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Abstract. This research note employs aggregate State level data to analyze the results
of the 2024 US presidential election, and to explore the role played by gender and race
in Kamala Harris’s defeat. The Democratic party failed to capitalize on the character-
istics of its presidential candidate and, compared to Biden’s election, to expand its sup-
port in states with larger female and African American electorates, and faced system-
atic losses in those with more Hispanic voters. This note contributes to a cumulative
macro-micro approach to the analysis of election results, and thus to overcoming both
ecological and micrological fallacies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It has been argued that women running for president of the United
States face a kind of Catch-22. To be seriously considered by the American
voter, a woman candidate should first accumulate decades of political expe-
rience, and yet this very know-how can lead voters to reject more experi-
enced candidates and favor newcomers in the exceptional circumstance of a
“change” election, precisely the type of election in which the final glass ceil-
ing of U.S. politics might be shattered. This “female presidentiality paradox”
(Anderson, 2017), according to which every woman is the wrong woman, has
been used to interpret Hillary Clinton’s loss to Donald Trump in 2016, and
could potentially have contributed to Kamala Harris’s defeat by the returning
Republican candidate in 2024.

This research note does not aim to investigate the potential psychologi-
cal and cultural roots of that paradox, which would likely require specific
methodologies, but seeks to examine the strictly connected topic of the elec-
toral prospects of the first black woman presidential candidate of the United
States of America. In fact, during the last weeks of the electoral campaign,
the credibility of a woman as president of the major global super-power, took
an unexpectedly racial turn. We are not talking about the so-called “double
disadvantage in politics”, that is, the necessity “to overcome the ills of both
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sexism and racism” (Moncrief, Thompson, & Schuh-
mann, 1991; Smooth, 2018, pp. 178-179), but of the fact
that part of the traditional electoral base of the Demo-
crats started giving signals of defections. More specifi-
cally, Black and Hispanic men were, at best, lukewarm in
their support for Kamala Harris, and some of them were
apparently considering abstaining from voting or even
voting for Donald Trump.

The issue was explicitly addressed by former presi-
dent Barack Obama when speaking to some campaign
volunteers: “Youre coming up with all kinds of rea-
sons and excuses, I've got a problem with that. Because
part of it makes me think - and I'm speaking to men
directly - part of it makes me think that, well, you
just aren’t feeling the idea of having a woman as presi-
dent, and youre coming up with other alternatives and
other reasons for that”. Obama concluded his speech at
Kamala Harris campaign rally by urging everyone to do
their part: “Get oft your couch and vote. Put down your
phone and vote. Grab your friends and family and vote.
Vote for Kamala Harris” (Pittsburgh 10 October 2024).
The same concern, extended to the Latino community,
was expressed to CNN by an interviewee close to Har-
ris’s team, who said: “The concern is that the couch is
going to win. We need to make sure that Black men,
Hispanic men, don’t sit on the couch. Because if they
don’t vote at all, that’s a vote for him™.

Typically, topics involving individual voting behav-
ior are best addressed using individual-level data. The
entire electoral campaign, both before and after Kama-
la Harris’s late entry into the race, has been extensively
surveyed by pollsters and survey agencies, with gender
and race being traditional categories routinely reported
in their analyses. In fact, these reports already present-
ed a varied, and not always coherent picture of the 2024
U.S. presidential election in this regard. Therefore, any
further analysis in this direction would be better post-
poned until the release of the official 2024 dataset from
the American National Election Study.

This research note, however, takes a different and
less conventional approach. Instead of relying on indi-
vidual self-reported information and perceptions, it
chooses to explore the 2024 election results using offi-
cial aggregate state-level data. This methodological
choice, along with its justification and limitations, will
be addressed in Section 3 of this note, immediately
after presenting the empirical evidence collected so far
in Section 2, along with our hypotheses and expecta-

!'G. Krieg, E.I. Dovere and E. McKend, Obama tells Black men it’s ‘not
acceptable’ to sit out election, “CNN” 11.10.2024, See also, P. Cairo, US
Election 2024: The Latino male vote, Kamala Harris’s great challenge,
“El Pais” 16.10.2024
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tions. Section 4 introduces the data used with some pre-
liminary analyses, and then presents and discusses our
main results. In the conclusion, we will briefly assess the
implications and limitations of this approach.

