gene Walton, and Candis S. Watts. 2009. “Group
Membership, Group ldentity, and Group Con-
sciousness: Measures of Racial Identity in Ameri-
can Politics?” Annual Review of Political Science
12(1): 471-85.

Nicholson, Harvey L., J. Scott Carter, and Arjee Re-
star. 2018. “Strength in Numbers: Perceptions of
Political Commonality with African Americans
Among Asians and Asian Americans in the

United States.” Sociology of Race and Ethnicity
6(1): 107-22. DOI: 10.117/2332649218785648.
Okamoto, Dina, and G. Cristina Mora. 2014. “Paneth-

nicity.” Annual Review of Sociology 40(1): 219-39.

Oliver, J. Eric, and Janelle Wong. 2003. “Intergroup
Prejudice in Multiethnic Settings.” American
Journal of Political Science 47(4): 567-82.

Pew Research Center. 2015. Modern Immigration
Wave Brings 59 Million to U.S., Driving Population
Growth and Change Through 2065. Washington,
D.C.: Pew Research Center. Accessed November
4, 2020. https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic
/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2015/09/2015-09
-28_modern-immigration-wave_REPORT.pdf.

Poon, OiYan, Dian Squire, Corinne Kodama, Ajani
Byrd, Jason Chan, Lester Manzano, Sara Furr,
and Devita Bishundat. 2016. “A Critical Review of
the Model Minority Myth in Selected Literature
on Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in
Higher Education.” Review of Educational Re-
search 86(2): 469-502.

Ramakrishnan, Karthick, Janelle Wong, Jennifer Lee,
and Taeku Lee. 2017. “2016 Post-Election Na-
tional Asian American Survey.” Riverside, Calif.:
National Asian American Survey. Accessed No-
vember 4, 2020. https://naasurvey.com/wp
-content/uploads/2017/05/NAAS16-post
-election-report.pdf.

Reina, Vincent, and Claudia Aiken. 2021. “Fair Hous-
ing: Asian and Latino/a Experiences, Perceptions,
and Strategies.” RSF: The Russell Sage Founda-
tion Journal of the Social Sciences 7(2): 201-23.
DOI: 10.7758/RSF.2021.7.2.10.

Richeson, Jennifer A., and Maureen A. Craig. 2011.
“Intra-Minority Intergroup Relations in the
Twenty-First Century.” Daedalus 140(2): 166-75.

Sanchez, Gabriel R. 2008. “Latino Group Conscious-
ness and Perceptions of Commonality with Afri-
can Americans.” Social Science Quarterly 89(2):
428-44.

Sanchez, Gabriel R., and Natalie Masuoka. 2010.
“Brown-Utility Heuristic? The Presence and Con-
tributing Factors of Latino Linked Fate.” Hispanic
Journal of Behavioral Sciences 32(4): 519-31.

Sanchez, Gabriel, Natalie Masuoka, and Brooke
Abrams. 2019. “Revisiting the Brown-Utility Heu-
ristic: A Comparison of Latino Linked Fate in
2006 and 2016." Politics, Groups, and Identities
7(3): 673-83.

Sanchez, Gabriel R., and Edward D. Vargas. 2016.
“Taking a Closer Look at Group Identity: The

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES


https://www.sociologicalscience.com/articles-v6-21-551
https://www.sociologicalscience.com/articles-v6-21-551
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/09/08/key-facts-about-asian-americans
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/09/08/key-facts-about-asian-americans
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2015/09/2015-09-28_modern-immigration-wave_REPORT.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2015/09/2015-09-28_modern-immigration-wave_REPORT.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2015/09/2015-09-28_modern-immigration-wave_REPORT.pdf
https://naasurvey.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/NAAS16-post-election-report.pdf
https://naasurvey.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/NAAS16-post-election-report.pdf
https://naasurvey.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/NAAS16-post-election-report.pdf

200 ASIAN AMERICANS AND IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

Link Between Theory and Measurement of Group  Wallsten, Kevin, and Tatishe M. Nteta. 2011. “Elite

Consciousness and Linked Fate.” Political Re- Messages and Perceptions of Commonality.” In
search Quarterly 69(1): 160-74. Just Neighbors? edited by Edward Telles, Mark Q.

Schachter, Ariela. 2014. “Finding Common Ground? Sawyer, and Gaspar Rivera-Salgado. New York:
Indian Immigrants and Asian American Paneth- Russell Sage Foundation.
nicity.” Social Forces 92(4): 1487-512. Wilkinson, Betina Cutaia. 2014. “Perceptions of

Tajfel, Henri. 1982. “Social Psychology of Intergroup Commonality and Latino-Black, Latino-White Re-
Relations.” Annual Review of Psychology 33(1): lations in a Multiethnic United States.” Political
1-39. Research Quarterly 67(4): 905-16.

Tropp, Linda R., and Thomas F. Pettigrew. 2005. Wong, Janelle, Karthick Ramakrishnan, Taeku Lee,
“Relationships Between Intergroup Contact and Jane Junn. 2011. Asian American Political
and Prejudice Among Minority and Majority Participation: Emerging Constituents and Their
Status Groups.” Psychological Science 16(12): Political Identities. New York: Russell Sage Foun-
951-57. dation.

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES





