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Following the inauguration of Donald 
Trump—who openly favored anti-abortion 
legislation and touted indifference toward 
police brutality against Black people—the 
Women’s March marked one of the largest 
protests in U.S. history. Although the march 
drew on a diverse coalition of supporters 
(Fisher, Dow, and Ray 2017), many have 
argued that the concerns of middle-class 
White women were elevated above the needs 
of immigrant women and women of color 
(Brewer and Dundes 2018; White 2018). 
After all, 53 percent of White women voters 
selected Trump in 2016 (Rogers 2016). These 

tensions became more visible throughout 
Trump’s presidency. By the 2020 election 
year, headline news was dominated by stories 
such as Amy Cooper’s deliberate lie to police, 
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Abstract
Intersectionality scholars have long identified dynamic configurations of race and gender 
ideologies. Yet, survey research on racial and gender attitudes tends to treat these components 
as independent. We apply latent class analysis to a set of racial and gender attitude items 
from the General Social Survey (1977 to 2018) to identify four configurations of individuals’ 
simultaneous views on race and gender. Two of these configurations hold unified progressive 
or regressive racial and gender attitudes. The other two formations have discordant racial and 
gender attitudes, where progressive views on one aspect combine with regressive views on 
the other. In the majority of survey years, the most commonly held configuration endorsed 
gender equality but espoused new racialist views that attributed racial disparities to cultural 
deficiencies. This perspective has become increasingly common since 1977 and is most 
prevalent among White women and White men, likely due to racial-group interest. Black 
women and Black men, in contrast, are more likely to embrace progressive racial and gender 
attitudes. We argue that White men’s gender egalitarianism may be rooted in self-interest, 
aimed at acquiring resources through intimate relationships. In contrast, Black men adopt 
progressive racial and gender attitudes to form a necessary coalition with Black women to 
challenge racism.
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in which she evoked the trope of a Black man 
attacking a White woman, and the rise of the 
“Karen” meme as a label for White women 
who weaponize their racial privilege.

If the start of Trump’s presidency was 
marked by the Women’s March, the end was 
foreshadowed by Black Lives Matter protests 
against systemic racism and police violence. 
Despite the COVID-19 pandemic, the Black 
Lives Matter protests in the summer of 2020 
were some of the largest demonstrations in 
U.S. history (Buchanan, Bui, and Patel 2020), 
suggesting a substantial shift in the propor-
tion of Americans who consider racism and 
discrimination a social problem. Still, later 
that year, the majority of White women (55 
percent) and men (61 percent) again voted for 
Trump in his failed re-election. This pattern 
underscores the persistent tension between 
interests of diverse groups in the United 
States that will likely shape political out-
comes for years to come (Blow 2020).

Scholars of intersectionality repeatedly 
show how individuals’ positions within inter-
secting systems of race, gender, and class 
shape their interests in resisting or supporting 
these structures of power and the ideologies 
that sustain them (Collins 2008; Jacobs [1861] 
1987; King 1988; Robinson 2018; Wells-
Barnett [1895] 2018). Studying the second 
wave of feminist activism in the 1960s and 
1970s, for example, intersectionality schol-
ars highlight how this movement failed to 
expand its political agenda across matters of 
race and class (Davis 1983; King 1988). The 
events of the past four years suggest these ten-
sions remain, as the interests of White women 
diverged from women of color, not only in 
patterns of political support, but also in the 
internal dynamics of the Women’s March.

Although the Women’s March and sec-
ond wave feminism share some common dis-
cord, research on public opinion indicates 
that contemporary views toward race and 
gender changed dramatically over the four 
decades that separate these movements. Since 
the 1970s, racial attitudes have shifted from 
traditional forms of racism based on beliefs 
in inherent biological difference to new forms 

of racism rooted in ideologies that emphasize 
cultural difference and a denial of race-based 
discrimination (Bonilla-Silva 2014; Forman 
2004; McConahay 1986; Moberg, Krysan, 
and Christianson 2019). These shifts are most 
pronounced among White individuals; Black 
individuals have more consistently endorsed 
structuralist perspectives that emphasize the 
role of discrimination (Dawson 2001; Hunt 
2007). With regard to gender, conventional 
attitudes rooted in adherence to models 
of women’s domesticity and men’s career 
advancement have given way to more ambiva-
lent views, where gender equality is supported 
in work situations, but less so within the fam-
ily (Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 2011; 
Knight and Brinton 2017; Pepin and Cot-
ter 2018). Egalitarian perspectives on gender 
espousing broad support for equality have 
also grown in recent years, particularly among 
women (Scarborough, Sin, and Risman 2019).

Intersectional theory details many ways that 
systems of race and gender are interrelated 
and mutually reinforcing (Cho, Crenshaw, and 
McCall 2013; Collins 2008; Ferguson 2003; 
Hamilton et al. 2019; King 1988), but these 
frameworks and methods have yet to be read-
ily applied to the study of social attitudes (for 
discussion, see Harnois 2013). Almost uni-
versally, survey research on attitudes imposes 
methodological and theoretical perspectives 
that focus on either race or gender attitudes, 
rather than their intersection (Chavez and 
Wingfield 2018; Ridgeway and Kricheli Katz 
2013). Such simultaneity has gone overlooked, 
even though both research streams often rely 
on the same datasets. The General Social Sur-
vey, for example, is commonly used for studies 
on racial (Carter and Corra 2018; Hunt 2007; 
Moberg et al. 2019) and gender (Bolzendahl 
and Myers 2004; Cotter et al. 2011; Scarbor-
ough et al. 2019) attitudes.

In this study, we use the pooled General 
Social Survey (GSS) data from 1977 through 
2018 to examine how changing racial attitudes 
coexist with shifting gender attitudes. We use 
latent class analysis to account for the sim-
ultaneity of respondents possessing attitudes 
toward both race and gender. In doing so, 
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we illustrate how longitudinal survey data, 
even when not intentionally designed to cap-
ture intersectional dynamics, may still provide 
useful information on the interrelationships 
of ideologies around gender and race. This 
approach allows us to answer new questions 
about the divergence and convergence of 
trends in racial and gender attitudes. Does rac-
ism preclude gender egalitarianism? Do some 
individuals possess ideals of gender equality 
while continuing to deny racial disparities? 
How have configurations of racial and gender 
attitudes changed over time, and what does 
this tell us about contemporary cultural mean-
ings behind (anti)racism and (anti)sexism?

Our results reveal a dynamic relationship 
between ideologies of race and gender. We 
uncovered four configurations of racial and 
gender attitudes. One group believed Afri-
can American individuals had less motivation 
and will-power than White people (referred 
to as new racialism) and also endorsed tra-
ditional man-earner/woman-caregiver gender 
dynamics. Another configuration integrated 
new racialist views with gender egalitarian 
beliefs that women and men should be treated 
equally. A third group of respondents credited 
the role of structural discrimination in racial 
inequality, but held conventional views of 
gender in the family. The remaining attitudi-
nal configuration was universally supportive 
of equality, attributing racial inequality to 
structural conditions like discrimination and 
holding equal expectations toward work and 
family for women and men.

Examining change from 1977 through 
2018, we find that the relationship between 
new racialism and gender egalitarianism 
strengthened over time, with an increasing 
number of people becoming more gender 
egalitarian while denying that structural fac-
tors contribute to racial inequality. A greater 
share of racial structuralists also now embrace 
gender egalitarianism, as the proportion of 
racial structuralists with conventional gender 
attitudes declined. Growth in racial struc-
turalist/gender egalitarian attitudes has been 
unstable, but by 2016 this was the most com-
mon attitudinal configuration.

Comparing latent class membership across 
respondent characteristics, we also find that 
configurations of racial/gender attitudes are 
highly shaped by race group-interest. White 
men and White women are most likely to 
hold new racialist/gender egalitarian views, 
whereas Black men and Black women most 
commonly possess racial structuralist/gender 
egalitarian attitudes. We argue that these pat-
terns reflect differences in the ideological 
functions of race and gender as social struc-
tures. White men’s support for gender equal-
ity alongside new racialist views denotes that 
their gender egalitarianism extends only to 
White women, potentially because it is in 
their own interest to garner resources through 
intimate relationships. Racial-group solidar-
ity in shared attitudes among Black men and 
women, on the other hand, may reflect a nec-
essary coalition to challenge racial inequality, 
facilitated by the intimacy of gender relations 
as well as spatial segregation from White 
individuals.

PARALLeLS BeTWeen 
RACIAL AnD GenDeR 
ATTITuDeS

Despite limited overlap between studies of 
racial and gender attitudes, there are some 
parallels between these two research agendas. 
Broadly, each can be summarized with three 
types of general attitudes, the intersections of 
which constitute nine possible configurations 
of racial and gender attitudes. Table 1 illus-
trates these intersections.

Racial and gender attitudes both have tra-
ditional forms that existed prior to the period 
of Civil Rights and feminist activism in the 
1960s and 1970s. Traditional racial attitudes, 
also referred to as “old-fashioned racism,” 
were common among White people and are 
characterized by the belief that racial dif-
ferences are innate, rooted in biology, or 
“God given” (Hughes 1997; Schuman et al. 
1998). Individuals holding traditional atti-
tudes believe racial disparities in employ-
ment, income, and health are due to inborn 
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differences in intelligence and ability rather 
than individual choice, culture, or opportunity 
structures (Hunt 2007; Virtanen and Huddy 
1998). Mirroring the rigid beliefs of tra-
ditional racial attitudes, individuals holding 
conventional gender attitudes believe women 
are less fit than men for career advancement 
(Shu and Meagher 2018). This perspective 
combines a strong belief that in the ideal fam-
ily the husband works and the wife tends to 
the home with a conviction that men should 
be the primary decision-makers (Knight and 
Brinton 2017; Scarborough et al. 2019).