2. GENDER AND RACE IN THE US.
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS

A research note is certainly not the place to summa-
rize the extensive literature and empirical evidence on
gender and racial issues affecting voting behavior and
election outcomes. However, some context is necessary
to introduce our work.

Despite significant progress, it remains far more
challenging for a woman to become president than to
become prime minister (Jalalzai, 2013). Among the vari-
ous reasons for this difference, one is particularly rel-
evant to the present study. Heads of government in par-
liamentary systems must indeed gain the approval and
respect of their colleagues as they rise through the party
ranks, but this process pales in comparison to overcom-
ing stereotypes among the general public, whose trust
must be won in a popular election. This happens also
in the United States, in which the presidential election
is mediated by an Electoral College determined by the
state results. Relevant exceptions do exist, particularly
in Latin America, but they are often explained by fam-
ily ties and institutional factors such as fragmented party
systems combined with majority electoral rules for the
presidency.?. Another reason could be related to the rela-
tive social homogeneity of the population, whereas the
U.S. is characterized by an ethnically, religiously, and
culturally divided electorate, whose majority is more dif-
ficult to appease.

Almost sixty years have passed since the first woman
of color, Patsy Takemoto Mink, gained access to Capi-
tol Hill, and more than fifty years since the first black
woman seeking the presidential nomination from a major
party, African American Congresswoman Shirley Ani-
ta Chisholm (Hardy-Fanta et al., 2016). Tellingly, when
Chrisholm left Washington, it is reported that she said:
“When I ran for Congress, when I ran for president, I met
more discrimination as a woman than for being black.

2“Virtually all women presidents issue from multiparty systems” (Jala-

Izai, 2013, p. 65). In those circumstances, a majority two-round elector-
al system means that agreements need to be made in the second round,
something that reintroduce a role for party dynamics and bargaining
similar to those happening during coalition formations in parliamen-
tary systems. Some women presidents directly avoided the election
during their first appointment, taken the place as vice-presidents of an
impeached or died president.
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Men are men”.> Another decade passed before the first
female vice-presidential nominee, Democrat Geraldine
Ferraro, and another thirty years before the first woman,
Hillary Rodham Clinton, was nominated in 2016 for pres-
ident by a major political party, after having lost the 2008
primary campaign to Obama (Carroll & Fox, 2018).

Kamala Harris, the first female vice president of the
United States, was thus not the first woman to attempt to
be elected to the top position in U.S. politics. Certainly,
her late entry into the race, following Joe Biden’s with-
drawal, did not help her gain the immediate support of
the party machine or build a strong candidacy. However,
the key question is whether her gender and race were a
handicap in convincing the U.S. electorate. During the
2020 campaign, The New York Times commented that
“reactions to her debate performance show not only the
bias that women and people of color face, but the fact that
for women of color, that bias is more than the sum of its
parts”* In 2024, her gender and race were still consid-
ered to be issues, but at the time of her endorsement some
commentators argued that there could also be “a flip side:
Black voters could be galvanized if Harris is put at the top
of the ticket, and women, including some who regret not
voting for Clinton in 2016, would back her as well”.?

In prior presidential races, and contrary to the state-
ment previously quoted from Chisholm, several studies
have found race, rather than gender, to be a robust pre-
dictor of both turnout and voting behavior (Filindra &
Fagan, 2022; Grose, Husser, & Yoshinaka, 2010; Kinder
& Chudy, 2016; Mason, Wronski, & Kane, 2021; Thomas
& Tesfai, 2019). While gender is central to most discus-
sions about the difficulty of breaking the final glass ceil-
ing in U.S. politics, and sexism was found to have influ-
enced the Trump-Clinton competition (Glick, 2019),
some recent experimental studies have found only limited
effects of candidates’ gender (Ono & Burden, 2019), if not
no effect at all: “respondents indicated surprisingly low
discomfort (in the abstract) with African American and
female candidates” (Carmines & Schmidt, 2021, p. 30).