New forms of racial and gender attitudes 
emerged in the 1980s. Multiple frameworks 
describe the different types of racial atti-
tudes observed in the post-Civil-Rights era 
that predominated among White individu-
als, including modern racism (McConahay 
1986), symbolic racism (Sears et al. 1997), 
colorblind racism (Bonilla-Silva 2014), White 
racial frames (Feagin 2009), subtle preju-
dice (Pettigrew and Meertens 1995), racial 
resentment (Kinder and Sanders 1996), and 
laissez-faire racism (Bobo, Kluegel, and 
Smith 1997). Differing in emphasis, these 
frameworks describe a perspective that views 
racial disparities as the result of individual-
level behaviors, cultural deficiencies, or moti-
vations (Bonilla-Silva 2014; Krysan 2000). 
Collectively, scholars refer to these types of 
racial attitudes as new racism (Krysan 2000; 
Wilson 2006). Among White individuals, new 
racism has largely replaced traditional atti-
tudes, which are regarded as socially undesir-
able (Krysan 1998; McConahay 1986).1

The framework of new racism emerged 
primarily from research on White individuals’ 
racial attitudes. Studies of Black individuals’ 
racial attitudes, in contrast, have found that 
the majority of African Americans have his-
torically espoused structuralist perspectives 
(discussed below) that attribute inequality 
to discrimination (Dawson 2001). However, 
research over the past two decades indicates 
that a growing number of African Americans 
are combining structuralist views with opinions 
that racial inequality also stems from cultural 
deficiencies or individual behaviors (Cohen 
2010; Hunt 2007; Smith 2014). This sentiment 
shares some similarities with the expressions 
of new racism among White individuals, but 
it differs in that it does not necessarily negate 
a belief in structural explanations. Although 
White and Black individuals sometimes report 
similar culturalist and individualist perspec-
tives on race, these views may be rooted in 
fundamentally different interpretations around 
how these components relate to inequality and 
the necessary means to address it. Therefore, 
we use the term new racialism2 (instead of new 
racism) to describe similar culturalist and indi-
vidualist orientations while also accounting 
for the possibility that these perspectives may 
have varying implications across race that may 
not be consistently labeled as racism or racist. 
In a similar vein, we replace the conventional 
use of traditional racism with traditional 
racialism to accommodate our application of 
these configurations across race groups.

At the same time that new forms of racial 
attitudes emerged in the 1980s, conventional 

Table 1. Hypothesized Intersection of Racial and Gender Attitudes

Traditional
Racialism

New
Racialism

Racial
Structuralism

Gender
Traditionalism

Traditional Racialism, 
Gender Traditionalism

New Racialism,
Gender Traditionalism

Racial Structuralism,
Gender Traditionalism

Gender
Ambivalent

Traditional Racialism,
Gender Ambivalent

New Racialism,
Gender Ambivalent

Racial Structuralism,
Gender Ambivalent

Gender
Egalitarianism

Traditional Racialism,
Gender Egalitarianism

New Racialism,
Gender Egalitarianism

Racial Structuralism, 
Gender Egalitarianism
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gender attitudes transitioned to more complex 
formations, consisting of support for gender 
equality in some respects but opposing it in 
others (Cotter et al. 2011; Knight and Brinton 
2017; Scarborough et al. 2019). Common 
among these contradictory views is sup-
port for women’s professional advancement 
paired with the belief that women should be 
primarily responsible for childcare and house-
work (Dernberger and Pepin 2020; Grunow, 
Begall, and Buchler 2018; Pepin and Cotter 
2018). Following previous research, we refer 
to this general set of contradictory views as 
ambivalence (Scarborough et al. 2019).3

A third configuration of attitudes holds 
progressive views on both race (structuralists) 
and gender (egalitarians). Racial structural-
ist perspectives attribute disparities between 
Black and White individuals to structural fea-
tures, such as discrimination and differential 
access to resources (Carter and Corra 2018). 
These attitudes have historically been most 
common among African Americans and most 
closely emulate anti-racist or racially pro-
gressive perspectives through their emphasis 
on aspects of society that need changing, 
as opposed to focusing on characteristics of 
individuals (Moberg et al. 2019). Mirror-
ing these views, gender egalitarians believe 
women should have the same opportunities 
as men in the labor force and that women and 
men should contribute equally to housework 
and childcare (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight 
and Brinton 2017).

The parallel configurations of racial and 
gender attitudes resonate with theoretical 
work on intersectionality that outlines multi-
ple ways race and gender are co-constitutive 
and interrelated (Collins 2008; Hamilton et al. 
2019; Ken and Helmuth 2021). Scholars have 
observed, for example, how covertly racial-
ized White gender norms are often deployed 
to construct African Americans, Latinxs, 
and Asians as culturally deviant (Ferguson 
2003; Garcia 2012; Hamilton et al. 2019). 
More directly related to the study of atti-
tudes, gender norms are often oriented toward 
“White just right” hegemonic standards that 
stereotype African Americans as overly 

masculinized and Asians as overly femin-
ized (Chavez and Wingfield 2018; Ridgeway 
and Kricheli-Katz 2013). From this perspec-
tive, racial and gender attitudes reinforce one 
another. The shaded cells on the diagonal 
of Table 1 represent the configurations we 
would expect if racial and gender attitudes are 
correlated in such a way that traditionalists 
and progressives hold similar views on race 
and gender, and individuals with contempo-
rary forms of racial and gender attitudes (new 
racialists and ambivalents) hold consistent 
perspectives toward both race and gender.

DIveRGenCe In RACIAL AnD 
GenDeR ATTITuDeS
There are also important differences between 
the development of research on racial and 
gender attitudes. First, scholars have argued 
that new forms of racial attitudes are only a 
more subtle and covert manifestation of tradi-
tional beliefs and not a step toward anti-racist 
views (Bobo 1988; Forman and Lewis 2006). 
This is supported by research showing that 
individuals, particularly White individuals, 
holding new racialist attitudes espouse equal 
to or greater opposition to racial policies like 
affirmative action than do people with tra-
ditional racialist views (Hughes 1997; Tuch 
and Hughes 2011). In contrast, some scholars 
argue that more recent gender ambivalent 
attitudes are a step forward from gender 
traditionalism (Scarborough et al. 2019). 
These scholars contend that support for some 
aspects of gender equality is better than none.

Second, although race and gender are inter-
related and mutually constitutive, they differ 
in specific ways as social structures (Bonilla-
Silva 1997; Risman 2018). For example, 
racial residential segregation imposes physi-
cal separation between race groups that con-
trasts starkly with the intimate proximity of 
women and men in different-gender relation-
ships (Bonilla-Silva 1997; Jackman 1994). 
Correspondingly, in-group favoritism and 
out-group biases play a prominent role in 
racism (Bobo 1998) but are less central to 
the study of gender attitudes. Contrasting 
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the mechanisms sustaining systems of racial 
and gender inequality, Jackman (1994) con-
tends that race relations are heavily charac-
terized by pervasive spatial segregation that 
facilitates aggregate exploitation, whereas 
gender relations are more deeply patterned 
by role segregation that conveys different 
expectations for behavior in intimate settings, 
such as the family. These different forms of 
intergroup relations influence the means by 
which dominant groups (e.g., White men) 
sustain power under the guise of benevo-
lent paternalism. Spatial segregation enables 
implementation of policies that limit oppor-
tunities for African Americans to those that 
are exploitative. Intimate role differentiation 
between women and men, particularly when 
accompanied by mutual affection, leads to 
consensual support for conventional family 
arrangements rooted in beliefs of gendered 
complementarity and based on women’s def-
erence to men’s interests.

Third, while many gender scholars are 
optimistic about signs of increasing gender 
egalitarian attitudes (Meagher and Shu 2019; 
Scarborough et al. 2019), expectations of 
progressive trends are less visible in research 
on racial attitudes, where structuralist per-
spectives have yet to significantly replace 
new racialist views among White individuals 
(Carter and Corra 2018; Moberg et al. 2019).

These divergent trends in the study of 
racial and gender attitudes correspond with 
research on policy opinions that show indi-
viduals often hold contradictory views or 
adopt conflicting justifications for their 
perspectives. In studying support for social 
welfare, scholars have found that individu-
als frequently endorse social equality while 
rejecting policies intended to achieve those 
ends (Hochschild 2006). Value conflict is 
common, as people increasingly embrace 
the ethos of individualism that justifies the 
curtailment of social services alongside 
humanitarian sympathy for people disadvan-
taged by circumstances beyond their con-
trol (Feldman and Zaller 1992). In resolving 
ideological conflicts, individuals often turn 
to self-interested positions or positions that 

will be perceived favorably in public settings 
(Kluegel and Smith 1986). When applied to 
racial attitudes, scholars have observed this 
phenomenon when White respondents com-
bine individualist and structuralist modes of 
explanation for racial inequality in the United 
States. These contradictory views translate to 
lower support for progressive racial policies 
compared to individuals who hold purely 
structuralist beliefs and reject individualist 
accounts (Apostle et al. 1983).

The different trajectories in research on 
racial and gender attitudes, and the identifica-
tion of contradictory viewpoints in the study 
of policy opinions, underscores the possibil-
ity that intersections of racial and gender 
attitudes may fall off the shaded diagonal in 
Table 1. In-group favoritism and out-group 
biases, for example, may play into White peo-
ple holding gender egalitarian or ambivalent 
views while also espousing traditional or new 
racialist attitudes. Conversely, racial struc-
turalism among Black men may not translate 
to support for gender egalitarianism if these 
individuals prefer to be primary decision-
makers in home and work, as observed by 
some Black women during the Civil Rights 
movement (Barnett 1993; King 1988).

CuRRenT STuDy
Our study is guided by the nine possible inter-
sections of racial and gender attitudes illus-
trated in Table 1. We use latent class analysis 
on a set of eight established survey items used 
extensively in the study of racial and gender 
attitudes. This approach allows us to identify 
which of these nine possibilities emerge as 
prominent intersections describing individuals’ 
simultaneous views toward race and gender.

In many ways, the predominant quantita-
tive research in the study of public opinion 
does not lend itself to intersectional analysis 
examining configurations of racial and gen-
der attitudes (Bowleg 2008; Nash 2008). The 
imposition of analytically independent cat-
egories such as race and gender obscures the 
interdependence of these social constructs and 
their simultaneity in individuals’ lives (Sweet 
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2018). As a result, some scholars argue that 
the positivist quantitative application of a pri-
ori social categories is antithetical to the com-
plexities of intersectionality (Bowleg 2008). 
These critiques are realized most strongly in 
survey research, where the assumption of cat-
egorical independence is built into the front 
end of survey design and the back end of data 
analysis. In survey design, the wording of 
racial attitude questions does not differenti-
ate between views directed toward women 
or men of a certain race, and gender attitude 
items similarly presume consistency across 
race. In data analyses, presumptions of cat-
egorical independence continue, as research-
ers almost uniformly examine either racial 
attitudes or gender attitudes, rather than their 
intersecting configurations.