However, in the 2024 race, newspapers and polls
seemed to tell a different story. It was not simply that
having a female candidate was expected to undermine
her overall credibility as Commander-in-Chief, but that
certain sectors of the Democratic Party’s traditional base
- specifically African American and Hispanic males —
threatened to abandon Kamala Harris, either by staying

3]. Barron, Shirley Chisholm, ‘unbossed’ pioneer in Congress, is dead at
80, “The New York Times” 3.1.2005.

* M. Astor, Kamala Harris and the ‘Double Bind’ of Racism and Sexism,
“The New York Times”, 9.10.2020.

5]. Mason and B. Flowers, With Kamala Harris, Democrats would bet
against US history of sexism, racism, “Reuters’, 22.7.2024.

Table 1. Votes and vote intentions for the Democratic can-
didate divided by race and gender.

2016 2020 2024
Post* Post* Pre** Exit*
Overall 48% 51% 49% 48%
Men 41% 48% 40% 45%
Women 54% 55% 57% 53%
Hispanic 66% 61% 57% 51%
Men 66% 57% 55% 44%
Women 67% 65% 58% 58%
Afro-American 91% 92% 77% * 86%
Men 81% 87% 73% * 77%
Women 98% 95% 79% * 92%

Note: * Self-reported votes post-elections; **Vote inten-
tions before the election *** Exit polls.

“The survey was conducted at a time in which R. Kennedy
was still competing.

Source: Pew Research Center, except the overall 2024 per-
centages that are NBC Polls, and Exit polls that are CNN.

out of the competition or even voting for Donald Trump.®
Surveys, with some caveat, indicated significant gender
gaps, which especially concerned the Democratic party.
Table 1 presents survey data for the last three U.S.
presidential elections. Although the data were selected
primarily from the same source, the Pew Research Cent-
er, the percentages are not entirely comparable. The first
two columns reflect actual voting behavior, the third one
reports vote intentions after Joe Biden’s withdrawal, and
the last one presents exit polls. In 2016 and 2024, the
Democratic candidates were women - Hillary Clinton
and Kamala Harris - while in 2020, the candidate was
a man - Joe Biden. The 2024 data on Black voter inten-
tions were collected before Kennedy’s withdrawal from
the presidential race (in August), while the data on the
Hispanic electorate were collected after his decisive
retreat (in September). The overall data from the NBC
poll refer to late October and early November.
Comparing only the two elections with a female
candidate, we see that the gender gap is increasing both
overall and within the Hispanic electorate, while the
Black vote appears to be less divided than in the past,
likely due to the presence in 2024 of a third-party can-
didate. In fact, exit polls also show a gender gap within
the African American community that, though consist-

©]. Medina, R. Igielnik and J. Ulloa, Harris Struggles to Win Over Lati-
nos, While Trump Holds His Grip, Poll Shows, “The New York Times”,
13.10.2024; J. Cobb, What the Polls Really Say About Black Men’s Sup-
port for Kamala Harris, “The New Yorker”, 13.10.2024; M. Murray,
Final NBC News poll: Harris-Trump race is neck and neck, with signifi-
cant gender gap, “NBC News’, 3.11.2024.



ent, is nonetheless lesser than in previous elections. Even
the final AP-NORC poll, which asked whether Kamala
Harris would make a good president, confirmed the gen-
eral perception of some risk of gender discrimination. It
showed a 14-percentage-point gap in the Hispanic elec-
torate (36-50), while the gap among Black voters was
smaller than the prediction error (66-64).

3. A CROSS-STATE ANALYSIS

The engagement of Obama and the launching of
the “Hombres con Harris” initiative suggests that Har-
ris’s campaign took racial and gender bias seriously. They
hoped to leverage the gender issue in her favor, while still
persuading Black and Hispanic males to support her.®

The relative success of these mobilization efforts can
only be evaluated once the complete post-electoral ANES
data are available. While standard pre-election and exit
polls have been relatively more accurate than in the past,
they are not well-equipped to disaggregate their predic-
tions, especially when considering sub-categories like
gender within ethnic divisions. In fact, the magnitude of
the gender gap has been one of the most poorly predict-
ed results.” This is the first pragmatic reason why, in the
meantime, it is worth exploring the results from a differ-
ent perspective — that of a cross-state analysis.