In this study, we do not address the first 
issue pertaining to survey design, as this 
requires changing survey questions, an 
impossibility with our reliance on longitudi-
nal data. We do, however, address the second 
critique—that survey analysis tends to adopt 
a single-axis framework to study either race 
or gender attitudes. These approaches often 
use variable-centered methods, such as alpha 
reliability or confirmatory factor analysis, 
to construct independent measures of racial 
and gender attitudes based on correlations 
between observed variables (Bolzendahl and 
Myers 2004; Roos, Hughes, and Reichel-
mann 2019). Using these methods, research-
ers theorize relationships between variables 
and then test them to determine whether they 
constitute reliable constructs. While useful in 
generating reliable measures of latent con-
cepts like attitudes, such methods ultimately 
reinforce the same single-axis assumption 
that went into the design of survey ques-
tions when the applied theoretical constructs 
presume (explicitly or not) that race and 
gender are independent and non-intersecting. 
This method exemplifies the problems with 
“top-down” approaches to social relations 
discussed by Crenshaw (1989): starting with 
the assumption that patterns exist within pre-
determined categories can obscure important 
details and intersections that occur in the 

margins of these groups. Instead, Crenshaw 
advocates for a “bottom-up” approach that 
starts with individuals and their complexities 
and seeks their common ground with similar 
others. Beginning with persons and building 
coalitional groups mitigates against missing 
important complexities that occur when pre-
determined analytic concepts like race or 
gender intersect in vital ways. Our use of 
latent class analysis models this “bottom-up” 
approach by avoiding a priori theoretical clas-
sifications; instead, it allows configurations of 
racial/gender attitudes to emerge empirically.

In addition to examining dominant config-
urations, we also explore how the prevalence 
of these attitudes changed from 1977 through 
2018 as well as their variation across respond-
ent characteristics. Exploring longitudinal 
trends, we are interested in how our under-
standing of shifting racial and gender attitudes 
changes when we consider their intersections. 
By focusing on the relationship of attitudinal 
configurations to individual characteristics, 
we gain insight on how common predictors 
of social attitudes, such as respondents’ race/
gender, birth cohort, education, social class, 
and religiosity, relate to intersecting racial 
and gender attitudes. In particular, comparing 
views across respondents’ race/gender pro-
vides insight on how individuals’ location in 
systems of racial and gender hierarchies cor-
respond to their attitudes.

We proceed with a series of guiding 
research questions that allow us to remain 
open to all possible attitudinal configurations 
illustrated in Table 1, investigate their change 
over time, and examine their relationship with 
respondent sociodemographic characteristics:

1. What are the predominant configura-
tions of intersecting racial and gender 
attitudes?

2. How have configurations of racial/
gender attitudes changed from 1977 
through 2018?

3. How do respondents’ characteristics, 
such as race/gender, birth cohort, educa-
tion, social class, and religiosity, relate 
to their racial and gender attitudes?
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MeThoDS
Data

We analyze data from the General Social Sur-
vey (GSS) from 1977 through 2018 (Smith 
et al. 2019). The GSS is a repeated cross-
sectional survey drawing nationally represen-
tative samples of people age 18 and over who 
live in non-institutionalized settings within 
the United States. The GSS is one of the 
most common datasets used in the study of 
racial and gender attitudes (e.g., Carter and 
Corra 2018; Cotter et al. 2011; Hunt 2007; 
Moberg et al. 2019; Scarborough et al. 2019; 
Shu and Meagher 2018). We use 21 survey 
years between 1977 and 2018 that include 
our focal attitudinal variables. Our analysis 
contains 23,357 respondents who were not 
missing the attitudinal indicators and demo-
graphic variables used to predict attitudinal 
configurations.

We use eight survey items from the GSS 
that have been commonly used to measure 
different aspects of racial and gender atti-
tudes (Carter and Corra 2018; Cotter et al. 
2011; Hunt 2007; Moberg et al. 2019; Scar-
borough et al. 2019). Details on each item 
are reported in Table 2. The racial attitude 
items ask respondents to report agreement 
with explanations for why African Americans 
have, on average, worse jobs, income, and 
housing compared with Whites. RACDIF2 
measures beliefs in inborn racial differences 
between Black and White people, an indi-
cator of traditional racialism. RACDIF4 
focuses on individual-level cultural deficien-
cies among African Americans, an indicator 
of new racialism. RACDIF1 and RACDIF3 
identify respondents’ awareness of the struc-
tural conditions creating challenges for Afri-
can Americans in U.S. society, a measure 
of racial structuralism. Our interpretation 
of each racial attitude item corresponds to 
its theoretical usage in prior studies (Carter 
and Corra 2018; Hunt 2007; Krysan 2000; 
Moberg et al. 2019; Wilson 2006).4

We use four survey items measuring gen-
der attitudes that have been used extensively 
in existing research (Bolzendahl and Myers 
2004; Cotter et al. 2011; Meagher and Shu 

2019; Scarborough et al. 2019). FEPOL 
captures respondents’ beliefs about women 
in leadership, but it has been used as an 
indicator of attitudes toward women in the 
public sphere more generally (Bolzendahl 
and Myers 2004; Scarborough et al. 2019). 
FEFAM measures respondents’ adherence to 
conventional family structures of men’s earn-
ing and women’s caretaking responsibilities. 
FECHLD and FEPRESCH capture respond-
ents’ support for working mothers. In gen-
eral, conventional gender attitudes have been 
identified through agreement with FEPOL, 
FEFAM, and FEPRESCH and disagreement 
with FECHLD; egalitarian views are the con-
verse. Ambivalent gender attitudes are char-
acterized by divergence between FEPOL, as 
a measure of gender attitudes toward the 
public sphere, and the three remaining items 
that relate to the private sphere of the family 
(Cotter et al. 2011; Scarborough et al. 2019).

Latent Class Analysis: Applying 
Intersectional Principles to Survey 
Data

Applying the principles of bottom-up theoriz-
ing to survey data, we use latent class analysis 
(LCA) as a person-centered methodology 
that starts with characteristics of individuals, 
such as response patterns to survey items, and 
identifies classes that share similar features 
(McLachlan and Peel 2004). Unlike variable-
centered approaches, LCA does not assume 
latent constructs such as attitudes are continu-
ous and linear. By modeling response patterns 
as a function of latent classes, LCA allows 
for the emergence of multidimensionality, 
where indicators may be positively correlated 
in some classes and negatively correlated 
in others. More specifically, LCA classifies 
units into k classes based on the probability 
that respondent i has similar item response 
probabilities among observed variables yi as 
other respondents in the class, c.

f y P c k f f c ki k

K

i( ) = =( ) =
=∑ 1

( | )    (1)

LCA models latent constructs as consist-
ing of different profiles or classes. To identify 



Scarborough et al. 831

the best model for describing latent profiles, 
Equation 1 is applied multiple times with 
varying numbers of classes. Then, model fit 
statistics are used to compare distinctions 
between classes weighed against the cost of 
additional parameters. Here, we report four 
model fit statistics, the log-likelihood, the 
bootstrap p-value for the L2, the Akaike Infor-
mation Criterion (AIC), and the Bayesian 
Information Criterion (BIC). The BIC is the 
most commonly used fit statistic, due to its 
ability to weigh the costs of model complexity 
(additional classes) against increasing accu-
racy of class characterization (Nylund, Aspa-
rouhov, and Muthén 2007). Conventionally, a 
substantial decline in the BIC from k – 1 to k 
classes indicates improved model fit. Follow-
ing previous research, we selected the ideal 
model by identifying the point at which the 
BIC had diminished improvement, as well as 
through substantive interpretation of whether 

additional classes added theoretical insight 
(Bonikowski and DiMaggio 2016; Nylund 
et al. 2007). We ran LCA models using the 
eight indicators and applying one through 
ten classes. Survey weights5 were used in all 
models to adjust for sampling design. In the 
Results section, we report fit statistics for 
each LCA model up to six classes.

After identifying the best-fitting uncon-
strained model, we fit local dependencies to 
relax the assumption of conditional independ-
ence for the selected solution (Bonikowski 
and DiMaggio 2016; Janssen et al. 2019). In 
this step, covariances are specified between 
indicator pairs with bivariate residuals above 
two and until the total bivariate residual for 
the model is nonsignificant (Schreiber 2017; 
van Kollenburg, Mulder, and Vermunt 2015; 
Vermunt and Magidson 2013). After add-
ing local dependencies, we then re-examine 
fit statistics with the newly structured LCA 

Table 2. GSS Racial and Gender Attitude Variables 

Survey Item Question Wording Response

Racial Attitude Items
 On the average African Americans have worse jobs, income, and housing 

than white people. Do you think these differences are . . .
RACDIF1 Mainly due to discrimination? Yes, No
RACDIF2 Because most African Americans have less in-born 

ability to learn?
Yes, No

RACDIF3 Because most African Americans don’t have the chance 
for education that it takes to rise out of poverty?

Yes, No

RACDIF4 Because most African Americans just don’t have the 
motivation or will power to pull themselves up out 
of poverty?

Yes, No

Gender Attitude Items
 Tell me if you agree or disagree with this statement:  
FEPOL Most men are better suited emotionally for politics 

than are most women.
Agree, Disagree

FEFAM It is much better for everyone involved if the man is 
the achiever outside the home and the woman takes 
care of the home and family.

Agree, Disagree

FECHLD A working mother can establish just as warm and 
secure a relationship with her children as a mother 
who does not work.

Agree, Disagree

FEPRESCH A preschool child is likely to suffer if his or her 
mother works.

Agree, Disagree

Note: FEFAM, FECHLD, and FEPRESCH were originally coded with four response options (strongly 
disagree, disagree, agree, strongly disagree); they were recoded to be consistent with the dichotomous 
structure of other variables in latent class models.
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model for one through six classes. If the 
newly structured model series reports a dif-
ferent best-fitting latent class solution than 
the unconstrained models, we re-fit local 
dependencies to the new best-fitting solution 
and re-examine model fit across one- through 
six-class specifications until a clear solution 
is identified.

We apply this method to the pooled set 
of repeated cross-sectional GSS data from 
1977 through 2018. This approach imposes 
uniform latent class definitions over time, 
allowing us to examine how class prevalence 
changes as a function of shifting cultural 
attitudes toward race and gender. A limita-
tion, however, is that this method assumes the 
structure of latent classes remains unchanged. 
To test this assumption, we conducted a series 
of independent latent class models with one 
through ten classes for each year included 
in the data (i.e., 210 models in total, ten for 
each survey year, with one- through ten-class 
specifications). We recorded the BIC for each 
model and used this to identify the best-fitting 
solution in each survey year. The results were 
consistent with the model selected from the 
LCA on the pooled data.

To determine whether latent classes are 
characterized similarly across survey years, 
we independently applied the same latent 
class model selected from the analysis of the 
pooled data to years 1977, 1986, 1996, 2006, 
and 2016 and examined item response prob-
abilities for each class. This revealed that the 
substantive characterization of classes was 
consistent across these years, indicating the 
assumption of class consistency in our use of 
the pooled GSS is not violated. We therefore 
report LCA results applied to the pooled data, 
which allows us to more directly examine 
how attitudinal configurations changed over 
time. Detailed results of our robustness tests 
are reported in the online supplement.6

Latent Class Membership over Time 
and by Respondent Characteristics

After identifying predominant configura-
tions of racial/gender attitudes, we then use 

multinomial logistic regression to explore 
the relationship of these attitudinal clusters 
to change over time and across respondents’ 
demographic characteristics. There are two 
common methods used to examine predic-
tors of latent class membership. In the one-
step approach, exogenous variables enter 
the latent class model directly as covariates 
in simultaneous estimation of latent classes 
with added predictors (see Bonikowski and 
DiMaggio 2016). This approach has the ben-
efit of efficiently identifying latent class 
structures and respondent class membership 
conditional on covariates. It is not ideal 
for our purposes, however, because we are 
interested in separately analyzing predictors 
of class membership from the formation of 
latent classes themselves.

For these aims, we use a three-step 
approach with modifications to adjust for 
uncertainty in the assignment of respondents 
to latent classes (Bakk, Tekle, and Vermunt 
2013; Vermunt 2010). The first step in this 
method is identifying the latent class solution. 
This was described above. In the second step, 
respondents are assigned to latent classes. 
We use the proportional assignment method, 
which treats respondents as belonging to each 
class weighted by posterior probabilities of 
membership. This method is recommended 
in the three-step procedure used here (Ver-
munt and Magidson 2013) and provides more 
accurate estimates than do other approaches, 
such as modal assignment (Bakk et al. 2013).7 
Because respondents often have non-zero 
posterior membership probabilities in more 
than one class, corrections for classification 
error are necessary when predicting class 
membership. Therefore, in the third step we 
apply the maximum likelihood (ML) based 
correction method (Vermunt 2010) that incor-
porates estimates of latent class member-
ship probabilities into a multinomial logistic 
regression model. This allows us to exam-
ine predictors of class membership while 
accounting for uncertainty in the probabilistic 
classification of respondents to classes.

In this third step, we use a single multino-
mial logistic regression equation to estimate 
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predicted probabilities of class membership 
across survey years and respondent charac-
teristics. As with the latent class models, we 
use survey weights in this step of our analy-
sis. In reporting results, we focus on three 
main groups of predictors. First, we report 
predicted probabilities of class membership 
by survey year to examine changing attitudi-
nal configurations over time. Then we focus 
on differences in latent class membership by 
respondent race and gender, as these consti-
tute the social categories that configurations 
of racial/gender attitudes are directed toward. 
Because the GSS did not identify Latinx or 
Asian respondents prior to the late 1990s, 
we focus primarily on differences between 
White men, White women, Black men, and 
Black women, as they are consistently identi-
fied throughout all years of our study. Our 
use of these race/gender groups provisionally 
imposes binary gender categories that conflate 
sex and gender, because the GSS did not differ-
entiate between sex at birth and gender identity 
until 2018 (Lagos and Compton 2021).8

Finally, we examine predicted probabili-
ties of class membership by respondent char-
acteristics found in previous research to have 
a strong relationship to racial or gender atti-
tudes. Providing insight on cohort effects, 
we explore generational differences between 
pre-Baby Boomers (born prior to 1946), Baby 
Boomers (1946 through 1964), Generation-
Xers (1965 through 1980), and Millennials 
and Gen-Z respondents (born after 1980).9 We 
also report differences by education (college 
or more, some college, high school degree 
or equivalent, and less than high school) 
and region (Northeast, Midwest, South, and 
West), because both gender and racial atti-
tudes vary across these components (Hunt 
2007; Scarborough and Sin 2020).10

We next report the relationship of social 
class and religiosity to attitudinal configu-
rations, as these two characteristics shape 
individuals’ cultural orientations (Bobo and 
Kluegel 1993; Schnabel 2016). Social class 
is sometimes indirectly measured through 
education, but we chose two additional indi-
cators to capture this characteristic. First, 

we examine differences by broad occupa-
tion (managerial/professional, service, sales/
office, natural resource extraction/construction, 
production/transportation, and not employed), 
which have been found to be constitutive of 
social class.11 Second, we examine respond-
ents’ subjective social class identification as 
upper, middle, working, or lower class. Two 
additional items measure religiosity. The first 
identifies respondents’ religion as traditional, 
moderate, or liberal.12 The second measures 
the frequency of attendance at religious ser-
vices (every week, monthly, a few times a 
year, or less than once a year).

Our results are presented in three sections. 
First, we report model fit statistics from the 
LCA that we use to identify the ideal latent 
class structure for describing configurations of 
racial/gender attitudes. Next, we report item 
response probabilities of indicators to charac-
terize latent classes. In the third section, we 
turn to the results of the multinomial logistic 
regression model predicting class member-
ship. We devote special attention to predicted 
probabilities of class membership across sur-
vey years to infer attitudinal shifts over time. 
Then, we focus on differences between White 
men, White women, Black men, and Black 
women to draw insight on the relationship 
between respondents’ intersecting social loca-
tions across race and gender and their configu-
ration of racial/gender attitudes. Finally, we 
report differences in latent class membership 
by additional respondent sociodemographic 
characteristics as calculated by our multino-
mial logistic regression model.

ReSuLTS
LCA Model Fit

Table 3 reports fit statistics for LCA mod-
els with one through six classes. Model 
fit for the unconstrained models (Panel A) 
improves across all indicators from one 
through six classes, although there are dimin-
ishing returns. In particular, there is limited 
improvement in model fit across the log-
likelihood, BIC, and AIC when moving from 
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the five- to the six-class model. For instance, 
the BIC reduces by only .15 percent when 
adding a sixth class, suggesting the six-class 
model does not provide substantial gains in 
fitting response patterns. The p-value for the 
L2 statistic provides little information because 
results were significant across all models. In 
these cases, scholars recommend relying on 
penalized log-likelihood statistics such as the 
BIC (Nylund et al. 2007).

Based on the fit statistics for the uncon-
strained models, the five-class solution pro-
vides the best initial fit. However, conditional 
independence is a key assumption with LCA 
modeling. When we add local dependencies 
to relax the assumption of conditional inde-
pendence in fitting the five-class solution13 
and apply this structure to models with one 
through six classes (Panel B), we find that 
the five-class solution reports a higher BIC, 
and worse fit, than the four-class solution. We 
therefore re-examined our latent class models 
by fitting local dependencies to the uncon-
strained four-class solution14 and applied this 
new structure to one- through six-class models 
(Panel C). In this series, the four-class solution 
again reports the lowest BIC, providing evi-
dence that this solution is ideal for describing 
configurations of racial and gender attitudes.

Examining model fit across latent class 
specifications reveals that the four-class solu-
tion with fitted local dependencies (reported 
in Table 3, Panel C) provides the best fit 
with the fewest parameters. To determine 
whether this solution also offers advantages 
in substantive latent class characterization, 
we examined item response probabilities 
from latent class solutions with three, four, 
and five classes using the models from Panel 
C in Table 3. These results are reported in the 
online supplement and briefly discussed here.

We found that the three-class solution 
generated three similarly-sized clusters 
representing distinct attitudinal configura-
tions corresponding to racial structuralism/ 
gender egalitarianism, new racialism/gender 
traditionalism, and new racialism/gender egali-
tarianism (details characterizing these con-
figurations are provided in the following 

section). The four-class solution added 
further detail by identifying an additional 
configuration of racial structuralist/gender 
ambivalent attitudes that contained 43 percent 
of respondents previously classified as new 
racialist/gender traditionals in the three-class 
model. The addition of a fourth class there-
fore captures a substantively different attitu-
dinal configuration with respect to both racial 
and gender attitudes. Moving to the five-class 
solution, we again found the same attitudi-
nal configurations observed in the four-class 
solution, as well as an additional cluster con-
taining only 3 percent of the sample. This new 
group reclassified 2.6 percent of respondents 
previously identified in the four-class model 
as new racialist/gender traditionals, and 3.3 
percent previously classified as racial struc-
turalist/gender ambivalents. Respondents in 
the additional fifth class were more embrac-
ing of structuralist interpretations of racial 
inequality than new racialists, but not to the 
extent of racial structuralists. They also had 
slightly more conventional gender attitudes 
than gender ambivalents. In other words, 
the fifth class differed only in degree from 
those identified in the four-class solution and 
offered little substantive insight on unique 
configurations of racial/gender attitudes.

The four-class solution reported the best 
and most parsimonious model fit after includ-
ing local dependencies. It also provided the 
most theoretical insight on distinct response 
patterns. We therefore proceed in analyzing 
the four-class model with local dependencies 
to describe configurations of racial and gen-
der attitudes.

Profiles of Racial/Gender Attitudes

To characterize each latent class, Table 4 
reports item response probabilities across 
the eight attitudinal measures, and Figure 1 
visualizes these trends for affirmative out-
comes on each indicator (“yes” to racial 
attitude items and “agree” to gender attitude 
items). Table 5 summarizes the results of 
the four-class model with the three-by-three 
table we used to frame our analysis. Of the 
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nine possible combinations of racial and gen-
der attitudes, four emerged. Almost a third 
(31 percent) of respondents were classified 
as racial structuralist/gender egalitarians. 
These individuals most embodied anti-racist 
and feminist ideals. They believed racial 
inequality results from discrimination and 
limited access to educational opportunities, 
and they rejected explanations of inequality 
stemming from inborn abilities or motivation. 
They also believed women are just as suited 
for politics as men, felt that women and men 

should take equal roles in family labor, and 
supported working mothers.