A second reason is methodological, and pertains to
the relative merits of individual self-reported data ver-
sus aggregated objective information. It cannot be over-
looked that voting is an individual behavior, and the
individual remains the most natural and appropriate lev-
el of analysis. However, survey respondents sometimes
rationalize their behaviors, especially when their choic-
es involve value-laden decisions, such as the decision to
turn out in an election or to vote against the majority
of one’s social group. The key point is that misreporting
and rationalizing behaviors are not randomly distribut-
ed. Rather, they tend to be associated with relevant pre-
dictors of vote choice, including gender, education, and
ethnicity (Dahlgaard et al., 2019; Sciarini & Goldberg,
2017; Selb & Munzert, 2013). Obviously, aggregated data
are no substitute for individual information, but they

7 The Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research at
the University of Chicago, More say Kamala Harris’ gender will hurt
her chances of being elected compared with Hillary Clinton in 2016,
26.9.2024; Black voters trust Kamala Harris to handle the issues they
care most about, 8.10.2024; Kamala Harris is viewed more positively by
Hispanic voters than Donald Trump, 11.10.2024

8 B. Debusmann and B. Drenon, Harris courts black and Latino voters
as polls suggest Trump gains, “BBC News” 15.10.2024

® M. Murray, What the 2024 polls got right - and what they got wrong,
“NBC News”, 30.11.2024
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can still complement survey data, enhancing or chal-
lenging their robustness.

The final reason is substantive, though it also has a
methodological justification derived from the econom-
ic vote theory. There is a well-known error in drawing
conclusions about individual behavior from aggregate
data: the so-called ecological fallacy.'® However, mis-
alignments could also arise between the results obtained
from individual and aggregate data due to the opposite
risk, that of a “micrological fallacy (...), with the sup-
posed individual economic vote effect not adding up
to a national electoral effect after all” (Dassonneville
& Lewis-Beck, 2014, p. 372). The micrological fallacy is
a sort of fallacy of composition, where what is not true
for the parts may nonetheless be true for the whole, and
vice versa. We are not suggesting that this necessar-
ily occurred with regard to race and gender gaps in the
2024 U.S. election, but rather that, ultimately, what mat-
ters in an election is the aggregate result, not individual
behaviors.

This research note follows these pragmatic, meth-
odological and substantive advices, employing aggregate
data at the state level. Consequently, our expectations
should align with the language of this approach to avoid
fallacies and insufficient causal attributions. If Kamala
Harris’s candidacy could generate some surplus support
among voters of her own gender, we would expect that,
ceteris paribus:

Hp.1 The larger the share of women, the better the result for
the Democratic ticket compared to the previous presidential
election.

At the same time, if the soft spot of her campaign
lies in the potential defection of part of the traditional
base of her party, represented by African American and
Hispanic (male) voters, we can also expect that, all other
things being equal:

Hp. 2 The larger the share of the African American popu-
lation, the worse the result for the Democratic ticket com-
pared to the previous presidential election; and:

Hp. 3 The larger the share of the Hispanic population, the
worse the result for the Democratic ticket compared to the
previous presidential election.

10 An ecological fallacy is an inferential error that consists in attributing
certain characteristics, preferences or behaviours to individuals simply
because of the presence of some associations at an aggregate level. The
misalignment between the two levels are highlighted in the U.S. context
by Gelman et al. (2010), remarking that “the correlation of income with
Republican voting is negative at the aggregate level and positive at the
individual level” (Gelman, 2014, p. 28). “While it is theoretically possible
for the two to be equal, [...] ecological correlations [cannot] validly be
used as substitutes for individual correlations” (Robinson, 1950, p. 341).
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Regarding the model specification, we run least
squares regressions with robust standard errors, with
observations collected at the level of the 50 states of the
United States, plus the District of Columbia. Since our
aim is to compare the support for Kamala Harris relative
to the results obtained by Joe Biden four years earlier,
the dependent variable used to test the three hypotheses
above is the change in the percentage of votes obtained
by the Democratic ticket in each state.!! The covariates
of interest for our three hypotheses are the percentage of
women within the voting-age population, and the per-
centage of Black and Hispanic populations.