In greatest opposition to racial structuralist/
gender egalitarians is the class of new racialist/
gender traditionals, who made up about one-
fifth of the sample. These individuals were 
the most likely to believe racial inequality 
is due to a lack of motivation on the part of 
African Americans. This belief was by far the 
most prevalent among members of this class, 
but it is notable that these respondents were 
about as likely to perceive racial inequality 

Table 4. Item Response Probabilities By Class

 1 2 3 4

Conditional 
Probabilities of 
Responses

Racial 
Structuralism, 

Gender 
Egalitarianism

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Traditionalism

Racial 
Structuralism, 

Gender 
Ambivalent

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Egalitarianism

Class Size 31% 19% 18% 32%
Racial inequality due to discrimination?
 No .330 .881 .320 .856
 Yes .670 .119 .680 .144
Racial inequality because most African Americans have less in-born ability to learn?
 No .924 .811 .785 .897
 Yes .076 .189 .215 .103
Racial inequality because most African Americans don’t have the chance for education that it takes to 

rise out of poverty?
 No .218 .790 .212 .789
 Yes .782 .210 .788 .211
Racial inequality because most African Americans just don’t have the motivation or will power to pull 

themselves up out of poverty?
 No .806 .201 .565 .310
 Yes .194 .799 .435 .690
Most men are better suited emotionally for politics than are most women.
 Agree .121 .423 .367 .205
 Disagree .879 .577 .633 .796
It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside the home and the woman 

takes care of the home and family.
 Agree .125 .755 .669 .172
 Disagree .875 .245 .331 .828
A working mother can establish just as warm and secure a relationship with her children as a mother 

who does not work.
 Agree .924 .253 .364 .881
 Disagree .076 .747 .636 .119
A preschool child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works.
 Agree .127 .904 .856 .135
 Disagree .873 .096 .144 .865
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Figure 1. Affirmative [Yes/Agree] Item Response Probabilities by Latent Class

Table 5. Summary of LCA Results for the Intersection of Racial and Gender Attitudes

Traditional
Racialism

New
Racialism

Racial
Structuralism

Gender
Traditionalism

Traditional Racialism, 
Gender Traditionalism

New Racialism,
Gender Traditionalism

19%

Racial Structuralism,
Gender Traditionalism

Gender
Ambivalent

Traditional Racialism,
Gender Ambivalent

New Racialism,
Gender Ambivalent

Racial Structuralism,
Gender Ambivalent

18%

Gender
Egalitarianism

Traditional Racialism,
Gender Egalitarianism

New Racialism,
Gender Egalitarianism

32%

Racial Structuralism, 
Gender Egalitarianism

31%
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as resulting from racial differences in inborn 
ability as they were to view it as resulting 
from discrimination or educational inequi-
ties. New racialist/gender traditionals are also 
characterized by the most conventional views 
on gender. Across all four gender attitude 
indicators, new racialist/gender traditionals 
were more likely than all other latent classes 
to hold conventional beliefs. These views 
were strongest on the three items related to 
family, where respondents endorsed men’s 
primary responsibility for financially provid-
ing for their families and opposed mothers’ 
employment. Respondents in this class were 
also more likely than those in the three other 
classes to believe women were unsuited for 
politics, although the item response prob-
abilities indicate a slight majority reject this 
claim. This confirms previous research on 
gender attitudes showing that opposition to 
women’s political and public sphere partic-
ipation decreased in recent decades, even 
among people who hold the most traditional 
outlooks on gender (Scarborough et al. 2019). 
Indeed, when conducting independent latent 
class models across each decade of survey 
data (see the online supplement), the item 
response probabilities from 1977 and 1986 
showed greater opposition than support for 
women in politics among these respondents, 
whereas in 1996, 2006, and 2016, support for 
women in politics became slightly more com-
mon in this cluster. Therefore, we refer to the 
gender attitudes of this group as embodying 
traditional beliefs, with the recognition that, 
to a large extent, “modern day traditionals” 
are slightly less opposed to women in politics.

The third latent class to emerge consisted 
of 18 percent of respondents and is labeled 
racial structuralism/gender ambivalent. 
These respondents believe racial inequal-
ity is due to discrimination and disparate 
access to educational opportunities. The item 
response probabilities indicate that endorse-
ment of these structuralist explanations for 
inequality is similar to those found among the 
racial structuralist/gender egalitarian class. 
However, racial structuralist/gender ambiva-
lent respondents were more likely than their 

gender egalitarian counterparts to agree that 
a lack of will power on the part of African 
Americans contributes to racial inequality. 
They were also similarly as likely as new 
racialist/gender traditionals to endorse racial 
differences in inborn abilities. Yet, affirma-
tive response probabilities for these items 
were far lower than those corresponding to 
structuralist explanations (see Figure 1).

Previous research has found that individu-
als espousing traditional beliefs in inborn 
differences often feel that discrimination and 
educational inequities play a role as well 
(Hunt 2007). By conceptualizing two clus-
ters of racial structuralist attitudes (gender 
egalitarian and gender ambivalent), we find 
that this correlation exists primarily among 
respondents with gender ambivalent perspec-
tives. With regard to gender attitudes, this 
configuration most represents ambivalent 
views that support gender equality in the pub-
lic sphere (women are suited for politics) yet 
endorse conventional gender arrangements 
domestically (opposing mothers’ employment 
and embracing husband-earner/wife-caretaker 
family arrangements). Unlike new racialist/
gender traditional attitudes, this pattern of 
ambivalence was more stable when analyz-
ing independent latent class models for each 
survey year. The combination of racial struc-
turalist views and ambivalent gender attitudes 
among this class resonates with intersectional 
scholarship on the Civil Rights and Black 
Liberation movements, which illustrates how 
anti-racism often coexists alongside tradi-
tional beliefs toward women’s role in the 
family (Barnett 1993; King 1988).

The last latent class contained about a third 
of respondents (32 percent). These individuals 
held new racialist/gender egalitarian views. 
They were more likely to believe that racial 
inequality resulted from a lack of motivation 
among African Americans rather than inborn 
ability, discrimination, or educational dispari-
ties. In terms of gender attitudes, this class was 
universally egalitarian, agreeing that women 
are just as suited for politics as men, sup-
porting mothers’ employment, and opposing 
conventional gender divisions of family labor. 
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The combination of new racialism and gender 
egalitarian views in this class resonates with 
critiques of White feminism that note how 
racism often occurs alongside views advocat-
ing for women’s rights and gender equality 
(Davis 1983; hooks 1981; King 1988).

These intersections generate new theoreti-
cal insight on the relationship between racial 
and gender attitudes. First, our findings indi-
cate that the most traditional gender attitudes 
only occur alongside regressive new racialist 
beliefs. We did not observe strongly held 
traditional racialist beliefs in any latent class. 
This is consistent with prior research showing 
that the expression of biological essentialism 
largely faded by the late 1970s, when it was 
replaced by new racialist views rooted in 
culturalist and individualist explanations of 
racial difference and inequality (McConahay 
1986). Thus, new racialist views form the pri-
mary basis of regressive racial ideology in the 
period under study (Bonilla-Silva 2014). Our 
finding that traditional gender attitudes occur 
only among new racialists suggests progres-
sive structuralist views on race are incom-
patible with the most regressive traditional 
gender attitudes, which combine opposition 
to women in political leadership with support 
for conventional family arrangements.

Second, our findings show that while 
racial structuralism does not occur alongside 
the most traditional views on gender, racial 
structuralists sometimes hold gender ambiva-
lent attitudes, and gender egalitarians often 
hold new racialist perspectives. Gender egali-
tarians were about equally as likely to hold 
views in line with new racialism as racial 
structuralism. These findings suggest notions 
of gender egalitarianism commonly incorpo-
rate elements of new racialism. Racial struc-
turalists, on the other hand, were almost twice 
as likely to hold gender egalitarian views; a 
substantial share also held gender ambivalent 
perspectives that supported gender equality 
in the public sphere, but felt women should 
be primarily responsible for household and 
family labor. These two trends suggest pro-
gressive gender and racial attitudes need not 
coexist and, in fact, often diverge.

Configurations of Racial/Gender 
Attitudes over Time and across 
Respondent Characteristics

We now turn to results from the multinomial 
logistic regression model predicting member-
ship in each class of racial/gender attitudes. 
Full results of the model are provided in the 
Appendix, Table A1. Here, we report condi-
tional predicted probabilities of class mem-
bership derived from those results. We begin 
by focusing on longitudinal change between 
1977 and 2018. We then examine differences 
by respondents’ race/gender, before turning to 
additional sociodemographic predictors.

Class membership over time. Figure 
2 presents trends in predicted probabilities of 
class membership for each survey year, calcu-
lated from the multinomial logistic regression 
model reported in Table A1. In broad strokes, 
we observe a flip in latent class membership 
trends such that the most prevalent attitudinal 
configurations in 1977 were the least com-
mon in 2018, and vice versa. Examining 
the most regressive attitudinal configuration 
of new racialist/gender traditionals, we find 
this class was more prevalent than all others 
in 1977 when the probability of member-
ship was nearly .40. From this point through 
1993, membership probabilities declined dra-
matically. After 1993, however, we see an 
increase in the prevalence of this class until 
reaching a second, smaller, peak in 2000 
at .25. Growing traditionalism during this 
time resonates with research on the stalled 
gender revolution, which shows diminished 
progress on multiple gender equality indica-
tors and a slight backlash against egalitarian 
attitudes in the mid- to late-1990s (England, 
Levine, and Mishel 2020). Indeed, there is a 
dip in prevalence during this period for both 
configurations containing egalitarian gender 
attitudes alongside a rise in both classes with 
non–gender egalitarian views. After 2000, 
there is a steady decline in the new racialist/
gender traditionalist group. By 2018, it had 
a lower probability of membership than all 
other classes (.08).
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Tracking closely with new racialism/
gender traditionalism, the racial structural-
ist/gender ambivalent class was the second 
most common in 1977 (membership prob-
ability of .33) and declined steadily until 
the early 1990s. At this point, membership 
probabilities plateaued at around .16, with 
a brief uptick in 2000 when the probability 
of membership rose to .20. Following 2000, 
racial structuralist/gender ambivalent class 
membership probabilities declined steadily, 
reaching .10 in 2014. Since then, there was 
a slight increase in 2016 and 2018, but this 
perspective remains less common.

The two classes of racial structuralism/
gender egalitarianism and new racialism/
gender egalitarianism both grew in preva-
lence at similar rates from 1977 through 
the early 1990s. In 1977, these classes were 
uncommon, with membership probabilities of 
only .15 and .12, respectively. By 1993, each 
group had more than doubled in size, reach-
ing a predicted membership probability of 
.33. This coincided with a sharp decline from 
1977 to 1993 in racial structuralism/gender 
ambivalence and new racialism/gender tra-
ditionalism. Together, these trends reveal a 
similar general increase in gender egalitarian 
attitudes from the late 1970s through the early 

1990s among racial structuralists and new 
racialists. This increase in gender egalitarian 
views during this period has been observed 
elsewhere (Scarborough et al. 2019), but here 
we show that it coincided with virtually no 
change in the prevalence of racial structural-
ist perspectives. Instead, the total probabil-
ity of belonging to either racial structuralist 
class changed very little from 1977 (.48) to 
1993 (.52). The total predicted probability of 
belonging to either of the two classes with 
gender egalitarian views more than doubled 
from .27 in 1977 to .66 in 1993. Importantly, 
about half of the increase in gender egalitarian 
attitudes occurred among respondents who 
simultaneously held new racialist views. This 
pattern adds support to critiques of White 
feminism that argue that, to a large extent, 
growing gender egalitarianism has done little 
to challenge racism (Davis 1983; hooks 1981; 
King 1988).

Turning to the period of the “stalled gen-
der revolution” in the mid- to late-1990s, we 
find diminished growth in both classes with 
egalitarian gender attitudes, but the stall was 
much greater among individuals who held 
racial structuralist perspectives. From 1993 
through 2000, probabilities of class member-
ship fell by .02 for the new racialist/gender 
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egalitarian class and declined over four times 
as much (.09) for the racial structuralist/
gender egalitarian class. Overall, the stall 
in egalitarian gender attitudes was far more 
pronounced when occurring alongside racial 
structuralist perspectives.

After 2000, gender egalitarianism grew, 
first among new racialists and later among 
racial structuralists (see Figure 2). A major 
shift occurred from 2014, when the preva-
lence of new racialism/gender egalitarian-
ism dropped rapidly, and racial structuralist/
gender egalitarian views became the most 
common. This pattern provides preliminary 
evidence of growing unification between 
progressive gender and racial attitudes. The 
incorporation of intersectionality in anti-
racist and feminist movements in recent his-
tory may have contributed to these trends. 
Supporting this interpretation is the dra-
matic increase in racial structuralism/gender 
egalitarianism between 2012 (.28) and 2016 
(.45), a period when Black Lives Matter was 
founded (2013) and protests following the 
killing of Michael Brown in 2014 launched 
the movement nationwide. The discourse 
conveyed by Black Lives Matter incorpo-
rates intersectional principles that advocate 
for both racial and gender equality (Ransby 
2018; Taylor 2016). The recent shifts in 
racial/gender attitudes are likely related to 
this movement and the cultural change it 
represents and contributes to.

In summary, examining longitudinal change 
reveals dynamic relationships between ide-
ologies of race and gender.15 With the excep-
tion of the most recent years, growing gender 
egalitarianism since the late 1970s did not 
occur alongside an increase in racial struc-
turalism. This is because much of the rise in 
gender egalitarian attitudes took place among 
people who continue to espouse new racial-
ist views. Our findings add new insight to 
the study of gender attitudes by revealing 
how increasingly progressive attitudes on one 
dimension (gender) do not necessarily incor-
porate progressive views in another (race). 
Instead, these trends suggest growing gender 
egalitarianism was, in large part, driven by a 

sizable portion of the population who have 
not abandoned regressive new racialist views.

In contrast, we find that racial structural-
ism took place primarily among individu-
als who also embrace gender egalitarianism. 
With little deviation, the prevalence of racial 
structuralism/gender ambivalence declined 
from 1977 through 2018. Instead, the only 
growth in racial structuralism during this 
period occurred among people who also hold 
gender egalitarian views. Thus, while grow-
ing gender egalitarianism did not necessarily 
incorporate racial structuralism, we find that 
the increase in racial structuralist views took 
place primarily alongside gender egalitarian 
attitudes. Collectively, these patterns suggest 
racial structuralism increasingly embraced 
gender equity, but gender egalitarianism has 
not encompassed racial equity.

Class membership by race and gen-
der. Examining class membership by 
respondent race and gender allows us to 
observe how individuals’ structural location 
within systems of race and gender correspond 
with attitudes. Figure 3 presents the probabili-
ties of class membership for White men, White 
women, Black men, and Black women calcu-
lated from the multinomial logistic regression 
model reported in the Appendix, Table A1. 
Unfortunately, the GSS did not identify Latinx 
or Asian respondents prior to the late 1990s. 
Therefore, we focus on Black and White 
respondents because they were consistently 
identified throughout all years of this analysis.

Racial structuralism/gender egalitarianism 
is the most prevalent attitude for both Black 
men and Black women, who were more likely 
to belong to this cluster than any other (p < 
.001). In contrast, new racialism/gender egali-
tarianism is the most prevalent category for 
White women (p < .001) and one of two cat-
egories with the highest probability of mem-
bership for White men, who also held similar 
levels of new racialism/gender traditionalism. 
These findings suggest race group-interest 
plays a larger role than gender-based solidar-
ity. White men, who theoretically benefit from 
regressive gender and racial ideologies, are 
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just as likely to exhibit new racialist views 
alongside gender egalitarian perspectives as 
they are to hold new racialist views along-
side gender traditional attitudes. This sug-
gests their support for gender equality extends 
primarily to White women, since the com-
bination of new racialism and gender egali-
tarianism would still frame Black women as 
unfavorable on the basis of their race. White 
women with gender egalitarian views were 
more likely to possess new racialist than racial 
structuralist attitudes, which suggests many 
of these respondents’ perspectives on gender 
equality were restricted to White individuals. 
Racial-group solidarity among Black respond-
ents appeared more encompassing of social 
equity. Black men with racial structuralist 
views likely recognized that racial equity for 
Black women also necessitated progressive 
gender attitudes. This is consistent with prior 
research showing Black men have historically 
had more gender egalitarian attitudes, corre-
sponding with Black women’s long-standing 
participation in the labor force (Kane 2000).

Although race group-interest is evident 
in the class with the highest probability of 
membership for each subset of respondents 

illustrated in Figure 3, there is also evidence 
for a secondary effect that is more specific 
to race/gender group-interest. The predicted 
probability of membership for each latent 
class was largest for the subgroup who stood 
to benefit the most from the associated atti-
tude. White men were more likely than all 
other groups to hold new racialist/gender tra-
ditional views (p < .001). Importantly, Figure 
3 reports a sizable gap representing the extent 
by which White men held these regressive 
views: they are nearly twice as likely as White 
women, 7.5 times as likely as Black men, and 
approximately 100 times more likely than 
Black women to espouse new racialist/gender 
traditional perspectives. White men were also 
the least likely to hold racial structuralist/
gender egalitarian attitudes.

In contrast, Black women had the highest 
probability of membership in the racial struc-
turalist/gender egalitarian class (p < .001) 
and the lowest probability of membership 
in the new racialist/gender traditional class  
(p < .05). The size of these effects is notable. 
The predicted probability of Black women’s 
membership in the most regressive new racial-
ist/gender traditional class is virtually zero 
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(.003), whereas their probability of member-
ship in the most progressive class of racial 
structuralism/gender egalitarianism is over .5.

We also see specific race/gender group-
interest among White women, who had the 
highest probability of membership in the 
new racialist/gender egalitarian class, which 
challenged gender inequality while reinforc-
ing racial inequality (p < .001). Mirroring 
these trends, Black men were more likely 
than others to hold racial structuralist/gender 
ambivalent views, which espoused anti-racist 
attitudes while continuing to believe women 
should perform most of the household labor 
(p < .001).

In summary, results from Figure 3 suggest 
attitudes appear to be driven foremost by 
race group-interest and secondarily by race/
gender group-interest. The highest probabil-
ity of membership for each subgroup was for 
the class that was in the best interest of both 
women and men of their race. Comparing 
class representation, each latent class was 
most represented in the race/gender subgroup 
under which the greatest gains would be pro-
vided. In the case of Black women and White 
men, we find strong evidence for the role 
of structural locations in shaping personal 
outlooks. White men, privileged by race and 
gender systems, were more likely than all 
other subgroups to hold regressive opinions 
on both dimensions, whereas Black women, 
positioned at the intersection of racism and 
sexism, were the most likely to possess atti-
tudes that challenge these power hierarchies.

Class membership by respondent 
sociodemographic characteristics. Our 
multinomial logistic regression model pre-
dicting latent class membership included a 
number of additional covariates intended to 
provide a more extensive profile of respond-
ents holding each attitudinal configuration. 
Model results are reported in the Appendix, 
Table A1, and predicted probabilities of latent 
class membership across respondent charac-
teristics are illustrated in Figures 4 and 5.

Across each set of respondent character-
istics, we find significant differences in pre-
dicted latent class membership. We see the 

largest differences between the most pro-
gressive class of racial structuralism/gen-
der egalitarianism and the most regressive 
class of new racialism/gender traditionalism. 
Racial structuralist/gender egalitarians tend 
to belong to younger birth cohorts (Millen-
nial/Gen-Z), have college degrees, reside in 
the West or Northeast regions, hold manage-
rial/professional occupations, self-identify as 
upper/middle class, and are less religious. In 
contrast, new racialist/gender traditionals are 
more likely to be in an older birth cohort (pre-
Baby Boomers), have low levels of educa-
tion, reside in the South, work in blue-collar 
occupations, and be more religious. Consist-
ent with research showing cohort replace-
ment plays a large role in cultural change 
(Kiley and Vaisey 2020), we find differences 
between birth cohorts is one of the strongest 
predictors of latent class membership, as pre-
Baby Boomers are about four times as likely 
as Millennials/Gen-Zs to belong to the new 
racialist/gender traditionalist class, and are 
less than half as likely to hold racial structur-
alist/gender egalitarian views. Also substanti-
ating previous research, we found educational 
differences were one of the strongest predic-
tors (Hunt 2007; Scarborough et al. 2019). In 
particular, respondents with a college degree 
were over three times as likely to possess 
racial structuralist/gender egalitarian attitudes 
than were respondents with less than a high 
school education.

In comparison to the two unified pro-
gressive and regressive racial/gender attitude 
configurations, new racialist/gender egali-
tarian views were more prevalent among 
respondents who self-identified as working-
class, those who had high school or some 
college education, and those belonging to 
Baby-Boomer or Gen-X birth cohorts. These 
views were also more common in the South 
than in other U.S. regions. Religion played a 
smaller role than other respondent character-
istics, although there is some evidence that 
individuals attending religious services every 
week were less likely to hold new racialist/
gender egalitarian views and more likely to 
possess racial structuralist/gender ambivalent 
or new racialist/gender traditional attitudes 
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compared to people who attended religious 
services less frequently or not at all.

Predictors of racial structuralist/gender 
ambivalent attitudes primarily reflected lower 
social-class status. Respondents self-identifying 
as lower-class, those not employed, and those 
with less than a high school education were 

the most likely to hold racial structuralist/
gender ambivalent views. We also found evi-
dence that weekly attendance at religious 
services is associated with these attitudes, 
and racial structuralist/gender ambivalent 
perspectives were more common among pre-
Baby Boomers.
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Our analysis of additional respondent 
characteristics associated with racial/gender 
attitudinal configurations suggests a variety 
of mechanisms are motivating these views. 
Consistent with previous research, birth 
cohort and educational differences are strong 

predictors of racial/gender attitudes (Hunt 
2007; Scarborough et al. 2019), followed 
by religiosity and social class (Bobo and 
Kluegel 1993; Schnabel 2016). We found 
significant regional differences, but primar-
ily between the South and the rest of the 
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United States—higher levels of new racialism 
occurred alongside both gender egalitarian-
ism and gender traditionalism in this region 
than in any other.