To control for spurious relationships and to check
the robustness of our bivariate results, we have included
a series of control variables. The first is the level of voter
turnout, computed in terms of voting eligible population,
to account for varying levels of mobilization. In fact, the
Democratic Party traditionally performs better in states
with higher electoral participation. Harris also relied on
the fact that ten states held referenda aimed at protect-
ing abortion rights, which were expected to bring more
voters, especially women, to the polls. Therefore, we have
included a dummy variable, coded as 1 for Arizona, Col-
orado, Florida, Maryland, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
Nevada, New York, and South Dakota, and 0 elsewhere.
Another potentially confounding element was the dif-
ferential intensity of the electoral campaign, that con-
centrated mostly on the seven more competitive states:
Arizona, Georgia, Michigan, Nevada, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania and Wisconsin. We introduced a dummy
variable to capture this factor.

To account for economic dynamics related to retro-
spective voting, which can either favor or damage the
incumbent Democratic Party, we have used three stand-
ard indices of economic performance: growth, unem-
ployment and inflation, all assessed at the state level and
measured as usual in the year preceding the election
(Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2013; Nannestad & Paldam,
1994). Finally, we have also included in the right-hand
side of the final equation a series of socio-economic
characteristics traditionally associated with partisan
preferences: average income per capita, the percentage
of the older population, the level of education (meas-

' We run some diagnostic tests to check for outliers and heteroskedas-
ticity problems, including a visualization of the residuals, Shapiro-Wilk
W test, Breusch-Pagan/Cook-Weisberg hettest and a White’s test but,
given our change dependent variable, we experienced no problem in
this regard. In the online appendix we further replicated our analy-
ses including a dummy for the District of Columbia, confirming our
main results. We also employed Jackknife and Bootstrap resampling to
address any abnormal leverage of specific cases and to cope with the
relatively small number of observations, but our core results were not
challenged by these conservative estimation techniques.

ured as the percentage of the population with at least a
Bachelor’s degree), and the percentage of people living
in urban areas. The precise definition of each variable,
along with the sources used and some descriptive statis-
tics, is provided in the online appendix.

4. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Political parties are evolving organizations subject
to constant changes, and the fact that they win or lose
elections demonstrates, especially in a two-party system,
that their electoral base is also changing (Gelman et al.,
2010; Hilton, 2021). At the same time, certain elements
of their demographic remain relatively constant (AA.
VV.,, 2024). Before testing our hypotheses and checking
if our macro-aggregate results correspond to the micro-
individual behaviors described in the previous sections,
we must first review some of these elements as they were
at the time of the 2024 election.

Tables 2a and 2b present the results of simple pre-
liminary analyses in which the support for the Demo-
cratic ticket in the last two presidential elections is
regressed on our covariates of interest: gender and race.
Columns 1 and 3 in both tables show the simple bivari-
ate relationships, while columns 2 and 4 also include the
respective turnout levels and, for 2024, the dummy rela-
tive to the most competitive states as control variables.

From these explorations we can confirm that the
Democratic party is indeed “a women’s party” (Table
2a). The coeflicient for the percentage of women in the
electorate is positively and systematically associated with
support for the Democratic party in both elections, in
line with evidence reported by the researchers of the
Pew Research Center: “Women voters continue to align
with the Democratic Party (by 51% to 44%)” (AAVYV,
2024, p. 6). This supports Kamala Harris’s expectations,
reflected in our first hypothesis, that her gender could
help mobilize the electorate.

Individual surveys also confirm the second demo-
graphic characteristic at the center of our interest, name-
ly, that “Hispanic (...) voters tilt more Democratic (and
that) Black voters remain overwhelmingly Democratic”
(AAVV, 2024, p. 13). The coefficients of our cross-state
regressions confirm the association between the pres-
ence of these two ethnic groups and the support for the
Democratic presidential ticket. While there is a strong
relationship between the size of the Hispanic commu-
nity and the vote for Kamala Harris, in some models
the statistical significance of the coefficient for the Afro-
American community is more problematic. This could
be just another case of micrological fallacy, with the mis-



Table 2a. Gender and support for the Democratic party.

(¢Y) @ (€) 4)
Dem pct  Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct
2020 2020 2024 2024
Female VAP pct 5.24%* 5.50%%* 3.73* 4.06**
(1.99) (1.88) (1.92) (1.99)
Turnout 0.89™** 0.76**
(0.28) (0.31)
Competitive states -3.35
(2.73)
Constant -219.95%*%  -293.22***  -143.82**  -209.28*
(101.61)  (104.01)  (97.30)  (109.58)
Observations 51 51 51 51
R-squared 0.21 0.39 0.13 0.27

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

Table 2b. Race and support for the Democratic party.

@ @ (©) O]
Dem pct  Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct
2020 2020 2024 2024
Black pct 0.34 0.42* 0.33 0.44
(0.26) (0.14) (0.26) (0.26)
Hispanic pct 0.37*** 0.43%** 0.30** 0.43***
(0.13) (0.14) (0.12) (0.12)
Turnout 10077 0.97**
(0.30) (0.37)
Competitive states -6.47**
(3.08)
Constant 40.24%* -28.59 38.93%* -25.82
(3.74) (22.67) (3.72) (26.44)
Observations 51 51 51 51
R-squared 0.16 0.38 0.14 0.35

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

alignment between aggregate and individual level corre-
lations. However, once controlled for turnout levels and
the competitiveness of the campaign in some states, the
positive association becomes more systematic.'?

Finally, before assessing our expectations, we need
to evaluate the relevance of the demographic control var-
iables designed to test the robustness of our hypotheses.
Previous evidence based on individual data highlights a
curvilinear relationship between income and support for
the Democratic Party, which is, however, influenced by

121n 2020 it turns weakly significant, and in 2024, the 90% confidence
intervals show that a 1-percentage point increase in the size of the black
community boosts the vote for Kamala Harris between 0.00 and 0.88
percent.

Marco Giuliani

Table 3. Other demographic control variables and Democratic sup-
port.

8] @ ®) O] ®)
Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct

2024 2024 2024 2024 2024
Income pc (1000 $)  0.59 -0.50%**
(0.43) (0.11)
Population over 0,04 0.88*
65 pct
(1.14) (0.47)
Education 1364+ 1.55%%
attainment
(0.11) 0.17)
Urban population 039%  0.16%
pct
(0.16)  (0.07)
Constant 12.30  47.23*  -1.24 17.84 -6.18
(24.12) (2136) (3.99) (11.80) (1251)
Observations 51 51 51 51 51
R-squared 0.11 0.00 0.71 0.26 0.81

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

education level. Voters with a college degree, and likely
also relatively higher incomes, tend to vote dispropor-
tionately for the Democrats. Typically, younger genera-
tions and those living in urban areas also lean towards
that party, although trends in partisanship among age
cohorts have changed significantly over the last few dec-
ades (AAVV,, 2024; Igielnik, Keeter, & Hartig, 2021;
Zacher, 2024).

Table 3 reflects, and largely confirms, the individual-
level relationships reported above. We first run a series
of bivariate analyses and then a complete model includ-
ing all covariates. Richer states apparently tend to sup-
port the Democratic Party but, once controlled for other
factors — particularly education and urban population
- the systematic association is completely reversed. Ini-
tially, age is unrelated to partisan support, but it surpris-
ingly turns out to be positively associated with the vote
for Kamala Harris in the complete models. Finally, edu-
cational attainment and the percentage of urban popu-
lation are confirmed as strong predictors of the Demo-
cratic vote in both the bivariate and multivariate models.
Beyond the specific associations, model 5 is particularly
relevant to our objectives, as it confirms the importance
of including these variables in any test of our gender and
race expectations.

Table 4 assesses our first hypothesis, which, however,
turns out not to be confirmed. In fact, instead of further
exploiting the gender factor, with a woman candidate
increasing the mobilization capacity of an already wom-
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Table 4. Gender and change in support for the Democratic party.