Figures 4 and 5 highlight several pre-
dictors of attitudinal configurations, but 
none distinguish latent class membership 
to a larger extent than respondent race/gen-
der (reported in Figure 3). For example, our 
results indicate the virtual absence of new 
racialist/gender traditional views among 
Black women, whereas these views were pre-
dicted to occur, at least to some extent, across 
all other respondent characteristics. These 
findings underscore a central tenet of inter-
sectional theory: individuals’ structural posi-
tion within intersecting social systems, such 
as race and gender, shape their standpoint 
and perspective (Collins 2008; King 1988). 
Additional respondent characteristics related 
to birth cohort, education, social class, and 
religiosity play a meaningful role in individu-
als’ attitudes, but our findings indicate the 
simultaneous experience of race and gender 
identity is central in shaping how respondents 
perceive racial disparities and their expecta-
tions for women and men. Respondents in 
positions disadvantaged by systems of rac-
ism and sexism, namely Black women, most 
commonly hold views that challenge these 
power structures, whereas people in positions 
advantaged by these systems, namely White 
men, are the most likely to possess views that 
sustain them.

DISCuSSIon
We used latent class analysis to identify the 
interrelated ways racial and gender attitudes 
are configured, how they changed over time, 
and how they vary by respondent charac-
teristics. Four dominant configurations of 
racial/gender attitudes emerged. Two of these 
attitudinal groups had unified views across 
race and gender: new racialist/gender tradi-
tionals held universally regressive opinions, 
and racial structuralist/gender egalitarians 
held corresponding progressive views. The 
two remaining classes held divergent racial 
and gender attitudes. First, one group held 

new racialist and gender egalitarian beliefs, 
indicating that gender egalitarian attitudes are 
not necessarily viewed as incongruent with 
new racialist perspectives. In fact, individu-
als with gender egalitarian perspectives were 
just as likely to hold new racialist attitudes 
as racial structuralist views. The other group, 
racial structuralist/gender ambivalents, held 
progressive views on race, attributing racial 
disparities to structural conditions, while also 
holding ambivalent perspectives on gender, 
supporting women’s public sphere participa-
tion but endorsing conventional gendered 
behavior within families. Respondents with 
racial structuralist perspectives were almost 
twice as likely to hold gender egalitarian atti-
tudes than to hold gender ambivalent views.

These intersections of racial and gender 
attitudes provide new insight into the cultural 
meanings attached to ideologies of race and 
gender, particularly when viewed over time 
and across respondent characteristics. Exam-
ining change over the past four decades, we 
found a growing prevalence of new racialist/
gender egalitarian attitudes, particularly from 
1977 through 2014, suggesting the increase in 
gender egalitarianism during this period was 
largely facilitated through the incorporation 
of new racialist views. Racial structuralist/
gender egalitarian attitudes also became more 
common since 1977, but gains have fluctu-
ated. Still, growth in this perspective has 
been steady since 2012, and by 2016, it was 
the most common attitudinal configuration. 
These findings suggest a growing alignment 
of racial structuralism and gender egali-
tarianism in recent years, likely reflecting 
increased public attention to the incorporation 
of intersectional principles within highly vis-
ible social movements such as Black Lives 
Matter. Our study was not designed to test 
whether these longitudinal trends are due to 
period effects, cohort replacement, or within-
individual attitudinal change. However, the 
observed differences in attitudes between pre-
Baby Boomer, Baby Boomer, Gen-X, and 
Millennial/Gen-Z birth cohorts is consist-
ent with previous research showing cohort 
replacement plays a substantial role in cul-
tural change (Kiley and Vaisey 2020).
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In addition to birth cohort, our results 
revealed that education, region, social class, 
and religiosity are important predictors of 
racial/gender attitudes. Yet, none of these 
characteristics distinguished attitudes to 
as large an extent as respondents’ race and 
gender identity. New racialism and gender 
egalitarianism appear to have coalesced 
particularly among White men and White 
women, who were most likely to hold these 
seemingly contradictory attitudes. White men 
more readily embraced gender egalitarian-
ism than racial structuralism, whereas White 
women most commonly possessed new 
racialist views alongside gender egalitarian 
ones. In contrast, both Black women and 
Black men most commonly held racial struc-
turalist/gender egalitarian attitudes. Notably, 
Black men more readily incorporated gender 
egalitarianism alongside racial structuralism, 
even though their specific interests may be 
advanced through supporting gender ambiva-
lence or traditionalism.

Why are racial/gender attitudes more 
likely to align across race group-interest than 
gender group-interest? This question high-
lights important differences between the ways 
gender and race operate as social structures. 
We argue that these findings reflect stronger 
bonds on the basis of race over gender. In 
particular, the intimacy of gender relations 
as experienced through different-gender cou-
pling is more likely to facilitate bonds among 
individuals who occupy different structural 
positions on the basis of gender. Race as a 
social structure contains a highly pervasive 
physical-geographic component that segre-
gates individuals of different race groups 
(Jackman 1994). Although not universal, 
racial residential segregation and the low per-
centage of interracial marriages and families 
means households are mostly racially homog-
enous (Bonilla-Silva 2014; Omi and Winant 
2014; Wang 2015). This makes it more dif-
ficult to form bonds on the basis of gender 
across racial groups.

Although structures of race and gender 
shape the attitudes of both White and Black 
individuals to similarly align by race group-
interest over gender group-interest, we argue 

that distinct mechanisms drive each of these 
patterns. The intimacy characterizing gender 
as a social structure means bonds between 
White men and women may contribute to 
resource-hoarding (Jackman 1994; Omi and 
Winant 2014). White men’s combination of 
new racialism and gender egalitarianism sup-
ports White women’s opportunities in the 
service of garnering more resources for their 
households. From this perspective, White 
men’s espousal of gender egalitarianism is 
rooted not in benevolent coalition, but in 
paternalistic self-interest in the realization 
that there is more to gain by endorsing White 
women’s gender equality (Jackman 1994). 
This is supported by evidence that Whites 
have more readily embraced gender equality 
in employment than in the home, where men 
retain power over allocations of time and 
financial resources (Kane 2000; Scarborough 
et al. 2019). By incorporating new racialism 
alongside gender egalitarianism, White men 
do not risk the potential loss of power or 
resources beyond their households, as could 
occur with more universal support for gender 
equality extending to Black women, with 
whom they are less commonly partnered 
(Wang 2015). A key fulcrum in this mecha-
nism is the intersection of heterosexuality, 
which facilitates gendered intimacy between 
women and men and creates the context for 
White women’s gains in the public sphere to 
align with White men’s self-interest (Fergu-
son 2003; Rubin 1975; Ward 2020). Viewing 
White men’s gender attitudes alongside their 
co-occurrence with racial attitudes reveals 
that increasing gender egalitarianism among 
this group during recent decades may not be 
the sign of progress many have interpreted it 
as. Instead, when combined with new racial-
ist beliefs, White men’s espousal of gender 
egalitarianism serves their interests at the 
advantaged intersection of race and gender 
social structures.

In contrast to motives of resource-hoarding 
among White individuals, we contend that 
patterns of race group-interest over gender 
group-interest among African Americans 
reflect coalitions facilitated by intimacy 
fostered in the shared context of spatial 
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separation from White people. This interpre-
tation is consistent with Jackman’s (1994) 
argument that although spatial segregation 
constitutes a powerful mechanism sustaining 
racial inequality, it is also more conducive 
to dissent on the part of subordinate groups, 
because dominant groups have less direct 
social control in segregated settings (see also 
Hunter and Robinson 2018; Pattillo 2010). 
From this vantage, Black men’s gender egali-
tarianism is rooted not in self-interest (as 
among White men), but rather as an effective 
and necessary coalition to challenge struc-
tures of racial inequality.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our findings shed light on the intersection of 
racial and gender attitudes over the past 40 
years. There are, however, important limita-
tions and scope conditions to this study. As 
noted previously, the survey items we ana-
lyzed were framed in a unidimensional fash-
ion that assumed respondent racial attitudes 
did not vary when directed across gender, and 
that respondent gender attitudes did not differ 
depending on their application toward various 
race groups. Our reliance on longitudinal data 
prevented us from addressing these concerns, 
although ongoing and future data collection 
efforts may further integrate intersectional 
framing into question design. Inherent to 
attitudinal research with diverse samples, our 
analysis also implicitly assumes survey ques-
tions are interpreted similarly across respon-
dents. However, racial and gender attitude 
items may be particularly susceptible to vary-
ing interpretations across individuals’ race 
and gender identity. For example, expressions 
of new racialist views may have very differ-
ent meanings and implications when held by 
Black and White respondents. Therefore, we 
stress that the scope of our findings are limited 
to the expressed attitudes of respondents, and 
their more complicated foundations are left to 
theoretical interpretation and future research.

Two additional limitations lend them-
selves to research agendas that would fur-
ther advance our findings. First, we did not 

analyze the relationship between racial/
gender attitudes and policy support, a topic 
that has been a major feature of attitudinal 
research (Bolzendahl and Myers 2004; Tuch 
and Hughes 2011). Considering the intersec-
tion of racial and gender attitudes may reveal 
that a large source of opposition to racial 
policies, for example, comes from people 
who hold liberal perspectives toward gender, 
but also espouse new racialist attitudes on 
race. Second, we did not examine attitudes 
among Asian or Latinx respondents because 
these individuals were not identified in the 
GSS until the late 1990s. Existing research 
suggests the racial and gender attitudes of 
these two groups are more similar to African 
American than to White individuals (Sanchez 
2008; Zheng 2019). Then again, other studies 
highlight significant heterogeneity of views 
within Asian and Latinx communities (Oli-
ver 2010). Examining the simultaneity of 
racial and gender attitudes among Asian and 
Latinx individuals may add further insight 
to within-group variation, as well as con-
tribute additional details on the role of racial 
group-interest.