Table 5. Race and change in support for the Democratic party

€Y () (©) (¢Y) @ (€) 4) ©)
Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in
Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct
Female VAP pct -0.40%%* -0.43%%* -0.41%%* Black pct -0.02 -0.02 -0.03**
(0.13) (0.14) (0.13) 0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)
Referendum -0.52 -0.55 Hispanic pct -0.06***  -0.06**  -0.06***
(0.49) (0.47) (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.02)
. N .
Competitive states 0.72 0.53 Competitive 0.50 0.65* 0.84%*
(0.39) (0.41) states
Turnout 0.03 (0.42) (0.35) (0.38)
(0.03) Turnout 0.03 0.02 0.00
Constant 18.03%%+ 19.53%%+ 16.86** (0.03) (0.03)  (0.03)
(6.71) (6.90) (7.49) Constant SLOOMY 387 L1370 244 -1.33
Observations 51 51 51 (0.25) (1.92) (0.23) (1.89) (1.97)
R-squared 0.11 0.17 0.19 Observations 51 51 51 51 51
R-squared 0.03 0.08 0.21 0.25 0.31

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

an-friendly party, Democrats suffered larger defeats pre-
cisely in states with larger female electorates. For each
percentage point of women over 18, there was a decrease
of almost half a point in the vote for the Democratic
ticket. Admittedly, it was difficult to match Joe Biden’s
success in 2020, when there was a positive gender gap of
11 points between him and Donald Trump, but gender
was expected to be one of the most valuable weapons at
Kamala Harris’s disposal. Not even states that held ref-
erenda aimed at protecting women’s reproductive rights
saw any surplus vote for Kamala Harris, with the cor-
responding regression coefficients being unexpectedly
negative, though statistically insignificant.

Table 5 tests our second and third hypotheses con-
cerning the risk that parts of the Black and Hispanic
communities, traditionally supporting the Democratic
party, could not show up on election day or even vote
for Donald Trump. First, we include in the equations
each ethnic group by itself, without and with the basic
controls of turnout levels and competitive elections, and
finally we add all the variables together in the last model.

In the state level results of models 1 and 2 there are
no signs of a systematic defection of the African Ameri-
can electorate compared to the 2020 election. The coef-
ficient is negative, but far from being statistically sig-
nificant. On the contrary, models 3 and 4 confirm the
desertion of Latinos in support of Kamala Harris and
Tim Walz. The size of the coefficient is small, but its
overall effect could top almost a 3% negative difference
in New Mexico, the state with the highest concentration
of the Hispanic community.

Model 5 additively includes all the previous covari-
ates, and in this equation also the variable relative to the

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

African Americans turns significant, apparently confirm-
ing both the second and third hypotheses. Interestingly,
though Kamala Harris eventually lost the race in all of
them, discounting the other effects, in the seven battle-
ground states she managed to gain something relative to
the previous election.

Finally, Table 6 checks the robustness of these find-
ings by incorporating a series of relevant economic and
demographic controls. Model 1 combines the gender
and race variables of the two preceding tables with the
standard control factors. Model 2 introduces the eco-
nomic variables to account for any retrospective eco-
nomic voting effects. Model 3 further includes the set of
demographic correlates of the Democratic vote, whose
relevance was previously highlighted.

To begin with our expectations, the gender hypoth-
esis remains unconfirmed. However, the full set of con-
trols mitigates the negative systematic effect observed
in the direct analyses in Table 4, as well as in the first
model of Table 6. Ultimately, gender was neither an asset
nor a handicap in Kamala Harris’s campaign. Regarding
race, the null effect of the share of the African American
population resurfaces in all models, while the system-
atic contribution of the Hispanic population’s share to
the Democratic losses remains significant. Considering
the magnitude of the coeflicient, in none of the seven
swing states did this factor alone cause Kamala Harris’s
defeat. However, without this factor, in two of those states
(Nevada and Wisconsin), Trump’s victory margin would
have been reduced by more than half; in three others
(Arizona, Georgia, and Pennsylvania), it would have been
cut by nearly one third; and in the remaining two states



Table 6. Gender, race and other controls on the change in Demo-
cratic vote

¢y @ ®3)
Changein ~ Change in Change in
Dem pct Dem pct Dem pct

Female VAP pct -0.49* -0.13 0.24
(0.25) (0.25) (0.26)

Black pct 0.01 -0.00 -0.05
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Hispanic pct -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.07**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Competitive states 0.72* 0.91** 1.07**
(0.37) (0.41) (0.44)

Turnout 0.01 0.03 0.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Referendum -0.27 -0.27 0.00
(0.43) (0.41) (0.39)

Growth 0.28*** 0.25%*
(0.10) (0.10)

Unemployment -0.16 -0.24
(0.28) (0.24)

Inflation 0.02 -0.10
(0.10) (0.13)

Income pc (1000 $) 0.01
(0.02)
Population over 65 pct -0.26**
(0.12)

Education attainment -0.03
(0.03)

Urban population pct -0.00
(0.02)

Constant 22.42* 3.11 -9.82
(12.61) (13.48) (12.42)

Observations 51 51 51
R-squared 0.37 0.47 0.56

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

(Michigan and North Carolina), the gap would have been
lowered by one-fourth and one-fifth, respectively.

Among the economic variables, growth is the only
one that aligns with economic voting expectations, with
more economically dynamic states contributing to the
success, or at least the resilience, of the incumbent party.
By contrast, unemployment and inflation are not asso-
ciated with any voting dynamics. Finally, regarding the
traditional correlates of the Democratic vote, the only
systematic, but negative, association is with the share of
the older population, which somewhat counterbalanc-
es the results shown in Table 3. All other things being
equal, and relative to the 2020 election, “younger states”
supported Kamala Harris more than Donald Trump.

Marco Giuliani

5. CONCLUSION

It is time to summarize the findings of this research
note. Two out of the three hypotheses were rejected, and
one even risked being reversed. However, this should
not be viewed as disappointing. First, null and nega-
tive results are valuable evidence in their own right.
(Alrababa’h et al., 2023; van Witteloostuijn & van
Hugten, 2022). Second, this study represents only an ini-
tial contribution to the cumulative knowledge that could
emerge from comparing aggregate and individual-level
results in future research on the 2024 U.S. election. The
potential inconsistency between macro and micro evi-
dence should not be considered a shortcoming of one of
the two approaches, since the presence of micrological
and ecological fallacies would provide important insights
to enhance our understanding of the dynamics that
shaped this election (Dassonneville & Lewis-Beck, 2014;
Kramer, 1983). It has already happened in the past in
the study of the income effects on voting behaviors and
results, realizing that “individual preferences and state
averages are both important in considering politics and
policy in [the United States]” (Gelman, 2014, p. 28).

Methodologically speaking, our data present a series
of limitations, and it would have been certainly prefer-
able to have more fine-grained information at the county
level also to have a larger number of observations and
run more sophisticated models. Unfortunately, apart
from the immediate electoral results, we don’t have data
on our independent and control variables at that level. In
the online appendix we propose some replication mixing
county and state-level data, and interestingly they seem
to confirm all our cross-state results.

Substantively speaking, the Democrats were unable
to fully capitalize on their assets. While they fielded a
female candidate, they did not manage to expand the
women’s electorate in their favor compared to when a
male candidate was on the ticket. They had a Black can-
didate, but they failed to secure additional support from
their traditional African American base compared to the
time when Joe Biden led the party. Interestingly, states
with larger Hispanic populations, one of the fastest-grow-
ing ethnic groups in the United States, were the ones that
showed the most significant shift away from the Demo-
cratic ticket. Paradoxically, Latinos appeared to be more
persuaded by Trump’s appeal than by Harris’s policies.

The positive macroeconomic results of Biden’s admin-
istration did not provide a significant boost, although
even inflation failed to distinguish between states; its neg-
ative impact on voters’ finances was felt uniformly, ulti-
mately contributing to the overall defeat of Kamala Har-
ris. Having a Black woman as a candidate did not further
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mobilize the liberal, urban, wealthier, and more educated
segments of the population either (Zacher, 2024). In fact,
it may have been more of a double disadvantage than a
dual asset. However, the United States is much more than
the relatively small segment represented by this elector-
ate, and the inability to resonate with the majority of the
population cannot solely be attributed to Kamala Harris’s
late entry into the race. The underlying sentiment, which
should be confirmed by a more systematic analysis of sur-
vey data, is that, in the post-Obama era, the Democratic
Party can no longer rely on the traditional ascriptive iden-
tities of its base. Instead, it must engage with a broader
and more diverse electorate through its policies and pro-
posals - a challenge that many other progressive parties
have also faced (and failed) in various global contexts.
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