Conclusion

The growing confluence of new racialist 
and gender egalitarian attitudes characterizes 
most of the period we analyzed, but trends 
from recent years indicate that individuals 
increasingly hold both racial structuralist 
and gender egalitarian attitudes. Since 2016, 
racial structuralist/gender egalitarian views 
have been the most common, suggesting 
racial structuralism and gender egalitarianism 
appear to be more universally unifying. The 
mainstreaming of intersectional principles in 
public discourse and within social movements 
such as Black Lives Matter may have suc-
cessfully highlighted the complex intersec-
tions of race and gender equity, stressing the 
need to be inclusive of each other rather than 
independent. We are hopeful these trends will 
continue in the future, as the discursive power 
of intersectionality may be used to advance 
social equity across multiple dimensions.
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APPenDIx
Table A1. Full Results, Multinomial Logistic Regression Model Predicting Latent Class 
Membership

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Egalitarianism
Racial Structuralism, 
Gender Ambivalent

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Traditionalism

 Base Category: Racial Structuralism, Gender Egalitarianism

 β  (SE) β (SE) β  (SE)

Survey Year (1977)
 1985 .240 (.230) –.562** (.184) –.762*** (.169)
 1986 .430 (.228) –.638*** (.187) –.560** (.171)
 1988 .313 (.245) –.699*** (.203) –.882*** (.195)
 1989 .354 (.247) –.770*** (.215) –.776*** (.196)
 1990 .552* (.250) –.605** (.226) –.474* (.199)
 1991 .398 (.239) –.898*** (.214) –.641*** (.187)
 1993 .507* (.231) –.929*** (.208) –1.228*** (.203)
 1994 .518* (.214) –1.006*** (.184) –.818*** (.166)
 1996 .807*** (.220) –.671*** (.194) –.424* (.171)
 1998 .780*** (.222) –.811*** (.195) –.398* (.173)
 2000 1.051*** (.228) –.126 (.194) .279 (.174)
 2002 .970*** (.253) –.428 (.255) .054 (.208)
 2004 1.290*** (.252) –.151 (.234) .110 (.212)
 2006 1.114*** (.222) –.592** (.199) –.057 (.173)
 2008 .939*** (.225) –.967*** (.217) –.374* (.183)
 2010 .919*** (.226) –.742*** (.212) –.355 (.185)
 2012 1.402*** (.235) –.458* (.218) –.076 (.201)
 2014 1.303*** (.219) –.927*** (.213) –.376* (.183)
 2016 .595** (.220) –1.205*** (.201) –1.081*** (.183)
 2018 .475* (.223) –1.102*** (.199) –1.301*** (.199)
Respondent Race/Gender (White Men)
 White Women –.162** (.061) –.692*** (.078) –1.253*** (.066)
 Black Men –1.659*** (.145) –.282* (.140) –3.544*** (.312)
 Black Women –1.831*** (.122) –1.159*** (.131) –6.516** (2.167)
 Other Race Men –.290 (.210) .769*** (.189) .090 (.180)
 Other Race Women –.703*** (.163) –.045 (.159) –1.489*** (.199)
Birth Cohort (Pre-BB)
 Baby-Boomer –.141 (.078) –1.018*** (.080) –1.107*** (.072)
 Gen-X .019 (.090) –1.339*** (.106) –1.313*** (.091)
 Millennial & Gen-Z –.483*** (.114) –1.938*** (.150) –2.103*** (.139)
Education (Less Than High School)
 High School –.154 (.101) –.811*** (.104) –.613*** (.097)
 Some College –.594*** (.103) –1.102*** (.107) –1.113*** (.102)
 College Graduate or  

  Higher
–1.405*** (.112) –1.739*** (.120) –1.939*** (.112)

Occupation (Managerial/Professional)
 Service .047 (.086) .392*** (.103) .143 (.098)
 Sales & Office .203** (.071) .163 (.093) .259** (.080)
 Natural Resources/ 

  Construction
.579*** (.127) .699*** (.146) .660*** (.126)

(continued)
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notes
 1. Despite a decline in traditional biological racism, 

genetic testing (Roth and Ivemark 2018) and the 
rise of racial scientism (Saini 2019) point to the 
continuance of biological understandings of race.

 2. We follow Krysan (2000) in using the term “new 
racism” (or “new racialism,” to be applicable across 
race) as an umbrella concept summarizing vari-
ous forms of racial ideology rooted in individualist 
explanations of inequality. Other theories highlight 
more specific aspects of new racialism, such as col-
orblind racism (Bonilla-Silva 2014) and White racial 
frames (Feagin 2009), but we are not attempting to 
differentiate between specific ideologies. Instead, 
we take a broader view on shifting racial attitudes 
over time and their relation to gender attitudes.

 3. Contradictory gender attitudes have also been 
described using numerous terms, such as egalitar-
ian familism (Knight and Brinton 2017), gender 
essentialism (Cotter et al. 2011), and intensive 
parenting (Grunow et al. 2018). We use the term 

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Egalitarianism
Racial Structuralism, 
Gender Ambivalent

New Racialism, 
Gender 

Traditionalism

 Base Category: Racial Structuralism, Gender Egalitarianism

 β  (SE) β (SE) β  (SE)

 Production/ 
  Transportation/Moving

.432*** (.102) .528*** (.120) .566*** (.105)

 Not Employed –.158 (.130) .387** (.139) .108 (.139)
Subjective Social Class (Lower)
 Working .317* (.131) –.335* (.137) .248 (.151)
 Middle .007 (.133) –.385** (.138) .116 (.152)
 Upper .062 (.195) –.076 (.197) .178 (.207)
Region (Northeast)
 Midwest .288*** (.077) –.010 (.091) .143 (.085)
 South 1.028*** (.078) .320*** (.093) .996*** (.085)
 West –.035 (.083) .213* (.092) .100 (.088)
Religious Traditionalism (Traditional)
 Moderate –.238** (.073) –.145 (.089) –.561*** (.076)
 Liberal –.754*** (.078) –.473*** (.095) –1.132*** (.083)
Frequency Attend Religious Service (Less Than Once a Year)
 A Few Times a Year .071 (.070) .119 (.090) .129 (.079)
 Monthly .181* (.078) .257** (.099) .393*** (.086)
 Every Week or More .206* (.082) 1.002*** (.094) 1.007*** (.084)
 Constant –.056 (.274) 2.231*** (.253) 2.286*** (.241)

Note: Coefficients shown as log odds. Model uses ML-based correction method (Bakk et al. 2013; 
Vermunt 2010). Sample size: 23,357.

Table A1. (continued)
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“ambivalence” because it provides a more general 
label describing contradictory attitudes.

 4. WRKWAYUP, another variable in the GSS, has 
previously been used as an indicator of new racial-
ist attitudes (Krysan 2000). We omitted this vari-
able in our analysis because it was not asked from 
1977 through 1993 and was therefore missing for 
33.7 percent of our sample. To test whether our 
results are sensitive to the omission of this variable, 
we conducted LCA that included WRKWAYUP as 
an additional indicator, using a restricted sample 
that included only respondents non-missing on this 
item. Results (reported in the online supplement) 
were substantively similar, suggesting omission of 
this item does not affect our findings.

 5. We use the weighting variable WTSSALL provided 
by the GSS.

 6. Syntax used in analyses are available on the cor-
responding author’s OSF web page (https://osf.
io/6kyn8/).

 7. We also performed all analyses using modal assign-
ment of respondents to classes. All substantive find-
ings remained unchanged from the results presented 
here using proportional assignment.

 8. Our provisional use of binary gender categories fol-
lows conventional methods, but we note the pos-
sibility for important intersections of racial/gender 
attitudes among individuals who do not identify 
within binary cisgender categories.

 9. Generations are defined according to Dimock 
(2019) and commonly used in previous research 
(Scarborough et al. 2019; Shu and Meagher 2018). 
Our sample included fewer than 100 respondents 
from Generation Z (born after 1996). Therefore, we 
combined this cohort with Millennials. Although 
these four general birth cohort categories are often 
used in existing research, studies focusing explicitly 
on cohort effects have also applied more detailed 
categories that define birth cohorts according to 
specific birth year or five-year increments (Shu and 
Meagher 2018; Vaisey and Lizardo 2016). Because 
our purpose in this study does not include a direct 
examination of cohort effects, we use the most gen-
eral measures of birth cohorts to provide more inter-
pretable trends in the marginal differences between 
aggregate groups.

10. Regions are defined by the GSS according to U.S. 
Census classifications. The Northeast includes Con-
necticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont. The Midwest includes Illinois, Indi-
ana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and 
Wisconsin. The South includes Alabama, Arkansas, 
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Geor-
gia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennes-
see, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. The West 
includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 

Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

11. Our use of broad occupational groups likely provides 
conservative estimates for social class differences, 
as previous research suggests detailed occupations 
representing micro-classes better capture important 
social class dimensions (Weeden and Grusky 2005).

12. We measure religious traditionalism using the 
FUND variable in the GSS. In each survey year, 
the GSS codes respondents’ religious tradition-
alism based on characteristics of their reported 
religion. Traditional or fundamentalist religions, 
such as Southern Baptists, are characterized by the 
direct interpretation of the Bible or religious texts, 
a belief in the return of Christ or a religious sav-
ior, and efforts to convert others to their religion. 
Respondents coded liberal on this item report hav-
ing no religion or hold a religion, such as United 
Methodist, that focuses more on the natural world, 
endorses science over religious doctrine, and views 
the Bible and religious texts as metaphorical. Mod-
erate religions include Lutherans and exist between 
traditional and liberal beliefs. Respondents holding 
these beliefs may reject the anti-science approach of 
traditional religions while still endorsing religious 
beliefs and practices. Further information on these 
coding schemes is documented by Smith (1987).

13. The following pairs of variables were specified to 
covary in relaxing the assumption of conditional 
independence for the five-class model: FEFAM  
and RACDIF4; FECHLD and RACDIF4; FEFAM and 
FEPOL; FEPRESCH and RACDIF3; FEPOL and 
RACDIF4; RACDIF4 and RACDIF2; FEPRESCH 
and FEPOL; FEFAM and RACDIF2; FECHLD 
and FEPOL; FEPOL and RACDIF2; FECHLD and 
RACDIF2; and RACDIF3 and RACDIF2.

14. The following pairs of variables were speci-
fied to covary in our selected four-class LCA 
model: RACDIF1 and RACDIF2; RACDIF2 
and RACDIF4; FEPOL and FEFAM; FEPOL and 
FECHLD; FEFAM and RACDIF2; FEFAM 
and RACDIF4; FEPOL and RACDIF2; FEPOL and 
RACDIF4; FECHLD and RACDIF2; FEFAM and 
RACDIF3; and FECHLD and RACDIF4.

15. The sample size for Black women and Black men 
respondents was low (fewer than 100) for many 
years. Therefore, we do not present longitudinal 
trends by race/gender subgroups, because annual 
estimates are imprecise. Preliminary analysis using 
the data with low cell counts does suggest trends 
differ by race and gender, with Black women and 
men showing consistently higher levels of racial 
structuralist/gender egalitarian attitudes.
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